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Abstract

In this experiment, excellent clones of Lonicera caerulea selected in Wangqing are as test mate-
rials. Through the study of cultivation density and fertilization of the excellent clones of Lonicera
caerulea, setting random block designs with different cultivation densities and different combina-
tions dose of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium fertilizers, and then conducting data surveys
and statistical analysis, the results show: through the statistical analysis of 3 years of fruit produc-
tion when the fruit production is biggest, the best planting density is 100 cm x 150 cm, and fruit
yield per square meter reaches 1.94 kg. Through statistical analysis of three-year fertilization ex-
periments data, when the fertilizer dosage of nitrogen is120 kg/ha?, the fertilizer dosage of phos-
phate is 150 kg/ha? and the fertilizer dosage of potassium is 120 kg/haz?, the effect of increasing
production is the best, and the yield per unit area of fresh fruit increase by 12%.
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A RERAE T HREBERREZAR BRI R R, B ERF R A RREFEEE
EHAMESRM B 5 RBREHIEEEHR, 23RE T ARRREEBFENARRE. 8. FER4HE
B HLAIBMBENLX Hitit, Z BT EEEENSG T, SRR BB R IELS R
B4, BRREMEZEEN100cm x 150 cm. 2L 81.94 kg/m2. #id 3451 L LRBHR St
B2 LR AR R HEAER & 120 kg/haz, BEAERIHEAEFE150 kg/haz. £FAERIMEAESIE 120 kg/ha2, 4
A iR = R R, BALHARM =R =8 12%.
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1. 5]

i fit 2R (Lonicera caerulea) N A AL BAJRIEMHEAR[L] [2], EB™ TP HAILE. HE. HAA
INER. FEPEACE KM 20, MEICEIBX A M. iR NERORR, RLEFREE, SAK
BHER. 4R, EER UL Z AR U R S 2y [3] [4] [5] [6], IR kb 7870 A 2540 ) D 28k
Jro RSEAIEEE, WOMTTACRIE. gt R RN, Uorh, AR AE[7] [8]. A 20 HHEZSH], HE
Wt TF AR AT B R B AW TT, X IR R B TR P B 5K, 32 BT R AR B AR5 A it i
AW, CHMANE 100 24 HAM 1953 FEIF4a 5t e R #EAT N TARRS dh AL & AN THoARwE 7T,
F) 1981 G BIL A 1 — @M B 56 E AN = R W ARZETT 46 B AT 7E[9] o T e R B AL B AL
J7s AR E X BERER AR FUR PR, 3T LA RRETT AR OOl &y L PR MR JR A 5 AR L AR
bRy S A T AR BEAT A B SE ARG BOR L AL A AU THRE AT 7E[10] [11] [12].

2. SEIEMR
21 ERRBPEMRIAMAF=RIBRETAR

KT G E HRAERE B ESER MR TR, HiZEMEROBSHTEE Y, “HFEWNEES
FEFE 715

2.2. IERERBEMIEmMELE~ R IERAR L
14 P e 2 W 5 SR8 AR RATA B 1 D SRR L

ik
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3. R *E
3.1 HRERMRARBIEBEE~HR

KA BEEFENX A%, & 10 m*fEA— ML, i w8, 0B S
WHEHER RS &, FERRIEE 5 /KT, HRERTEMARREA: 50 cm x 50 cm, 75 cm x 75 cm,
100 cm x 100 cm, 100 cm x 150 cm, 200 cm x 200 cm. 4PA#E A SCEME, Z080E, E803T 3
o NEFE, gt oM BdE N E SR [ AN Rh s R A T
3.2. IERER B &Mk RMGEEZRIZRA AL

—FAERME A — MR &, BRI R E i E =AM . BUEE =ANRE6 KT8 60 kg/ha?,
90 kg/ha?, 120 kg/ha?; BRI =ANE6 7KK 90 kg/ha?, 120 kg/ha?, 150 kg/ha?; 4 AE [ = /MK 56 K T
4 60 kg/ha?, 90 kg/ha?, 120 kg/ha?®, FEAN/KT-HEEL 10 BRICHE RFEAT 208 . ISR R HIRREE x 4T
5 =100 cm x 150 cm.
3.3. it oA

