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Table 1. The influence of height ,density and diameter of tea plant in dlfferent
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The data after pruning was in January 1982,and before pruning was in
December 1982.
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The same letter are not significantly different at 5 % level.
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‘Table 2. Comparison the density of tea buds and thé weight of 100 shoots from
| t reatments | '

R F ®E |HE F H
(No./30X30cm) | (— i Z % )
Density of tea | Weight of 100

buds shoots (1 bud

| | 2 leave )

Treatment

A B =
Mulching
| B. mmmmmE

Compost and mulching

C. BRREHHON s AE R B

Deep~cultivated, compoSt and mulching
| D. BELHSNEZESERLNHE
- Planted * Guatamala ” grass one year.
then planted tea bushes and mulching

E % R
Check

i‘#ﬂ*ﬁlﬁld\ﬁ%i?ﬂ%imﬁﬁé 5 % %ﬁﬁ%zkﬁ °

The same letter are not significantly d;fferent at 5% level.
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Table 3. Comparison of the characteristics of tea buds from treatments
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Treatment

A. B =
| Mulching
B. #HEB K B &

Compost and mulching
[C. B o e AR R B
- Deep-cultivated,
compo st and
mulching

Planted"Guatamala 1
grass one year then
planted tea bushes
and mulching

M%%M!

% Vch 724 [ 75% Ik LA » B C E DRI & 7 Holge » 45 pRFE ) 1L C pRBE B 5 » 0 3 B8 B 70
N143% 2Rk RRXBARBEBENBERNI04%  BRXEBRE > BARKNEESR » HESN
424*ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ@*ﬁﬁ/ﬁﬁmﬁyﬁﬂ!Cm&mﬂ5é§ﬂﬁixm BEE71E
Eﬁﬂ ’ L;[A vy B s Ces D3 EME%EUBHHH{,H’ A ’rIB s (U Emﬂ%%ﬂﬂ Eﬁﬁﬂﬂfﬁﬁ ’ /Db .
MCREER » HXEA > BRE o 350 D38 hvb sk » F1D el i KmESE - bR
,maﬁmﬁiwimﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁMZMﬁw%Bmﬂ%!%Mﬁﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁmm
@ THRBERABETRE .

%E%T%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂzm% y B I AR IR EE LG BNRSZR I TR
B b DU SRR 2% ik 2582 B 5 IR AW BE s BRAZBERIESBERZ — o RS &6 %
&R RERBEEOLBAMER > RESBEFR BB L E S TAB R - HB RSN
AR BRAR 2Rt R » Rtb B R ER  BRESHVD -8 » FRBEEZEHLE » REEK
BEBR AL o B ONABZ o ELOE RBEBEA RBMME BT o LIS L0k LA > TR 2R R 5 2 R e B
M2 o DA M AT R L R o DR R ( WA B A0 R R AR AR B B4 45 - /)
JIIEE ) o LB R AT N » ZRBBRMLBRE » LEARBRZER ) R—BRZKRE LR
R R LURBRBR T N R BN R AT « FRRER AR AL RERR » 6 IHBRIE 2R i T
FLUEH > RERARERY B SFIINEEL » DFFIHEREZHERE ( KEEETY ) » 1f
FCRMBBEE) » IR GREEXE) » BR (EZERER) » BEN (SHEZRRK)
» RE ( BHHEZBE ) DIREKR - BSRIEBERZBERY  SAEMEB&FRC > D> A> By E
’ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ(:sr Ds Bs A E!ﬁ@&ﬁﬁC! Ds Bs A» E» iR&kEEB>» A»C» D




96

BRI R S 3 B (1984)

