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Abstract: [ Objectives ] The study on the right rate and right time of potash (K) application is the base for
scientific use of fertilizers in main cotton areas. [ Methods] Field experiments were conducted successively two

years in Shandong, Hebei and Xinjiang provinces. The treatments of K, O rate experiments were; 0, 30, 60, 120,
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180, 240 kg/hm’ in Shandong Province, 0, 37.5, 75, 150, 225, 300 kg/hm’ in Hebei Province, and 0, 18. 75,
37.5, 75, 112.5, 150 kg/hm’ in Xinjiang Autonomous Region. The treatments of K application time experiments
in three locations all included: Control (no K), all K applied basally, 50% basally and 50% topdressing at
flowering stage, topdressing 50% at bud stage and 50% at boll stage, topdressing 50% at bud stage and 50% at
boll open stage, topdressing 50% at flowering stage and 50% at boll open stage. [ Results] The K application rates
had no significant effect on the fiber quality, but on the yield and economic profit of cotton production. Potassium
was mainly accumulated by aboveground cotton plants after flowering stage with the percentages of 54% —62% ,
70%—-T73% and 49%—-67% of total K accumulation during the whole growth period in the trials of Shandong, Hebei
and Xinjiang, respectively. Potash application produced more lint cotton yield and economic benefit than K
omission plots. The effect of potash rates on lint yield was more obvious in 2013 than in 2012 and the effect of
potash rates on lint yield in different locations was Xinjiang > Shandong > Hebei. The K, O rate for maximum yield
was 142, 240, 174 kg/hm* and for optimum economic yield was 136, 212, 150 kg/hm”, respectively. Compared
with control without K, some fiber quality indices were affected by K application, but there were no significant
difference between potash rates. When no straw returning, in Shandong and Hebei, annual application of K,0 180
and 150 kg/hm” could sustain apparent soil K balance, but in Xinjiang, all the experimented K,O rates resulted in
negative balance. The right time of potash application was topdressing 50% at bud stage and 50% at boll stage in
Hebei and Xinjiang, and topdressing 50% at basal and 50% at flower stage in Shandong, which produced more lint
yield, agronomic efficiency and economic benefit than other application time treatments. The length, strength and
elongation of fiber were affected by the time of K application, although the effect varied in experimental years and
locations, the length uniformity and macronaire value of fibre were not affected by application time. [ Conclusions ]
Potash application rate has not affected the fibre quality, but the yield and profits of cotton production. The right
rate and time of potash application in Shandong should be K,0 180 =240 kg/hm’, with 50% basall and 50%
topdressing at flowering stage; those in Hebei should be K,0 150 =180 kg/hm’ , topdressed 50% at bud stage and
50% at boll stage; those in Xinjiang should be K,0 112. 5 -150 kg/hm*, topdressed 50% at bud stage and 50%
at boll stage.

Key words: cotton; potash rate; time of K application; cotton yield; fiber quality
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A + g AW (%) T HAE(mg/kg) AR (mg/kg) AL (mg/kg)
Location Soil type pH oM Min. -N Avail. -P Avail. -K
1% Shandong 1+ Fluvo-aquic soil 8.0 0.87 23 8 82
L Hebei 14 Fluvo-aquic soil 8.5 1.27 77 10 89
PiHl Xinjiang KU+ Grey desert soil 8.3 0.88 1 1 177
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Table 2 Cotton lint yield and economic benefit under different K,O rate

- 2T By PRERR Jita B A A
b K.0 rate Lint yield Yield increase Agronomy Efficiency  Income from K application
Location (kg/hm*) (%) (kg/kg, K,0) (yuan/hm®)
(kg/hm®)
2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013
7R 0 1563 b 1245 ¢
Shandong 30 1637 ab 1308 b 4.7 5.1 2.5 2.10 1968 1746
60 1684 ab 1338 b 7.7 7.5 2.0 1.55 3156 2502
120 1694 ab 1362 ab 8.4 9.4 1.1 0.98 3120 2934
180 1731 a 1417 a 10.7 13.8 0.9 0.96 3858 4296
240 1766 a 1418 a 13.0 13.9 0.8 0.72 4536 4038
0] 0 1425 b 1481 b
Hebei 37.5 1513 ab 1524 ab 6.2 2.9 2.3 1.15 2328 1110
75 1530 ab 1531 ab 7.4 3.4 1.4 0.67 2616 1140
150 1534 ab 1619 a 7.6 9.3 0.7 0.92 2322 3420
225 1531 ab 1545 ab 7.4 4.3 0.5 0.28 1824 840
300 1548 a 1497 ab 8.6 1.1 0.4 0.05 1902 -960
Bt 0 1271 ¢ 1526 d
Xinjiang 18.75 1285 ¢ 1710 ¢ 1.1 12.1 0.7 9.8 300 5430
37.5 1330 b 1655 ¢ 4.6 8.5 1.6 3.4 1494 3690
75 1430 a 1808 b 12.5 18.5 2.1 3.8 4170 8100
112.5 1437 a 1871 ab 13.1 22.6 1.5 3.1 4164 9810
150 1393 a 1933 a 9.6 26.7 0.8 2.7 2694 11490