SKH SPSS 18.0 SN [ 4E A7 55 i Sz 56: o) WA e SR % 5 77 B DA A [ i A 7 8 0 BBk 77 e Y S i 04T P
DRI 7 22000 Hicdis 4 R (1R Excel
4, ERT 5
4.1 BEERRPEMRITERECHRIEBEMNR

AN IR 5 P (R SRR AR A SR RN, B AR 5 4 R S5 SR 1 P

2552 (%)

100 1 AT 5

80 - ——50X50

o | —|-75X75
100X 100

407 —¢=100X 150

20 —3¥=200X 200

0 : . : ,

B BTHF B=F FNF

Figure 1. Change of seed setting rate of Lonicera caerulea planting density
experiment
1. BERRBDEREREERELETLE

R L s AR T IR, 23R % B 50 cm x 50 cm. 75 cm x 75 cm B, 7835
ZAEAERAE Sz, TARES S E Y 100 cm x 150 cm. 200 cm x 200 cm F A 4 U AT CAECR], AL SR RS 2
(100 cm x 100 cm) (¥4 SE 3R MIAF) T 95% LA 1. {E &AL S8 HHns 2 B L 5 P B, 25 S SR s
JEEEZ .

LB AN R SR 45 S A T0: 56 A LU IR H R TR R R 2 BE M 22 e, 3G 5 (AR 3 e P B e T e & I 5F 3L
ai, FARECEEE R WK 2:
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Figure 2. Change of yield value of different planting density of Lonicera caerulea

2. BRERBEAEIREREEE~EENLE

PR 1] 2 firow, TEARAES 10808 FLAp, & it 25 P iR 00 MRSk N &5 S ik 0] . mT LA H B %5 7% 9 50 cm
x 50 cm A1 75 cm x 75 cm [ IRE0 AR E 7 (E B RAK T A 3 20, FRA %5 B0 200 cm x 200 cm FARE AR, 1E
SESCHTPR AR A S AN ZE RN, 85 SRR ARIAF] 100%)5, Ho A B 2K T 100 cm x 100
cm 1 100 cm x 150 cm PR4L . XU B E BT 3F NG5 SR I I i, DROh 3857 40 I H IR e R S5 LR, R
FE%% 2 200 cm x 200 cm FRER AR SERE PR, BESETE K. MATA MRS NG SSRIHIG, R %
FRERI R R, AT HA P L 0w P ERA T RCKIZERE . #4501 100 cm x 100 cm A8 % FE i Be Ak
EARAB AT DUA BRI R PR E,  (H A T AR % o 100 cm x 150 em R B0 MR /& A5 5K 11 22 76

Xof ik N5 S R A ) R 5 P IR MR AT R A, Geih B G (7 1-3):

IR 3 4R BERUAR AT e ik 40 A, 45 R R (5% 4~6):

Table 1. The unit area yield of 1st year density experiment
®1$1FEESR SR

/J\éﬂ\%rglﬁ 50 x 50 75 %75 100 x 100 100 x 150 200 x 200
1 0.65 0.27 1.15 1.92 0.56
2 1.04 0.69 1.37 2.30 0.98
3 0.85 0.49 1.03 1.74 1.19
4 0.69 0.54 0.99 2.04 1.40
5 0.72 1.64 0.88 1.88 1.34
6 0.41 0.88 1.05 1.92 0.42
7 1.43 0.49 0.96 1.98 1.08
8 0.47 0.61 1.52 2.15 1.14
9 0.69 0.91 1.39 2.05 1.09
10 0.84 0.81 1.08 151 0.50
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Table 2. The unit area yield of 2nd year density experiment
®2 BEEEIRBNER>E

T Fem?

N __ 50 x 50 75 %75 100 x 100 100 x 150 200 x 200
1 0.59 1.18 0.76 2.20 0.94
2 1.04 1.00 1.73 1.43 1.42
3 0.45 0.90 1.12 1.80 0.88
4 0.86 0.54 1.44 2.01 1.10
5 0.64 1.02 171 242 0.96
6 0.66 0.49 1.34 2.08 0.86
7 0.44 0.89 1.32 1.26 0.74
8 0.59 1.49 0.89 1.99 0.83
9 0.27 0.54 111 1.78 1.25
10 0.52 0.59 1.00 1.81 0.99

Table 3. The unit area yield of 3rd year density experiment
®3 BIEWEIRBNER>E

T B em?

