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Effects of different Media on Growth of Pot Plants Dracaena marginata Ait.
and Beaucarnea recurvata Lem.
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(Dracaena marginata 'Tricolor') Ll ,s oLS ;s 4s S el &:i;tzﬁ duo e —) J g
Table 1. Mean comparison of growth indices in Dracaena marginata 'Tricolor'

Sl 5yles S ola s sl gl L (slsl 5 5T o il gyl o slis Ly bl g ST m 8 slaw ool
No. of treatment Media mixes Difference of stem height between  Difference of leaf number between
start and end of growth (cm) start and end of growth
JARK Co o &'_wv}g:
1 Tree Bark 100% 16.25e 32.50def
IX S G gaS A Sy Sy
2 Tree Bark 80% + Municipal Compost 20% 21.40c 44.10ab
Y Gl Sluls +TA Ly Sy
3 Tree Bark 80% + Tea Wastes 20% 20.75cd 39.10bcd
100 Gl Slulo + 70y Ct s Sy
4 Tree Bark 50% + Tea Wastes50% 27.83a 42.85abc
MY A gl Sl
5 Tea Wastes 80% + Perlite 20% 26.58ab 35.67de
100 S b gl Sluls
6 Tea Wastes 50% + Perlite 50% 27.10a 36.22cde
7 Peat 80% + Perlite 20% 18.25de 23.10g
8 Peat 50% + Perlite 50% 19.95cd 28.60fg
I g St A Gl Ol
9 Tea Wastes 80% + Rice Hull 20% 24.20b 31.92ef
10 g Sy + 00 gl Sl
10 Tea Wastes 50% + Rice Hull 50% 21.15c 26.97fg
Y sl Sluls + 78V S S
11 Leaf Mould 67% + Tea Wastes 33% 27.52a 46.60a

g 1 a1 el 53 SUl5 (glatals i 0 3a3T bl s 57 20 O (615 O gt 2 33 oS gla Kbe
Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% level by Duncan's multiple range test.
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(Beaucarnea recurvata) luJ b sl oS 53 iy sla e ls &:i;\:ﬁ dwlie =Y Jyu>
Table 2. Mean comparison of growth indices in Beaucarnea recurvata

Sl 5yles S ola s sl e iy sl 5 ST o ode b &olis Ly bl g ST m 8 slaw ool
No. of treatment Media mixes Difference of tuber diameter Difference of leaf number between
between start and end of growth start and end of growth
(mm)
VARK T C"“'"f:
1 Tree Bark 100% 25.42de 29.69de
TX 0 (6 s o aS + A Sy S gy
2 Tree Bark 80% + Municipal Compost 20% 32.90abc 35.90abcd
AR Lglg Sl + TA s S g3
3 Tree Bark 80% + Tea Wastes 20% 28.98cd 34.63bc
10y Gl Olulo+ 700 Cys Sy
4 Tree Bark 50% + Tea Wastes50% 35.97a 40.03ab
I S A Gl Sl
5 Tea Wastes 80% + Perlite 20% 29.45cd 42.58a
100 b sl Sluls
6 Tea Wastes 50% + Perlite 50% 31.02abc 41.33ab
7 Peat 80% + Perlite 20% 30.67bc 33.95bcde
10 ST S
8 Peat 50% + Perlite 50% 30.27bcd 31.47cde
I g S+ A Gl Ol
9 Tea Wastes 80% + Rice Hull 20% 31.25abc 42.40a
10 Tea Wastes 50% + Rice Hull 50% 22.77e 35.15abcd
I Gl Olals + 15V S S
11 Leaf Mould 67% + Tea Wastes 33% 34.85ab 38.67abc

A 5 gae 10 cla.wjb Qi’vl: Slawls dim O 4037 bl s &S e O Gyl O gt ya a8 L;_Lawil.f
Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% level by Duncan's multiple range test.
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Table 3. Mean comparison of physical properties of different media

s yles ST 5l s sl sl T T Ul N N S SN CTeme e Lol ST S b STesbe S
No.of Media mixes Bulk density Particle porosity ~ Total porosity Water Air Soils (%)  Water holding Organic Ash
treatment (gem®) (gem®) (%) volume volume capacity matter (% W:W)

(%) (%) (% W:W) (% W:W)

JARERGESEGI

1 Tree Bark 100% 0.20c 1.59b 87.42¢ 64.17d 23.25d 12.58b 323.0c 86.50 a 13.50f
IY 0 (6 s S 3aS + A C 55 S gy

2 Tree Bark 80% + Municipal Compost 20% 0.21b 1.67b 87.42¢ 6.03ef 31.14c 12.58b 292.7d 76.25b 23.75e
1Y Gl Olulo + /A Cs ys Sy

