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Effect of Sawdust Vermicompost in Pot Media on Nutrition and Growth of
Dieffenbachia (Dieffenbachia amonea) Plant
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Table 1. Chemical properties of materials used for media
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Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
(80%: 20%)
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Table 2. Summary of analysis variance for leaf nnutrients in diffenbachia plant
as affected by different levels of media

= MS Sl oSl

@357 — > > > z

dt & 055 5 S g b E ety S el S i

S.O.V. Sl e N p K Ca Mg

Replication IS 2 0.014™ 0.005™ 0.4 0.0165" 0.025"
Medium - 4 0.857" 0.0984™ 0.741" 0.211" 0.264™
Error oLzl 8 0.001 0.013 0.0057 0.0017 0.00175
CV.% (1) Ol i sy - 4.75 13.40 12.21 9.12 491
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* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 3. Mean comparison for effect of different rate of vermicompost on leaf
nutrients in Diffenbachia plant
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o)) S 5 658 555 0ak Aals 0.20d 0.06d 0.25¢ 0.09¢ 0.16e
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oo &S+ (558 348 o gaS a5 1O 0.60c 0.15¢ 0.51d 0.38d 0.24d

Yo% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
o &S+ (558 38 o aS a5 100 0.60c 0.30b 0.66¢ 0.65¢ 0.35¢

50%Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
SR A P I SR PAT) 0.86b 0.36a 0.75b 0.79a 0.45b

75%Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
o S+ 5 558 gS ans N 0.92a 0.35ab 0.84a 0.63bc 0.51a

100%Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
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Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability

level-using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 4. Summary of analysis variance some characteristics of Diffenbachia
plant as affected by different levels of media

MS ol o Sl

- glsl s Bl 5 0js Bl o Sis 05 5058 B EEIRSH
iyl oS le s S ) )
Plant Stem Shoot and leaf Shoot and leaf Root fresh Root dry
Sl o df. height diameter fresh weight dry weight weight weight
Replication S 2 2.76" 31.916" 27.217 0.038™ 3.948™ 9.88™
e 4 159.33™ 878.82" 4509.47" 29.416™ 443.86" 39.546"
ol 18 0.043 1.177 6.446 0.091 13.125 0.215
() S s gy - 3.66 7.88 6.62 721 6.08 10.28
* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability level, respectively. 2N 570 Jlaz! T 03 laime o5 R
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Table 5. Mean comparison for effect of different rates of vermicompost on some
characteristics of Diffenbachia plant
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Plant Stem Shoot and leaf Shoot and leaf Root fresh Root dry
i height diameter fresh weight (g) dry weight (g) Weight (g) Weight (g)
Treatment Slas (cm) (mm)
ol S 5 656 55 0g dals 2.11d 8.74c 36.75¢ 4.10c 35.13¢ 3.88¢c
Control
ol S+ (558 38 oS a5 YO 9.17b 23.46a 56.81a 5.83a 64.07a 6.21a
25% Vermicompost of Cow manure + Sawdust
ol S+ (658 38 5aS a s 0 10.23a 21.93b 53.44b 5.31b 49.89b 5.61b
50% Vermicompost of Cow manure + Sawdust
o) S+ (658 5,8 gaS a5 VO 4.50c 6.24d 24.33d 3.17d 32.9cd 2.47d
75% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
o S 4 (658 58 S paS oy N0 1.62¢ 2.73e 11.94¢ 1.54¢ 17.56e 1.66¢

100% Vermicompost of Cow manure + Sawdust
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Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level-using
Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 6. Mean comparison for effect of different rate of vermicompost on
nutrients in growth media

Dol (D3 () gl J e
N©%)  P(%) K(%) o o
Treatment Sl Ca (%) Mg (%)
S 5656 55 o asle 0.89¢ 0.11e 0.18¢ 0.48e 0.26¢e

Control
ol &S+ (g5 58 g8 a5 ¥e  1.10d 0.14cd 0.22d 0.75d 0.29¢d

25% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust

ol St (558 558 CansnS oy 70 1.27C 0.13¢ 0.24c¢ 1.25¢ 0.48¢
50% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust

ol S+ (558 58 S mps Ve 1.29b 0.19b 0.26b 1.31b 0.67b
75% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust

ol S+ 658 58 CnsaS oy 1332 0.20a 0.29a 1.34a 0.82a

100% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
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Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5%
probability level-using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 7. Mean comparison for effect of different rate of vermicompost on
physical properties of growth media
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Particle Bulk density (%) capoa city (%)
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Treatment Sles (g/em’)
) S 5 658 55 0a dals 1.93a 0.16¢cd 91.7a 58.3e 33.4a
Control
NS+ (556 555 g a5 VYO 1.92ab 0.17¢ 91.1ab 64.3cd 26.8b
25% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
o St (658 358 S nS oy V00 1.91ac 0.19b 90.0b 68.6bc 21.4c
50% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
o St (658 38 CangaS oy VD 1.89d 0.26a 86.2¢ 71.4ab 14.8d
75% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
o S+ (G5 558 goS ays N 1.85¢ 0.27a 85.4cd 73.6a 11.8de

100% Vermicompost of Cow manure+Sawdust
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Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level-
using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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