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Table 1 The volumetric ratios of substances
with different treatments
e 4 I 2 TR B B IR [P
Treatments Chaff of Flammulina Grasscharcoal/ Vermiculite/

velutiper(Fr. )sing/ % % %
Tl 10 0 90
T2 20 0 80
T3 30 0 70
T4 40 0 60
TS5 50 0 50
CK 0 60 40

MR R I i b R alb J 2k
S N RS ERA 9620 LB ETHEE 24 h 5
JE 5 R HE UV-1800 43 5606 BEvH #4700 22, 1
AMEARER 3 Y. AR A A R
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Table 2 The morphological indexes of

cucumber with different treatments
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Plant Stem Root

Treatments
height/cm diameter/cm lenth/cm

CK 6. 60 ab 0.26 a 27.24 f
T1 6.70 a 0.28 a 40.52 a
T2 6.52 b 0.27 a 40.04 b
T3 5.95 ¢ 0. 25 ab 38.55 ¢
T4 5.45d 0.23 ab 36.8 d
T5 5.28 e 0.23 ab 31.75 e

[7 51 A Gl /NG AR 6 A 0. 05 K LAY 2 5 B T A .
Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate sig-

nificant difference at 0. 05 level,the same below.
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Table 3 Weight and proportion of dry matter in upper parts with different treatments

Bk T4 fi & Dry matter weight per plant/mg

.45 Proportion/ %

Treﬁims % i oA R £ 49 L -1 H R L
Stem Leaf Leaf stalk Total weight Ratio of stem Ratio of leaf Ratio of leaf stalk
CK 149.62 ¢ 382.38 a 66.49 ¢ 598. 49 25.00 63. 89 11.11
T1 88.30d 99.10 e 145.94 a 333. 35 26.49 29.73 43.78
T2 228.11 a 304.11 b 64.31 ¢ 596. 53 38. 24 50. 98 10. 78
T3 217.35 b 187.95 ¢ 82.21b 487.51 44,58 38.55 16. 86
T4 160.42 ¢ 173.05 d 37.96 d 371.43 43.19 46. 59 10. 22
T5 72.11d 86.53 28.85 e 187.49 38. 46 46. 15 15. 39
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Table 4 The dry matter weight, root-shoot ratio and strong seedling index of different treatments

AT E R T AR T H I L R
Treatments Dry matter of Dry matter of Dry weight Root-shoot Strongseedling

upper parts/mg underground parts/mg per plant/mg ratio index
CK 598. 49 181.87 b 780. 36 0. 30 30. 74
T1 333.35 174. 37 be 507.72 0.52 21.22
T2 596. 53 223.01 a 819. 54 0.37 33.94
T3 487.51 155. 18 ¢ 642. 69 0.32 29.48
T4 371.43 118.29 d 489.72 0. 32 21.33
T5 187.49 26.24 e 213.73 0.14 8. 26

2.4 AEMEERNHFHRHEZE aFbHWEE

EE NS AT IS ) (7 N i L o VA o s = 3 8
atbl T EAR.E -t CK & =R KA
2.17 mgeg!', ik T2 b3 M 1. 62 mgeg',T5 &b
HHE /N, 0,16 mgeg'., My T3 4bHAt
A& at+b Faifm . o 2. 06 mgeg', Hik
N T2 b3 F CKL 4050k 1. 69 A1 1. 68 mgeg',
T5 4bFH /N, 4 0. 15 mgeg' . 5f =0 i T2 4b B
MRt g R a+b S EEE. A 179 mgeg',
HWwH T3,k 1. 45 mgeg', T5 &b # & /N, K
0.15 mgeg',

=L R SRR a+b Y B, T2,
T3 4hFE 43 %1% 5. 10 A1 4. 51 mg-g'. CK %
5.02 mgeg", H Al AL BB AKX T CK, TS &b 2
B & B, T, T2 A T3 4B AT BY &g 52 i i
AR RS R, T2 M mR K,

% M2

=)
1

Ry Al

-

.

M4k FKa+b
Chlorophyll a+b content/(mg * g™)

T2 T3 T4 TS5

CK
BRI R s act b 0 7
Fig. 1 Chlorophyll a+b content of leaf in different

leaf position
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Abstract;: In order to improve the utilization rate of waste horticultural plant residues and serious environmental
pollution in Ningxia,the land without returning and with regular chicken manure were considered as CK1 and
CK2,compost and soil mass ratio to 1.0%,2.5%,5. 0% ,10. 0% of composting returning treatment were de-
signed, two season tests were applied. The effects of different composting returning amount on soil nutrient and
yield of celery were researched. The results showed that soil pH and EC was increased with the increase of a-
mount of compost,the pH of 10. 0% amount compost was increased the most significantly, continuous applica-
tion of chicken manure could increase EC and reduce pH significantly. The soil total nitrogen,avaliable N and P
content were increased with amount of composting,soil total nitrogen, avaliable N and P content of 10. 0% a-
mount compost were the highest,and that of chicken manure was better than 1. 0% and 2. 5. 0% amount com-
post ,but lower than 5. 0% and 10. 0% amount compost. Soil Zn, Cu.Fe, Mn and heavy metal Cr were in-
creased with the increasing of amount of composting in the first season,and Fe, Mn,Cr had the similar repre-
sentation in the second season,and the Cd content of chicken manure was the highest. Soil microbial nitrogen
and carbon were increased with the increasing of amount of composting. Soil microbial nitrogen and carbon of
10. 0% amount compost were the highest,and that of 5. 0% amount compost were higher than other treatments
and that of chicken manure were lower than 5. 0% and 10. 0% amount compost. The plant fresh and dry weight
and yield were increased with the increasing of amount of composting. The yield of celery of 10% compost
treatment and chicken manure were higher than other treatments,5. 0% compost treatment was second. In a
word,10. 0% gardening waste compost was the optimum amount, which could increase celery yield, and im-
prove soil quality,5. 0% gardening waste compost was the second, chicken manure could increase the accumula-
tion of salinity and heavy metals Cd.

Keywords: celery soil; gardening waste compost; soil remediation; cleaner production
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Effect of Different Volume Ratio of Flammulina velutiper (Fr, )
Sing Chaff on Growth and Development of Cucumber

YIN Shu-li' , ZHANG Gen-wei' , LI Shu-sheng' , LIANG Ran’
(1. Biology Institute of Hebei Academy of Sciences, Shijiazhuang 050081, China; 2. Agriculture and Rural
Bureau of Shijiazhuang LLuquan District, Shijiazhuang 050200, China)

Abstract; In order to explore the feasibility of replacing grass charcoal, with five kinds of different volume rati-
os,the conventional charcoal matrix as a comparison, we studied the effect of different treatments on cucumber
morphological and physiological indexes. The results showed that compared with control,20% Flammulina Ve-
lutiper(Fr. )sing chaff +80% vermiculite could increase the content of chlorophyll a-+=b,promote the growth
of leaves and roots, the seedling index was 33. 94.

Keywords: Flammulina veluti per (Fr. )sing; chaff; cucumber; morphological indicators; physiological indica-

tors
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