N9 J§ (F£loie dxe
1AL Jlo F olod YO al>

Vo5 ol 50 IAE yolie Cus i 9 Ay p Culs Caliseo (S g 33 0l Cawgans” (V95T I
¥ bl o8y B cpelomy

Effect of Composted Azolla in Different Growth Media on Growth and
Nutrient Elements Composition in Ficus benjamina Plant cv. Starlight
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Table 1. Some physical and chemical properties of composted Azolla

JS 05 S - 0354 oS e BC(dS/m) pH () IS
Total N (%) P (%) K (%) C/N Ratio 110 H,0 Organic carbon (%)
2.4 0.43 0.84 9.2 6.6 6.4

Ca.jf}})b.w‘ ij Q}L‘ wﬁbw w).i.\ﬁ ol.:f LS‘J" oL éﬁgo)\.)u‘ CJW f}" LS‘)" wL&)‘) 4.3‘]?; MM}_Y Jj.,\}-

Table 2. Summary of analysis of variance for some measured properties for Ficus Benjamin plant cv. Starlight

MS. e, She

FUSREN LS ¢l s sl 505y Wl eSS 0)s S O3 JS o oo o

@3l ag &£y S S S

df. Plant height Diameter leaf and Leaf and Leaf dry Total leaf Leaf green

Ol shoot fresh shoot dry weight area area

S.O.V. e weighty weightt
Replication IS 12.267™ 0.003"™ 0.012™ 0.003"™ 0.889"™ 135.05™ 23.267™
A Sl 455 - sl 4 918.32%* 0.052%* 0.085** 0.054** 114.731%%* 7007.058**  1644.458%**
B S ot 7 Sl 523.692%* 0.045%* 0.145%%* 0.035%* 266.470%* 1489.311%** 444 867**
AxB S it b X (14085 £ shae 12 101.334** 0.004** 0.021™ 0.009™ 25.823%* 1298.658** 573.769 **
Error olzsl 38 26.761 0.001 0.011 0.015 8.269 54.138 49.319
C.V. (%) (%) &l s ey - 11.44 2.95 5.30 8.78 17.45 2.22 4.53

+ Data were normalized using square root transformation.
* and**: Significant at the 5% and 1% of probability levels, respectively.

ns: Non-significant
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Table 3. Summary of analysis of variance for nutrient elements composition in Ficus Benjamin plant cv. Starlight

MS. ol o Sike
o2 S p O5s 5 S e S e S S S e Sy |
s s ol N P Mg Mn Cu Shrinkage of

S.0O.V. Sl @ df. medium
Replication IS 2 0.162** 0.01 ** 0.001™ 0.012™ 2.023™ 0.245™
A Sl A& sl 4 0.67™ 0.003** 0.002™ 0.074%** 6.690™ 5.542%*
B & fot 7 slaw 3 0.128** 0.001™ 0.026** 0.221%** 6.549™ 0.706 **
AXB o X Sl di5 - sk 12 0.069** 0.002** 0.002%** 0.012%* 8.631** 0.976**
Error olzsl 38 0.019 0.001 0.001 0.003 1.897 0.243
C.V. (%) D)ot e - 6.15 9.06 3.8 2.14 17.37 12.71

* and**: Significant at the 5% and 1% of probability levels, respectively.

ns: Non-significant
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Table 4. Mean comparison of different growth characterictics for Ficus Benjamin plant cv. Starlight as affected by different levels of
nutritients and growth media

ol S eSS (Y 55T S

oS ¢l s £ oSis 035 & IS o &5 o pelaw
() (oo g (g s ) (g rnsle)
e . . Plant height Diameter Leaf dry weight  Total leafarea  Leaf green area
Nutrition +dx Media s (cm) g (mm) lé) g (cm?) (gc m)
perlit + peat (1: 4) Fadegrad, 23751 4.62j 6.75g 286.00 h 108.00 h
(Qalz)V 531 e 5aS 5 Jskme 050 tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) (F VS Srglr Sluls 45.13cdefg 7.331fg 14.60def 317.70 g 141.00 fg
Without nutrient solution and compost tea wastage + tree bark (1: 4) (Fahess cmpraly Sluls 36.94gh 6.05i 10.07fg 234.00 I 165.00 abc
tea wastage + tree bark (1:1) (O ) s St gl Sl 32.70h 6.25hi 12.54ef 318.00g 135.00 g
perlit + peat (1: 4) FaDemrad,  36.70gh 7.19fg 10.76fg 341.00bcde 144.30 efg
Va5l G geS O3k 5 Jslma L tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) (f S Sl sluls 49.50cdef 9.08bcd 17.62¢cde 346.00bcd 167.00 ab
With nutrient solution and Without compost 12 Wastage + tree bark (1: 4) (Faess compraly wlals 37.07gh 6.2%i 14.71def 330.00efg 136.00 g
tea wastage +tree bark (I:1) () et ety el 43.90efg 8.18cdef 18.45¢d 320.30fg 157.00 bede
perlit + peat (1: 4) (Faegred,  44.18defg 6.81gh 13.83def 341.30bcde 156.30 bede
OIS o 53 V3T cpeS o SVe+ tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) (F )S Srglr Sluls 60.99b 9.53ab 22.47bc 352.30bc 170.00 ab
100 g compost per pot tea wastage + tree bark (1: 4) (F )55 St gl Sl 54.37bc 8.78bcde 17.93cde 373.30a 178.00 a
tea wastage + tree bark (1:1) (O )t s S bl Sl 73.35a 10.44a 25.60ab 330.00efg 165.00 abc
perlit + peat (1: 4) FaDemrad, 40.20fgh 7.171g 12.59¢f 349.30bc 168.00 ab
OIS o 53 V3T i peS o SYO+ tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) (F )S St gl Sluls 53.82bcd 8.91bcde 25.81ab 350.30bc 168.00 ab
250 g compost per pot tea wastage + tree bark (1: 4) (F Do e pbsly Sl 48.32cdef 7.85ef 17.29cde 332.30def 157.30 bede
tea wastage +tree bark (I:1) (1 et csrsly el 50.62cde 8.17cdef 16.91de 333.30def 158.00 bed
perlit + peat (1: 4) Fademred,  43.50efg 7.92def 14.87def 345.00bcd 167.30 ab
OIS e 53 V3T e paS ¢St tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) (f S St gl Sluls 47.30cdef 9.31abc 27.64a 353.00b 159.30 bed
400 g compost per pot tea wastage + tree bark (1: 4) (F Doz Sl Sl 42.30efgh 7.79ef 13.84def 330.30efg 153.30 cef
tea wastage +treebark (I6) O 4Dt s sl <luls 39.78fgh 8.65bede 15.24def 338.30cde 149.00 def

