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Effects of Algae Bio-organic Fertilizer on Tomato Growth,Soil Organic Matter and pH
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Abstract
tion rates of algae bio-organic fertilizer(0,750,1 500 kg/hm’)on tomato growth,soil organic matter and soil pH were studied by plot test. [ Re-
sult] Compared with the control, the application of 750 kg/hm’ could increase plant height, stem diameter and chlorophyll SPAD by 1. 5% ,
11.0% and 4.2% ,respectively , the application of 1 500 kg/hm” could increase the above-mentioned indexes by 19.6% ,13.4% ,19.3% ,respec-
tively ; Compared with the control ,the fertilizer of 750 kg/ hm” could increase soluble solid, reducing V., soluble total sugar,sugar-acid ratio by
11.1% ,11.0% ,15.6% ,28.6% ,respectively,and drease titratable acidity by 28.9% ,the fertilizer of 1 500 kg/hm’ could increase soluble solid,
reducing V. ,soluble total sugar,sugar-acid ratio by 19.4% ,45.0% ,34.4% ,64.5% ,respectively,and drease titratable acidity by 28.6% . Com-
pared with the control ,the fertilizer of 750 kg/hm® could make tomato fruit weight, yield increase by 15.4% ,17.9% ,the application of 1 500
kg/hm® could increase the above-mentioned indexes by 27.6% and 28.9% ,respectively. Compared with the control ,the fertilizer of 750 kg/hm’
could increase the soil by 0. 16 pH units, the application of 1 500 kg/hm” could make the soil up 0.48 pH units; Compared with the control ,the
fertilizer of 750 kg/hm® could make soil organic matter increase by 3.4% ,the application of 1 500 kg/hm’ could make soil organic matter in-

(Leading Bio-agricultural Co. ,LTD,Hebei Agricultural Biotechnology Engineering

[ Objective] To study effetcs of algae bio-organic fertilizer on tomato growth and soil nutrients. [ Method ] Effects of different applica-

crease 11.6% . [ Conclusion] Algae bio-organic fertilizer not only promote development of tomato root,but also improve the biology index and

quality index.
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on tomato biological characters

s s =0 W4t SPAD
Treatment Plant height Stem diameter Chlorophyll
reatmen cm mm SPAD
D(CK) 45.9 b 8.2 b 45.5b
®) 46.6 b 9.1a 47.4 b
® 54.9 a 9.3 a 54.3 a

T [FHANF/ING SRR R A B 22 53 1 2 (P <0. 05)
Note; Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differ-
ence at 0.05 level
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on single fuit weight, yield of

tomato
BB v e
AbE Single fruit i:i PRI Y I Increased
Treatment weight 1 2 Increased income
o kg/hm percentage // % S/ hm?
@D(CK) 254.7 ¢ 42 589.5 ¢ — —
® 294.0 b 50230.5 b 17.9 18 337.5
® 325.0 a 54910.5 a 28.9 29 569.5

T : [P )N TR A BRIA) 22 5 .3 (P <0. 05)
Note ;: Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differ-
ence at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on quality indicators of tomato

e AR ETE Y EEE Y, G EsY i AT A R BHIR 1L
Treat . Soluble solid Reducing Ve Soluble total Titratable Sugar-acid
reatmen mg/g mg/ kg sugar // % acidity // % ratio
D(CK) 36.0 ¢ 92.6 ¢ 32.0 ¢ 0.42 a 7.6 ¢
@) 40.0 b 102.8 b 37.0 b 0.30 b 9.8 b
® 43.0 a 134.3 a 43.0 a 0.30 b 12.5 a

T : RS [R/NG 5B R A BRI 22 57 B35 (P < 0. 05)

Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant difference at 0.05 level
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