£ KEKEHBEE

Table 4. Yield of tea leaves in different t're'a'tment'_s“

;. H

Treatment ERE IETTAEEY
. | / iel Index Grade Yil_eld Index | Grade

A'ﬂ . % a ab
™ Mislching 7,638,750

B iﬁﬂﬂ bﬂﬂ% 7 21 4, 25be |

Compo st and mulchmg |

C. R #hhn v IR & B
- Deep-cultivated, S
Compost and mulching 7,910.25

D. BN S EZEE
- RYNBE

Planted *Guatamala ”
‘grass one year then
planted tea bushes
and mulching

ENRE (Fp®E) '
| Check 6,921.08

FPAHRNREXFRERTARE S SREEA M -
Values within a column followed by the same letter are not 31gn1f1cantly different
at 5 2% level., |

. il mﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁem&

Table 5. Comparison of root development in different treatment.s

BHE M R =
( No ) (g)

|Number |[Tota

| of root |Weight
| ef root

259, 00°

.

Treatment

Ay &
- Mulching
B. % Bz
Compost and mulching |
C. R Bk 00 5 06 L 2%
| Deep-cultivated.
Compost and mulchm,g

D. 8 111\ #e Ry 2 245 St |
RN N o

Planted“Guatmala » |
grass one year then _
planted tea bushes
and mulching

E. 8K (A ARE

Check

1187.00"

237.7564P

225.758b

:ﬁ¢ﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬁiiﬁﬁﬁT$£5 I EREELE .

Values within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly diff-
erent at 5% level
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Teable6.Soil physical- chetnical properties of all treatments

T %

> |
Sl momm pue 1sedwo))

Surgd Iy

_; lﬁ#ﬁ#@%ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁiﬂf'
Bwyophw pue jseduro) |

' Tl_'_ea_tmeﬁ t

- suryonet
-EHB sagsng ea) po

| -Jed usyl ieok suo

" pojeanymo-doaq
BRNEFEEERR O |

|sses? eremmies juejg

| Mec hanical

Composition |~

| - iiSurface 3011
_JE;[:Subsml ”
' ﬁ Surface sa.il
. ijj:Subwll _
| &+ Surface sml
| E-‘:I:Subso:l |
ij:Surface 3_011
mnm
i;{;Surface soil - _

.. E:;I:Subsml_ -
H ) .'S:-i,;"t'fmc e soil

-"-"E:I:S‘tif*ﬁa@ce ao:l
'E:IZSubsml "




99

S5 M A - AR 7 R

Tt o]

| Tab le 7. Chemigcal chPOQltl@n of ]eaves

- ~Treatment
A, ﬂ ﬁ
| Mulchlng

B. # AN 0B

Compost and mulchmg

C. RSt E S #E
Deep- cultwated compost and

| mulching

D. E#ﬁﬂﬂ%ﬂﬁZﬁ&#ﬁ%jﬁﬂﬂﬂi

- Planted *Guatamala” grass one year
then planted tea bushes and
mulching

E WRE(AlE)
Check |

FN\ ﬁﬁﬁ%&%mﬂﬂ%ﬂaﬁZtﬁm ( ﬁM} 100 )
Table 8. Comparison of black tea quahty of all treatments ( Total score :100)

Y.

Treat ment

Al #
| Mulching
B. HERE 08 ,
Compost and mulching
C. B IR E
Deep- cultivated, Comp(JSt and
| mulching
D. TSR HBBAr BLZ AR SRR HiSEE
- Planted *Guatamala”grass one |
year then planted tea bushes
- and mulching

|E. NEECFAmE)
| Check

-Wimﬁﬁﬁama .