L1l e gl 70 Sz elaw )3 Sl (glaals diz O ga3T el s &5 s 9 > S5 ol (511 457 gt 5 ¢ ol ke
Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 5% probability level -using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 4. Mean comparison for nutrient elements composition in Ficus Benjamin plant cv. Starlight as affected by different levels of

nutritients and growth media

(D055 (DE, b () & 5y e S &y (Grolo) ey 31
Nutrition «dx Media o N (%) P (%) Mg (%) Mn (ppm)  Cu (ppm) Shrinkage (cm)
perlit + peat (1: 4) FeDograds 200de 0276abed  0.736a 58.10bc 8.42bcd 3.20f
(UL 55T oS 5 Jslome 05 tea waistage + leaf mold (1: 4) (F DS Sbrsls Sluls 9 00ape 0263abcd  0.570cdefgh  39.40fgh 7.01cde 3.83cdef
Without nutrient solution and compost tea wastage + tree bark (1:4)  (f a))estys coprsly Sluls 9 00 ge 0.220d 0.623cdefz  28.701 6.57cde 3.55def
tea wastage + tree bark (1:1) O\ 4))estss oy Slule ) 93ape 0.260abed  0.586fh 46.00def 7.10cde 3.60def
perlit + peat (1: 4) FaDomrads ) 06ed 0.230cd 0.680bc 50.20de 6.57cde 2.99f
V5T CongaS O3 5 Jskme L tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) (F eSSl oluls 2.40a 0.320a 0.623¢cdefg 38.10h 8.16bcde 3.27def
With nutrient solution and Without compost tea wastage + tree bark (1: 4) FaDasts ugrsls Slols 2.27abc 0.283abc 0.653bcde 38.10h 7.09cde 4.10bcd
tea wastage + tree bark (1:1) O eV)estys oy Sluls ) 3341 0.293ab 0.603defgh  51.20cde 7.10cde 3.10ef
perlit + peat (1: 4) FeDograds  230ah 0.280abcd  0.663bed 51.40cd 6.75cde 3.49def
OIS 2 53 Vsl cmpaS o S1 e tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) F DS Sbirsly Sluls 9 9oape 0253bed  0.593efgh 43.40efgh  9.97b 3.33def
100 g compost per pot tea wastage + tree bark (1: ) (f e))estys by Sluls 5 93apc 0.283abc 0.623cdefe  39.10gh 9.16bc 3.37def
tea wastage + tree bark (1:1) (' e))estys gy Sluls 5 93apc 0.263abcd  0.603defgh  61.00ab 737bcde  3.38def
perlit + peat (1: 4) FaeDoerads ) 16abed 0.273abed  0.633cdef 62.10ab 7.89bcde  4.05bede
OIS 52 53 Vsl cpaS ¢ STO - tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) X DS Sty Sluls 5 oape 0.303ab 0.603defgh  45.20defe  9.19bc 3.91bcdef
250 g compost per pot tea wastage + tree bark (1: 4)  (f e))estss ol Sluls 5 395p 0.303ab 0.623cdefg  48.10de 5.53¢ 4.72bc
tea wastage + tree bark (1:1) O 4 et cmprly Sl 786 0.280abed  0.600efgh 58.40bc 8.68bcd 4.13bed
perlit + peat (1: 4) FaVomrady 2 34ah 0.293ab 0.693ab 68.40a 12.88a 6.27a
OIS 2 53 Vsl caaS o S¥ - tea wastage + leaf mold (1: 4) (NS Sbrsly Slls 9 g0y 0.283abc 0.583fgh 47.90de 8.15bcde  4.82b
400 g compost per pot tea wastage + tree bark (1: 4) (¥ e))estys gty Sluls 5 9051 0.320a 0.610defgh  47.20de 8.68bed 4.83b
tea wastage + tree bark (1:1) O 4))ests cogrsly Sluls ) 9gape 0.280abed  0.560h 60.00ab 6.31de 3.80cdef

I s gre gl 10 Jlez| cbﬁﬁ OQ\: Slals L 35037 bl p A S i 5 S Jola= glyls &7 O 5, s ¢ ola S0l

Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 5% probability level -using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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3 x4 (L (Joiner et al., 1980)
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