MR - 50 x 50 75%75 100 x 100 100 x 150 200 x 200
1 0.03 0.41 1.04 1.98 0.98
2 1.28 0.72 1.38 1.86 1.15
3 0.89 0.86 1.20 2.10 0.11
4 0.49 0.70 0.78 2.18 0.92
5 0.62 0.96 1.40 177 0.58
6 0.69 1.10 1.36 1.96 0.87
7 0.66 1.02 0.30 2.34 0.94
8 0.50 0.53 0.57 2.47 1.27
9 0.40 0.37 1.24 1.75 1.04
10 0.62 0.69 1.49 1.64 0.95

Table 4. Analysis of variance of the 1st year density experiment

F 4 B FRELWNFES

LSD
95% {5 X [H]

(1) VAR00006 (9) VAR00006  “F-HE Z1E (1~) kR iRz 52
TRR PR
2 0.046 0.133 0.731 -0.222 0.314
3 -0.363" 0.133 0.009 -0.631 -0.095

1

4 -1.170" 0.133 0.000 -1.438 -0.902
5 -0.191 0.133 0.158 -0.459 0.077
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Continued
1 -0.046 0.133 0.731 -0.314 0.222
3 -0.409" 0.133 0.004 -0.677 -0.141
2 4 -1.216" 0.133 0.000 -1.484 -0.948
5 -0.237 0.133 0.082 -0.505 0.031
1 0.363" 0.133 0.009 0.095 0.631
2 0.409" 0.133 0.004 0.141 0.677
3 4 -0.807" 0.133 0.000 -1.075 -0.539
5 0.172 0.133 0.203 -0.096 0.440
1 1.170" 0.133 0.000 0.902 1.438
2 1.216" 0.133 0.000 0.945 1.484
‘ 3 0.807" 0.133 0.000 0.538 1.075
5 0.979" 0.133 0.000 0.711 1.247
1 0.191 0.133 0.158 -0.077 0.459
2 0.237 0.133 0.082 -0.031 0.505
° 3 -0.172 0.133 0.203 -0.440 0.096
4 -0.979" 0.133 0.000 —1.247 -0.711
ST {E 2R B 5 35 KT A 0,05,
Table 5. Analysis of variance of the 2nd year density experiment
=5 B2EBEIBNAESN
LSD
) - 95% 5 X [i]
(1) VAR00006  (J) VARO0006  “FH{H Z1{E (1~J) PR % REME
TR FR
2 -0.258 0.13006 0.053 -0.52 0.004
1 3 —0.63600" 0.13006 0 -0.898 -0.374
4 —1.27200" 0.13006 0 -1.534 -1.01
5 -0.39100" 0.13006 0.004 -0.653 -0.129
1 0.258 0.13006 0.053 -0.004 0.52
) 3 —0.37800" 0.13006 0.006 -0.64 -0.116
4 -1.01400" 0.13006 0 -1.276 -0.752
5 -0.133 0.13006 0.312 -0.395 0.129
1 0.63600" 0.13006 0 0.374 0.898
2 0.37800" 0.13006 0.006 0.116 0.64
3 4 —0.63600" 0.13006 0 -0.898 -0.374
5 0.245 0.13006 0.066 -0.017 0.507
1 1.27200" 0.13006 0 1.01 1.534
2 1.01400" 0.13006 0 0.752 1.276
) 3 0.63600" 0.13006 0 0.374 0.898
5 0.88100" 0.13006 0 0.619 1.143
1 0.39100" 0.13006 0.004 0.129 0.653
5 2 0.133 0.13006 0.312 -0.129 0.395
3 —0.245 0.13006 0.066 -0.507 0.017
4 -0.88100" 0.13006 0 -1.143 -0.619
P 0 B KT 005
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Table 6. Analysis of variance of the 3rd year density experiment
=6 EIFEEZRNFEN

