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Abstract: The study investigated the effects of different water and fertilizer combinations on yield, quality, and eco-
nomic benefits of pomelo under the condition of water and fertilizer integration to provide a basis for exploring and
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practicing the integrated fertilization model of water and fertilizer for pomelo through a 3-year fixed position experi-
ment. Four treatment methods were set up for Pinghe honey pomelo yield orchard: conventional fertilization (TF), 30%
water and fertilizer package (30%WF), 50% water and fertilizer package (50%WF), and 70% water and fertilizer pack-
age (70%WF). The results showed that the effect of different degrees of reduced fertilization with a water-soluble fer-
tilizer package on the yield of pomelo was significant. The average yield was as follows: 70%W>50%WF>TF>30%WF.
The average 3-year yield increase rate of 50%WF, and 70%WF treatments in high-yield orchards was 12.43%, and
24.67%, respectively, compared to TF treatment. The average annual yield increase rate of 50%WF, and 70%WF treat-
ments in low yield orchards compared to TF treatments was 15.05%, and 26.80%, respectively. The average 3-year yield
of honey pomelo in high-yield and low yield orchards was the highest in the 70%WF treatment (high-yield orchards 67
845.5 kg/hm’, low yield orchards 53 495.5 kg/hm?®), and the yield increase in low yield orchards was greater than that in
high yield orchards. 70%WF had the best 3-year average secondary fruit rate in both high and low yield orchards (5.71%
in high yield orchards and 4.67% in low yield orchards). The application of different water-soluble fertilizer combina-
tions in high-yield and low yield orchards had no significant effect on the granulation rate of pomelo flesh, but had a
more significant impact on single fruit weight and flesh weight. Moreover, there was a significant interannual variation
in the cracking rate of honey pomelo treated with different water-soluble fertilizer combinations. The 70% water-soluble
fertilizer package significantly improved the basic agronomic traits of pomelo, increased single fruit weight, and re-
duced fruit cracking rate. The increase and decrease in soluble solids, soluble sugars, and titratable acidity of the four
treatments in high-yield and low yield orchards after 2 years were not significant, and there was no significant difference
among the treatments. The 70% water-soluble fertilizer package had the best quality indicators for honey pomelo. The
3-year average final net income of high-yield orchards treated with 50%WF, and 70%WF increased by 30.58%, and
47.79% compared to the TF treatment, respectively. The 3-year average production to investment ratio was the highest
in the 70%WF treatment (4.29 : 1), which is 1.31 times higher than that of the TF treatment. The 3-year average final
net income of low yield parks treated with 50%WF, and 70%WF increased by 40.41%, and 59.67% compared to the TF
treatment, respectively. The 3-year average production to investment ratio was the highest in the 70%WF treatment
(3.63 : 1), which is 1.17 times higher than that of the TF treatment. The 70% water-soluble fertilizer package treatment
had the highest economic benefits in both high and low yield orchards, with the economic benefits of low yield orchards
increasing more than those of high yield orchards. Under the integrated mode of water and fertilizer, different water and
fertilizer combinations with reduced fertilization had the effect of increasing the yield and economic benefits, improving
the quality of honey pomelo, and the application of 70%WF treatment in high and low yield orchards had the best effect
on improving the yield and economic benefits, and improving the quality of honey pomelo. This is the best fertilization
treatment and is recommended for application.
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WK% 7E N TP B BE 28 B R A
(24°21'32.18"N, 117°08'19.12"E ) i 1% % hihi 3 4y
AT, JE AT B RUX, 2020—2022 4FAF [
KN 1724 mm, FHEN 213 Co B FK™
bel 1 HIEAE I AR, Al AN E], AR
S B BT e S A el X0 43R v e (45 000~
67 500 kg/hm* ), {7 (30 000~45 000 kg/hm® ),
I3 G I — b AT A AR, R | A el e
FIEFARIE RN . R HERAIY R4 E,
77 b -4 pH 5.10, AHLE &N 24.1 g/kg, Bl

