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Abstract: Biogas slurry from animal industry not only has the characteristics of complex composition high concetration of
pollutants  poor biodegradability and unknown potential risks but also it is rich in nutrient elemrnts trace mineral ele—
ments and physiological active subtances and has a high utilization value of resources. In this paper the recent researches
and application status on biogas slurry treatment technologies( biological treatment process natural ecological treatment)
deep treatment technology and resource utilization ( seed soaking nutrient solution improving soil fertility as feed) were
summerized through literature review and the shortages of current treatment technologies and the limitation factors of re—
source utilization are analyzed. And the future development trend in the advanced treatment resource utilizatiion and their
combination were put forward.
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