LSD
95% B {F X [H]
() VAR00006  (J) VARO0006  “FI3{H Z{E(1~J) FRUE R %
TR FR
2 —0.118 0.14214 0.411 —0.4043 0.1683
3 —0.45800" 0.14214 0.002 —0.7443 —0.1717
' 4 -1.38700" 0.14214 0 —-1.6733 —-1.1007
5 —0.263 0.14214 0.071 —0.5493 0.0233
1 0.118 0.14214 0.411 —0.1683 0.4043
3 —0.34000" 0.14214 0.021 —0.6263 —0.0537
’ 4 —1.26900" 0.14214 0 —1.5553 —0.9827
5 —0.145 0.14214 0.313 —0.4313 0.1413
1 0.45800" 0.14214 0.002 0.1717 0.7443
2 0.34000 0.14214 0.021 0.0537 0.6263
’ 4 —0.92900" 0.14214 0 —-1.2153 —0.6427
5 0.195 0.14214 0.177 —0.0913 0.4813
1 1.38700" 0.14214 0 1.1007 1.6733
. 2 1.26900" 0.14214 0 0.9827 1.5553
3 0.92900" 0.14214 0 0.6427 1.2153
5 1.12400° 0.14214 0 0.8377 1.4103
1 0.263 0.14214 0.071 —0.0233 0.5493
2 0.145 0.14214 0.313 —0.1413 0.4313
° 3 —0.195 0.14214 0.177 —0.4813 0.0913
4 —1.12400" 0.14214 0 -1.4103 —-0.8377

P 2 R KT A 0.05.

I A EXT T, 3 A N TETSE B RV BERER B A RIETER AR S LA, AN B W B2,
FH LR R LU AT S o H B M i Sz SRS SR T AR B HEAT P LA, L 100 cm x 150 em A
RIS R, B ZE R BN T 0.05, T H IS E T Al 4 41. R, 100 cm
x 150 cm i 5 I R 5™ i S At A S R RS EA LU B E R R, R RO RN REE
T IX B R T

4.2. HERRRBERIERMIELE~RHIBRAR L
S HE ST, 3 R R AT G S A B GET Hrn  (LAE 7~10):
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Table 7. N1 group interaction data
= 7.N1 A HH 7

P1K1 P1K2 P1K3 P2K1 P2K2 P2K3 P3K1 P3K2 P3K3
2.95 3.01 3.17 3.00 2.90 321 3.02 3.15 321
2.99 2.72 3.16 291 3.14 3.16 3.02 3.10 3.07
2.96 3.01 3.03 3.01 3.26 3.22 3.11 3.18 3.14
3.05 3.20 2.98 2.84 3.03 3.13 3.00 3.05 3.10
2.87 3.01 3.10 3.10 3.05 3.11 3.09 3.07 3.18
297 2.90 3.20 2.99 3.06 2.96 3.07 3.13 3.08
2.88 3.02 2.87 2.94 3.03 2.99 3.01 3.09 3.06
3.06 3.08 3.01 3.09 3.05 3.12 3.02 3.08 3.08
3.17 3.09 3.08 3.14 3.07 291 3.14 3.04 3.11
2.88 297 2.99 3.07 3.12 3.01 3.02 3.07 3.15
2.95 3.01 3.17 3.00 2.90 321 3.02 3.15 321

Table 8. N2 group interaction data

< 8. N2 tARZ B #i#7
P1K1 P1K2 P1K3 P2K1 P2K2 P2K3 P3K1 P3K2 P3K3
3.00 3.07 3.23 3.38 3.08 2.73 3.33 3.29 3.25
3.03 3.06 3.23 2.74 343 311 3.27 311 3.30
2.93 3.05 2.94 281 2.46 3.46 2.96 3.07 3.26
2.99 3.07 3.12 3.03 2.96 2.92 2.90 2.90 3.32
297 3.04 3.04 3.00 3.74 3.13 297 3.37 3.01
3.04 3.08 3.05 3.87 2.80 352 3.07 3.07 2.87
3.00 3.10 3.23 2.87 2.63 3.20 3.62 3.37 3.08
3.05 3.10 3.14 3.03 3.35 2.75 3.23 2.86 321
3.00 3.02 2.93 3.07 3.25 3.06 2.44 3.33 331
3.01 3.13 3.18 2.95 3.36 3.29 3.05 297 3.34
3.00 3.07 3.23 3.38 3.08 2.73 3.33 3.29 3.25