Aol 158.8 mg/kg, A AW &M 108.1 mg/kg,
A A EN 1317 mg/kg; K77 hel 3 pH 4.81,
AHHUE A EN 15.0 g/kg, AR &2 122.1 mg/kg,
B AW &N 37.6mgke, HAH S BN
118.1 mg/kg.
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R ST (P,05 52%. Ko0 34% ), HPAE N4k i
TR (Ko0 50% ), HEMAHIE & LR 1, &4k
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BERE it FH 7 vk Ry RO, BERE . Bt ik
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Tab. 1 Fertilizer application rate for Honey pomelo at different experimental fields from 2020 to 2022 kg/hm?
21 ) it A s i) TF 30%WF 50%WF 70%WF
Group  Fertilizer application time N P,0s K,O N P,0;s K,O N P,0s K,O N P05 K,0
EeE RS (10—11 ) 250 150 250 250 150 250 250 150 250 250 150 250
femsHE (2 7)) 200 100 100 60 30 30 100 50 50 140 70 70
G (3—5 H) 120 60 90 36 18 27 60 30 45 84 42 63
R (7 A7) 150 150 200 45 45 60 75 75 100 105 105 140
JoP iy 720 460 640 391 243 367 485 305 445 579 367 523
filir=p SRS (10—11 H) 200 120 200 200 120 200 200 120 200 200 120 200
femsAE (2 A) 160 80 80 48 24 24 80 40 40 112 56 56
G (3—5 7)) 96 48 72 28.8 144 216 48 24 36 672 336 504
R (7 A7) 120 120 160 36 36 48 60 60 80 84 84 112
Job iy 576 368 512 312.8 1944 317.6 388 244 356  463.2 293.6 418.4
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632 kg/hm?; EEEH 96% LK Bie4E ( MgO =
15% ), iR 1602 kg/hm?®, BEAEH 25%%E5)
J1, PR E N 0.4%, BIAE N 98%HIHY, HkitiHk
JE4 0.6%.
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AFAEBZ R BERIGE , B8 1.0~2.5 kgo AN
B FRESR AL EEAE 2.5kg DLE (% 2.5kg)
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RIS AR UOREOE BRI T R 2R
R R Z I 24 s A IR 0, SRR IR R
FBOL BRI E R
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M (T /kg)+ IR SR H (kg/hm®)x 24 4F U1 A 4%
(Jt/kg)

Yl R OT/hm®)=r= H (OG/hm®)— AR (JG/hm?)

FEARE AR 1 DAY M T S A% T A A A%
FEAAE D TN I . 2020 4F /5 b 21 3.8 Jti/kg .
YR 2.6 Jt/kg; 2021 ARG AR 4.5 Jo/kg . AR 3.0
JU/kg; 2022 4FER M 3.6 JC/kg. YR 1.8 JC/kg.
4 TR U B — UM 2 2 S A i N A T oy g
25000 Jo/hm®, SFIAT LA 10 a, BRAE4ED 2%
300 Jo/hm®, PFra—EBA A 2800 J0/hm’,
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I EPE K ] Microsoft Excel 2003 417
ACFR, FH SPSS 17.0 3k A T8I Ge it s 22534t
S [R1 A 38 ) B % FH Duncan BE1E 25 5 5 54097

2 HRE5HW
21 AEKIEEZELEXE =R

AN TR K B2 Ak 348 Y 2 52 i) v 7 el AL 7™ el
s W KEERAET, &R
VIR FAR e, 7 Bl 52 7K N0 Ak 355 e 11 2
INTARF e . 2020—2022 4F 58 A I 45 5 41
ARIK AT o AR Fel 3 7 345
70%WF>50%WF>TF>30%WF, =R H 30%WF .,
50%WF . 70%WF Zb B b TF Ab BRAESE 34 77 4 3 3
B = -10.97% . 12.43% . 24.67%, ¥ 5E
70%WF AbPEik 67 845.5kg/hm”, # 30%WF .
50%WF AbFEHE = 40.09% . 10.94%; 177 i h
30%WF . 50%WF. 70%WF ZbF L, TF 4b34EF
BIre Ay B = -12.42% . 15.05% . 26.80%, 4F
SF-Hy P 70%WF ARFEGE 53 495.5 kg/hm®, H
30%WF . 50%WF A3 73 51|34 7 44.78% . 10.21%;
P2 T2 A ] 30%WF AL H 2020—2022 4E -7
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2 HEREIR, RFEALBE R . K™ Y A
FmCREAAEREZER; 5 TF &ML, &
30%WF . 50%WF. 70%WF &b (1) 26 1l 3 %
AR -21.55%. 21.55%. 36.40%; &=
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Tab. 2 Yield of H. pomelo under different treatments

