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Research Motivations

Multiple solid wastes in the United States

Tomato fields
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The agronomic benefits and environmental

footprint of compost application is unknown.



Field Trials

Tomato fields

« Compost type: Foodwaste compost UCD Russell
(FW, 5% foodwaste composted with _ anch Facility
95% greenwaste); Greenwaste
compost (GW, 100% greenwaste
composted)

« Compost application rate: 0, 4 and
8 tons/acre

* N fertilizer application rate: 0, 70%,
85% and 100% of recommended N
at 185 Ib/acre
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Soil NO,"in grower's site
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Food waste compost increased soil NO;™ than green waste
compost did at the beginning of the tomato growing season



First year results

O Tomato yield was not significantly impacted by compost
amendments in the first year of the field trials

1 A reduction of N fertilizer rate in conjunction with
compost amendments didn’t impact tomato yield

4 Soil pH was generally increased by the use of composts

[ At the beginning of the growing season, higher soil
nitrate content was found in the foodwaste treatment
than in the greenwaste treatment

1 More information on soil total C and N, GHG emissions
IS coming
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