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Table 1 Initial physico-chemical properties of three different materials used for vermicomposting

HE AR pH LS /(mS-cm ™) HHLT/% MA(gkg ™ B(gkg ") B/ (g kg™
51 5.14£0.05 3.57+0.13 38.58+0.01 13.67£0.57 9.83+0.02 1.39+0.02
43 8.65+0.20 2.46+0.16 80.75+0.05 18.80+0.72 2.95+0.09 7.23+0.23
el A5 55400 6.7420.02 1.43+0.02 80.48+0.01 12.39+0.52 1.70+0.03 4.45+1.16
HER AL #i/(mg-kg™") fil/(mg-kg ™) #i/(mg-kg ™) #%/(mg-kg™") #3/(mg-kg™") BF/(mg-kg™")
157 186.3£1.1 26.25+0.65 24.68+0.31 1037.214.3 0.39+0.01 2 946.5+20.5
43 38.8+0.9 1.66+0.07 2.86+0.18 20.8+1.2 0.23+0.06 263.1£11.9
Fel AR 54 23.3+0.3 2.76+0.12 8.90+0.40 67.4+0.3 0.30+0.12 5.1+1.2
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Table 3 Initial and final pH and EC in different treatments of vermicomposting

" pH EC/(mS-cm™)
isnw iy JUSEE:|
0d 60d 0d 60d
Tl 5.14+0.04m 5.15£0.01m 3.57+0.13f 4.40+0.04d
v 5.65+0.05] 5.85+0.03hi 3.92+0.13¢ 5.42+0.10c
B+ T3 6.33+0.05F 5.7240.013j 4.51£0.07d 5.76:+0.06b
T4 7.39+0.17¢ 6.81+0.07¢ 4.41+0.47d 6.67+0.19a
T5 8.65+0.22a 7.31+0.14¢ 2.46+0.16h 5.59+0.44bc
DI 5.14+0.04m 5.15£0.01m 3.57+0.13f 4.40+0.04d
D2 5. 40+0.041 5.55+0.01k 3.34+0.07fg 4.38+0.03d
15 leHFE R T D3 5.77£0.01hij 6.01£0.08g 3.34£0.06fg 4.3140.06d
D4 5.89+0.01gh 7.00+0.10d 3.22+0.08g 3.82+0.02¢
D5 6.74+0.02¢ 8.48+0.02b 1.43+0.02j 2.00£0.04i
T AF/NGFREFOR 225 B3 (P<0.05).
90 25
CJodEmeod a 04 Ems0d
a
80 a
b b 20 F a
70 1 ~ a . 2 b
& 2 P & ISFbA b b
= 6ok b b o
= =
ki b ! E ot
50 F b e}
ab ab
401 2 ap i
30 0
TI T2 T3 T4 T5 DI D2 D3 D4 D5 TI T2 T3 T4 T5 DI D2 D3 D4 D5
(a) HHLBT (b) BA
14 ¢ 16 ¢
[Jod@me0d C_Jod @ 6od
E} 2
5 &
< =
3 N
3 3
TI T2 T3 T4 T5 DI D2 D3 D4 D5 TI T2 T3 T4 T5 DI D2 D3 D4 D5
(c) B (d) &

F: AF/NG FREFRIRFE— A3, AR (] 25 5 0 3 (P<0.05),
1 FRLEHAFSTENTK

Fig. 1 Changes of the nutrient elements of different treatments
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Fig. 2 Changes of the survival rate of different treatments
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Fig. 3 Changes in the average mass of different treatments
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Fig. 4 Changes of the daily increase multiple of weight for different treatments
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Fig. 5 Changes of the cocoon number of different treatments
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Fig. 6 Changes of the daily cocoon number of different treatments
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Effect of adding cow dung and garden waste on sewage sludge
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Abstract A 60 d laboratory experiment was conducted to investigate the effects of adding different
proportions of cow dung and garden waste on sewage sludge vermicomposting. The changes in the survival rate,
average mass, cocoon number of earthworm and the physico-chemical properties of composting materials were
monitored. The results show that 100% sewage sludge was not suitable for the growth and reproduction of
earthworm. Adding cow dung or garden waste could significantly ameliorate the growth and reproduction of
earthworm, then raised its survival rate and cocoon number. When the proportion of sewage sludge was low, the
cumulative earthworm cocoon numbers for the cow dung treatment was higher than that for the garden waste
treatment. However, when the proportion of sludge was greater than 25%, garden waste addition was more
suitable to earthworm growth. Redundancy analysis shows that pH and TN played important roles in the growth
and reproduction of earthworms. Vermicomposting can ameliorate the physical and chemical conditions of
composting materials, improve the proportion of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium in compost products, and
accelerate the stabilization of sewage sludge, and improve the value of fertilizer.
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