4 2020
A ret emovi REEE W
Grou y7 e Yield . ) - )
P ment B Commodity fruit Inferior fruit
/(kg-hm™)

/(kg-hm?) rate/%
= TF  56233.6£1079°  47404.8+1541.9°  15.7+1.32*
7 30%WF  51060£2511.1°  44779.6£2116.4°  12.3+1.0°
b 50%WF 61575.2£3015.3° 57511.1+2831.6" 6.6+0.03¢

70%WF 68448.0+1253.1°  65824+1906.5°  3.83+0.19¢
1% TF  42410.8+2060.4° 37024.8+1733.5°  12.7+0.1°
7 30%WF 38084.8£2389.7°  33133.0£2094.5°  13.0+0.1°
2 50%WF  47628+1436.9° 45008.5+1481.1° 5.5+0.1°
70%WF  51954+2153.6° 48265.3+2187.9% 7.1%0.1°
s 2021
4 . .
24 5 Treat- o TR E WHRR
Group 7= Yield R . ! .
ment (k -hm’z) Commodity fruit Inferior fruit
g /(kg-hm?) rate/%
=1 TF 48015+773.2°  43885.7+849.2° 8.6+0.8%
7 30%WF 42733.5£1289.6°  38588.441634.0° 9.7+1.1°
b 50%WF 54592.5+1898.4°  51753.7+2058.7° 5.2+0.5¢
70%WF 60115.5+619.8"  55727.1+597.5° 7.3+0.4°
1% TF 38412+1212.5°  36337.8+1423.3° 5.4+0.1°
P 30%WF 33379.542167.9°  29273.842461.5°  12.4+1.8°
50%WF  44058+2151.1°  43309.0+2100.0° 1.720.1¢
T0%WEF  49206+4564.4°  46794.9+4335.4° 4.9+0.1°
4 2022
H 5 .- N
e v i T Yk
Grou o Yield . . .
P ent > Commodity Inferior fruit
/(kg-hm™)
fruit/(kg-hm?) rate/%
e TF  58987.5+482.7° 49490.5+1148.2°  19.0+0.6"
7= 30%WF 51496.5£2265.2%  42021.1x177.6°  18.4+1.8°
50%WF  67305+3249.1°  61853.3+312.0° 8.1+£0.2¢
70%WEF  74973+678.8"  70474.6+1182.3*  6.0+0.2°
i TF 45741+1397.9°  38559.7+337.4°  15.7+1.0°
77 30%WF 39382.5+1515.6° 33357.0+150.2¢  15.3+1.3°
& 50%WF  53928+2413. 5 8+211.7 .6%0.
R 50% 3928+2413.8°  50368.8+211.7° 6.6+0.2°
70%WF  59326.5+2523.7°  58140.0+312.7° 2.0£0.1°

: FFNEEE G AR NG FREFRR AL B R 25 5 B 2 (P<0.05) ,
Note: Different lowercase letters after the same column of data
indicate significant difference (P<0.05).

30%WF. 50%WF . 70%WF AbHl4E -2 3 i R 55
TF AbFEHE R T-14.44% ., 23.91%. 36.88%. Ui
TR — R A ABE 2T 8 224 il it JI T 1 2 A i
RH—ENEH A RAL B AR R,
LA TR] it A Ak 2R P 8 A 0 SR SR AF B [R]85 K5 i
™ B AR E R R DL 70%WE SR st
YRR 5.71% . 4.67% BB KAE —{RIEE T &
e o it A AT 4 A R R, T 70% KA IR
BRI AE

