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Table 1. Some physical and chemical characteristics of soil, used broiler litter and cattle manure.

S 28 258 S ey S
cattle manure broiler litter Soil Unit Property
- - o £ ] il
Clay loam Texture
14.5 18.99 1.01 F R S Sl
dsm EC
8.1 8.21 7.96 . el
pH
Lo A.;T o3l
48.9 32.8 0.995 (%) oc
Ao OS5,
1.028 1.86 0.082 ) "
2900 3470 10.8 (mg kg™) o
8000 19000 301 (mg kg™) x

e ks 1S obe ST b S 35S 5 B 38 T
*Broiler litter and cattle manure to form oxides of these elements have been reported.
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Table 2. Analysis of variance effect of fertilization on the nitrate, sugar solution and aboveground
fresh weight in different harvests plant purslane.

Slay o Sile
mean of square
&‘ﬁf\-ﬂ;ojj J}laaa\.é RN
Aboveground fresh weight Sugar solution Nitrate s
ol ol ol ol s Ok A
r}é C/.:a\)j J}‘ C/.:a\)jg g sz =g TJZ é)b\ Sj__o“’“""’vc“’
Second First £ Js £ Js df -
harvest harvest Second First Second First
harvest  harvest harvest  harvest
208877™ 9100™ 19.25** 7.28* 16.61™ 14.85™ 2 Sk
Block
3565802+ 1084255  3.9™ 343°  2839.9% 17457 8 s slaled
Fertilizer treatments
752649 195643 179 0.02 30.39 55 16 eyl
Experimental error
(o 33) Sl i o o
8.09 6.45 6.92 8.47 9.85 9.74 g
CV (%)

.L.T:Lv@ Ao 30 ) et CE—.—/ BL) LSJBL;."" B 6_)\>L;'.u= r.LO Jf.ng g/.;JJA.v # 9 %k NS
ns,** and * are not-significant, significant at 1% and 5% level of probability, respectively.
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Figure 1. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on nitrate in the first harvest. Means with different letter,
are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fo: no fertilizer, F1: N-based broiler litter plant, F,:
P-based broiler litter Plant, F3: N-based cattle manure Plant, F4: P-based cattle manure + urea plant; Fs, Fg,
F7and Fs treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent Fy, Fp, Fzand Fs.
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Figure 2. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on nitrate in the second harvest. Means with different letter,
are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fo: no fertilizer, F1: N-based broiler litter Plant, F»:
P-based broiler litter plant, Fs: N-based cattle manure plant, Fs: P-based cattle manure + urea Plant; Fs, Fe,
F7and Fg treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent Fy, Fp, Fzand Fs.
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Figure 3. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on sugar solution in the first harvest. Means with different
letter, are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fo: no fertilizer, Fi: N-based broiler litter
Plant, F»: P-based broiler litter plant, Fs: N-based cattle manure plant, F4: P-based cattle manure + urea
plant; Fs, Fs, F7and Fg treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent Fy, Fy, Fzand Fs4.
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Figure 4. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on sugar solution in the second harvest. Means with
different letter, are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fo: no fertilizer, F1: N-based broiler
litter Plant, F,: P-based broiler litter plant, Fs: N-based cattle manure plant, F4: P-based cattle manure + urea
plant; Fs, Fs, F7and Fg treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent Fy, Fy, Fzand Fa.
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Figure 5. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on aboveground fresh weight in the first harvest. Means
with different letter, are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fq: no fertilizer, F;: N-based
broiler litter plant, F,: P-based broiler litter plant, Fs: N-based cattle manure plant, F4: P-based cattle
manure + urea plant; Fs, Fg, F7and Fg treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent F;, F,, Fsand F,.
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Figure 6. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on aboveground fresh weight in the second harvest. Means
with different letter, are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fo: no fertilizer, F1: N-based
broiler litter plant, F,: P-based broiler litter plant, Fs: N-based cattle manure plant, F4: P-based cattle
manure + urea plant; Fs, Fs, F7and Fg treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent F, F2, Fsand Fa.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance effect of fertilization on the moisture and apparent quality in different
harvests plant purslane.
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mean of square
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Apparent quality the moisture &3l Ot
r)b C,.\.::‘éf J)‘ C,-::‘)J; r)b C,.\.::‘éf J)‘ C"":’bf df S.0vV
Second First Second First
harvest harvest harvest harvest
0.11™ 0.03™ 0.91™ 0.32"™ 2 Sk
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0.66** 1.30% 1.38* 2 37% 8 255 Stoled
Fertilizer treatments
W '\T -
0.069 0.12 0.52 0.43 16 L““_*L"’ sl
Experimental error
8.17 9.27 0.78 0.7 (e 33) Sl o 2
CV (%)

