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Table 1 Physical and chemical properties of the experimental soil
Total N
pH Available N Avalale P Available K Je kg Total P Total K Organic matter Sal bulk density Feld capacity
/mg ° kg ! /mg “ kg ! /mg ° kg1 ° /g kg ! /g kg ! /g kg ! /g a3 /%
6. 43 47.02 77.32 109. 83 0.82 0.64 12.00 16.30 1.35 21.15
1.2 2
7 s (CM). Table 2 Major nutrient content of the experimental fertilizer
(PM). (HM). (BM). FW). M PM HM BM W Cr
Total N/ ! 2.22 1.03 1.02 0.85 0.65 46.30
(CF). (CK), 4, o
Total P/ % 5.39 1.78 .79 1.27 0.29 12.00
Total K/ % 3.02 2.41 0.93 2.18 0.00 45.00

R E1983), Jo AE FiE LA, At I
IENERFET AL GHAL L Emal chuhuixia0815 @
163. com.

: I AR(1968), % 3L T A A, it WA 5. L
IEANFHRFET F A N R RIEF @A AR,
E-mail: syau_ylj@163. com.

LT HEE T A £ HARE,

:2010— 02— 22

28 ) 2

(N)75 kg/ 667m’ (P05 )35 kg/

667m°.  (K20)100 kg/667m".
3 . 30 cm.
20 cm 25 cm, 10 s



b7 A L 201010 2~ 14

1.35 g/em®) 15 kg
40 d ;

60% ~ 70 %,

3
Table 3 Fertilizer dosage of each treatment g/ pot
B U e e
CM 54 10.8 - 14.8
PM 160 10.0 — 10.1
HM 160 10.0 - 15.3
BM 230 9.4 - 7.6
FW 960 - 1.0 18.5
CF - 13.5 24.3 18.5
CK — — — —
1.3
O 26 ) .
1 mol/L NaOH ;
NaHCOs ) ;
NH4+OAC , ;
H2S04 . ; NaOH
; NaOH .
2
2.1
4 , FW ., HM.
CF.CM.CK 12. 60%4.28. 51 %.31. 03 %-
40. 03 % 1% s PM.BM
5% s PM. BM 4. 68%-
5.80%. PM s HM. CF.
CM.CK , 7.57%.
2.76%25. 17%- 33. 77 %, BM
BM HM.CF.CM.CK
CM CF , CK ,
CK . CF CK
8.96%%.
2.2
2.2.1 N.P.K
1 s N
s N
, FW N , BM.HM.
PM.CM .CF.CK . FW BM.HM.PM.
CM.CF.CK 8.59%.8.59%.18. 92%. 18. R %.
20. 65 %6.56.03 % ( la). P

: FW>PM>CM> BM> CI=> HM> CK. FW

PM.CM.BM.CF.HM.CK 21.52%.21.
61%-.41.60%.47.82%.50.60%.108.98%. HM
p CF 1.89%,
. 6 CK .
p HM , CK 38.
76 % ( 1b). FW K . 260.
75 mg/ kg, CM.BM.PM.HM .CF.CK . FW
CM.BM.PM.HM.CF.CK 50.93 %

61.99%. 73. 51%. 79. 00%- 82. 15%. 136. 71%. CM.
BM.PM.HM CF.CK ( le).
4

Table 4 Effect of different organic manure on tomato yield g pot

Significance level

Treatment Yield
0.05 0.01
FW 863. 60 A
ab
PM 824.99 | A
h
BM 816.25 AB
¢
HM 766.93 d
CF 672.01 d C
CM 659.08 CD
e
CK 616.73 D
P<0.01 P<0.05

Notes: Capital letter expresses P 0.01 level Small letter expresses P 0. 05 levd;
Significant differences among treatments in the same column are indicated by different let-

ters, the folbwing table the same.

2.2.2 N.P.K
5 ,FW N ., CF.CK
42.81%.49. 46%, 1% .
HM.CM .PM .BM . HM N
FW ,  CF.CK .
39.399%.45.88%. CM CF.CK
., PM.BM . PM
BM N . CF CK
. FW p ,  CM.PM.HM.
CK , 26. 33%.
30.00%5.46.01%.89.20%, BM.CF .
BM CM.PM.HM.CK , CF
. CF CM.PM.HM.CK
. CM.PM.HM .
CK .5 K
. FW> CM> PM>>BM> HM. FW
BM.HM.CF.CK ., BM.HM.CF.CK
10.70%.31.73%.32.34%.66.73%, CM.PM
, 7.07%.7.51%. CM HM .CF.
CK 23.03%.23.60%.55.71 %,
. . CM.PM.BM
. CF.CK . HM
CF , CK
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Table 5 Effects of different organic fertilizers
on soil total N, P, K o/ kg
Treatment Total N Totd P Total K
FW 1.39aA 1.34aA 33. 56aA
HM 1.36aA 0.92bCD 25. 47C
CM 1. 34aA 1.06bBC 31.34bAB
PM 1.25aA 1.03bBC 31.21bAB
BM 1.25aA 1.33aA 30.31bB
CF 0.97bB 1.26aAB 25. 36«C
CK 0.93bB 0.71eD 20. 13dD
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Effect of Food Waste Compost on Tomato Yield and Soil Nutrients
CHU Hui-xia YANG Lijuan WANG Yan YANG Min LI Zhong yuan
(Land and Environment College: Sheny ang Agricultural University, Shenyang, liaoning 110866)

Abstract; Effect of different organic manure such as food waste compost, chicken manure, pig manure, horse manure,

bull manure and chemical fertilizer on tomato yield and soil nutrient content was studied in pot experiment. The results

showed that compared with other organic fertilizer; food waste compost can significantly improve the yield of tomato.

The yields of food waste compost, pig manure, bull manure, horse manure, chicken manure were 863.60 824.99,
816.25,766.93, 672.01, 659.08, 616.73 g/ pot. The content of soil available N, P, K, total N, P, K levels in food

waste compost were highest, and total N, total K were significantly higher than chemical fertilizer and control treatment.

Food waste compost can improve yield and soil nutrient content of tomato. In vegetable production, it can replace part of

the chemical fertilizer and other animal organic manure as organic manure.

Key words: food w aste compost; organic manure; tomato; soil nutrient
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