22 ARKIEEELETEMEZEREZM

2021, 2022 4F AN R /K JE £ 4 b 1 %6 48 A
FLHAR B WL 3.tk 3 n AL, XFE T,
2021, 2022 F#EMAF-H AR E 50%WF, 70%WF
AR FREE TF AL B2 53D 9.36% . 10.35%, 25 5
F,OM 2021, 2022 AR M R RN
70%WF ZbHH 3k 1717.2 g52021.2022 4F 50%WF .
70%WF 4B A T4 TF Ab B B 385, 40591
P2 9.30%. 11.48%;

P B b, 2021, 2022 4F 2T 34 BpUR
50%WF . 70%WF &b 3% TF 235 B 55 5.57% .
5.66%, 2Z5WFE, M 2021, 2022 FEEMAEE R
RHEFAN 70%WF ZbHE, 35 1601.3 g;2021,2022
4 50%WF ., 70%WF AbFLR A 48 TF Ab#E
ERE, SRR 6.84%. 6.26%.

AN TR ZK BB 2 Ah 3G S RURL AL 3R 1 TG i 3 52
e, (HAEIB RS THRRE ., LAE, TiLES
P BE A AR =B, TF AbBRE W Ab B ) 25 hh 2487
RAFAEZES , H WF LB TF A BEAH EE, 7 2021 .
2022 FERERY R W, 30%WF. 50%WF .
70%WF ZbBRS TF AbHEAH L, 2021, 2022 4F -4
SRR HNE D 6.9% . 7.6% . 8.1%, Hih 70%WF
AT 2021, 2022 AFERYEM R R AL, WF #54b
B R R A, HIARTTRE,
AT 7 A 1 SRR 22 o SR B KA koK B2 5 2 TR
s fs kA, B RgRE K, RRFR K
B4 K AR —, WF AbBEAE 2021, 2022 4EZLR
R D, R PR ] BB K IR A K ) [E)
VAR ORFE R R, S E RN TR T K Sy,
FUMERE LA, N 25 i TR 6 A A ) A 4 B B
JE Rk B RS R = AR LR, TR AR 2
R L ERTR, 70%7K % A0 4 i AT Bt 0%
TR MR, e R EMR RN,
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Tab. 3 Agronomic traits of H. pomelo under different treatments
2021
245 Qb .
Group Treatment UL SR RANH R Rk
Fruit weight/g Peel weight/g Pulp weight/g Fruit cracking rate/% Pulp granulation rate/%
| TF 1598.5+23.0% 347.3+11.5° 1251.2+62.5% 12.5+1.1° 6.4+0.2°
30%WF 1548.24+52.0° 350.2+14.2° 1198.0+50.7° 8.1+0.3° 6.5+0.3
50%WF 1741.2487.9 393.1£14.1° 1348.1+73.9° 7.740.5° 7.040.2°
70%WF 1707.4+108.7° 367.3x14.2° 1340.1£75.6 7.920.4° 7.040.4%

{7 TF 1505.4+47.0° 370.5+6.5° 1134.9+43.4° 3.8+0.1° 5.7+0.2°
30%WF 1480.3+11.4° 364.1+10.9° 1116.2+5.4° 3.5+0.1° 5.240.2°
50%WF 1581.9+44.9° 372.5+4.8° 1209.4+46.7° 2.8+0.2° 5.5+0.3°
70%WF 1605.4+38.1° 393.6+9.5° 1211.8+29.7° 2.7+0.1° 6.0+0.3°

2022
245 Qb .
Fruit weight/g Peel weight/g Pulp weight/g Fruit cracking rate/% Pulp granulation rate/%

5 TF 1513.7+97.8" 350.6+18.8* 1163.1+38.9° 11.440.8° 6.7+0.4%
30%WF 1553.2450.2° 365.9422.7° 1187.3+27.8° 8.9+0.2° 6.6+0.5"
50%WF 1662.1+28.9° 371.3+23.3 1290.8+7.8° 8.620.3° 7.040.1
70%WF 1726.9£104.5° 375.6420.3° 1351.3+15.7° 7.7+0.5" 7.3+0.3

%7 5 TF 1525.7420.9® 378.0£12.3" 1147.7+8.7% 11.6+0.3° 6.0+£0.2°
30%WF 1491.1+42.8° 373.6£15.0° 1117.5428.5¢ 4.7+0.5° 5.5+0.4°
50%WF 1617.9£50.4° 388.5+9.5" 1229.4+42.2° 4.0+0.5% 5.7+0.4%
70%WF 1597.2+73.9° 383.5+20.9° 1213.7453.3% 3.540.3° 6.0%0.5°

TE: FFEER G AR/ NG 5 B3R R AL PR 22 53 B 3% (P<0.05)

Note: Different lowercase letters after the same column of data indicate significant difference (P<0.05).

