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Abstract 
Burning of sugarcane trash inside the field in India is a common practice among farmers due to a lack of 

proper composting techniques, labour availability and less time available for the sowing of the next crop. 

This burning not only results in the loss of organic matter and plant nutrients but also causes atmospheric 

pollution by emitting toxic gases. Composting is a method of utilizing these plant residues, whether 

composted can serve as a cost-effective alternative to inorganic fertilizers. Enriching compost with mineral 

additives can effectively boost the growth and efficacy of indigenous fungi, accelerating the decomposition 

process of sugarcane trash. The present investigation was undertaken during 2024–25 at the Department of 

Plant Pathology and Agricultural Microbiology, College of Agriculture, Pune with main objective to 

evaluate the impact of liquid bioinoculants (Trichoderma spp. including T. asperellum, T. harzianum, and 

T. hamatum), organic additives such as cow dung slurry and chemical fertilizers (Urea, DAP, MAP, SSP) 

on the rate of decomposition and overall compost quality of sugarcane trash. The experiment was laid out 

in a completely randomized design with seven treatments and three replications by pot method. Different 

chemical parameters such as pH, electrical conductivity (EC), organic carbon content, total NPK, and 

micronutrients (Fe, Zn, Mn, Cu) were also assessed at initial and final stage. Among the treatments, spray 

of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5 

lit. + liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. per ton 

of sugarcane trash, emerged as the most effective treatment and exhibited superior compost quality with pH 

ranging toward neutrality, reduced total carbon (22.2%) higher nutrient content (N: 1.25%, P₂O₅: 0.63%, 

K₂O: 0.88%) and enhanced micronutrient availability (Fe: 937 mg kg⁻¹, Zn: 96 mg kg⁻¹, Mn: 244 mg 

kg⁻¹).This approach not only reduces environmental pollution but also offering a sustainable solution for 

trash management and recycles nutrients back into the soil, improving soil fertility and reducing the need 

for synthetic fertilizers. 

 

Keywords: Composting, bioinoculants, organic carbon, macro and micronutrients 

 

Introduction  

In India, approximately 6.5 million tons of sugarcane trash are produced annually, with most 

residues typically burned in the field due to a lack of proper composting techniques (Mohan and 

Ponnusamy 2011) [30]. About 7-12 tons of trash can be obtained from 1 ha of sugarcane 

(Robertson and Thorburn, 2000) [35]. Every ton of sugarcane trash contains about 5.4 kg N, 1.3 

kg P₂O₅, 3.1 kg K₂O and small quantities of micronutrients (Singh and Solomon, 1995) [37]. 

Burning of sugarcane trash inside the field in India is a common practice among farmers due to a 

lack of labour availability and less time available for the sowing of the next crop. This is a 

hazardous practice that has affected soil health, air, human health, etc., leading to massive as 

well as monetary losses. This burning not only results in the loss of organic matter and plant 

nutrients but also causes atmospheric pollution by emitting toxic gases such as methane and 

carbon dioxide, which pose threats to both human health and the ecosystem (Mohan and 

Ponnusamy, 2011) [30]. Further, these elements get converted to various environmental pollutants 

like CH4, N2O, CO, CO2, particulate matter, volatile hydrocarbons, heavy metals, etc. on 

burning, affecting air quality and human health and immensely contribute to climate change  
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(Lal, 2008) [28]. It destroys beneficial insects, such as parasitoids 

and predators and reduces insect diversity. Also, the trash 

burning causes the negative impacts on soil temperature, soil 

microorganisms, florals and fauna (Gupta et al., 2005; 

