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Abstract: To select a suitable formula for shiitake (Lentinula edodes) residue size content growing with Pinus
tabuliformis, growth of P. tabuliformis was compared with different size shiitake residue by analysis of variance
and multiple comparisons. Results showed that a particle size ratio of 2-5 mm, 0.5-2.0 mm, <0.5 mm was
1:3:1 shiitake residue provided the highest P. tabuliformis seedling quality index of 0.024, the largest crown
dry weight and biomass indexes, and the most comprehensive evaluation results. With 2-5 mm, 0.5-2.0 mm,
<<0.5 mm a particle size ratio of 1:3:1 for the residue as the matrix, the growth conditions of P. tabuliformis
were best. So particle size ratio of 1:3:1 shiitake residue was best as the matrix for Pinus tabulaeformis plant-
ing. [Ch, 4 fig. 5 tab. 12 ref. ]
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Table 2 Morphological index and biomass of Pinus tabulaeformis

=

b ¥ Wi m/em H4%/mm o b T B g R T T g BT B g RO
T1 7.68 £ 0.099 be 1.21 £ 0.032 ¢ 0.083 + 0.003 d 0.057 + 0.001 d 0.140 + 0.001 d 0.018
T2 7.80 + 0.061 b 122 +0.025 ¢ 0.091 = 0.003 ¢ 0.063 + 0.006 ¢ 0.154 + 0.003 ¢ 0.020
T3 7.88 £ 0.028 b 1.25 £ 0.046 b 0.099 = 0.007 b 0.073 + 0.001 b 0.172 + 0.007 b 0.022
T4 8.08 = 0.047 a 1.29 + 0.021 a  0.103 + 0.001 a 0.078 £ 0.001 a 0.181 + 0.004 a 0.024
T5 7.40 £ 0.055 d 1.14 £ 0.025d  0.090 + 0.005 cd 0.062 + 0.002 ¢ 0.152 + 0.002 ¢ 0.019
POPIES 7.63 £ 0.031 ¢ 1.12 £ 0.022d  0.050 = 0.005 e 0.039 + 0.001 e 0.089 + 0.001 e 0.011

Y e R — SR e ANRNE TR 22 5 B 3% (P<<0.05).
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Figure 1 Plant height at different time Figure 2 Basal diameter at different time
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Figure 3 Above ground dry weight at different time Figure 4  Under ground dry weight at different time
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Table 4  Physiological indices of Pinus tabulaeformis in different mediums

G GEL WA S/ (mg-g) ATV PR D 53380 (mg- ™) HE B8 (mg- ™)
T1 0.213 + 0.007 d 3.03 £ 0.19 be 349 +0.09 b
T2 0.275 + 0.011 b 314+ 0.19b 4.69 +0.09 a
T3 0.278 + 0.025 b 331+0.18 ab 4.67 +0.06 a
T4 0.367 + 0.006 a 337+0.14a 473 £ 001 a
TS 0.259 + 0.006 c 291 +007 ¢ 345+ 016 b
X} B (ck) 0.085 + 0.013 e 2.80 +0.18 d 3.36 £ 0.02 ¢

BT [ —BECT 5 A NG 5 B 2R 22 5 3% (P<0.05) .
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Table 5 Different processing matrix formula comprehensive evaluation results

HEF
e EOARM R DUF T AR ) ERGRER HA R gZafn AT
T1 5 5 5 4 4 32 5
T2 3 3 3 3 2 41 3
T3 2 2 2 2 3 44 2
T4 1 1 1 1 1 50 1
T5 4 4 4 5 5 33 4
X (ck) 6 6 6 6 6 25 6

5 5% Xk
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