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The Use Efficiency of Griseofulvin Residue Soil Conditioner in Different Crops
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Center of Chemical Administration for Public Safety, Shanghai 200062 )

Abstract
bacterial residue after the catalytic oxidation integrate with rapid harmlessness process to mix with humic acid and then granulated into fulcine

[ Objective | To study use efficiency of griseofulvin residue soil conditioner in different crops. [ Method | The research used a fulcine

soil amendments with different residue content. Application efficiency in millet and corn was studied by the pot test and the field plot test.
[ Result ] The plant height, stem diameter, biomass and the yield of millet and corn were all increased in different degrees with the griseofulvin
residue content in the conditioner. By applying the fulcine bacterial residue/ humic acid with mixed ratio of 1:1, the maximum yields of millet
and corn were harvested. Compared with the blank which no soil modifier was used, the treatment applied with soil modifier of 1:1 fulcine

bacterial residue/ humic acid gain achieved 13 481.70 kg/hm’ of millet and 17 368. 65 kg/hm’ of corn, with 54% and 18% increase ratios,

respectively. [ Conclusion]A better applied efficiency of fulcine bacterial residue than the humic acid.
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Fig.1 The growth of millet in pot test
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Table 1 The growth of millet in field test
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Fig.3 The growth of corn in pot test
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Fig.4 The yield and the aboveground fresh weight of corn in
pot test
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Table 3 The growth of corn in field test
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Treatment Plant height Aboveground fresh weight Spikelets peeled Plot yield Yield Increased rate
came em o/t g ke/m? ke/hm? %
A, 307.9 947.8 396.5 39. 84 16 607. 40 13.3
A, 310. 1 953.0 412.3 41. 66 17 368. 65 18.4
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