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Efficient Application of Seedling Cultivation Greenhouse of Flue-cured Tobacco in Southern Henan Tobacco Area
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Abstract [ Objective | To research the economic benefits of efficient application of flue-cured tobacco seedling cultivation greenhouse. [ Method |
We analyzed the invested cost,output value and economic benefits of cherry tomato, cucumber and cowpea based on different dates of seeding.
[Result] Within a certain range ,smaller planting area had higher labor cost,and labor cost was the most important constituent of invest cost. Dif-
ferent seeding dates had affected the yield and output value. The highest economic output values of cherry tomato,cucumber and cow pea were Ju-
ly 8th,Sepetember 5th and May 6th. Cherry tomato had the highest economic benefits among the three cash crops. [ Conclusion] Seedling cutliva-
tion greenhouse of flue-cured tobacco has relatively high economic benefits, which plays an important role in increasing the income of tobacco

farmers.
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Table 1 Temperatures in January and July of 2014 and 2015 in Luoshan County C
. 1 A January 7 H July
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Maximum temperature Minimum temperature Average temperature ~ Maximum temperature Minimum temperature Average temperature
2014 20 -4 6.1 38 25 27.8
2015 17 -4 5.1 36 22 26.9
ESWE Th4mENHH7A B (M201301), o HERAE W KW BB JE SR 4 AR, KR B
EE-N HAB1982—), B, LA EA, 8L R, B, AF® K,

i VAT, * i R IRAT R, N E R A i N NN

FARBIHE. AR ARAELAFARLD g3 ek BRI 2 1 LRE S T O
WA 2016 -12-19 TR B4 B4 R KR B0 A& B 4s



22 G e

2017 &£

WEIAF 1 HIR . MRS 0 7 R =S PRSI A S B Rl
(R R A, BB 3 ~ 4 R AR Y] IR R HLE B
IPRE AR BT R T AR AS L™ 8
LIS RS S €

1.4 BRI R Excel 2007 FAFZEFT R 1R R

2 HBRES

2.1 1BHEEAR T

2.1.1 BARAT T AR e — A SR A B e,
PRSNGSR ZHE BUE 2R VB IR E A5 ) 5218 9

EEp VGNPl B O 2 T B N TR AR P N T AN
TR AT R . I 2 Al LU AR 2R = A
ERAR T ERH AR BB AT AR 2 B
oAk e, A 0. 03 hm® TEHLAFNF 3% H 360 T, &4 AL LA
— 3 68 I s (0 TR N A RN R A7 A8 28 5, LA
3 A 10 H Rt A AL U AR SA S I, F T3
s A RFHCHA 300 Jo., 55,103 A 10 H 4
PR , 77 610 Jo/hm’ LS H 2 HFLT H 8 H%
BEAHIK, Ky 54 270 7T/hm”

R2 FEERXERENE RN

Table 2 Effects of different sowing dates on the production input of cherry tomato

JH T Labor force AERL Fertilizer # A Input//755/hm’

e i T K ZNE Farmyard manure 5GP Compound fertilizer

)Sg(l)winé date Areza Seed Q%ﬁt Unfﬁrr' » Fi Wt e fhy T Iﬁf]})T A

- hm JG y ! prnice it pri it pri Seed abor Fertili
e/ A Dosage  Unit price Dosage Unit price ee force ertiizer
3 — 3 —
m JG/m kg Ju/kg

03 -10 0.03 360 20 80 3 100 20 3.4 12 000 53 340 12 270
05 -02 0.03 360 15 80 AL WE 20 3.4 12000 40 005 2 265
07 -08 0.03 360 15 80 HHE Wk 20 3.4 12 000 40 005 2 265
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Table 3 Effects of different sowing dates on the economic benefits of cherry tomato

P& (IR i iy THE e e e
Sowing date Area Yield Average price Output value Converted Converted out-
HA-H hm’ kg Ju/kg JG yield // kg/hm’ put value // 55/hm’
03 -10 0.03 1715 2.4 4116 57 165 137 190