7E(Note) : JEURLFD B2 47 B 4% Fertilizer and lint cotton price: N 4.5 yuan/kg, P,05 5.0 yuan/kg, K,O 4.8 yuan/kg, FZ## lint cotton 30
yuan/kg; [F]—Hb 55 Rl — 35U F SR AR P FRR 2R B3 (P <0.05) Values with different letters in the same column in the same location indicates
significant difference (P <0.05).
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Fig.3 Relationship between potash rate and cotton lint yield
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Table 3 Effect of potash rate on cotton fibre quality indices
e R (9% i S %
i 5, AR FierE: lrfngth Fiiieigth) FHf:: Elt:rﬁih Fibrfaejlﬁzrzation SR
Location K, O rate (mom) aniformity (cN/tex) (%) Macronaire value
(kg/hm”)
2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013
%R 0 28.1a 28.0a 84.4a 8l.8a 26.9a 27.2a 6.4a 6.1a 3.44d 4.0 a
Shandong 30 29.1a 28.0a 83.0a 82.0a 28.2a 27.9a 6.6a 6.6a 3.6cd 4.la
60 28.2a 28.4a 84.1a 8l.6a 27.6a 26.8a 6.2a 6.7a 3.9bc 4.3a
120 28.5a 28.6a 84.3a 82.4a 27.3a 26.7a 7.0a 7.0a 3.6cd 4.2a
180 29.4a 28.8a 82.6a 82.4a 27.0a 26.9a 7.4a 6.7a 4.0ab 4.2a
240 29.8a 28.5a 82.6a 82.3a 27.4a 27.5a 6.8a 6.4a 4.3a 4.1a
Wk 0 27.9a 26.6b 83.4a 81.9b 25.6a 28.8b 4.6a 4.9a 49a 5.5a
Hebei 37.5 28.3a 26.6b 83.4a 82.3ab 24.9a 29.7ab 4.4a 50a 4.6a 5.5a
75 28.3a 26.8ab 84.0a 82.8ab 26.2a 29.7ab 4.8a 4.9a 5.0a 5.3 ab
150 28.9a 28.1a 84.6a 83.0ab 26.8a 31.7a 4.6a 50a 4.7a 5.2b
225 28.5a 27.4ab 83.4a 83.3ab 24.9a 30.6ab 4.5a 5.1a 4.8a 5.3 ab
300 28.4a 27.1ab 84.3a 83.8a 25.7a 29.6ab 4.1a 4.9a 4.7a 5.3 ab
e 0 27.3a 27.2a 85.8a 84.8a 30.2a 29.5a 7.4a 7.7a 50a 4.8 a
Xinjiang 18.75 28.1a 27.0a 86.4a 83la 32.0a 28.0a 6.4b 81la 4.8a 5.0a
37.5 28.3a 28.1a 85.9a 84.9a 32.0a 28.7a 7.1ab 8.0a 4.7a 4.7 a
75 27.7a 26.4a 86.0a 84.8a 3l.4a 28.8a 6.6ab 7.4a 4.8a 4.9 a
112.5 27.7a 28.1a 85.6a 85.1a 30.9a 30.4a 7.2ab 6.7a 4.9a 5.0a
150 28.1a 27.5a 87.1a 84.3a 31.0a 29.6a 7.0ab 7.3a 4.8a 4.9 a

7 (Note) : [a]— 5 [6] — B F )G ARl FREFR /R 25 B3 (P <0.05) Values with different letters in the same column in the same location

indicates significant difference (P <0.05).
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*4 AEFEAETIEHEPETE
(2012 —2013) (K,O kg/hm’)
Table 4 K balance in cotton field in potash

rate experiment

HiA it B LTPN i -y
Location ~ K,O rate  Input®  Output”” Balance
W7 0 15.4 247.4 -232
Shandong 30 75.4 271.4 -196.2
60 135.4 293.6 -158.3