Bhuvaneshwari et al., 2019) [17, 6]. On the other hand, farmers use 

a significant amount of fertilizers to fulfil the nutritional needs 

of the crops (Suma and Savitha, 2015) [38]. Intensive use of 

chemical fertilizers and pesticides further deteriorates soil 

fertility. To rejuvenate soil productivity, adopting practices such 

as recycling crop biomass such as sugarcane residues and left 

over crop material, presents a promising alternative (Gaind and 

Nain 2007) [12]. Utilizing these plant residues, whether 

composted or otherwise, can serve as a cost-effective alternative 

to inorganic fertilizers, able it they may yield early compost with 

limited nutrient content. Enriching compost with mineral 

additives can effectively boost the growth and efficacy of 

indigenous fungi, accelerating the decomposition process of 

sugarcane trash. For decomposition of 1 ton sugarcane crop 

residues added 8 kg Urea + 10 kg SSP + 1 kg decomposing 

culture. (Ghodke et al., 2020) [14] The cellulose-decomposing 

microbes play a vital role in preserving the carbon equilibrium 

in nature, particularly evident in the decomposition of sugarcane 

trash, which ultimately fosters humus formation and enhances 

soil fertility. It significantly enhances the levels of nitrogen, 

phosphorus, potassium, and micronutrients (Vogtmann et al., 

1993) [39]. 

Incorporation of cow dung slurry into trash during composting 

significantly accelerates decomposition and enhances compost 

quality. Being rich in diverse microbes and nutrients, 

particularly nitrogen and carbon, cow dung stimulates microbial 

activity and promotes faster breakdown of organic matter. Cow 

dung slurry contains essential nutrients like 0.7% nitrogen, 

0.285% phosphorus (P₂O₅), and 0.231% potassium (K₂O), which 

contribute to soil fertility and microbial proliferation 

(Devakumar et al., 2014) [10]. Additionally, composting cow 

dung reduces harmful ammonia emissions and weed seeds, 

while enhancing moisture retention and aeration in soil (Jagdish, 

2020) [26]. Overall, cow dung slurry acts as a natural bio-

augmenting agent, intensifying microbial oxidation reactions 

and enriching the compost with beneficial humic acids, making 

it more suitable for soil application and crop productivity.  

Trichoderma spp., common rhizosphere inhabitants, not only 

accelerate decomposition of organic residues but also act as 

biocontrol agents against soilborne pathogens (Chet, 1987; Chet 

et al., 1997; Harman and Lumsden, 1990; Harman, 2000) [8, 9, 21, 

22]. They can suppress diseases and promote plant growth under 

both greenhouse and field conditions (Harman and Bjorkman, 

1998; Ousley et al., 1994) [20, 31].  

The use of chemical additives facilitates the decomposition 

process as they decrease the C:N ratio of the biomass which 

favor microbial growth. Generally, urea and SSP or rock 

phosphate are used as chemical additives. This are generally 

broadcasted in field in solid form which dissolves as if the water 

is available, this may require some time. Therefore, to address 

this problem and to develop an alternative method for 

decomposing sugarcane trash, research to study the effect of 

spray of chemical, organic additives and liquid bioinoculants i.e. 

Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. harzianum and T. 

hamatum) has been proposed. 

 

Materials and Methods 

The experiment was conducted from September-2024 to 

January-2025 at Department of Plant Pathology and Agricultural 

Microbiology, College of Agriculture, Pune. The experiment 

was laid out in completely randomize design with three 

replications and 7 treatments in pot method. The plastic pots 

were fixed by digging small pit at experimental site. In each 

treatment of pot, 10-15 layers of chopped sugarcane trash was 

filled with chemical additives viz., Mono ammonium phosphate 

(MAP) @ 5 kg, Diammonium phosphate (DAP) @ 5 kg and 

Urea @ 10 kg urea mixed in 100 lit. water for per ton of 

sugarcane trash. These layers are then moistened with filtered 5 

litres of slurry made up of cow dung (i.e., 50 g soil + 50 g cow 

dung for every 1 litre of water). Liquid bioinoculant of 

Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. harzianum and T. 

hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton of sugarcane trash was applied in 

each layer of sugarcane trash. Over the final trash layer, a layer 

of soil will be spread to a thickness of 15cm and the head is 

covered. The heap will be moistened once in a week from above 

and allowed to decompose up to 4 months. The compost 

material was turned once at 30 days after composting to allow 

more aeration inside the material. Allowing bottom layer to top 

and top layer at bottom for uniform composting. The initial 

characterization of sugarcane trash and cow dung slurry along 

with following methods were used for estimation of different 

chemical properties viz., pH, Electrical Conductivity (EC), 

Organic Carbon (%), available Nitrogen (N), Phosphorus (P), 

Potassium (K) and Total micronutrient (Fe, Mn, Zn, Cu) content 

of sugarcane trash during decomposition of compost.  

 
Table 1: Methods used for chemical analysis of sugarcane trash during decomposition 

 

Sr. No. Parameter Method Reference 

1. pH Potentiometric Richard (1954) 

2. EC Conductometric Richard (1954) 

3. Organic carbon Muffle furnace Gorsuch (1970) [15] 

4. Total N Micro-Kjeldahl’s method Jackson (1973) [24] 

5. Total P Vanadomolybdate method Jackson (1973) [24] 

6. Total K Flame photometeric Chapman and Pratt, (1961) [7] 

7. Total Micronutrient (Fe, Mn, Zn, Cu) Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer Lindsay and Norvell (1978) [29] 

8. CO2 evolution method Alkali trap method Anderson et al., (1989) [2] 

9. Moisture content Oven dry Hati (2021) [23] 
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Fig 1:  Field view of studies on effect of liquid bio-inoculants, 

organic and chemical additives on decomposition of sugarcane trash 

 

Results and Discussion 

Characterization of sugarcane trash and cow dung slurry 

The data pertaining to the initial composition of sugarcane trash 

were analysed at the time of composting are presented in Table 

1. The study revealed that sugarcane trash contained 44.3% total 

organic carbon, 0.37% total nitrogen, 0.12% total phosphorus 

and 0.54% total potassium. The pH and EC of sugarcane trash 

were recorded to be 6.85 and 0.85 ds m-¹, respectively. 

Micronutrient content of sugarcane trash was found to be Fe 

(326 mg kg-¹), Zn (70 mg kg-¹), Mn (202 mg kg-¹) and Cu 

(9 mg kg-¹). The C:N ratio was 119.7, indicating a high 

lignocellulosic composition. The cow dung slurry, used as a 

microbial activator contain lower C:N ratio of 22.5, pH and EC 

of cow dung slurry were found to be 7.52 and 1.45 ds m-¹, 

respectively. Nutrient analysis showed total nitrogen, total 

phosphorus and potassium contents of 0.68%, 0.112% and 

0.25%, respectively. The micronutrient content was observed as 

Fe (58.9 mg l-¹), Zn (7.54 mg l-¹), Mn (17.42 mg l-¹) and Cu (4.98 

mg l-¹). Goyal et al., (2005) [16], Hagar et al., (2015) and Shinde 

et al., (2024) [36] concluded that co-composting crop residues 

with dung enhances microbial activity and nutrient balance, 

resulting in improved compost quality. 

 
Table 2: Characterization of sugarcane trash and cow dung slurry 

 

Sr. No. Composition Sugarcane trash Cow dung slurry 

1. Total Organic Carbon (%) 44.3 15.3 

2. C:N Ratio  119.7 22.5 

3. pH 6.85 7.52 

4. EC (dSm-1) 0.85 1.45 

5. Total Nitrogen (%) 0.37 0.68 

6. Total Phosphorus (%) 0.12 0.112 

7. Total Potassium (%) 0.54 0.25 

8. Total Fe (mg kg-¹ or mg l -¹) 326.0 58.9 

9. Total Mn (mg kg-¹ or mg l -¹) 202.0 17.42 

10. Total Zn (mg kg-¹ or mg l -¹) 70.0 7.54 

11. Total Cu (mg kg-¹ or mg l -¹) 9.00 4.98 

 

Chemical properties of matured sugarcane trash compost  

Chemical properties viz., pH, electrical conductivity (EC), total 

carbon content, macro (N, P, K) and micro nutrients (Fe, Zn, Mn 

and Cu) of matured sugarcane trash compost after 120 days of 

composting produced by the decomposition of sugarcane trash 

using various combinations of chemical fertilizers, organic 

additives and microbial inoculants are enumerated in Table 3 

and depicted graphically in Figures 2 and 3. 

