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Table 1

Nutrient solution composition for tomato mg/L

Ca(NO3)2 « 2H20 KNO3 KHzPOy MgSOy 7 H2O N P K Ca Mg S

590 404 340 246 126 60 253.5 100 24 64
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Fig.1 Variation among different treatments during
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Fig. 3 Effects of different treatments on fruit yield and

dry weight of tomato
2.3 N[ b T X 8 531 SR S i SO P S W]

HI3R 2 AT, AN [RI b3 22 8] F) T VR <8 R o 2 AVBE IR
WATEREMEZR . SR B LG, 88 0 b 2 30 2R 5
HIAT M T S BN 32. 6 %6, AR E IR & B B & %
i 12. 096 W AR LY. 8 3 38 fin 48. 4 %6, [F) R AR 7 vk 2 it HR
HREFFRT RS W B T /AR LS. 5X
FRAHEL , Ho O, Ah PR 7l SR 52 i 7T 7 1 [ 2 sk >, B
BE VR JBE 1 1 in, P T T A A R B M A, 0. 700
H,O, 23R £ 4% ;0. 5%.0. 7% H,O, &b —ERE
3N e R S W E R & HL O, AR FRAE AR

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn


http://www.fineprint.cn

F @D L 201302):1~4

- IR -

SEAPERR LU Uk /), LI 35 v JBE B4 38 o, B R LU — 25 DRk
42,0.7% H, O, JbFRR B AIK.

2 FREAEXEMELSRIEE

Table 2 Effects of different treatments on fruit quality of tomato

AT R

T E B
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Content of total Conent of titratable
Treatments S/A
soluble solids/ % acidity/ %
pogid 4.6 0.50 b 9.3b
B 6.1 0.44 d 13.8 a
0.1%H2 Oz 3.4 0.47 ¢ 7.3 ¢
0.3%Hz02 2.6 0.48 be 5.4d
0.5%Hz0p 2.4 0.52 a 4.7d
0.7%Hz 02 L8 0. 50 ab 3.5e

1 [R5 R 6] F 8k %R 22 57 .35 (P<<0. 05)
Note: Means with different letters in the same row are significantly different at the

0. 05 level of probability.
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Fig. 4 Effects of different treatment on plant height of tomato
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Fig. 5 Effects of different treatments on SPAD in tomato leaf
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Fig. 6 Effects of different treatments on nutrient solution

consumption of tomato
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Fig. 7 Effects of different treatments on nutrient solution

consumption of tomato in different growth periods
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Study on Ways to Inhibit Green Algae in the Nutrient Solution Supplied from
Negative Pressure Device

MAO Si-shuai’? ,HU Yue-gao® , XUE Xu-zhang' ,CHEN Fei
(1. National Engineering Research Center for Information Technology in Agriculture, Beijing 100097; 2. College of Agronomy and
Biotechnology,China Agricultural University,Beijing 100193)

Abstract: With tomato as materials,the method to inhibit the green algae in the nutrient solution in the negative pressure
device were studied, different concentrations of H, O, were added in the nutrient solution (control,shading,0.1% H,O,,
0.3% H,0,,0.5% H,0, and 0. 7% H,O,) to investigate the impact of treatments on green algae in the nutrient solution
and tomato production, The aim was to find new way to inhibit green algae in the nutrient solution,and ensure tomato
production smoothly using negative pressure device supplying nutrient solution. The results showed that existence of
green algae would bring negative effects on the growth, yield and quality of tomato. Shading and H, O, treatment could
inhibit green algae,thereby avoiding negative effect brought by green algae-to reduce growth and yield of tomato. 0. 3%
H, O, treatment did not affect tomato yield;0.5% and 0.7% H,O, treatments lead to reduction of tomato yield; low
concentration (0. 1% ,0.3%) treated with H, O, will generate some negative effects on the quality of tomato. However,
low concentration (0. 1% ,0. 3%) treatment would not affect the growth of tomato. 0. 5% and 0.7% H,O, treatments
would affect tomato growth.

Key words: green algae;shading; H, O, ; tomato;yield; quality
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