05 -02 0.03 1350 3.2 4320 45 000 144 000

07 -08 0.03 1220 4.2 5120 40 665 170 790
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Table 4 Effects of different sowing dates on the production input of cucumber

FiT. Labor force

AER} Fertilizer

# A Input//75/hm’

K ZHE Farmyard manure

Z4AHE Compound fertilizer
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Sowine dat Are Kkt Ry , ML "
ﬁ(l) “_mé ae ! reza Quantity  Unit price M ‘tﬁm\ WL $ﬁl\ Labor HE)H

m T/ Dosage Unit price Dosage Unit price force Fertilizer
m’ J&/m’ kg gt/ kg

03 -14 0.030 15 80 3 100 20 3.4 40 005 12 270
04 -22 0.020 12 80 — — 15 3.4 48 000 2 550
06 -29 0.013 8 80 — — 10 3.4 48 000 2 550
09 -05 0.027 15 80 — — 20 3.4 48 000 2 550
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Table 5 Effects of different sowing dates on the economic benefits of cucumber
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Sowing date Area Yield Average price Output value Converted Converted out-

H-H hm’ kg gt/ kg JG yield Vi kg/ hm? put value Y/ &4 hm?

03 -14 0.030 1 360 1.8 2 448 45 330 81 600

04 -22 0.020 1285 1.6 2 056 64 245 102 795

06 -29 0.013 865 2.2 1903 64 875 142 725

09 -05 0.027 1070 4.2 4 494 40 215 168 525
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Table 6 Effects of different sowing dates on the production input of cow pea

F T Labor force A B Compound fertilizer # A Input,//t/hm*
FEI] TR . o
Sowing date Area Bkt ey il Ly T ATkl
H-H hm? Quantity Unit price Dosage Unit price Labor Fertilizer
A~ I/ kg Ju/kg force erhzer
05 -06 0.013 8 — 10 — 48 000 2 550
07 -15 0.020 10 80 15 3.4 40 005 2 550
09 -03 0.027 13 — 20 — 39 000 2 550
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Table 7 Effects of different sowing dates on the economic benefits of cow pea

il T P Bt FAE P PramE
Sowing date Area Yield Average price Output value Converted Converted out-
H-H hm’ kg gt/ kg JC yield //kg/hm’ put value // 55/hm’
05 -06 0.013 480 3.2 1 536 33 000 115 200
07 -15 0.020 470 4.2 1974 23 505 98 700
09 -03 0.027 430 5.8 2 494 16 125 93 525
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Table 6 Regression analysis of citric acid secretion characteristic and

sensitivity to potassium deficiency

TR 3 bR PE Citrice acid

secretion characteristics

i SR R
SH we/ (B - h) Sensitivity to
Parameter \ potassium
IE A SREE -
Normal for Potassium deficiency // %
potassium deficiency stress
Wr 5 Vr M &% 0.805 0.724 0.104
Regression coefficient
of Wr and Vr
EIJ/EE:=7ii] -0.182 -0.264 0.068
Regression intercept
[l )9 Z Kok e 0. 146 0.195 0.112

Standard of regre-
ssion coefficient

T W, SR B 22 5 Ve, AR5 5 22
Note: Wr. Covariance between paraents and offspring; Vr. Parent se-
quence variance
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Table 7 The genetic parameters of citric acid secretion characteristics

FPIETR I Citric acid

secretion characteristics

St g RN

ﬁié:iffm pe/ (B - b) Sensitivity to

parameters E 3 I S
Normal for Potassium deficiency // %
potassium deficiency stress

D 1.925"" 1.654 0.093

H 3.045"" 3.331"" 0.482""

(H/D)1/2 1.26 1.454 2.385

R 3.57 3.556 0.737

r 0.895 0.725 -0.293

W’N// % 24.69 14.85 44.73

B/ % 99.68 99.71 99.42

S AYSIFRTE0.05 H10.01 KI5 XS
Note: * and " " indicated signficant differences at 0. 05 and 0. 01 levels,
respectively
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