 

pH 

The pH value of matured compost produced after decomposition 

was found in the range of 7.11 to 7.60. Highest pH 7.60 was 

recorded in T6-Application of 8 kg Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg 

decomposing culture and it was statistically at par with treatment 

T5 - Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium Phosphate 

(DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5lit. + 

liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. 

harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton of sugarcane 

and T4- Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Monoammonium Phosphate 

(MAP) (12:61:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5lit + 

liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp.(T. asperellum, T. 

harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton sugarcane 

trash reaching pH value 7.53 and 7.42, respectively. While 

lowest pH was found in both treatments T1 (Urea + MAP) and 

T7 (Absolute control). These results are supported by Shinde et 

al., (2024) [36] and Jagadabhi et al., (2018) [25] who reported pH 

ranged from 7.1 to 7.8 that during composting of sugarcane trash 

using a microbial consortium, as maturity was achieved. 

Similarly, Pan and Sen (2013) [32] observed that during aerobic 

composting, the initial pH of 5.0 stabilized around pH 7.0 

indicating compost maturity.  

 

Electrical conductivity (EC) (dS m-1) 

The electrical conductivity (EC) of matured compost, as shown 

in Table 4, varied significantly among the treatments ranged in 

0.68 to 1.66. The significantly highest EC 1.66 dS m-¹, was 

observed in T5 - Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium 

Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry 

@ 5lit. + liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, 

T. harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton of 

sugarcane indicating a higher release of soluble salts due to 

enhanced mineralization. This was closely followed by 1.54 dS 

m-1 in both T6-Application of 8 kg Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg 

decomposing culture and T2-Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-

ammonium Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) per ton of sugarcane 

trash. Comparatively lower EC values were noted in the absolute 

control T7 which showed 0.68 dS m-1. Similar observations were 

made by Haggar et al., (2015) [19] and Asava et al., (2025) [3], 

who found that electrical conductivity increased as a result of 

elevated nutrient ion concentrations generated during the 

microbial breakdown and mineralization of organic materials. 

 

Total Carbon Content (%) 

The total carbon content of compost at maturity indicated that 

there significantly decreased in total carbon content 22.20% in 

T5 - Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium Phosphate 

(DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5lit. + 

liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. 

harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton of sugarcane 

trash. This was statistically at par with T6-Application of 8 kg 

Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg decomposing culture, T4- Spray of 

10 kg Urea + 5 kg Monoammonium Phosphate (MAP) (12:61:0) 

+ Spray of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5lit + liquid bioinoculant 

Trichoderma spp.(T. asperellum, T. harzianum and T. hamatum) 

@ 1 lit. each per ton sugarcane trash and T2-Spray of 10 kg Urea 

+ 5 kg Di-ammonium Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) per ton of 

sugarcane trash recorded 22.30%, 24.08% and 25.81%, 

respectively. Higher carbon levels were recorded in the T7 

(absolute control) at 32.71%, reflecting poor composting. The 

results obtained were similar to Gupta (2018) [18] reported that 

organic carbon content decreases during composting due to 

microbial degradation. The loss occurs as carbon is released in 

the form of CO2 through microbial respiration. Patil (1994) [33] 

who made compost from wheat straw and recorded that organic 

carbon per cent was 17.0. Ayed et al., (2021) [4] found that the 

values for total organic carbon decreased from initial and 

stabilized at 23.33- 25.23 per cent at the end of maturation 
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phase. 

