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Effect of Enclosed and Grazing Prohibition on Typical Steppe Soil Properties

WANG Ying' ,CUI Xiang-xin' ,JIN Juan? ,SHI Wan-lin® , ZHANG Qi' , SUN Qing!
(1. College of Ecological Environmental, Inner Mongolia University, Hohhot, Inner Mongolia 010018; 2. College of Forestry, Inner Mongolia
University , Hohhot, Inner Mongolia 010018;3. Station of Forestry Administration and Resource, Xianghuang Banner, Xilinguole, Inner Mongolia
013250)

Abstract: Taking typical grassland in Xilinguole as the research object, by analyzing and comparing grassland moisture
content,bulk density, organic matter content, nitrogen and available phosphorus, potassium and other indicators under
different years of enclosure,to explore the influence of soil properties on the typical grassland. The results showed that,
with the increase time of enclosure, the bulk density decreased,moisture content rose at first then decreased. With the
extension of the enclosed time, potassium content in soil slowly increased, soil organic matter, available phosphorus and
nitrogen content increased as well. Therefore, enclosure is an effective measure on soil improvement and promote the
restoration of degraded grassland vegetation.
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REAELTEFETHT. FEBNTFILTEE
IATH ZR R, AR 48 123°43' ~124°48" 4k 45 42°6' ~42°53',

ZPE K 89. 4 km, Bg b F5 86 km, M T AR 2 824. 78 k',
FEIR i B bR 2 R AL K B <A, TR 145~
165 d . - FHFEKEN 678 mm, KX MER
JEFUE TR 330 AR IR, T K RN R K
BEE EEEBRMERY., ZibH T KA 4~5 m,
FRAEAERR 5 48, B b 2 AR PRI R LR 1,

/NXTEFR 30 m?, ¥t FH T4 2& 5 000 kg/667m’, §%
BFES R AIFE 12.4%,N 0.45%,P,Os 0.53%, K,0
0.41%. LREREFH N 30 kg/667m’ ,P,Os 25 kg/667mt,
K,O 35 kg/667m’ (HP JR % 44 kg/667m’), B B8 — &
54. 3 kg/667m’ , BRER4H 70 kg/667mE .
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Table 1 Basic physical and chemical properties of topsoil
E: AYLUR Ex ] L4 AR AR TR 2 ECH
Soil pH  Organic matter Total N Total P Total K Alkali-hydrolyzale nitrogen Rapidly-available P Rapidly-available K Total salt EC value
type value /% /(g kg™) /(gekg™) /(gekeg D) /(mg+ kg™1) /(mg + kg™1) /(mg + kg™1) /% /(Seem™D)
3 6.1 2.5 1.91 1.5 28.19 185 299. 1 310 0. 374 454
L2 a5k TR W E L EL R AR ECHE . pHE, T3
PEEFCRIL N A SR TR ABEE S RS ERAERENE ; LEMRE & &R AW
Bl TRARR L G E 5 3% pH ECR A pH THIE

HPEIR S R HE R T R PR Bk Sk 12 17.5 ¢
5 HEHLBR S, IR SR 12 h & 8, MK AT
30 em. 9% 80 em V4, BVAN AR T EARFEFIEE, K=
T RS FTBRSE . M TR IR & W S U B oK
b PR3 ERFF, MR ERF RS, HIEL
FEHBREFF B, 2858 1. 2 m, fRIERSFFLL B 25 em 2 JE
. ZRFERAKUIRES dJE, B FER,15 df5EMEE
il » BEIK G HEZ S HTHL, FLEE 20 cm,

1.3 KBk

AL — KA AR 43 4 WK e PR A .1 AR
BRI, 2 AR K. 3 R R KB L 2006.25%
309625 %0 iy LL B K R it A . 2012 4E 11 A R EI B,
2012 4 12 A 22 H ¥ RFEFF RO HE, 2013 4 1 H &M,
SRR Ty S E W, IEH AR S, B R FEMEB 4
TR,

