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Abstract
Jingde County, Xuancheng City,, Anhui Province, and improve the utilization rate of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium fertilizer, a field ex-

In order to grasp the current situation of utilization rate of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium fertilizer in single cropping rice in

periment on the fertilizer utilization rate of single cropping rice was carried out.The results showed that the rice yield in the whole fertilizer area
was higher than that in the without fertilizer application area, and there was no significant difference in the yield between the soil testing and
formulated fertilization and the conventional fertilization.The utilization rates of nitrogen, phosphorus and potash fertilizer of the soil testing and
formulated fertilization in rice were 39.7% , 13.7% and 55.9% respectively, which were 4.4, 0.4 and 2.3 percentage points higher than that of

conventional fertilization.
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Table 1 Fertilization scheme of fertilizer utilization rate kg/hm®
it oo
Treatment

N P,0; K,O
FP (CHALIEAL ) 195 56.25 56.25
FP-N 0 56.25 56.25
FP-P 195 0 56.25
FP-K 195 56.25 0
OPT(BLTr AL ) 165 60 90
OPT -N 0 60 90
OPT -P 165 0 90
OPT -K 165 60 0
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Table 2 Yield structure and yield of rice under different treatments

Wi AR TRIEL TR E B SR
QbR Plant Effective Actual grain 1 000-grain i . Actual
. L . Grass-grain .

Treatments height panicles number weight Latio production
cm x10°/hm’ L/ Fl g kg/hm®
FP 99.7 27.20 150.4 224 1.04 8793.0
FP-N 91.0 19.56 127.2 224 0.99 6 968.8
FP-P 98.0 25.78 131.6 22.7 1.01 8 385.9
FP-K 97.7 26.67 136.7 22.0 1.03 82149
OPT 100.3 27.91 152.6 22.9 1.05 8 937.7
OPT -N 90.7 20.09 133.2 22.6 1.04 7 206.6
OPT -P 99.7 25.87 144.3 22.8 1.03 8 502.0
OPT -K 97.3 25.42 139.5 22.1 1.01 8 328.2
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Table 3 Comparison of fertilizer utilization rates of different treatments
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AP Nitrogen Phosphorus Potassium Nitrogen Phosphate Potash
Treatment uptake uptake uptake utilization utilization utilization

kg/hm’ kg/hm’ kg/hm ratio // % ratio // % rate // %
FP 184.7 39.2 227.4 353 13.3 53.6
FP-N 116.0 29.4 160.7
FP-P 166.5 35.9 206.1
FP-K 169.2 35.8 202.4
OPT 192.4 40.9 237.4 39.7 13.7 55.9
OPT -N 126.9 29.8 180.2
OPT -P 174.0 37.3 219.4
OPT -K 171.4 35.8 195.6
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Table 4 Economic benefit analysis of each treatment

7 HEA A

WAYEY &

4
Kby 7o Yield Output Fertilizer N’EW)\
2 et 1ncome
Treatment kg/hm value cost S/ b
I/ hm’ I/ hm’ v
FP 8 793.0 21 103.1 1318.3 19 784.8
FP-N 6 968.8 16 725.2 614.6 16 110.6
FP-P 8 385.9 20 126.1 916.5 19 209.6
FP-K 8214.9 19 715.7 1 105.5 18 610.2
OPT 8 937.7 21 450.5 1364.5 20 086.0
OPT -N 7 206.6 17 295.9 769.1 16 526.8
OPT -P 8 502.0 20 404.8 935.9 19 468.9
OPT -K 8328.2 19 987.7 1024.0 18 963.7
H:JRE 1.66 J0/ kg SALHN 2.27 JT/ ke il BEIRE5 1.00 T/ kg; FRRA
2 2.40 Ju/kg

Note : Urea is 1.66 yuan /kg;potassium chloride is 2.27 yuan /kg;calcium
superphosphate is 1.00 yuan /kg;single season rice is 2.40 yuan /kg
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