.L.T:Lv@ Ao 30 ) et CE—.—/ BL) LSJBL;."" B 6_)\>L;'.u= r.LO Jf.ng g/.;JJA.v # 9 %k NS
ns, ** and * are not-significant, significant at 1% and 5% level of probability, respectively.
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Figure 7. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on the moisture in the first harvest. Means with different letter, are
significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fy: no fertilizer, F;: N-based broiler litter Plant, F,: P-based
broiler litter Plant, F5: N-based cattle manure plant, F,: P-based cattle manure + urea plant; Fs, Fs, F; and Fg
treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent Fy, F,, Fzand F.

Szl s 53 Sy Ol o8 5 sdalie oy a3 gl ol s s Sl (510
Olse o8 5505 Ol Ol 50 A JS2 a5 L (7 Jpdr) 235 13 aos S 3l i oo
s Fe bers Sl U 1558 Glasles edle G355 56 bl 38 558 Sl Sasbs

31 OLES (gl ine 8l F 5 Fs slag U s ol 0L (6l _sine oslis tals Lo

100 - ab abc abc a abc c ab c bc

-t ,L ) Ul »
Moisture (%)
g8 8 8

(]
o
L

=)

FO F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8
S2sS sbslas
Fertilizer treatments
LSD 051 pulul » Sosline g 51yl (sla 5 Kilee 093 Cudls p Zush, Ol g (5355 il 5o jlas Ab A UK
LS 05955 3B bl 1 (B 355 F1 368 O pan poe Fo bl s, e BN 6l,ls Ao s 0 Jlazl cla.n BY
Fs 1ol jind 5L olul 598 355 1y tolS 05555 5L bl 638 555 Fa ol id 5L wlul 5 e 555 Fo
.F4 3 F3 an nF1 JALM ;ﬁLr%‘:’ A}S ‘5L§JL¢.§ 4 IFs 3 F7 nFs

Figure 8. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on the moisture in the second harvest. Means with different letter,
are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fo: no fertilizer, F1: N-based broiler litter plant, F,: P-based
broiler litter plant, F3: N-based cattle manure plant, F;: P-based cattle manure + urea plant; Fs, Fs, F7 and Fg
treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent Fy, F,, Fzand F.
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Figure 9. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on apparent quality in the First harvest. Means with
different letter, are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fo: no fertilizer, F1: N-based broiler
litter plant, F,: P-based broiler litter plant, Fs: N-based cattle manure plant, F4: P-based cattle manure + urea
plant; Fs, Fs, F7and Fg treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent Fy, Fy, Fzand Fa.
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Figure 10. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on apparent quality in the second harvest. Means with
different letter, are significantly different (p<0.05) based on LSD test. Fo: no fertilizer, F1: N-based broiler litter
Plant, F,: P-based broiler litter plant, Fs: N-based cattle manure plant, F4: P-based cattle manure + urea plant;
Fs, Fs, Fzand Fs treatments of chemical fertilizer equivalent Fy, F2, Fzand Fa.
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Table 4. Correlation coefficients between traits in plants during Two the harvest purslane.
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**and * significant at 1% and 5% level of probability, respectively
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