2.3 AREIKIEEZE L IE XA 7E R RAI 20
AT EIE Y A TS L 0l
WEMS R, BRRILA VC &SR Em s i
T BT S AR Ay, Horb, WHIRR LU SR Sh
R o ML B TR, L HE R A SR S 1Y) FLERRUBE
M 4 FTLUEH, . AR el 25 A 38 Al R 5
2021, 2022 SR PR DR Y & & . TR o
AL E TR B i B AN K, #5 A 3R 22 S R i 2
b 70%WF AbFE VC AR TF. 30%WF.
50%WF AbBRAR S, 2021 4Fik 345.5 mg/kg. 2022
435 354.0 mg/kg; MARAFER LR, & 0B RS
T VC SR 50%WE ., 70%WF 43 VC &
B TF b3 2021, 2022 #5353 K 3.07% .
7.85%; 50%WF . 70%WF AbFE-HA0ERR 4 TF
AbFE 2021.,2022 4E53 585 0.2, 1.5 A% 70%WF
OB VC S8 TF. 30%WF . 50%WF ZhFR#R s,
2021 4F35 327.6 mg/kg. 2022 4Fik 334.6 mg/kg;
MAFAEBR 4, 50%WF., 70%WF b3R5z b
VC &HEBhN, % TF 4P 2021, 2022 4E5F-14 VC