Table 9. N3 group interaction data

F* 9. N3 AR H KR
P1K1 P1K2 P1K3 P2K1 P2K2 P2K3 P3K1 P3K2 P3K3
3.17 3.08 3.37 3.27 3.35 3.13 2.95 3.29 3.10
3.01 3.16 2.99 2.70 2.99 3.20 3.10 3.65 3.36
3.14 3.42 3.16 3.18 3.20 2.95 3.48 3.87 3.04
3.27 3.06 3.44 3.03 3.44 3.04 3.09 2.88 3.35
3.10 3.33 3.29 297 3.36 3.60 3.20 3.30 3.26
3.25 3.05 3.34 3.36 3.30 3.62 3.13 3.20 3.34
2.96 3.09 3.28 3.11 3.06 3.07 3.28 322 3.07
3.11 3.10 3.18 3.29 2.66 297 3.12 244 351
2.99 3.23 2.83 2.98 3.18 3.29 3.13 2.64 3.45
3.16 2.98 291 3.32 3.26 3.31 3.07 3.62 3.08
3.17 3.08 3.37 3.27 3.35 3.13 2.95 3.29 3.10
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Table 10. Average yield of cross-fertilization
= 10. X EHEABHF Ik~

N. P KRG BP0k

AR P P Ps

N K K1 Ks Ks K K Ks Ky Ka Ks
N1 2.98 3.00 3.06 3.01 3.07 3.08 3.05 3.10 3.12
N> 3.00 3.07 3.11 3.08 3.11 3.12 3.08 3.13 3.19
N3 3.12 3.15 3.18 3.12 3.18 3.22 3.16 3.21 3.26

FEFORAE SPSS BAFREAT AR M, SR UWF (3 11~16):

Table 11. Multiple comparisons of P fertilizer groups

= 11.PRASELLR

AR P

| ) _— o N 95 {51 [F]
PE P AE 1)) TR R
P2 —0.0348 0.02957 0.468 —0.1045 0.0349
P1
P3 -0.0703" 0.02957 0.047 —-0.1401 —0.0006
P1 0.0348 0.02957 0.468 —0.0349 0.1045
Pl % HSD P2
P3 —0.0356 0.02957 0.453 —0.1053 0.0342
P1 0.0703" 0.02957 0.047 0.0006 0.1401
P3
P2 0.0356 0.02957 0.453 —0.0342 0.1053
P2 —0.0348 0.02957 0.241 —0.093 0.0235
P1
P3 -0.0703" 0.02957 0.018 —0.1286 -0.0121
P1 0.0348 0.02957 0.241 —0.0235 0.093
LSD P2
P3 —0.0356 0.02957 0.23 —0.0938 0.0227
P1 0.0703" 0.02957 0.018 0.0121 0.1286
P3
P2 0.0356 0.02957 0.23 —-0.0227 0.0938

e HEFICFME. RETUREIT (R %) =0.039. “FHIEZE I R MK 0.05,

Table 12. Tutorial test of average plant yield in P fertilizer group

= 12. P IRAE B TR~ 8

TH
P MNEE
1 2
P1 90 3.074
P2 90 3.1088 3.1088
% HSD*

P3 90 3.1443

RENE 0.468 0.453

Ee BERFE TS ST AME. BTSN TE. REDURHTT(RE) = 0.039,
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Table 13. Multiple comparisons of K fertilizer group
F B KEEHESELE

e

95% & 17 [X [i1]

| J ASSLIEE. RPN e
K AE K e (I-J) T R
K2 —0.0479 0.02957 0.239 —-0.1176 0.0218
K1
K3 -0.0826" 0.02957 0.016 —-0.1523 —0.0128
K1 0.0479 0.02957 0.239 —-0.0218 0.1176
% HSD K2
K3 —0.0347 0.02957 0.471 —0.1044 0.0351
K1 0.0826" 0.02957 0.016 0.0128 0.1523
K3
K2 0.0347 0.02957 0.471 -0.0351 0.1044
K2 —0.0479 0.02957 0.107 -0.1061 0.0103
K1
K3 -0.0826" 0.02957 0.006 -0.1408 -0.0243
K1 0.0479 0.02957 0.107 -0.0103 0.1061
LSD K2
K3 —0.0347 0.02957 0.242 —0.0929 0.0236
K1 0.0826" 0.02957 0.006 0.0243 0.1408
K3
K2 0.0347 0.02957 0.242 —0.0236 0.0929
VE: T ITHME. RETRKITRE) =0.039, TR ZHIIE KT N 0.05,
Table 14. Tutorial test of average plant yield in K fertilizer group
% 14. K fR¢A 18k 2 EER T
T
K e A
1 2
K1 3.0656
K2 3.1134 3.1134
&3 HSD*®
K3 3.1481
e 0.239 0.471
e B ERFETFERSAEN . FET S, RETURT (%) = 0.039.
Table 15. Multiple comparisons of N fertilizer group
2 15. N BB B
HAE: Pk~ &
0) ) TEEEE e . SN E X
bR ZE N
N2 —0.0478 0.02957 0.241 -0.1175 0.0219
N1
N3 -0.1247" 0.02957 0 -0.1944 —0.0549
N1 0.0478 0.02957 0.241 -0.0219 0.1175
% HSD N2 )
N3 -0.0769 0.02957 0.027 -0.1466 -0.0072
N1 0.1247" 0.02957 0 0.0549 0.1944
N3
N2 0.0769" 0.02957 0.027 0.0072 0.1466
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Continued
N2 —-0.0478 0.02957 0.107 —-0.106 0.0105
N1
N3 -0.1247" 0.02957 0 -0.1829 —-0.0664
N1 0.0478 0.02957 0.107 -0.0105 0.106
LSD N2 X
N3 -0.0769 0.02957 0.01 —-0.1351 -0.0187
N1 0.1247" 0.02957 0 0.0664 0.1829
N3
N2 0.0769" 0.02957 0.01 0.0187 0.1351

