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Table 1 Characteristics of the soils used

+ = HHL.C £=¥C £ P AHP
oK Organic C Biomass C Biomass P Available P pH

Soil types (g/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Cookle Park + 3 ‘ 23.80 465.01 23.60 50.38 5.9
BE 10.50 271.15 19.05 35.05 5.5

DIBA 1A Cockle Park 2355 3:1 RE
Means Cockle Park Farm and Northumer Land mixed of 3:1
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Fig.1 Influence of treatments on biomass C
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Influence of different organic materials on the microbial biomass
in contaminated soil of northeastern England

WANG Yan!, SUN Jie!, WU Jin-shui?, A.G.O’Donnell?
(1. Soil Sci. Dept., Shan Xi Agrci. Univ., Taigu 030801; 2.Dept. of Agric. and Envir. Sci., Univ.
of Newcastle, NE1 TRU UK .)

Abstract: The microbial responses were studied in contaminated soil which was polluted by in-
dustrial wastes. By mixing the soil with the farmland soil in the ratio of 25% to 75% , different
organic materials were amended to the mixed soil. During more than 70 day’s incubation,
biomass C, P and available P were measured as an index for microbial influences by these mate-
rials in the contaminated soil. The results could be concluded as follows:

Biomass C was greatly influenced by glucose and rape leaves, followed by farmyard manure
and barley straw; Biomass P was significantly affected by rape leaves, followed by farmyard
manure and barley straw; but the peak of which was later than that of farmyard manure;
Available P of the control soil had the highest value compared with other amendments, among
which glucose was the lowest one during the incubation time mainly because of the immobiliza-
tion of available P by microorganisms.

Key words: organic materials; soil microbial biomass; contaminated soil