. REREESNSEHECB E%%Mﬁﬁ&%%ﬂﬁ&’iﬂ¢ﬁﬁﬁimﬁﬁﬁ%mw*
5 EARBWERSFRAEZ A" 7R SIS » RETRERD LW e e
y RIEESARBFEREESZE+LE  AEAERNECER AT BRESE 2R o Xk
T W 7 T B YT A 2 D MR YR BB A R SR M IR W TR N T 2+ B -l
ERBEEEHEES " ZRBRBBELR 0 X TRSMERELBRATERLE WY LEER
ARBEZM M LREL TR AEEERZRE » iAW RIS » BUR % R AR Bk
B LUBE i MR by B R R A » RN BN 75% » M SR HEHR » KABUEER HRE
W 2> 53% » T R AR G 4 D 2% 5 B TR 4030 %5 » S IR B S R MR L A A 2 1




o B WSRO AR 3t (1994 )

iR o BRI M S B A A (I AR SR A S o W P A M AR S A
BE 2 T4 5 (LI 0 M3 A o A0 L SR, o 53 A Mok AR D MR 4 o I AR
B PBRRRARRERESE SR N ANRE AT - REXBEWHRMM TS 2R - &1 Lk
T2 gtk » 7 LUT MR A6 ot TR AR R 2 B B S B B Ak 75 B R M D2 R 4% » I BT - b fl
% ERE > BRABEQME b FREFH - SFE - KEURR RSB REREN ; TARRS R
B THRA N B ZER » HERBYEEAL SRS BE 2R3 > R80T R s
BEX  BARETRE RATEREE > BRABERE » REN M LB RKEAR » tESHED
A BHME » £ TFTREKZ METRTE > HEBS o HENT LS N EEA L @EENRD + Bk
WBRLEEE  HRRZE ARENTEBE » EERLURY  THALBSHERKHWREYE »
B IR BB SR RLEREERERTIE » M-S INURZEERN o

BN AR LB R

Table 9. Numbers of soil nematodes from all treatments

+ % (0~15 IC'm-) 50 g + % '
)il depth | r of soil

72 H

Treatment

Al &
| Mulching

B. MEpEMBE
Compost and mulchmg

C. BEtmiGHIRE NS
Deep-cultivated, com-|
post and mulching |

D. Eﬁﬁ)ﬂf&%ﬂﬁZ‘&lféﬂﬁE
R INBE

Planted *Guatamala”
grass one year then
planted tea bushes
and mulching
E. WEE ( RRE )
Check |
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~ Table 10. Analysis of cost from different treatments

B =k mleRs E%‘T’E’E == |
' (/PR 2RE |E2REB |Go/AF)
(m/f\tﬁ) GO/ AE) Deep- G/ A5Gt/ NEE) Total

- B

Treatment

A
- Mulching
B. AR s E

Compost and mulching

C. BEMMGEHERBE

Deep-cultivated,com-
post and mulching

|D. ISR EZ E S
> DAL E

Planted *Guatamala”
grass one year then
‘planted tea bushes
and mulching |
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Table 11.. Advantage and dis-advantange of soil amendment of tea plantation renewal
on slope lands from different treatments

.4 Ro ot

Tre at-_mé nt

develop-
ment

AR B
- Mulching
| B. #EHO N
-~ Compost and
mulching
C. BEfE#ina Rk BE
- Deep-cul tivated,

- compost and mmlching
D. il/N MR 2% |
MR INEE

Planted *“Guatamala ”

grass one year then

planted tea bushes
and mulching

uence
R E
|No infi- | B
uence

|No infl-
‘uence |

RHT SRR S REE

~ Table 12. Hereafter, the most proper methods to renew tea plantatlon on slone lan-
ds should be adopted

+ W & B ® B 5 R

Trea'tment

Soil properties

| BHEEEFERLEE | MAMEKTEEST » EFRTRABRERHLBRES  RERE |
| Very heavy clay | mﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁmiﬁﬂﬂmmﬂ %*EﬁF&ﬁTEﬁﬂHM%tEEE iﬁﬁﬁﬂ'
| and hardpan AN LI o
' o " 1If ther was road for tea plantation renewal, it mlght use
| machine to deep-cultivate soil and app-lled compost for
basal manure. It couldnt use .compo-lé,t' continuously duri- {
ng young tea period. It's good' for mulching on slope lands

R AR R | R D AL » ST 5 (RS TS M A o
Non heavy clay and To use compost as basal manure before planting tea bush-
non hardpan _  es,and mul ching on lepe lands but couldn't use compost

- continuously.
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Non heavy clay,non | To plant *Guatamala” grass one year and then plant tea
hardpan and not haste| bushes. Cutting Guatamala grass and drying it for mulching,
to plant tea bushes .