120 255.4 298.9 -43.6

180 375.4 321.5 53.9

240 495.4 330.8 164.6

0|4 0 14.1 198.8 -184.7
Hebei 37.5 89.1 244.3 -155.2
75 164. 1 235.6 -71.5

150 314.1 280.7 33.4

225 464. 1 262 202.1

300 614.1 270.3 343.8

i 0 44.2 432.7 -388.5
Xinjiang 18.75 81.7 459.2 -371.5
37.5 119.2 470.4 -351.3

75 194.2 514.1 -320

112.5 269.2 514.3 -245. 1

150 344.2 524.9 -180.7

H(Note): *—#4i AALFEEAL, FEW . ¥ B K K input
includes K from potash, rainfall and irrigation; = = —##%i 1 F8FEFEH
BT ASFF AN IS K output refers to uptake K by aboveground

cotton plants, no straw return.

Tt BIIE AR S ASCR REAR 2 52026 5 T A e
AT 7RI AR 50% F1 ARG + 50%
I T2 190 FH B 0 A AR AR 2
FRGHI T . UL, BS54 ) T4
S AR PR RIS

2.2.2 XARAELT AR R RO 7E LRI04 B
2013 4F HATBEAE 85 £F 4 1 L 3 LRI AR 430 S b
LT AE K 5 2 85 T 50% #1716 + 50% H7A
e 52 T 1, A 70 B0 0 0 S 27 24 5 5 14 50 25
RRBE(HK6), LR K 2012 4E R 50% 4
RELEE SO0 + SO 47 1t 2 0T 6 P A6 A7 4 07 22 1
i FLA S 40 190 25 4, A 5 5 b A 2
HEFHRT IO ; 2013 4R BRSO HE AR A H, AR )
T O S0 1 P 4 K B A LS (L
HAR A 1] 22 B R B (% 6) . FE R R A,

2012 4F 50% AR i + S0% S JE 48 1017t 114 2F 4
L3 7 b H At it B0 30 v, oo 22 4T P 50% B0 L
Al it B ST S0 ) 27 A AR 30 5 2013 AR JE It 4
IR AL 27 A< B2, %k H At 5 5t 48 A 1A 0 2 5 )
(226), [R50 A0 it FH I 00 59 i 21 4 1 3 | b 24
LU B ol T R 23R E (] b st AR 493 5 T 48 B
FLE AN —30 it B0 B X0 £ 2 5 R )
(EREZER AR

2.2.3 XA AR RTAT R A RE i FH s X A
B3P A s e R B (3R 7)) ZEil Jbil g o | AN
[F B 00t FH A AIE K, O 150 kg/hm® BEHH AR AET K ,
FERG M - 2 . AE 1L AR T b, R B i
HAAE K,0 120 kg/hm® |5 50% HHEFFAEHIIE + 50%
AT - 22 At AT /D R B AR A, FL At A A it 4 R
AT DT e AR SR I L, AN [R] B it P
HE K,0 75 kg/hm® F i Hi 46 F 3500 4 1) 39% ~
43% 375 /N BE TG fE AR AL T R, T A A 48 P i
R, FIE IR R IR, 450K, TR
Je RS /D i A X B 2R IR A, T e D - SRR R
EEi