R 5 M, B 3 KER ., T1AH.
R (TCREFF) s T2 A B . 47 F A5 FF /e I ¥ (B
10 kg/667m? , %%k 175 kg/ 667t , F5FF 2 000 kg/667m),
FEFF B bk 38 B T3 &b 3. 17 T #5 #F /e b7 (B #
10 kg/667m’ ,22 %k 175 kg/667m? , F& FF1 000 kg/667m’),
FEFFRERE B T4 AL P FEFFER H 2 000 kg/667m” , F5FF
VIR 5 cm, 5 HIBA 5 T5 4038 47 N AEFF RO HE (A
10 kg/667m’ , % %k 175 kg/667m’ . F5 FF2 000 kg/667m’),
BFREFFUIL 5 cm,

1.3 WHENE
AR EA G R 4 0~10,10~20,20~30,40~50 cm

L4 BAESHT

F F Microsoft Excel 2000 % 4. DPS 7. 05 % {4 3
T ESTMEBE K,
2 HRESW
2.1 FEFEARRIE B 7 20 it 1 S p A R A B Ml
2.1L.1 FEFFARELE M 0 8o e i m
Bl 1 A%, % F 0~10 em + 2, TAGEFF U REE D Ab 3R
TS A RES,. T2. 5 LS ELEFEARE,
T1 b5 T2.T5 b3 e & &2 5 B & (P<0.05),
T1.T2.T5 Ab B &3 & &4 5k 0.377%.0.285%.
0.301%, 5 T1 AbFAF L, T2.T5 kb3 + 3£ &8 5
BEART 21.75%.20.16% , XFF 10~20 cm + 2, T5
bR+ b SRR, T4 b LI e S B R, T4
WP SR BT T1 A, T1 Ab3 g4 ik
SREBEST T2 A8, T2 AH+HESREEEEST
T5 b3, T1 AbERFN T2.T5 b3+ 2 & B4 5
0.347%4.0. 301%.0. 262%, 5 T1 AbFRAH kb, T2, T5 &b 3
TS AR THRT 13.25%.24.4%, 20~30 cm + 2
TSR b IR 10~20 e T+ EFEAER . ot
0~30 cm + /2 LA BB R AT LIE H, T1 4
P TAREFFEIREE BD AL BE + 3 b S BA BT F %, 8
POPLR, T2, T5 bR & B0 A B TR BHER,.H
EMNFHTHRNEREERSEARR. AT T
FF RN HEACBRTE B E 2K 43 B T sl % B2 g
FIER S TE SRS FF P, B AR AL T 3K R k. A0
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Fig.1 Comparision of different treatments on
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FEART 24.75%0.22. 41% , Ui BA RS FF RN A Il F R 2
TIEREREL A IR R k. T4 AR+ BRI A
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Fig. 2 Comparison of different treatments of
nitrate content of different soil layers
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Effect of Straw Returning Method on Soil Salinity in Greenhouse

DONG Huan, LOU Chun-rong, YUAN Xing-fu, WANG Xiu-juan
(Liaoning Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Shenyang,Liaoning 110161)

Abstract: The spatial movement of soil salinity with different straw returning methods in greenhouse was studied. Total
soil salinity, conductivity, soil nitrate and pH value of different soil depth under different straw returning method
treatments were determined. Different saline indexes were compared between different treatments. The correlations of
different saline indexes were analyzed. The results showed that there were not significant differences between straw
reactors under the ridge 2 000 kg/667m’ to regulate soil saline indexes. Straw reactors under the ridge can decrease soil
total salinity from 0 to 10 cm soil depth 20.16% — 21. 75% , decrease soil total salinity from 10 to 20 cm soil depth
13. 25% — 24. 40%5 ,decrease soil nitrate from 0 to 10 cm soil depth 25. 00%—25. 80% ,decrease soil nitrate from 20 to 30 cm
soil depth 22. 41% —24. 75% respectively than CK(no straw). There was a significant positive correlation between total
soil salinity and soil nitrate. There was a significant negative correlation between total soil salinity and pH value.

Keywords : straw returning to the field;saline soil ; physiological characteristics
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