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The Improvement Effect of Sesbania on Saline-alkali Soil in Daqing Area
ZHANG Guo-fa,CUI Yu-bo,QIAO Zhi-he
Abstract
conducted in Daqing area to study the improvement effect of sesbania on saline-alkali soil by setting plant sesbania and no sesbania plant ( CK)

(Institute of Biological Engineering,Daqing Normal University , Daqing, Heilongjiang 163712)
[ Objective | To study the improvement effect of sesbania on saline-alkali soil in Daqing area. [ Method ] A three-year experiment was

treatments in 2014 —2016. [ Result ] Sesbania could adapt to the local climatic conditions and saline-alkali soil environment of Daqing area. Plant-
ing sesbania promoted the other surface vegetation growth. Additionally,the contents of soil organic matter content and alkali hydrolyzable nitrogen
content both increased after sesbania planting,soil pH,soluble salt content, EC value,soil available P content and available K content decreased.
[ Conclusion] Sesbani has strong adaptability to saline-alkali soil and the unique climate and environment in Daqing area,can be used as the pio-

neer species in saline-alkali soil improvement in Daqing area.
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Table 1 The growth of sesbania during 2014 —2016

o G i i
Year ' Plant Density Biomass
height // cm M/ m’ o/m’
2014 136.3 ¢ 57.1a 555.44 ¢
2015 167.7 b 58.4 a 788.36 b
2016 183.7 a 57.3 a 941.24 a

TE : RIS RING TR R AR AR 7] 22 57 8.5 (P <0.05)
Note ; Different lowerecases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ences between different years at 0. 05 level
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Fig.1 Changes of surface biomass of other vegetation of differ-

ent treatments
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Table 2 Changes of soil pH and salt content of different treatments in 0 —20 cm

Tk o R (EC,

igj Treﬁrf]%nts pH ngjble SZIIE Conductiéil;;‘ R
content // ¢/kg // nS/em
2014 CK 10.2 a 5.61 a 201.48 a
P 35 9.0 b 4.39 b 178.16 b
2015 CK 10.3 a 5.84 a 206.21 a
Tl 5 8.6 ¢ 3.62 ¢ 151.57 ¢
2016 CK 10.3 a 5.93 a 210.34 a
Fofriti I35 8.3 ¢ 3.07 d 127.53 d

T« [RPA [E)/NE T RER [R)—4E 4 A [ b B A] 22 5 35 (P <0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences between treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 3 Changes of soil nutrition content of different treatments in 0 —20 cm

i s BT At WAL B i S
Year Treatments Organic matter . Alkali-hydrolyzable Available P content Available K content
content // g/kg nitrogen content // mg/kg mg/ kg mg/ kg
2014 CK 20.03 b 85.4 ¢ 2.3 a 35.7 a
it 20.07 b 89.3 b 1.9b 30.6 b
2015 CK 20.74 b 84.6 ¢ 2.3a 34.2 a
FilvkeL 5 21.43 ab 94.7 a 1.6 ¢ 25.3 ¢
2016 CK 20.45 b 83.1c¢ 2.3a 34.1a
Pl 7 22.21a 96.3 a 1.4d 22.74d

T : [FIFARING R R — 4R A [R Ak BRI 22 5 2% (P <0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences between treatments at 0. 05 level
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