3 gt

AR FH 2t R0 P 00 6 R Al e i A 4
[T, PR i RSP R B 22 B AL 25 R )
PATLEA AT, IR S A A& B & o K0
180 ~ 240 kg/hm®, 5 4 it FH B 30] R 50% it +
50% FE3U13E i , e e e B 1K R AR 1586 kg/hm® 5 Tk
B 5 H R A B & K,0 O 150 — 180
kg/hm® | F5eA%: it FH B 301k 50% #5399 + 50% 45 30138
Ji, $5 18 7 3 AR 1566 kg/hm® 5 7SR SG S04 IR
(4 B0t B K,0 112.5 — 150 kg/hm’* |, F2 £
FHBF R 509% 2511 +50% 44 W38 i, B e 7™ et ik
3 1666 kg/hm® . X LEHF 5725 1 577 AWFIE 45 1A
Sl AWFFEAE 26 L ZR R A 7 S Rl SCRC 28
WhoE R, ZEARAE 1 (£ A &4 105 — 109
mg/kg) FIEIE S ( HIEA R 133 — 138 mg/kg) T
it FH K,0 180 kg/hm® #5070 5 i A WF 5y %
B 76 10 AR s A 5 B 79 me/kg B i K, 0 150
kg/hm® W] i € AR B 28 k45 BE AR (50 77 5 AP I Rk
U PR ANIRST 4 SR LA BIF S A L AR A AR
S EAE R . R R L Y R R
ok 100 mg/kg B, i S AL AR K,0 90 kg/hm® fifJi
FIE AT LA SE K 668 1k 2 JH AR (1 484 7 S R— T A
R4 AR Z o e B 7 1 e & i+ 207
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Table 5 Effect of time of potash application on cotton lint yield and economic benefit
Bt By PRI ES IIKEL T ON
b s, 05t FE A Lint yield Yield increase Agronomy efficiency Income from K
Location Application time (kg/hm?) (%) (kg/kg, K,0) (yuan/hm*)
2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013
[EE|f CK 1434 a 1367 ¢
Hebei 100% Ba 1519 a 1434 abc 5.9 4.9 0.57 0.45 1632 1290
50% Ba +50% Fl 1514 a 1445 abc 5.6 5.7 0.53 0.52 1488 1620
50% Bu +50% Bl 1537 a 1553 a 7.2 13.6 0.69 1.24 2148 4860
50% Bu +50% Bo 1540 a 1509 ab 7.4 10.4 0.71 0.95 2232 3540
50% Fl+50% Bo 1503 a 1402 be 4.8 2.6 0.46 0.23 1170 330
AR CK 1487b 1191 ¢
Shandong  100% Ba 1609 ab 1284 ab 8.2 7.8 1.01 0.78 2850 2214
50% Ba +50% Fl 1668 a 1337 a 12.2 12.3 1.51 1.22 4560 3804
50% Bu +50% Bl 1631 a 1232 be 9.7 3.4 1.20 0.34 3504 654
50% Bu +50% Bo 1619 a 1224 be 8.9 2.8 1.10 0.28 3156 414
50% F1+50% Bo 1570 ab 1206 be 5.6 1.3 0.69 0.13 1740 -126
R CK 1271 ¢ 1526 b
Xinjiang 100% Ba 1435 ab 1808 a 12.9 18.5 2.19 3.8 4314 8100
50% Ba +50% Fl1 1501 a 1766 a 18.1 15.7 3.07 3.2 6216 6840
50% Bu +50% Bl 1517 a 1913 a 19.4 25.4 3.28 5.2 6678 11250
50% Bu +50% Bo 1416 b 1772 a 11.4 16.1 1.93 3.3 3768 7020
50% F1+50% Bo 1381 b 1789 a 8.7 17.2 1.47 3.5 2760 7530

1 (Note) : Ja[db . (L ZR F 3 5ot 36 40 I 4 K, O rate in Hebei, Shandong and Xinjiang: 150, 120, 75 kg/hm? ; CK— A% no K; Ba—3Ljife
basal ; FI—JF £t Flowering stage ; Bu—735 #Jifi Bud stage ; BI—43 /it Boll stage ; Bo—It 22 il Boll opening. AEELFN K #4144 Price of fertilizer
and lint cotton: 4.5 yuan/kg N, 5.0 yuan/kg P,05, 4.8 yuan/kg K, 0, 30 yuan/kg cotton lint; [R]—h 5 [F]—FN 5T G AR TR RR 22 5 B3 (P

<0.05) Values with different letters in the same column in the same location indicates significant difference (P <0.05).

mg/ kg B, bl . 24 5 i 77 s it o K,0 78
kg/hm? 7= 5tik 1478 kg/hm®, I 0] G £F 425
At A O A BE EL A SO A i 127
mg/kg B}, Jiti K,0 180 kg/hm* W] {ifi 7 fili - 13 54K
P AR e T AT AR, s
SHRAE ARl . R ZOR I SRS . AR
R A6 B KO 2 5, EL R A 7 e A
TP %A 2,

HRAE T A6 5 B0 2R 8 SR X R AR 7 B R0 5 T A
M 2 BRI SR N 01 DG T AR R, A B 2B K b s B
P PR AR AR B B B A A
BOEEN TN KRB R, IR,
b B S AR S AR R AR B )
BB KRB EMN 54% — 62% . 10% —
73% . 49% ~ 67% , 5 HAWBF T 45 H—5 . B