 

Total Nitrogen (N) Content 

Maximum total nitrogen content of different treatments of 

matured compost across different treatments was observed 

1.25% in T5 - Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium 

Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry 

@ 5lit. + liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, 

T. harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton of 

sugarcane trash and was statistically at par with T6-Application 

of 8 kg Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg decomposing culture and T4- 

Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Monoammonium Phosphate (MAP) 

(12:61:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5lit + liquid 

bioinoculant Trichoderma spp.(T. asperellum, T. harzianum and 

T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton sugarcane trash recorded 

1.23% and 1.16%, respectively. Absolute control (T7) recorded 

significantly lower nitrogen contents of 0.56%. Dhapate et al., 

(2018) [11] observed that nitrogen content increased progressively 

with the advancement of decomposition, likely due to the 

combined effects of carbon reduction, biomass loss and 

accumulation of microbial proteins. Goyal et al., (2005) [16] 

reported a rise in total nitrogen content during composting of 

sugarcane trash mixed with cattle dung, with values increasing 

from 0.93% to 1.46% over time. 

 

Total Phosphorus (P2O5) Content (%) 

An overall increase in phosphorus content was observed with the 

application of chemical fertilizers, especially in combination 

with microbial inoculants. The highest phosphorus content 

0.63% was recorded in T5 - Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-

ammonium Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow 

dung slurry @ 5lit. + liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. 

asperellum, T. harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton 

of sugarcane trash. This was statistically at par with T6-

Application of 8 kg Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg decomposing 

culture and T4- Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Monoammonium 

Phosphate (MAP) (12:61:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry 

@ 5lit + liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. 

harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton sugarcane 

trash recorded 0.63% and 0.61% respectively. The lowest values 

was observed in T7 (Absolute control) at 0.27%. Similar results 

were found by Asava et al., (2025) [3] indicating rise in total 

phosphorous content at maturity of compost due to microbial 

break down of organic phosphorus compounds into inorganic 

forms. 

 

Total Potassium (K2O) Content (%) 

A considerable increase in potassium content was also observed 

across all treatments as. The highest potassium content 0.88% 

was recorded in T5 - Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium 

Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry 

@ 5lit. + liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, 

T. harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton of 

sugarcane trash. This was statistically at par with T6-Application 

of 8 kg Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg decomposing culture and T4- 

Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Monoammonium Phosphate (MAP) 

(12:61:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5lit + liquid 

bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. harzianum and 

T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton sugarcane trash at 0.84% and 

0.74%, respectively, highlighting the synergistic effect of 

bioinoculants and potash-supplying chemical inputs. T7 (0.23%) 

showed minimal potassium content, reflecting poor nutrient 

mobilization in the absence of synthetic inputs. These findings 

are in consistent with Haggar et al., (2015) [19] who reported that 

total phosphorus and potassium content in compost generally 

increased with decomposition. 

 

 
 

Fig 2: Effect of liquid bio-inoculants, organic and chemical additives 

on nutrient content of compost (NPK) from sugarcane trash at maturity 

 

Total Fe 

The data in Table 3 indicated notable variation in iron content 

among the different composting treatments. The highest Fe 

concentration (937 mg kg-1) was recorded in T5 - Spray of 10 kg 

Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray 

of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5lit. + liquid bioinoculant 

Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. harzianum and T. 

hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton of sugarcane trash. This was 

statistically at par with T2-Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-

ammonium Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) per ton of sugarcane 

trash and T6-Application of 8 kg Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg 

decomposing culture recorded (905 mg kg-1) and (860 mg kg-1), 

highlighting the positive impact of nutrient supplementation and 

microbial inoculation on Fe mineralization. The absolute control 

T7 (394 mg kg⁻¹) exhibited the lowest values.  