~ that's the best way to save cost.

fﬂmmﬁanm

| Use mulchmg only

iﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁ@ﬁ"
Light sofl texture

'_Lmﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂmmﬂmmmmﬁﬂims&m@+ﬁz~imﬁ
M R R BB R DS RA  BIMEA o

- Mulching material with Guatamala grass on slope lands

_ had to planted on the margin of unplanted tea area or

~ leaved one-tenth area f—or'_pl“a"nt"i'n'g Guatamala grass. 'I't'sj '
the best way to save cost. '

2.9 AR ey 2 M 4T TR B MR » DUBERLE o WA RADR B |
SRR B2 o

In order to save cost, compost should be made by tea
farmers themselves. It also should be done to conduct
the way to make compost for tea farmers.
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STUDIES ON THE METHODS OF SOIL AMENDMENT OF TEA PLANTATION
- RENEWAL ON SLOPE LANDS

Hsin-Feng Ho' Ching-Kung Chang? Tung-Yao Tsai®

To study on economical and effective renewal of tea plantation on slope lands,
five treatments -Were designed—A. Mulching B. Compost and mulching C. Deep-
cultivated, compost and mulching D. Planted “Guatamala” grass one year then plantéd
tea bushes and mulching E. Check (Uhtreatment)l, and it was designated as treatment
A, B, C, D, E. therefore. The resi.llts were summarized as follows.

1 The height, diameter, weight per 100 young shoots and density of tea shoot were

| best in treatment D, C. In 'treatment D, C. the difference was 'signific_antly'different

at 5% level in comparison with those frcim other treatments. The treatment of D, C,

A significantly increased the yield of tea leaves by 54.3%, 18.3%, 17% respectively

as comparEd with that of the untreatment.

2. There was obvious effect on root-devélopmeﬁt amb_n'g' treatments.__"_'The. length, the

' depth and width of roots were well developed in treatment D, C, and the difference
was significantly different af 5% level as compared with that of the untreatment.
The number and total weight of roots in treatment A, C, D were better than un-
treatment. It was evident that the better the tea bushes, the more healthy the roots.

3. In treatment B, to use compost 40 ton/ha as basal manure and applied compost
20 ton/ha every year, there was no effect on the growth, the yield and root-
development of tea bushes, but the cost was over seven times as compared with
that of A t-featrnent_. .

4. Planting “Guatamala” gi'ass showed it effect on inhibiting the density of soil
‘nematodes. The treatment of D, A, C, B significantly decreased the density of
nematodes by 75%, 53%, 30%, 5% respectively as compared with that of the un-
treatment.. '

5. The tea bushes were planted from 12 to 15 degree glope. The distribution of II"OOtS'
‘was in the range from 15 to 30 cm of soil and most of the roots were distributed- in
lower-slope side. The ratio of tdtal' roots between upper-slope and lower-slope was
1:2 so the site of fertilizer application had to pay more attention. o

6. '"Gua'tamalia” grass belonged to Graminease and reproduced by root and f'ste_m it

~ was easily planted and well -d’eveloped.' The height of 'bt;s_hes was above one meter
and the depth of roots was 40-60 cm. It had no pests and diseases and two or three
crIOps a year. The vield of Guatamala grass was 50-80 ton/ha per yaar-. It
could be used for mulching materials and feeding. And it was also suitable for
~ cultivation on slope land's. ' _
1, 2, 3, the Director, Agronomist, Rgse-ﬁrCh Assistant, respectively. Yu-Chi-u Substation, TTES, Yuchia,

Nan Tao Hsien, Taiwan, 554, R.O.C.



