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Abstract: The standard ranges, nutrient-ratio reference values and rel ated paraneters were put forward by

anal yzing Nuomci litchi |eaf sanpl es from4 hi gh-and-

(SRMi1. e. , standard val ue nethod) and nodified di

stable yielding orchards. Sufficiency range net hod

agnosi s and recommendation I ntegrated system (M

DRSS were used to diagnose the N P, K G, M), B Zn sufficient and deficient status of Nuomci |itchi

(Litchi chinensis Sonn) from2 lowyielding orchards I n Shenzhen AQty. Gonpared wth SRV MDR S not

only showed rel ati ve bal ance status anong nutrients, but al so provided the infornation of the fertilizer ap-

plication order and potential nutrient deficient. Thus MDR S coul d offer better foundation for bal anced

fertilizer application in litchi production.
Key words: Nuomci litchi; nutrient diagnosis;, suffi

nendation I ntegrated system
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Tab.1 Comparison between mineral nutrients in single-tree and mixed leaf samples of Nuomici tree n =24
. _ w/(g- kg™ ) w/(mg - kg™ )
Ty N P K Ca Mg Zn B

SRR

t{H t v
PP

single-tree leaf sample 18. 12

alue

value

1. 915
0. 062

- 0. 895
0.375

0.
0.

2.2 RFEMHAREFCHZECEEZNGER

WA R EEFERRANE
(R 2)FKH K- H 1 # H g N.P.K 7K¥-
,Zn ;& 'H ,Ca 1 B R, DL %M FE Ca

Xt
4t p

-lll"

IR =, Mg TR
M B, & 4% N.P K BEBAC /K, Mg F1 Zn fRF5JR

K=

+0.32 1.70+£0.04 8.73+£0.31 4.17x0.19 1.80x0.04 30.1x1.7 11.8+0.59
{B& % mixed leaf sample 17.22+0.35 1.77+0.06 8.51 +

0.33 4.49x0.18 1.84+0.03 29.1+1.8 11.2+0.48
480 —-1.167 - 0. 654 0.410 0.774
634 0.249 0.516 0. 684 0.443
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Tab.2 Diagnosis result of mineral nutrient status of Nuomici leaf in low-yielding orchards using SRM

= 7= [/ high-yielding orchard {7 1/low-yielding orchard 1 &= x] 2/low-yielding orchard 2

3£ 43 nutrients ¥ SE CV/% X Vy, /% Vy /% Té:ﬁ X, Vx, Vy, @-‘Eﬁ

diagnosis diagnosis

w(N)/(g - kg™") 17.22  1.69 9.8 20.06 16.49 168.06 &  19.69 14.35 146.47 &
w(P)/(g - kg™") 1.77  0.29 16.23 2.18 23.26 143.28 &  1.93 9.12 56.18 %
w(K)/(g+kg™) 8.51 1.57 18.4 12.28 44.25 240.49 B 12.18 43.12 234.37 T
w(Ca)/(g - kg™") 4.49 0.89 19.8  3.88 —13.45 -67.91 Rk  2.77 -38.24 —-193.13  {§
w(Mg)/ (g - kg™") 1.84 0.16 879 1.98 8.05 91.54 {E@  1.05 -42.9 -487.87 {&
w(Zn)/(mg - kg™") 29.1 8.5 29.24 29.2  0.47 1.61 ®\HE 33.7 15.78 53.98 RE
w(B)/(mg - kg™") 1.2 2.3 20.66 9.5 -15.47 -74.88 Wk 8.3 -26.15-126.55 &

L)Vy, = [ (X, -X)/X] x100% ,V, =V, /CVx100% ; % —100% < Vy < —50% &}, £ 7~4Rk; V, < — 100% B , & 71 % 50%
<Vy<100% 8, K= tm&; 4 V, >100% 8, K7 &; % -50% <V, <50% 8f , A+ &
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Tab.3 Ratio reference values and ratio( log-transformed data) standard deviation of Nuomici litchi leaf
W H items N P Ca Mg Zn B
w7 (g kg™t) 17.22 1.77 8. 51 4.49 1.84  29.1 11.2
SEIn(w) 0. 101 0. 148 0.200 0.198 0.090  0.307 0.213
I § items N/P N/K N/Ca N/Mg  N/100Zn  N/100B
w(N)/w(i) 9. 983 2.094 4.024 9.477 6.488  15.959
SEWa[ w(N)/w(i) ] 0.204 0. 205 0.270 0.157 0.329 ©0.223
17 H items P/N P/K P/Ca P/Mg P/10Zn P/10B
wl P)/wl i) 0.104 0.216 0.407 0.970 . 6.577 16. 364
SEIn[ w(P)/w(i) ] 0.204 0. 251 0.232 0.175 0.313 0.248
17 H items K/N K/P K/Ca K/Mg K/100Zn K/100B
wl K) /(i) 0.497 4.918 1.966  4.646 3.0 1.852
SEIn[ w(K)/w(i) ] 0.205 0.251 0.273 0.187 0.221 0.271
I B items Ca/N Ca/P Ca/K Ca/Mg Ca/100Zn  Ca/100B
wl Ca) A1t i) 0.266 2. 585 0. 546 2. 440 1.653 4.136
SEIn[ w( Ca) /w(i) ] 0.270 10.232 0.273 0.169 0.303 0. 260
7 g items Mg/N Mg/P Mg/K Mg/Ca Mg/100Zn Mg/100B
w(Mg) /w(i) 0. 108 1.062 0.223 0. 421 0.677  1.708
SEIn[ w(Mg) /w(i) ] 0. 157 0.175 0.187 0.169 0. 245 0.238
i 5 items 100Zn/N 10Zn/P 100Zn/K 100Zn/Ca 100Zn/Mg  Zn/B
w(Zn) /w(i) 0.171 0.167 0.341 0. 660 1.564 2,671
SEIn[ w(Zn)/w(i) ] 0.329 0.313 0.221 0.303 0.245 0.347
10 H items 100B/N 10B/P 100B/K 100B/Ca 100B/Mg  B/Zn
wi( BY)/io( i) 0. 066 0. 065 0.137 0.258 0.618 0. 420
SEIn] w(B)/w(i) ] 00.223 0. 248 0.271 0.260 0.238 0.347

1)i REF FAE:2)Zn 4= B £45 % mg - kg™’

%4 F/E M-DRIS MR ~RBAKHFT REFRANER"
Tab.4 Result of leaf mineral nutrition status of Nuomici litchi leaf in low-yielding orchards using M-DRIS

{&r=d 1 low-yielding orchard 1

{7 2 low-yielding orchard 2

3%} — o ZEER &R
nutrient reference values ranges( * ) I | | I ' _
diagnosis result diagnosis result
N 0 71 41 + 163 4
p 0 81 74 + 128 + 4
K 0 69 168 ++ 305 ++
Ca 0 80 ~-93 -~ - 135 - —
Mg 0 48 0 : 245 -
Zn 0 87 - 27 i 123 ++
B 0 85 ~97 - -75 -
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