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Abstract; Taking Chinese cabbage as test material, to evaluate the effect of organic and inorganic fertilizer application on
cabbage yield and nutrient absorption synthetically in cabbage cropping region in north China, field experiments were
conducted in the black soil of Acheng city. Six different treatments were designed:inorganic fertilizer(T1) ,combination of
organic and inorganic fertilizer('T2) ,organic fertilizer('T3) ,lime mixed inorganic fertilizer(T4) ,lime mixed combination of
organic and inorganic fertilizer (T5) and lime mixed organic fertilizer (T6). Compared the nutrient absorption content,
calcium content and grain yield at each treatment. The results showed that T5 and T2 achieved the highest yield,
57. 362 t/hm’and 56. 695 t/hm’,26. 8% and 17. 0% higher respectively than T6,T3. And combination of organic and
inorganic fertilizer promoted Chinese cabbage on the absorption of nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium and calcium. The
calcium content of harvesting time and yield were linear correlation. Liming accelerated the absorption of calcium thereby
to increase the yield. Combination of organic and inorganic fertilizer was a good practical technique to increase the yield
and nutrient absorption content on Chinese cabbage.
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Table 1 The indexes of the lake silt
Ei:2y isRUEEE A WURIRTE (A SR HEK R
Index Detection index Lake silt
HKE/ % 57
pH f 8.5
AL bR /(g ke 0.97
Physical and chemical EHHR/ (g kg™ D) 17.6
index IKIBR/ (mg » kg~ 1) 70.2
HRBE/ (mg « kg™ 1) 18.1
BB/ (mg « kg™1) 134
7K/ (mg + kg™1) 0. 033
i/ (mg « kg~ 1) 8.15
/(g « kg~ 1) 0.11
BRAER 5/ (mg « kg=1) 29.5
Safety index #/(mg+ kg™ 1) 55.1
B/ (mg+ kg™ 1) 29. 3
B/ (mg « kg™ 1) 65. 0
#l/ (mg « kg™1) 22.5

TR pH (ESh % 2 RAF A (AR £ 4 ) (CT/ T 3402011070,
Note: Indexes conform with ¢Planting Soil for Greening” (CJ/T340-2011)[7], expect

pH value.
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FH» - ELARS[RI8A 9A EL 80 7K M 5 UURR A SR YRR ], vl RE 2
18 B G TR R 238 & 8 A0 pH (B FiE HARER L
. HAAEFRIW R SR bR

3 5 b 3 v oA 3 .y
x2 7 B 7[5 3 7R 8 8 T AR R B R A R M
Table 2 Effect of different solidifying agent content on physical and chemical properties of ake silt
hb3 HAKE AE 3 Ok: Soil particle/ % BRI Y pH (&
Treatment Water content/ %  Bulk density/(g + cm—3) >2 mm 2~0.02 0.02~0.002 <C0.002  Organic matter/%  Total salt content/(g+ kg=1) pH value
T1(CK) 57.0 1. 29 11. 09 28.21 43. 30 15. 10 1.76 0.97 8.5
T2 36.8 1.38 16.58 68. 81 9. 82 0.07 2.15 1.05 9.0
T3 33.4 1.42 17.17 69. 70 6. 35 0. 00 1.82 1.18 9.3
T4 32.6 1.42 17. 14 75.12 5.26 0. 00 1.29 1. 88 9.9
T5 30. 6 1.44 17.31 78.54 4.70 0. 00 1.87 2.18 9.5
T6 29.2 1. 58 17.73 84.14 3.47 0.02 2. 40 2.17 10.0
T7 26.5 1.62 17.32 81.27 4. 20 0. 00 1.20 1.94 9.9
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Fig. 1 Effect of different treatments on emergence rates and plant height of Festuca elata
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Fig. 2 Effect of different treatments on
NDVI value of Festuca elata
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Fig. 3 Effect of different treatments on emergence rates and plant height of Lolium perenne
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Fig. 4 Effect of different treatments on
NDVI of Lolium perenne
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Effect of Different Solidifying Agent Content on Physical and
Chemical Properties of Lake Silt and Growth of Turfgrass

YAN Xianping, MAO Yu,JIANG Shangzhi, XIE Xuebin
(CCTEB Infrastructure Construction Co. Ltd. , Wuhan, Hubei 430074)

Abstract: Silt solidification as planting soil is an important way to solve dredging a large amount of silt from the lake
tunnel project. In the paper,the effect of different solidifying agent content treatments on physical and chemical properties
of lake silt and growth of turfgrass were analyzed. The results showed that there was no significant effect of different
solidifying agent content on soil bulk density and organic matter, but the total salt content and pH value showed an
increasing trend. The soil water content decreased significantly after adding solidifying agent,and compared with the silt
set for 10 days,the soil water content were decreased by 30. 5% —20. 2% after 3%6—8% solidifying agent added(T2—T7).
From the growth of Festuca elata , Lolium perenne ,the emergence rates, plant height and NDVI of the trufgrass added
solidifying agent were higher than those without silt solidification and 4% solidifying agent(T3) was the most significant.

Keywords: lake silt;solidifying agent; Festuca elata ; Lolium perenne ;water content
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