18 B J RS TG A A AR A K S IR BR F K A E
FRAE[FAL ™ Py DUE SR 48 B n) A2 B8 2% B s % 597
e ) AHFSE I, 50% 1 IE7E FF A8 199 35 48 40 it
A F]F R AL e, X — 85 A 5T A
10200 509 S AR KL it A 50% S0 AR ) 4E 3993 1L
BRI 4 SRt T R v A AIE 28 R AR R R Al T A DA
K APRERLE

V2 WF 9T 48 W, i B0 1T 03T R AR 4 4E
N (Ed A BT B AT £ 4 T R
BB AR R ARR A 2 5 0 B
BB HRL Y 1 56 % B it 4 A U ANt A i AR S8 KO
RN 0.4 mm'® P4 GAR A (K, 0 180 kg/hm® ) A
BEVCERAE I, FEES AR LT ST
5o B AT R (HNT S5 v B . RN 48 B0 AR
AN TR A O R B R R R R 4
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Table 6 Effect of application time of potash on cotton fibre quality indices
KA BT (%) WL LL o fif R e

Hib i, B i P Fibre length Fibre length Fibre strength Fibre elongation .
Location K application time (mm) uniformity (eN/tex) (%) Macronaire value
2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013
IR CK 28.9a 27.7c¢ 82.3a 8l.5a 27.5a 26.8a 6.4a 6.5a 3.46a 4.1a
Shandong  100% Ba 29.5a 29.4a 82.9a 82.4a 28.2a 27.4a 6.6a T.1a 3.74a 4.3a
50% Ba+50% Fl 28.8a 29.2ab 82.9a 82.3a 27.2a 26.9a 6.4a 6.9a 3.6la 4.3a
50% Bu+50% Bl 29.3a 28.5abc82.5a 8l.8a 27.2a 26.8a 6.5a 6.9a 3.43a 4.0a
50% Bu+50% Bo 29.4a 28.3bc 82.4a 82.1a 27.2a 26.7a 7.0a 6.4a 3.95a 4.2a
50% F1+50% Bo 29.2a 28.4abc83.2a 8l.6a 27.1a 27.1a 6.5a 6.7a 3.72a 4.3a
0] CK 28.4a 26.2b 83.4a 82.2b 25.4b 30.6b 4.43a 5.37a 4.81a 5.68a
Hebei 100% Ba 28.2a 27.1ab 83.3a 83.4ab 25.0b 33.1a 4.70a 5.53a 4.72a 5.83a
50% Ba+50% Fl 28.5a 27.4a 83.3a 84.0a 26.7ab 33.2a 4.63a 5.60a 4.60a 5.74a
50% Bu+50% Bl 28.4a 26.9ab 82.8a 83.6a 25.8b 32.5ab 4.57a 5.83a 4.81a 5.68a
50% Bu+50% Bo 28.9a 27.6a 84.5a 84.0a 27.9a 33.0a 4.73a 5.73a 4.64a 5.80a
50% F1+50% Bo 28.5a 27.4a 83.8a 83.7a 25.9b 33.0a 4.57a 587a 4.77a 5.79a
Bt CK 27.3a 27.2bc 85.8a 84.8a 30.2b 29.5a 7.40ab 7.7a 4.95a 4.82a
Xinjiang  100% Ba 27.7a 26.4c¢ 86.0a 84.8a 3l.4ab 28.8a 6.63c¢ 7.4a 4.76a 4.92a
50% Ba+50% F1 27.5a 28.6ab 85.7a 85.9a 30.2b 30.3a 7.20ab 6.5a 4.90a 4.89a
50% Bu+50% Bl 29.1a 27.7bc 87.0a 85.2a 33.4a 29.8a 6.87bc 7.0a 4.70a 5.00a
50% Bu+50% Bo 27.9a 28.2ab 85.5a 85.4a 30.2b 28.9a 7.57a 6.8a 4.66a 5.10a
50% F1+50% Bo 28.0a 29.9a 85.5a 86.6a 30.6ab 29.4a 7.47a 6.3a 4.89a 4.83a

1 (Note) : Jafdt . 1L 7R F0 3T sk 56 41 I8 i 4 K, O rate in Hebei, Shandong and Xinjiang: 150, 120, 75 kg K,0/hm*; CK— i No K;
Ba—3Ljifi Basal ; FI—HF £ Flowering stage ; Bu—735 #Jifi Bud stage ; BI—43jifi Boll stage; Bo—1 22 it Boll opening. [R]— b s [F]— 51 $0F
JaANRFHREFR R ZF B3 (P <0.05) Values with different letters in the same column in the same location indicates significant difference (P <0.05).