3 Tree Bark 80% + Tea Wastes 20% 0.22a 1.61b 86.29f 71.3% 14.90e 13.71a 323.0c 84.38a 15.63f
100 Gl Slaglo + 700 S5 y3 Sy

4 Tree Bark 50% + Tea Wastes50% 0.21b 1.58b 86.66ef 73.65¢ 13.02e 13.34ab 354.5¢c 88.38a 11.63f
ATICR L) S R 1

5 Tea Wastes 80% + Perlite 20% 0.18e 1.71b 89.17d 63.96d 25.22d 10.83c 339.9c 71.13c 26.38de

100 I+ gl Sluls

6 Tea Wastes 50% + Perlite 50% 0.19d 1.87b 89.80cd 64.70d 25.59d 10.20cd 333.0c 54.12¢ 45.88b
X S+ IA oy

7 Peat 80% + Perlite 20% 0.13h 1.77b 92.79a 85.85a 6.94f 7.20f 655.6a 64.88d 35.13c
P YICIN 7 N

8 Peat 50% + Perlite 50% 0.15f 2.14a 92.98a 79.82b 13.16e 7.04f 508.9b 31.00f 69.00a
1Y g G+ A Gl Sl

9 Tea Wastes 80% + Rice Hull 20% 0.15f 1.58b 90.34c 53.26f 37.08b 9.66d 346.3c 86.88a 12.38f
10 gy L gy + 10 Sl Dl

10 Tea Wastes 50% + Rice Hull 50% 0.14g 1.61b 91.31b 48.40g 42.92a 8.6% 344.5¢ 82.88a 17.13f
Y Gl Sluls+ 7Y S

11 Leaf Mould 67% + Tea Wastes 33% 0.13h 1.74b 93.06a 45.569 47.50a 6.94f 78.1c 75.50b 24.50e

g 13 a1 el 53 SUl5 (glatals i O 3a3T bl s 5T 20 O (615 O gt 2 33 oS gla Kbe
Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% level by Duncan's multiple range test.
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S8 Caltte (gl s gliod Dl gt (5 S0ln Al —F st
Table 4. Mean comparison of chemical properties of different media

e &5las ST gla s gl slone @l S 03558 S by Sos 0355 % S S o -
No.of Media mixes pH Ec mScm™ Nitrogen Phosphorus Potassium Organic C/N Ratio Sodium Calcium
treatment % % % carbon % % %
1 JATRNCIERTCI
Tree Bark 100% 7.0b 1.64b 1.99d 0.085d 0.39c 39.94ab 21.69bc 0.040bc 0.945b
IX (6 s G gaS H A 55 gy
2 Tree Bark 80% + Municipal Compost 20% 7.4a 4.98a 2.26cd 0.267a 0.66a 35.01bc 15.50cd 0.127a 1.39a
X sl Olalo +TA S 53 G gy
3 Tree Bark 80% + Tea Wastes 20% 7.1ab 1.50b 2.64bc 0.115bc 0.34c 41.02ab 15.64cd 0.027bc 0.588cd
10 Gl Sl + 700 S s Ly
4 Tree Bark 50% + Tea Wastes50% 6.6¢d 1.10c 2.63bc 0.132bc 0.338c 40.77ab 15.95cd 0.020c 0.868bc
T S+ A Gl Slals
5 Tea Wastes 80% + Perlite 20% 7.0b 0.770d 2.94ab 0.102cd 0.545b 41.13ab 14.00d 0.062b 0.465d
180 S+ Gl Sluls
6 Tea Wastes 50% + Perlite 50% 6.0e 0.232g 1.95d 0.162b 0.540b 34.38bc 17.67cd 0.158a 0.503d
IX Ay
7 Peat 80% + Perlite 20% 6.2e 0.358ef 0.663e 0.145b 0.195d 46.04a 70.37a 0.123a 0.405d
ARG T NI
8 Peat 50% + Perlite 50% 6.7¢c 0.417e 0.318e 0.13bc 0.255d 21.92d 69.49a 0.200a 0.420d
1N g S+ A Sl Dl
9 Tea Wastes 80% + Rice Hull 20% 6.3cde 0.310f 3.0l1a 0.280a 0.483b 26.84cd 8.90e 0.022bc 0.678bcd
100 iy L gy + 100 Gl Dl
10 Tea Wastes 50% + Rice Hull 50% 6.3cde 0.160h 2.37c 0.237a 0.358¢c 33.54hc 14.26d 0.010c 0.403d
Y sl Sluls+ 8V S S
11 Leaf Mould 67% + Tea Wastes 33% 5.7f 1.79b 0.458e 0.355a 0.380c 10.49 22.95b 0.050bc 1.30a

g I a0 el 53 (S35 (glatals i 0 903T bl s &7 200 O (115 O gt 52 53 87 4la Sl

Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% level by Duncan's multiple range test.
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(Lee and Bartlett, 1976)
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