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The Improvement Effect of Applying Water Fertilizer in Pit on Apple Orchard Soil in Yanan
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Abstract

Northern Shaanxi. [ Method] By using three fertilization modes including pit fertilization, conventional cave fertilization and conventional strip

[ Objective ] The aim was to study the improvement effect of applying water fertilizer in pit on apple orchard soil in hilly region of

fertilization, soil preservation level and physicochemical properties in apple orchard were compared, the improvement effect of applying water fer-
tilizer in pit on apple orchard soil in Yanan was studied. [ Result] The soil improvement effect and physicochemical properties with three fertiliza-
tion modes from good to bad is pit fertilization, conventional cave fertilization and conventional strip fertilization. [ Conclusion] Applying water

fertilizer in pit has good effect on hilly orchard with little rain and drought, it is worthy of popularization and application.
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Fig.1 Fertilization mode in the same orchard
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Table 2 Comparison of apple orchard soil physical properties with

three fertilization modes
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Table 3 Comparison of apple orchard soil chemical properties with three fertilization modes
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Table 3 Analysis of nutrient contents in different varieties in P. chinampoensis compare experiment %
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Variety Moisture content Crude protein  Crude fat Crude fiber Crude ash Nitrogen-free extracts
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[F) {8/ NERISE Puccinellia tenuiflora cv. Tongde 9.65 2.28 26.59 5.42 46.41
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