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The Research on Fertilizer Efficiency of Taihu Lake Cyanobacteria Residue
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Abstract .

cyanobacteria residue fermented by cyanobacteria fished from Taihu Lake in summer. The pot experiment included 5 treat-

The research on the cyanobacteria residue fertilizer efficiency was made by the pot experiment with the

ments ; cyanobacteria residue fermented in 2008 ( treatment A) , cyanobacteria residue fermented in 2007 ( treatment B) ,fresh
cyanobacteria ( treatment C) ,chemical fertilizer ( treatment D) , control treatment ( CK) with pakchoi cultivar Sijigin. The
experiment indicated that the treatment with cyanobacteria residue increased plant yield and height significantly ,and the V.
content of plant increased significantly ,and the nitrite content was less than national standard 4 mg/kg. Total N, available P,
organic material contents in the soil in the two treatments fertilized with cyanobacteria residue and fresh cyanobacteria in-
creased significantly,and soil buffer capacity to acid and alkaili also enhanced. The soil C/N ratio of treatment A and treat-
ment C reduced.
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Fig.1 The difference of plant weight between treatments
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Fig.2 The difference of plant height between treatments
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Fig.3 The difference of V. content between treatments
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Fig.4 The difference of NO, content between treatments
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Fig.5 The difference of total N content between treatments
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Fig.6 The difference of available P content between treatments
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Fig.7 The difference of organic material content between treat-

ments
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Fig.8 The difference of soil pH value between treatments
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