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Table 1 The influence on the plant growth
Spring shoots
Nutrition shoots Results shoots
Treatment Height/ cm , ¢ m;: ! hjs}tlem A Stem Stem Stem
emaem gh/ an dianeter/mm Length/ cm diameter’ an Length/ an diameter’ mm
1 290.7 341.2X294.7 52.2 4.3 62. 6ab 5. 5ab 47. 8 4.6a
2 274.4 331.5<301.6 60.5 40.8 63.0a 5.6a 45.3d 4.3ab
3 288.8 333.6<297.5 53.0 4.4 51.2cd 4.8c 40.9¢ 4. Obc
4 288.5 325.5X299.2 55.7 40.4 51.5¢ 4. 8cd 39.7d 3.9
5(CK) 266.3 302.7X275.8 55.6 40.7 46.2e 4.4e 36. 4de 3. 7ade
: P=0.05.
Note: Significant Level P=0.05( Do
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Table 2 The effects on fuit yield and fruit quality
Sugar’ %
- Single fruit Maximum Ve rtical and ho rizontal Fruit form Single tree
Treatment
weght/ g weighV/ g dianeter’ mm index number Range Average yield/ kg
1 225. 6ab 388.3 71.4<75.5 0.95 14.0~14.5 14.3 25.58a
2 227.5a 370.6 68.6X75.4 0.91 13.0~14.8 13.9 23. 86ab
3 214.5ac 279.6 67.7<74.3 0.91 12.7~13.8 13.3 22.03be
4 200. 2cd 264.9 67.6<73.9 0.91 12.5~14.5 13.5 21. 06cd
5(CK) 181. 3e 264.9 66.6< 71.7 0.92 11.6~12.9 12.2 19. 12
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Table 3 The influence on the plant growth
Spring shoots
. . Nut rition shoots Results shoots
Crown Stem Stem
Treatment Height/ ¢cm Stem Stem
/emX em high/ an diameter/ cm X .
Length/ cm diameter’ mm Lengtly an diameter’ mm
1 280.6 349.8<299.8 50.8 4.7 65.7a 5.6a 52.6a 4.7a
2 274.4 331.5<301.6 60.5 40.8 64. 0ab 5. 5ab 49.7d 4. 6ab
3 268.2 320.3X290.9 52.6 43.5 63.2dc 5. 3abe 45. 4be 4.3dc
4 268.5 320.5x289.2 50.7 4.7 59.8bad 4.9cd 40. 8d 4.0d
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Table 4 The effects on fruit yield and fruit cquality
Sugar’ %
- Single fruit Maximum Ve rtical and ho rizontal Fruit form Single tree
Treatment
wegl/ g weigh/ g dianeter’ mm index number Range Average yield/ kg
1 218.9 378.8 70.2<X72.9 0.96 12.5~13.5 13.0 21.89
2 227.5 370.6 68.6<75.4 0.91 13.0~14.8 13.9 23.86
3 218. 3 269.3 68.7<73.6 0.93 12.6~14.3 13.5 21.72
4 208. 8 279.6 66.6< 72.7 0.92 12.1~13.2 12.6 21.13
3
NN [1 s , .
. , 2007 35(6):33-34.
.5 . 4 ]
[2 s .
’ [J. , 2006 34( ): 48-49.
1, 2, 3 s [3 R . . , 2009
H (6): 109-165.
. . [4 , , .
. , 2008(7):41-43.
.5 . 4 H
[3 , . [J. s
2004(1): 30-31.
s 19 2» [ q y y .
H [J. » 2004C D). 43-46.
y [1 s s . [J. s
2 , 1 , 4 2005(5): 41-42.
[§ s . [J. , 1993(3): 89.
[9 . [ 5 2000C -
’ 2526,
, N #P205 K20 [ 10 . .
10.0 *11.0 *20.0 N :P20s ‘K20 (0. . 2008 37(6); 138-140.
10.0 #11.0 #20.0 : ( » ’ ;
4 : 4 : . -

Influence of Different N P, K Ratio on the Vegetative Growth and
Fruit Quality of Xinchuanzhongdao Peach

JIN Fang-lun, LI mingg XU Qun HAN Chenming AO Xue-xi LUO Huixian ZHOU Guang- pingg CHE Kong-fu
(Guizhou Institute of Serculture Pepper, Zunyi Guizhou 563007)

Abstract; The experiment w as cnducted to investigate effects of different combination ratios of N, P, K fertilizer on new
shoots grow th and fruit yield and quality of Xinchuanzhongdao peach for 3 consecutive years (2007 ~ 2009). The results
showed that the different proportion on new sichuan potassium fertilizer alcatraz of Xinchuanzhongdao peach and
vegetative etc,in the reaction process of five treatment, the former four treatment had significant differences between
treatment level, treatment 1 had the best effect, the second was treatment 2 with the two significant effect, the effect was
superior to other treatment, the best effect was 10.0 *11.0 20.0 of the N *P:0s *K20 ratio; The different fertilization
of the new period of vegetative growth alcatraz of Xinchuanzhongdao peach and quality, fat period in mid-april choice for
tree branches extended and bold grow th in late april, the choice was helpful to improve the quality of fruit production.
Key words: Xinchuanzhongdao peach; N, P, K ratio; vegetative; fruit quality; influence

33



