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Abstract
[ Method ] The tomato was planted in a potted manner with the pleurotus eryngii residue vermicompost compounded with peat at the volume ra-
tios of 1:0 (T1), 3:1 (T2), 1:1 (T3), 1:3 (T4), and 0:1 (CK). The effect of the compound matrix on yield and quality of the tomato
was studied. [ Result] The total fruit yield first increased and then decreased with the decrease of the proportion of pleurotus eryngii residue
vermicompost. Compared with CK, T2, T3 and T4 treatment increased by 31% , 48% and 26% , respectively. Therefore, T3 treatment had
the best yield increase effect. In addition, T3 treatment showed good growth and high soluble solids and V. content in the fruit. [ Conclusion ]

[ Objective ] To realize the transformation of pleurotus eryngii residue into treasure, the effect of matrix reuse was discussed.

It is recommended to choose T3 formula ( Pleurotus eryngii residue vermicompost :peat = 1:1) , on the one hand, it can increase the yield and
the profit, on the other hand, part of the replacement of peat can reduce the substrate cost, both will greatly increase the income of growers.
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Table 1 The physical and chemical properties of different substrate formulas

s i AL ki R EC
Treatment Bulk density//g/cm’ Total porosity,//% Air-water ratio p ms/cm
Tl 0.34+0.02 a 76.90+0. 58 a 0.27+0.01 b 6.89+0.05 a 0.85+0.03 b
T2 0.27+0.03 b 77.19x1. 15 a 0.26+0.02 b 6.75+£0.02 b 0.97+0.01 ab
T3 0.21+0.01 b 78.97+1.73 a 0.43+0.02 a 6.74+0.02 b 0.87+0.04 b
T4 0.22+0.01 b 79.09+1.44 a 0.22+0.01 b 6.21+0.06 ¢ 0.94+0. 02 ab
CK 0.15+0.02 ¢ 80.43+1.15 a 0.46+0.03 a 5.08+0. 18 d 1.00+0. 06 a
ISR NG B F 7R AN R b 2 ] 25 5735 B 7K F (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P<0. 05)
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Table 2 Plant biomass of different substrate formulas

g by e iy b AT B o Mg
Treatment Underground fresh weight//g/#% Ground fresh weight//e/#% Underground dry weight//g/#k  Ground dry weight//e/# Root/shoot
T1 33.10+4.60 c 80.00+3.20 e 26.68+2.90 a 40.52+5.40 b 0.66+0.02 a
T2 27.26+4.00 c 220.00+5. 80 ¢ 17.77+3.50 a 54.54+7.80 b 0.33+0.02 d
T3 75.66+2.90 a 640. 00+8.70 a 28.80+4.60 a 111.86+25.50 a 0.26+0.02 e
T4 61.80+1.70 b 300. 00+6.40 b 25.05+2.90 a 61.73+6.20 b 0.41+0.01 ¢
CK 31.97+2.30 ¢ 110. 00+9. 20 d 20.01+4.00 a 33.10£5.20 b 0.60+0.03 b

T R RNG FRER RN [ A 3 8] 22 58 . 37K 7 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P<0. 05)
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Table 3 Fruit yield of different substrate formulas o/ B

s e — R SR R

Treatment The first panicle fruit yield The second panicle fruit yield The third panicle fruit yield Total fruit yield
T1 150.5£22.0 b 43.9x11.0 ¢ 25.0+3.0 e 219.4+30.0 d
T2 174.0+16.0 b 135.1+14.0 a 306.1+£3.0 b 615.3+£27.0 b
T3 179.2+5.0 b 143.7+6.0 a 372.4+17.0 a 695.3+£17.0 a
T4 231.9£12.0 a 97.3+3.0 b 263.8+12.0 ¢ 593.0+2.0 b

CK 174.5£3.0 b 94.5+6.0 b 200.3£16.0 d 469.4+25.0 ¢

T : [FFANFING RSN [RI AL B ) 22 535 1 27K CF- (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P<0. 05)
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Table 4 Fruit quality changes in different substrate formulas

b3 CIRN e i AHLIR BERR L AR Ve
Treatment Soluble sugar//% Organic acid//% Sugar-acid ratio Soluble solids//% mg/ kg

T1 0.012+0.010 d 0.261+0.060 b 0.046+0. 030 d 5.50+0.17 a 80.00+1.15 ¢
T2 0.005+0.010 d 0.268+0. 050 b 0.020+0. 050 e 4.50£0.17 ¢ 95.00+2.89 b
T3 0. 146+0. 030 b 0.302+0. 010 a 0.483+0.020 b 5.00+0.12 b 107.00£1.15 a
T4 0.024+0. 020 ¢ 0.308+0. 060 a 0.079+0. 050 ¢ 4.00+0.12 d 14.00+0.58 d
CK 0.391+0. 060 a 0.310+0. 060 a 1.261+0. 060 a 4.00+0.06 d 19.00+1.73 d

ISR NG R F 7R AN R b 2 ] 25 5735 B 7K1 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P<0. 05)
2.5 ERSSWMBREETEM  FHFERS 0 rdxt 5 Fhkk H2 5 A%, T3 Z55 45 50 fc ey , ik 3. 98 43, 1M1 T1 4543 Fe Ak,
JRHC T B AFEARHATER BV SR E IR0 s 3,39 4, HRERGARITAT S R ER BTG 7 #E AT HE R, AR
483 5) DA R B RFERAL T 00, BT T3>TASCKST2STL,

£S5 ARERBEFERSEST RS

Table 5 Scores and rankings of principal components of different substrate formulas

S—E R SR B =R B
Kb Principal Principal Principal Principal ZEET1RY LA HEA
Treatment component 1 component 2 component 3 neipa Score(F) Ranking
(F1) (F2) (F3) component 4(F4)

T1 -2.30 -1.34 0.16 0.10 -3.39 5

T2 -0.01 -1.05 -0.25 -0.11 -1.42 4

T3 3.75 0.18 -0.07 0.12 3.98 1

T4 1.16 0.53 0.26 -0.17 1.79 2

CK -2.61 1.69 -0.10 0.06 -0.96 3
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