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Table 1 Main physical and chemical properties of tested material
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Fig. 1 Effect of application amount of green plant waste compost

on soil humidity
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Fig. 2 Effect of application amount of green plant waste compost
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Fig. 3 Effect of application amount of green plant waste compost

on soil organic matter content
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Fig. 4 Effect of application amount of green plant waste compost

on soil total nitrogen content
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Fig. 5 Effect of application amount of green plant waste compost

on soil total phosphorus content
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Fig. 6 Effect of application amount of green plant waste compost

on soil available phosphorus content
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Fig.7 Effects of application amount of green plant waste compost

on soil total potassium content
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Fig. 8 Effect of application amount of green plant waste compost

on soil available potassium content
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Table 2 Effects of application amount of green plant waste compost on soil microbial biomass C and N contents
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Effects of Green Plant Waste Compost on Soil Remediation in Urban Greenbelts

GU Bing*, LV Zi-Wen?,

FANG Hai-Lan?,

LI Qiac®, HAO Guan-jun?

(1 College of Resources and Environmental Science, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, China;

2 Shanghai Institue of Landscape and Gardening, Shanghai

3 Greening Bureau of Jing’an District in Shanghai, Shanghai

200232, China;
200042, China)

For the fact of the degradation of urban greenbelt soils and the difficulty in disposal of organic waste in the city, we have remedied

the quality of some typical urban soils by using different amounts of green plant waste compost, a typical product of urban greening waste. The results

showed that the compost could improve soil quality by enhancing water conservation, reducing soil pH value, increasing the contents of organic

matter, total nitrogen, total and soluble phosphorus, microbial biomass C and N and the population of total microorganism. Although the compost had

little effect on the total potassium content of soils, it significantly increased the content of rapidly available potassium by two fold. It proved that the

compost could remediate soil physiochemical characteristics and improve the soil quality, and the efficiency of soil remediation increased with the

increase of the compost amount used. In general, utilization of green plant waste compost has obvious impact in restoring urban degraded soils and in

reducing the amount of urban waste, and it is useful for improving the urban ecological quality.
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