SR 5.57%. 9.82%; 50%WF. 70%WF
AFREE TF AbFE 2021, 2022 4EF- 0052 b 23 9l e
0.15. 0.5, ZKNE—ARAAE T 3 2 9ol f it AT %o 2
MINTE S BT — e &, & AR R LL 70%
KB T #EM AR PO R AE, 50%K &R
2o
24 AEKIEEELEBEEMBFHBEDH
BRI AT B8 2 N HA K
— R E AT AWM TR, R R
7R it A AR A ML . R S AT,
B b, TF AMBAESF- 3 67 995.9 Ji/hm’,
T Yk 2 it P 7K IE 2 19 30%WF L 50%WF . 70%WF
AbBRAESEHE AT 55 472.0, 58 387.9. 60
522.9 Jt/hm’*, 30%WF. 50%WF . 70%WF 4 Bi4E
PR AR TF AFRFEAR 18.42% . 14.13%.,
10.99%. MK AF , Jd i 10 48w Bt
NEEIEAN T K . A A, HRKATE TR
HHT A W= H AT H, 50%WF . 70%WF
AEPRAES TF AP35 48 = 15.58% . 28.08%,
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Tab. 4 Internal quality of H. pomelo under different treatments
2021 2022
4] e " s L N . S oL NN
Ay TR e TTARREE RS AT e o TR TRER
i Treat- LY/ S i o Ty Y& o o Cy Ty
r- . .
ou ment Sqluble VC content Soluble Tl.tratable Sugar/acid Sgluble VC con- Soluble leratable Sugar/acid
P solid con- fmg-kg ) sugar con-  acids con- solid con- tent/(mg-kg ") sugar acids con-
tent/% gke tent/% tent/% tent/% eke content/% tent/%
& TF 12.0£0.2*  322.1+13.8" 11.7+0.5° 0.768+0.02° 15.2+0.9" 12.8+1.5"° 326.5+14.8" 12.0£0.3* 0.770£0.01° 15.2+0.9"
TU30%WE 123110 313.0+133° 1174120 0.776£0.01° 15.11.7° 11.5£0.7° 3153£10.2° 10.5£0.6° 0.776+0.05 14.840.5"
g 50%WF  12.3+0.6° 329.6+11.3* 11.8+1.7° 0.765+0.02° 15.5+2.5* 12.040.6* 338.9£10.9® 11.1£0.5° 0.765+0.03* 15.3+0.9"
70%WF  13.5£0.6" 345.5+13.9* 12.6£0.4* 0.756+£0.03" 16.7£1.1* 13.5£0.4" 354.0+£14.3* 13.0£0.4* 0.755+0.03* 16.7+0.4"
% TF 11.1£0.5*  302.5+18.5°  10.7+1.2* 0.778+0.02° 14.8+1.9° 11.7+0.4* 300.5+£15.3° 11.0£1.1° 0.778+0.02* 15.0+1.8"
7 30%WF 11.0£0.8°  299.4422.1°  10.5+0.8 0.779+0.01° 14.040.7° 11.5£0.5" 294.4+12.8° 10.7£1.4* 0.783+0.01° 14.9+1.5"
W 50%WF  11.840.2° 317.2411.2* 11.1£0.9° 0.769+0.02* 15.0£1.1° 12.0+0.1*° 319.4+14.7"® 11.240.4* 0.774+0.02* 15.1+£0.8°
70%WF 11.8+0.2"  327.6+7.2°  11.2+0.3* 0.765+0.03" 15.3+0.4" 12.2+0.3" 334.6+10.7*° 11.7+0.1* 0.768+0.01* 15.5+0.3"
e FSVEEE G AR/ NG FhEFR R A B R 22 7 B2 (P<0.05) .
Note: Different lowercase letters after the same column of data indicate significant difference (P<0.05).
x5 TELETHEFHESN
Tab. 5 Economic benefit analysis under different treatments JC/hm?
A8 Annual average investment AESFH 7 Annual average output B
iﬁ phEL K HLth . L
M reat- mr A S BRI S YR e B ncrease
Gr- HiAH ek .. Charge Elec- . &t . . A1 Netprofit
i ment  yandrent Fertilizer Recruit for tricit Equip Total Commodity  Inferior Total P imeore
oup and use Y ment fruit fruit more than
water  fees usual
= TF 30 000 10 136.5 275294 180 150 0 679959 185263.2 17479.0 2027422 134746.3
7 30%WF 30 000 6000.4 16011.6 360 300 2800 55472 165028.7 15273.4 180302.1 124830.1 -9916.3
b 50%WF 30 000 7389 17 538.9 360 300 2800 58387.9 224701.9 9632 2343339 175946.0 41199.6
70%WF 30 000 8778.1 18284.8 360 300 2800 605229 251537.2 8133  259670.2 199 162.4 64401.0
i TF 30 000 8109.3 26062.6 180 150 0 645019 1476764 10964.4 158 640.8 103 138.9
7 30%WF 30 000 4800.3 146339 360 300 2800 528942 125907.6 12012 137919.5 850253 -9113.6
" 50%WE 30 000 5911.2 16024.6 360 300 2800 55395.8 182416.8 5154.8 187 571.6 132175.8 38036.9
70%WF 30 000 7022.5 16619.5 360 300 2800 57102 2010964 6319.9 2074163 1503143 561754

50%WF | 70%WF AbFRAEV- 34 e 24050l 42 48 TF Ab
A BIHEUL 30.58% . 47.79%. FEHEE RN N
70%WF (4.29 : 1) >50%WF (4.01 : 1) >30%WF
(3.25:1) >TF (298 : 1), 4EFH=# LA
70%WF AP (429 : 1), % TF. 30%WF.
50%WF AbH53J i 1.31. 1.04. 0.28,
o=, WARAJTH AR, TF AbFEAEF-1
FEA 64 501.9 Jo/hm?, T K IR E R 1Y
30%WF . 50%WF . 70%WF 4b ARS8 A 435
H 52894.2, 55395.8, 57 102.0 7t/hm*, 30%WF .
50%WF . 70%WF ZbFAEF- 440 A% TF AL BRI
18.00% . 14.12% . 11.47% . M7= )5 i Al %,
50%WF . 70%WF #4b BR4: TF Ab # 5 5) #2 &
18.24%. 30.75%; 50%WF. 70%WF A4bF4EF-1

