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Table 1. Nutrient composition of the solution derived from piggery slurry(me/L).

Nutrient solution NO* Urea P K Ca Mg ECY
Organic waste" 0.0 nd. 30 203 58 16 106
Hoagland and Arnon? 15.0 0.0 30 6.0 8.0 4.0 1.9

1)Organic waste: The supernatant solution of piggery slurry was obtained from Seoul National
University and was filtered with 5 p fibrous filter. The electrical conductivity of the solution was

10.6.

PHoagland & Armon’s solution is composed with KNOs, Ca(NQOz), MgS0s, NHsH:PO, as
macro-element.

YEC represents electrical conductivity of the solution, where the numbers indicate the sum of the

macro-elements concentration as mili equivalent.
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Table 2. Composition of the nutrient solution supplied to tomato plants grown by a deep flow

culture(me/L).
N-form
Treatment"’ K Ca Mg EC
NOz Urea
A 0.02 n.d. 20 06 02 1.0
B 14 n.d. 20 14.6 0.2 2.0
C 15 0 6.0 8.0 4.0 1.0

YTreatment A: The supernatant solution of piggery slurry was filtered with 5 p fibrous filter and
diluted until electrical conductivity of the solution became 1.0.

Treatment B: Solution A was added with 14 me/L of Ca(NOs); as a spplemental nitrogen
source.
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Treatment C: Hoagland and Arnon’s solution.
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Table 3. Increase in fresh weight of tomato plants grown with various nutrient solution.

Days after treatment

Treatment'’ % increase
0 30
A 2440+7.2" 3722+846 ' 525
B 249.8+430 596.2+162.8 139
C 282.4+106.8 742.8£206.0 163

"Treatment A, B, C: See the legend in table 1 for details.
2)’I‘op fresh weight of plant was taken and data represent the average fresh weight from four
replications and standard deviation.
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Table 4. Growth responses of tomato fruit grown in the nutrient solution using a deep flow

culture.
Fruit .
No. of i No of BER?
Treatment"’ Cluster 0. of fruit weight(g) 0o % BER
per plant per plant
per plant
3rd 35*06 44.0*+159 35 100
A
4th 38+05 41.8*119 38 94
3rd 33*05 231.4%£109 1.8 47
B
4th 4000 195.4+957 15 45
3rd 33*06 234.0£100 15 38
C .
4th 38*05 1474+75.1 15 34

YTreatment: See Table 2 for details.
PBER means blossom-end rot of tomato fruit.
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