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ABSTRACT

For the purpose of cultivating landscape plants, the culture soil of briquet ashes and sludge
cakes from urban drainages was used as a bed soil. And Taxus cuspidate, Syringa vulgaris,
Ligstrum obtusifolia and Buxus microphylla were selected as experimental materials on this
soil. The comparison of their growth showed the following results.

Each plant showed a slight difference in primary growth and two months after planting,
there were notable differences between treated and contrcl plots respectively.

Syringa vulgaris showed the highest growth and the next were Ligstrum obtusifolia and
Taxus cuspidata in series. Especially Taxus cuspidatea showed the lowest quantity of dry
weight compared with other plants, and influenced a litt.e by mean temperature and solar

radiation.
It is expected to get a high effect in landscape planting by using briquet ashes and sludge
cakes. :
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Table 1. Chemical properties of the plot

Element Organic M. Total N. P,0; K0 Ca** Mg**
Plot (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

control 5.6 3.76 0.15  0.026 0.48 1.57 0.29
treated 7.5  35~50 158 592 24069 31

pH

Table 2. Physical properties of the plot

Element Texture of soil Sand(%) Silt(%) Clay(%)

Plot

control Loamy sand 51 39 10
treated Sand lome 65.8 25 9.20
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Fig. 1 Seasonal change of the standing crop of
Buzxus microphilla under each plot
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Table 3. The change of dry weight in top and root

part of Buxus microphylla under control
and treated plot

R
control May 6 09210 02610 11820 0.2485
Jun. 6 1.0788 0.2888 1.3657 0.2431
Jul. 6 10952 03412 1.4360 0.2936
Aug.6 1.2255 0.4240 16471 0.3573
Sep. 6 1.3033 05195 17990 0.3326
Oct. 6 15090 05921 2.1036 0.5348
treated May 6 09210 0.2610 11820 0.2485
Jun. 6 11079 0.2976 14148 0.1401
Jul. 6 1.2660 0.3883 1.6543 0.1425
Aug.6 16960 05486 22445 0.1675
Sep. 6 23964 07590 3.1555 0.1043
Oct. 6 3.3636 1.1067 4.4607 0.2889

Notes : dt : dry weight of top part
dr : dry weight of roots
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Fig. 2 Seasonal change of the standing crop of
Ligstrum obtusifolia

Table 4. The changes of dry weight in top and
root part of Ligstrum obtusifolia under
control and treated plot

Sampling total
Plot Data diCg) ds(g) dr(e) mean(g) S.D

control May 6 0.0065 0.0415 0.0195 0.0675 0.0201
Jun. 60.0644 0.0655 0.0520 0.1719 0.0325
Jul. 6 01385 0.1275 0.1075 0.3541 0.0440
Aug. 6 0.4107 04300 04739 13131 0.3675
Sep. 6 0.1738 1.0012 0.6995 1.8745 0.2170
Oct. 6 1.1983 10943 2.2426 0.2932
treated May 6 0.0065 0.0415 0.0195 0.0675 0.0201
Jun. 6 0.0751 0.0786 0.0701 0.2238 0.0434
Jul. 60.05646 0.3033 0.2350 1.1028 0.1802
Aug.6 25769 25576 15426 6.6876 1.3843
Sep. 6 34583 4.7379 2.8208 11.028 1.7826
Oct. 6 51469 3.9888 9.1474 1.5164

Notes : dl : dry weight of leaves
ds : dry weight of stems
dr ! dry weight of roots
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Fig. 3 Seasonal change of the standing crop of
Syringa vulgaris under each plot

Table. 5 The changes of dry weight in top and
root part of Syringa wulgeris under
control and treated plot

sampling total

date dt(g)  dr(e) mean(g) S.D
control May 6 0.0033 0.0031 0.0064 0.0023
Jun. 6 03022 0.1550 1.6756  0.0596

Plot

Jul. 6 12600 0.4156 0.4567  0.2647
Aug.6 35461 1.8550 5,4011  0.3947
Sep. 6 4.5583 3.0539 7.6122  0.5213
Oct. 6 24956 49600 7.4556  0.9340
treated May 6 0.0033 0.0031 0.0064 0.0023
Jun. 6 13072 0.4203 1.7276  0.4684
Jul. 6 31383 15672 4.7056  1.0802
Aug.6 9.6828 4.6544 14.3367  3.3207
Sep. 6 139250 8.3967 22.3217  3.9935
Oct. 6 10.5233 14.4744 25.0533  5.4942

% 7R FAE]77) 168gr/plante] HeTE
4.70gr/plant2.4] 188% & F7}-&¢ YElWo v 8A
ol £ 2]F-7} 5.40gr/plantol] A 2T+ 14.34gr/
plant24] 165% 2] @Bz Jeldlz ded oj=
AAkae} Feapst wlasld 0.01gr/plante] A o]

