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Background

Figure 2Mulch squares of uniform area were weighed before and after incubation. Here, absolute

Figure 1Total degradation of PA (left). No mass loss of PLA, slight hydrophobicity visible (center).

andWeedGuardPlusM made of papefPA) New type, rather than
mulches are under development includipgpers
that include degradable polyester fiber for

Increased strength and persistence, gralylactic

Custom GP CustomBio and Tpolysporum 0.7fl oz/ac
Environocs01 Biodyne Midwest 25 strains of bacteria and fungi 32fl oz/ac
YardwasteCompost Extract humates diverse microbes 250 gal/ac
Urea - 46 % N 50Ib/ac

biostimulant, will have
greatest impact on mulc

Bio 360 (BP) Plastic film from starch & petroleut o
WeedGuardPlus (PA)* Paper 302
Polylactic acidPLA)* (100% PLA) 1692
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Greenhouse

Experiment:Lettuce growth was measured in in greenhouse soil mix with 5 residues (alm

| | | | straw, woodparticleloaded PLA mulch [PRAY], geotextile, none) treated with 5 sprays EKO Bagged POU”W bedding, woor
The purpose of this poster Is to outline practical 6GlFofS ovd [SiiGdzOS &aSSRa 6SNB az26y Ay né IWiazr K NISARMERE, oA POR | &
principles for choosing and managing biodegradabl o  EEEMBIIEINIES B e ek KEIE N R R

o . Results & DiscussiomMo yield difference between controls (geotextile Backyard Home Worm Kitchen scraps, leave
mulches. We selecte‘mdlngs from three studies to & no residue) indicates no effect due to physical traits of soil/mulch BW Worm Compost wood
answer the following questions: mixture. PLAV reduced lettuce growth, and straw reduced growth Dissolved
A Lab'How rapidly can biodegradable mulches further (figures 3&4), but at harvest no difference in soil,M@s urea - Prills 460-0 {Control for N effect}
N present between straw, PEW, or controls. 3lb/ac total N was suppliedvater - - {No spray control}

decompose? Canmostimulantsaccelerate the
process?

A Greenhouse:Might soitincorporated mulch residues (figure 4). . .
J P Our results suggest that the PR and straw suppressed lettuce Mean Lettuce Dry Weight; Low N Residues
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Field

2017 sweet
Experiment:2017 yields of sweet pepper were compared using-®L&nd BP mulch at two Nebraska sites, Scottsbluff and pepper yield 2018 sweet corn yield
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