Ve FETSCMPPIME . RESURHT (R 2) = 0,039, “FEME A {E B KT 0.05.

Table 16. Tutorial test of average plant yield in N fertilizer group
7 16. N PRLH Ptk 2EER T

T4
N B NES
1 2
N1 90 3.0516
N2 90 3.0993
&3 HSD*?
N3 90 3.1762
N 0.241 1

e RERFETRP RN AR PEE. B TSP HE. IREDURHTT (%) = 0.039.

AL F AR R TR, Ny Py KBRS A B2 S, R PF L RS & REA T 5k
WA R EEZE R, SEN A 3 AACRHN, ZRR R . AR B X EE R LA H N2, N3 AT
T N1 B REWMZES, P2, P3MXT PL HABEMENZER, K2, K3 M T KL B RE®NESR,
P R I E T LAE N3y P3. K3 A e = E A e e i, T A8 LA FH fa B R I 2E ek
N iZ& N3P3K3 41, BIFEJHFiEA Ny Py K =FiEk, FLEAEHRE }y 120 kg/ha®. 150 kg/ha®. 120 kg/ha?
I, ATLAS S B 2R3 H A, RS P A TGN 12%.

5. g5

1) WEHERM Rl R H L R A5 1R

T H X6 6 S R R SR RG &R, BT 1T FE IR AL, SRR E T 5 P
B, BRATERS375 % 50 cm x 50 cm, 75 ¢cm x 75 ¢cm, 100 cm x 100 cm, 100 cm x 150 cm, 200 cm x 200 cm.
IR R 3 AR PR S A, SRR AERE R FE 100 cm x 150 cm. B J7 KR 8L
BN 1.94 kg.

2) WHERM RS R AR AL A 1S

WAL B W3 MRETRIEEME AL, SRR E 3 MK, BB =A% KF
N 60 kg/ha®, 90 kg/ha®, 120 kg/ha®; il AELA) = MR /KT-4 90 kg/ha®, 120 kg/ha®, 150 kg/ha®; £ AR
=ANRE KA 60 kglha®, 90 kg/ha®, 120 kg/ha®s 3 FAEKLSAFREEL 3 AN K PEETA AR T AL . i
JESZEG i R BEALIX 411t M ARE 10 KEE, BE 10 MXA, A LR AR LR &5
ANMXAHI LK, HARSEIGIELLIAT 3 4. 3 ARSI EIR G T ah R, DLEIERI AR & 120
kg/ha®. T IR i AR 7] B 150 kg/ha®s 4 I ) it IE 77 B 120 kg/ha?, 4020 TC BG e A3 7 S80S B 0, B TR AR
B =t R 12%.
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i b, Eid bl B, SREEORIR R R, MDY 100 cm x 150 cm,  H A
DAZEUIE 0 i AT 751 5 120 kg/ha®s Bl FIE (4 i A 751 150 kg/ha®s B MEAE I & 120 kg/ha®, 414 L i i
X e R BRI RIS ROV BLE Y HER 0 R b R AR O T AR R R, ok T EEEE
R AR SE PR R, RENS AR I 1L i3 A2 HAE B AU 7 5K
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