G aE B TF AR B3 5351 40.41%.59.67%
PR T0%WF (3.63 1 1) >50%WF
(3.39:1) >30%WF (2.61 :1)>TF (2.46: 1),
AESER A [ DL T0%WE Ab PR e (3.63 1 1), &
TF. 30%WF. 50%WF ZbER4350E 1.17, 1.02.,
0.24, & . K7 EELL 70%KIEEE AT 53K

Y=

R , ELIFG = 8 2 B K T e, 30%

HKNEEE 25 Ak g S PR AR . B IE— A1k
BN A BEAC R &, e AT Al g 7 4 (7] e
A ARA B e WA A ALY P B L

3 itip

AT NE A LA IE A BEAS ) £ 9 £ AN ] i
WX IR K, Bl EURS S e e 208 iU
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R A S I A AR B SR R, AR T AR R it
e R i s —1E . B B RBE R, R
AT LABRIEAR ) 5 P A0, 384 A AR ML ER & (¢ )
2020 FACAEHE R KATE SR ) “HEm Rk
R, B IR sk, & Bt e
XoF T4 v R A T SR S A e A LA T
FIVE TS ARBIFSE 2020—2022 4F 8 {7 IR 46 45 5
T, mreE S0%KAEER . 70%/KIEERLL I
AL G0 0 AE 7 Y 7 o R R 12.43% .
24.67%, 30%7KHEEA AL Gt it AT AR -2 7™ 1t i
77 10.97%; K™ Fel 5 v ™ bl 77 & g Al W], H
AR R T r=he o Bl K — R T A
F R i NE LA B ROR X — 25 R S AE
FEROR—8, AR SRR, HOGIRE R
KR — % Ak i VR Ak 385 i AL R b SELAH L W] 38
11.83%~14.41%, KIE—{KALHHE /T, Bl
WD IE R 30%, AThAIE 8.64%, 2t
%% B K REAS A 11 7 2 it A A 2 g 7= 19 [)
AT HE R KRR . P B AR 3% Bl
T A IRV AR A AN [ it A Ak B LA K R R
AR, BFSY SRR S R R Ut 100%
A, TERERE K AT B 60% DL A F TIE gk ik it
RRRO AR BT RF B A, KUMAR
SELROVE S R, R RERGIC T 75% R
JIES 5 sl e e 7 A R A LA (R PRI kN 2
e T A RO e R B B o R I, e RE AR R
U 70t AT & AL SRR AL | TV AS e it T 3
B 29.2% ., 4.7%. BREFEPIL AR AT
HU1 38 B 1 TR R 7K R — (R b Ak LTS W] L o A A T
FCEREST o M-V 5 2 1 3 9 it JEL Ak 380
ot BRI N A K5 WG A e bn g v, L
HIP= 7.4%~14.4%, KR HRCREE 28.8%~
40.7% . T2 g5 P % S K AT — AR AT AT b 2 AT
HOEN R E SRR . R E I R RO AEE, B
WESC A3 B S 2 PO 2 A K B — A Ak it E Ak
b T L e o LI o AN o 1 ey
& ESHERLeER . 2. SEMasErs
i, UL A B T e M R S AR K
KB 2R EIKE R, RS Sk R A2
A A HOK R T, Horp K
PR RS A K, R R i e s R R T
ARAIF 5T H KA — A AR A 2 1 7K I 2 2 ] K s [ 37
WG CRFE R R, S EMR TR KA,
LRt AE E T, AN 23 3 J7E 2 A AR [ 19 26 K

