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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on yield and benefit of the second generation of bulb cut lily
b3 667 m2 FE R 667 m2 FE{E 667 m2 FhiE A 667 m2 32
Treatment Yield per 667 m? /4% Output value per 667 m?/J0 Planting cost per 667 m?/JG Benefit per 667 m? /T
A 9 915a 24 788 15 050 9 738
B 9 659ab 24 148 14 750 9 398
St HE(CK) 9 274b 23 185 14 500 8 685

VINCESSE e (P S A TE

Note: Lowercase letters show significant difference at 5% level.
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on plant height, leaf and stem diameter of the second generation of bulb cut lily
sl 731 AR R ez
Treatment Plant height/cm Effective blade number/3§ Flag leaf width/mm Culm diameter/mm
A 69. 8 29.0 52.5 2.0
B 69.1 28.9 52.5 1.9
X (CKD 67.5 27.8 52.3 1.9
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FRE IR
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HRRIE AR L AL B B AT CK 4 FI38hn 0. 1 4~ Al
0.2 4~ Ab3E A SE— AR K E , FLALFE B A1 CK
S50 0.02 em Hl 0. 03 cm; ZbFH A 85— 78
HHEAAS CKAEMN, LA B> 0. 01 cm; 4b3E
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the quality of cut flower of the second generation of bulb cut lily
Kbz BUBRTE RIS KK F—REEER Jii S
Treatment Number of flower buds per plant/4~  The first flower bud length/em  The first flower bud diameter/cm  Flowering rate/ %
A 1.7 7.24 3.05 70.3
B 1.6 7.26 3. 06 68. 5
Xt i (CK) 1.5 7.27 3.05 66.4
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0. 2 NEHATRGANER A AR RE & UL TE Ak
ROHAME BET 0.4 ANE 448, CKALT 0.8
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the resistance of the second generations of bulb cut lily %
AbyE RH-Bei R IR AR R IR B R 3R
Treatment Incidence of leaf burn disease Incidence of damping off Rate of malformed plant
A 4.9 6.4 6.3
B 5.2 6.6 5.9
X IR (CKD 5.4 6.6 7.1
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Effect of Biogas Residue Application on the Yield and Quality of
the Second Generation Cut Lily Bulbs Cultivation

ZHU Jianjun' ,CHEN Jialong! , JIANG Jiayong®
(1. Institute of Horticultural Research, Wenzhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Wenzhou, Zhejiang 325006 ; 2, Institute
of Agricultural Science, Wencheng County Agricultural Bureau, Wencheng, Zhejiang 325300)

Abstract; The rabbit dung biogas,lily cultivar ‘Sorbonne’ of the second generation bulb were used as
test material, using N under different dosage of contrast biogas residue test method, the effects of
different biogas residue application on the growth and development of the second generation of ball
flower lily were studied. The results showed that the difference of flower yield between A(667 m? 594
kg biogas residue) and CK was significant, cut flower yield was 9 915 branch per 667 m? and benefit
was 9 738 RMB per 667 m? when base fertilizer biogas residue 594 kg per 667 m?. The effects of biogas
residue on plant height, leaf number, flag leaf width, bud number, size of flower bud, flowering rate
andresistance were obvious, the plant height, effective leaf number, yield and benefit increased when
the biogas residue from O to 594 kg per 667 m?®, the results could provide a reference for the green and
efficient cultivation of the second generation cut lily bulbs.

Keywords: biogas residue; the second generation bulb;cut lily; yield; quality

P P

w47 H) 2018 H (W & B)

(PEW=4) 2 Bl = A & 48 b EE Y= S BB 2# B e R 2o e St 7] 75
B2 A R AR R F = ARSI, RIS FTB IS 1919 SFAIIMECPER 2 S AR, FE
PIZRAAE Y 15 B Rl BRVER S AR B AL Fh R TR L K SPEYIE P=A R LR Y 2B
H LA 3 ST BRI M I BRI AT e 30 & PE AR I 55 T R4S . (VB4 2 IR EED R R 5T
SURAISATIT], KILORIE I T 2= R IEREAIRGE Jr 1), BRSSO E T R EEDREPT
HIB R K, BREREJVRAOVRE TS FERE N — R E TR E M, (TEW2EHOM 2001 %
22 15 FF P ERHEE BRI R T A M EA LS ARG PHRS . 2013 4FF1 2015 459k 551 H &
BRI LR PR E SRAL R PI, 2011 R0 2017 ARARCAS U b E H AR BUR R IR A R, R
TR A 4 R SO T B S ) (2004,2008., 2011, 2014 4F B B, (FEYISF R ) BEH 7E
“AeE AAEMIO I PIRTE .

(YRR A T, A3 160 BT, M 60 JU/M, 24F 720 6, Al & EAMARRITH, TS
ISSN 0496 —3490, CN 11—1809/S, MR &RALS: 82—336, WLA] M 4RIEFREIETTIN

ik JE R TTEE X PO R 12 5, T ERVREBEEYRL A I R 4R R
B4R : 100081

B1E: 010—82108548,010—82105793

Rtk : http://zwxb. chinacrops. org/

E-mail. zwxb301(@caas. cn