2.3 8] 77} 540gr/plant, #2]F7} 14.34gr/plantZ
A o AAeke] - FAE 7o 8434, HH € 2
240152 71 Jdehilz 9le] o AREEs digd
3 & AL & 4 Uk

=
4F 5

F2.2 Fig. 404 2 ulel o] £4HFHMHS
23] AAG WAL Bgoen AT 7A
ol 0.23gr/plant® £ & Zo| HiAK 142% F7}
e 7|7} o7 v AR Bgev X
279t AP Alolol M= fibftiEdl] it
a8 & £F9 Aol Holx &urh

F50] flufidol vld) A RR3IA XX AL
A4 s Roleo} & Aol HelTo wlYEs]
pH 7524 <Za)4olets oA E Fgo] UL
Reoz Algdd.

———— control plot
05 treated plot

0.4 +

03t

(gr/plant)

0.2}

0.1t

0 ! 1 L 1 1 1
May 6 Jun.6 Jul6 Augb Sep.6 Oct.6

Sampling date

Fig. 4 Seasonal change of the standing crop of
Taexus cuspidata under each plot

Table. 6 The changes of dry weight in_top and
root part of Taxus cuspidate under control
and treated plot

sampling __ total
Plot date dt(g) dr(e) mean(g) S.D

control May 6 0.1115 0.0201 0.1325 0.0224
Jun. 6 01333 00224 0.1552 0.0363
Jul. 6 0.1579 0.0507 0.2086 0.481
Aug.6 0.1914 0.0702 0.2617 0.0352
Sep. 6 0.2317 0.1067 0.3383 0.0635
Oct. 6 0.2512 0.1327 0.3829 0.0548
treated May 6 0.1115 0.0201 0.1325 0.0224
Jun. 6 0.1340 0.0279 0.1619 0.0493
Jul. 6 0.1688 0.0610 0.2298 0.0541
Aug.6 0.2038 0.0831 0.2869 0.0676
Sep. 6 0.2486 0.1112 0.3598 0.0667
Oct. 6 0.2974 0.1468 0.4443 0.0915
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Table 7 t—test for each spacies under control and
treated plot

Species Plot Mean SD SE t-value

Taxus cuspidata  C. 0.2467 0.102 0.006 -2.15*V
T. 02685 0.125 0.008
Buxus microphylla C. 1.5978 0.464 0.029 -9.52**»
T. 2.3485 1.163 0.073
Ligstrum C. 1.0005 0.880 0.055 -12.58**»
obtusifolia  T. 4,6813 4.561 0.287
Syringa vulgaris C.  3.7671 3.224 0310  7.03**%

T. 11.0743 10.318 0.993

C. : Control, T.: Treated 1)DF=502 P=0.032
2)DF=502 P=0.000
3)DF=502 P=0.000
4)DF=216 P=0.000

*% : Significant at 1% level
* : Significant at 5% level

Tabie 8 Analysis of variance for replication plot
of each species

Plot Item DF SS MS F
Model 2 0.013  0.006 0.598"
Error 249 2.608  0.001
T. Model 2 0.018  0.009 0.568?%
Error 249 3923 0.016
Buzus micropylla C.  Model 2 0.101  0.050 0.247%
Error 249 51748 0.213

Species

Taexus cuspidata C.

T. Model 2 0.142  1.358 0.052%
Error 249 338.198
Ligstrum C. Model 2 0.152  0.076 0.094 %
obtusifolia Error 249 180.718 0.803

T. Model 2 10.676  5.338 0.253 ®
Error 249 5256.484 21.110

Syringa vulgaris C. Model 2 1.664  0.382 0.079 7
Error 104 1097.873 10.556

T. Model 2 7.497 3748 0.034¥
Error 104 11681.109 111.713

C. ; Control, T.; Treated

DP(F>F.05)=0551 2)P(F>F.05)=0568 3)P(F>F.05)=0.789
HP(F > F.05)=0H9 5)P(F>F.05)=0910 6)P(F >F.05)=0.777
TPF >F.05)=0924 8)P(F>F.05)=0.967
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Table 9. Cumulative growth rate for each species

Species  Plot May6. Jun.6 Jul6 Aug6 Sep.6 Oct.6
Tazus cuspidata C 1 117 157 197 2.55 287

T 1 122 113 217 271 33
Buxus micropylla C 1 115 121 139 152 178
T 1 119 140 180 267 3m
Ligstrum c 1 254 524 1945 2177 3322
obtusifia T 1 331 1633 9907 16333 13551
Syriaga vulgais C 1 7136 261.81 84392 1189.41 1164.93
T 1 26993 73525 2240.11 3487.76 3914.58
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