B b i sl IEBEAS B 7 AR RS, AT FRAIG
SRR 4—5 A WEMBHZEETNE, WRE
el e Z Ky, S EIBSE LB ATEE,
JEMARL L ERE R TIRSZRZe e, e
AT REME, FE, HEROKSFEE, T
BT S AR TR AR R R, AR I S A
Je . SXBETINAR R A R B, AT AR A B R S
R R AP S R, R FE BB AR
Jiti, A EOK B R RIS IR I FUEZ |
FIAT AT 1R A AR . R R A o R
B, AN — R, R ERECE A A S
B E AR 5, CRER R E RS Ve, 1l
R, /AR EERYRN S E, SRS
S 5K OB R i AR B ST R
55 Rt A EL it A 2 08 30%~40%o1i T it JEL
(AR 7 i SR S A UIE 285 F1 B0 F R T I . ASHF
FKEW, &L AT E KIS — R AR R 8 i
SR A I REas B2 /N B2 & N N e
MM ZERARE; B 70%KIEERE T %Al
BOHEIEA B 22 5, — T EBGERSENTE
ST, 5 EoRIEAPT | B AR R ST 4 IR A
—H, WRMARIN,  EORAE Gt R AR 4l
ST IFAME, BFEEKEEZE . ok
SEIR R, JUHAR ™ b 57 o m Ak, ARGt
J5 2T IR B RO T 2% 5 T IR O e I R AR T
FAR, (ERGESEHED T RS, 2K
B KO NE £ R K EHE 5 200%, fR SRR N 3753 1Y
W, DATTIR 4 7= | SCESRS0 f  38CR, 7E
(S I R S S T

TRNE — AR A AR T vk £ it S B 6% A A5 7 1
FEARE IR AR A T R A= B AR K, T R R Y
FERAIEL T, TR R 2 Pk aa P, N B
FELLEFE L B, % v it N A & At A N
P,0s. Ky0 2339548 44.57%. 21.89%. 9.63%,
a6 H o AL PR B 14 362 JG/hm, MG
76.32%; VCR ( vario-cost ratio ) {H 1 1.91 7}
2.81; JERRRACSYERE S b AR R B, R it
FEAE R HAL GE e AR A 25 1 69 670 JT/hm?, 38
£ 92.07%, F=HfEAH 201 EFFE] 2,97 ¢ 1
§H4 7 T 25 COURIE 58 I 7 AS [+ A 25 DX 302 2 e 7 4 ) S
BT, SR A AR — Ak 2 R AT iV b 05 XA
S HR S JE X Bl 3 S0 15 500, 36 500 J6/hm?;
MR R, Was 3G 430 2100, 72 800
J/hm®; T2k 5P 1 A48 S0kt 3R 1 Yt &
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AH, i T D it A Ak B A7 T AR Al L AR R
45 Jifi AR AL EE B4 O B R, A 4N B Al g A
(3.87x10%)~(5.92x10%)7C, K 20.2%~ 30.9%, 4
W25 /B, SHPEEH L, S-S 50%
IKABALBE | 70%7K AEAL BRIl 25 I B4R v, 4F
SIS A3 3k 175 946.0. 199 162.4 JG/hm?,
W is HE D 30.58% . 47.79%, N T A% 1% 40 it A
R T 14.13%. 10.99%., 7= 4% i1 2.98 -
1 FTFE] 4.01 21 F14.29 15 30%/K B 40 FH 4
RBAEG AL I 7.36%, K77 bl vh 4% b BEAS AL
S R EAR,  HAR™ L5 g iR R T
R, 70%K BB A P2 B Ak 45 e o U
IR — A AR 20T A BRLRA fl IEAS AN PT DA o 2
= o, W AT ARSI TRk 25

4 #it

FEF . ARFERE T 70%K AR AL B HE At /K
LB A P A T Al A = TR e N -
™= e Al 70% K LB A - R e fl . B
AR SBTHEAR . N TRUAS . dles 4 et #
] 70% /K NEAS4E AT 42 i Al ™ 6 . 0 8 S
S A AL RS S A RN TE R T . 2R A KIEEAR
4 JL A ek 12t A it A Ak BRAE B A = o L AR SRR
i R S B RS SR WL, KR — AT
A U it A LA R o A R R B RS L ek
S AR, FEm L A el v VR Al it A 3
DUt FH 70% /K B4 R fe et R AL B, A i
WlRER, fUrassies . RAMEREH A,
I EHLAER D ab2e% 120 HE& R, Mt pkds,
SEWNVE B T 58 5 ARIE 15 min DA B TE K ik
TEB I CHETF O, P it IE S g st ), b2
YR B AT LA S DR A5 T T 11 3 SE A 1), T
Jit A AR A B it R T [ Al R 0 55 B #3 A K
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