®7 TEFIEHEARETHRERETE (2012 ~2013) (K,O kg/hm*)

Table 7 K balance in cotton field under different time of K application

115 Shandong

vt Hebei

HriE Xinjiang

K f:fiilime FA i R A it -y A fa R
Input * Output™*  Balance Input * Output™*  Balance Input * Output“*  Balance
CK 15.4 208.3 -192.9 14.1 164.9 -150.8 44.2 394.5 -350.3
100% Ba 255.4 273.1 -17.7  314.1 215.1 99 194.2 468.9 -274.7
50% Ba +50% F1 255.4 278.1 -22.8 314.1 220.6 93.5  194.2 502.5 -308.3
50% Bu +50% Bl 255.4 266.6 -11.2 314.1 233.2 80.9 194.2 486.8 -292.6
50% Bu+50% Bo  255.4 255.7 -0.4  314.1 224.5 89.6  194.2 476 -281.8
50% F1+50% Bo 255.4 239.6 15.8  314.1 209.9 104.3  194.2 456.5 -262.3

1 (Note) : y7db . Ll AR FiHr 385620 B F & K, O rate in Hebei, Shandong and Xinjiang: 150, 120, 75 kg/hm? ; CK— A4 No K; Ba—3Liifi

7K K input includes K from potash, rainfall and irrigation; £ (% H+8 A5 46 b 5B 40 &, F5 FF A6 [ K output refers to uptake K by aboveground

cotton plants, no straw return.
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TS ARIY R R B R 5  t BR  BRAR F, —
DR LT AL X & AR A 21 | 22, 28 23R AR AR T
MR HLRREE . Dow R . RAE MRS
SRR A3 YRR 5 — U it B T X = i A A
A SRS A CHE AR AL TE 3 25 Y ARFSR
R 5ANAR AR H B AR AR — 2 T ] el
fm SR A, {HL DAL b s RN AR 47 T 55, S [) 8 A FH %
JRR R 22 S AN B 3 . B IE At FH e B 2 ) £ 4
B T b B Bl AT 4 K R (HUAS [R] M 5 FTAE 4y
T M) AR FE AR A1 48 2 M AN — B0, X £ 4 5 55 5 R 5 g,
BEAEBEA M, 8 B R [ 25 SR IR R ] s S 4
AR . AR R B SRS R 2 5 | RS
WA S S R S5 e, FoE R, (IR MR BE4F (6
mmol/ L) A | F 2 35 R A6 (1) 21 4 5 B A0 41 4 KR
Feom | S s B, {H S vk BE A (12 1 24 mmol/L)
B FARAR 27 4 i J3 2 ok 2% 3 R ke D 300 %
KL R bR A BB . G W T 5w A
LT Y T, HOF- PR, > 12°C A ROBR AR
K H B> LT el B S AR R, 27 4
G55 N & B o | R S e LT o . =0 ) N 5
W, DR A AR IR R
FHRSCRAFAE LA 8 25 S L S o A A 7 e 2T 4
AT SRR R R R 9 S R, 56 TR S A
AE ) 5% 2R R IR 20 A et — 205 S5 A .

e EAE R e A BT o AT 2R B R AR
MRAEFEFFAS I G OC T, W 6 A0 L AR50 05—
HIAE T (K, 0 150 F1 180 kg/hm? ) T A 4k H H 4
Pl B AT g e S e e B IR A 4 (K, 0 150
keg/hm*) N R G001 K Ny 0745, 1 R IR R 51,
BRASEA HE B0 221, 5 38 2 it FH A I SR AT 3 H b
FREREI R, T N 7 351 2 38 a1 A R &
BRFE, SR, BikA4E 5t K,0 50 kg/hm?,
F BT 0—40 em 12 450 J7A T B A4, 45
5 K0 9.3 mg/kg, ARMFTEIEF I, M AL TS AT
YR 2 BRI TR, LA L AR
WA RN EFY 5 L Z2HEm
74.6% | 76.5% F 77. 1% , WS A3 LT 1 RE 45 434
A T DU i 0 Ak ) BE % 2 37 40 2RO R AL AT
PRI I, 76 A A FH i, — o 22 A FFAA 4K
A, e AT SR G R B, dE s lde ey 13
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