 

Total Mn 

Manganese levels remained fairly uniform across treatments but 

still showed statistical significance. The highest Mn 

concentration (245 mg kg-1) was recorded in T6-Application of 8 

kg Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg decomposing culture, this was 

statistically at par with T5 - Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-

ammonium Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow 

dung slurry @ 5lit. + liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. 

asperellum, T. harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton 

of sugarcane trash, T4- Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg 

Monoammonium Phosphate (MAP) (12:61:0) + Spray of filtered 

cow dung slurry @ 5lit + liquid bioinoculant Trichoderma 

spp.(T. asperellum, T. harzianum and T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each 

per ton sugarcane trash and T2-Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-

ammonium Phosphate (DAP) (18:46:0) per ton of sugarcane 

trash recorded (244 mg kg-1), (241 mg kg-1) and (240 mg kg-1), 

respectively. The lowest observed in T7 (211 mg kg-1), 

indicating marginal influence of treatments on Mn availability. 

 

Total Zn 

The highest Zn concentration (108 mg kg-1) was recorded in T6-

Application of 8 kg Urea + 10 kg SSP and 1 kg decomposing 

culture, indicating the benefit of combining Urea, SSP, and 

decomposing cultures. This was statistically at par with T5 - 

Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium Phosphate (DAP) 

(18:46:0) + Spray of filtered cow dung slurry @ 5lit. + liquid 

bioinoculant Trichoderma spp. (T. asperellum, T. harzianum and 

T. hamatum) @ 1 lit. each per ton of sugarcane trash and T2-

Spray of 10 kg Urea + 5 kg Di-ammonium Phosphate (DAP) 

(18:46:0) per ton of sugarcane trash recorded (96 mg kg-1) and 
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(89 mg kg-1), respectively. Absolute control T7 (77 mg kg-1) had 

the lowest Zn concentrations.  

 

Total Cu 

Cu content in matured compost was found relatively stable 

across treatments, ranging between 9–10 mg kg-1 Treatments T2 

to T6 maintained a consistent Cu level of 10 mg kg-1, whereas T1 

and T7 recorded a slightly lower value of 9 mg kg-1. As there 

were no statistically significant differences (NS), it may be 

inferred that copper content is less influenced by the type of 

nutrient or microbial input under the given composting 

conditions. 

This interpretation highlights that integrated use of chemical 

inputs and microbial inoculants (especially in T5 and T6) 

effectively enhances micronutrient (Fe, Zn, Mn) enrichment in 

compost. These improvements may be linked to microbial 

solubilization of mineral elements through acidification and 

enzymatic activity, as also observed by Gawad and El-Howeity 

(2019) [13] and Akbari et al., (2010) [1]. 

 

 
 

Fig 3: Effect of liquid bio-inoculants, organic and chemical additives on micro-nutrient content of compost from sugarcane trash at maturity 

 
Table 3: Chemical properties of matured sugarcane trash compost after 120 days of composting as influenced by liquid bio-inoculants, organic and 

chemical additives. 
 

Treatment pH EC (dS m-1) Total Carbon content (%) 
Macro-nutrients (%) Micro-nutrients (mg Kg-1) 

Total N Total P2O5 Total K2O Fe Mn Zn Cu 

T1 7.12 1.33 25.81 1.03 0.55 0.63 453 217 73 09 

T2 7.28 1.54 24.22 1.12 0.56 0.71 905 240 89 10 

T3 7.26 0.75 30.24 0.63 0.31 0.32 731 212 78 10 

T4 7.42 1.49 24.08 1.16 0.58 0.74 744 241 83 10 

T5 7.53 1.66 22.20 1.25 0.63 0.88 937 244 96 10 

T6 7.60 1.54 22.3 1.23 0.61 0.84 860 245 108 10 

T7 7.11 0.68 32.71 0.56 0.27 0.23 394 211 77 09 

S.E. (m) ± 0.09 0.03 0.77 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.03 0.03 0.006 

CD 5% 0.28 0.09 2.34 0.10 0.02 0.04 1.54 0.09 0.09 NS 

 

 
 

Fig 4: Field view of decomposed sugarcane trash in the composting pots due to effect of liquid bio-inoculants, organic and chemical additives 
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