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x1 RUAEREGRHESEMEE
Table 1 The electrical conductivity and
salinity of irrigation treatments
BE YR R HhpE
Irrigation  Electrical conductivity/(mS + cm™1) Salinity/(ng « L™1)
times 0% 25% 50% 0% 25% 50%%
H/IW 0. 36 13.72 24. 64 0.11 6.29 11. 58
2w 0.49 15.42 27.78 0.15 7.24 13.24
3w 0.42 15. 10 28. 60 0.13 6. 93 13.51
4w 0.38 14.18 26.12 0.12 6. 50 12. 28
5w 0. 45 14. 89 25.79 0.14 6. 83 12.12
SEEIE 0.42 14. 67 26.59 0.13 6.76 12. 55

2.1.2 BHBHBETE  FHEERRH 8 KPR
B FEh B —EMHR BB AE 2 TLUE
H L5 5 IRBEERNS A B TR HLEE 1 KBS R 1
WHSRK, 581 REERE, 14 FiEY 3 M3 B K
HSREZEAKR, &E 1 IREEE,14 MY 3 b
BHBBRSREREER E OVIGEKLET 5 T3 H
WHSREERTHEHEY, RERS B R E TR
FHEMY ;7 25 %K T RER EHEB B
HERRPEZR THEAEY, ZLXBH BB IRREIKN
18. 060 mS/cm; 7 50 6K AL T IR B . BB H
BHFERERTHEMEY, \ERRXBHEHEFRE
& 35.570 mS/cm, AL A A H B i 22 5 1) DR ER
IR RAE S A T LR [F] 18 1 W E 2R 1 AR P
BEHFEERAE YD, B BERH 1 FB 4 Eh 8 F A R 0 B R
SR AR A o] RE R R SR A 4, BV AR RE TR IR 2 Y
VAR B IRAE AR N T AS 32 B 45 3, B0 i b A 4
BV A HE IR A ) 43 o 25 | P T )RR AR H 1R
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Table 2

ARREBKREREHRESEEN

The change of electrical conductivity of the leachate irrigated by seawater with different concentrations

T2 T

Botanical name

A5 1 PEHE The first irrigation

0% 7K

25% Mgk

50 % #g 7k

H3 5% Electrical conductivity/ (mS « cm™1)

)5 1 YBe#E The last irrigation

0% 7K

25% Mgk

50 % Mgk

F 1A & (Rosa cus)
VA (Sabina vulgaris)
I 3848 ( Parthenocissus quinque folia)
51T (Belamcanda chinensis)
L] (Iris lactea var. chinensis)
INFEF K (Sedum spectabile)
K=+t (Sedum aizoon)
4 118 B (Hemerocallis fulva “Golden Doll”)
TF 22 3 (Aster novi-belgii)
FHf ¥ (Phalaris arundinacea ‘Picta’)
48 ¥ (Carex leucochlora)
4 Wi = (Miacanthus sinensis *Gold Bar”)
IR BB (Pennisetum alopecuroides)
F A& (Liriope spicata)

0. 58240. 025a
0.5690. 024a
0. 55310. 020ab
0.516=£0. 006b
0.593+0. 059a
0. 58010. 048a
0.587+0. 031a
0.562+0. 054a
0.560%0. 021a
0. 58410. 024a
0.574+£0. 023a
0. 55440. 029ab
0.570£0. 023a
0.578=+0. 022a

14. 94540. 106a
14. 947+0. 089a
14. 97840. 144a
14. 992+0. 110a
14. 963+0. 128a
14. 96040. 081a
14. 960+0. 129a
14. 985+0. 091a
14. 93710. 080ab
14.97240. 113a
14. 980+0. 093a
14. 80740. 029a
14. 905+0. 144ab
14. 918+0. 100ab

21. 333+0. 467b
21.523=0. 664b
21. 633=£0. 964ab
21.513+0. 474b
21. 595+0. 630ab
21. 483+0. 624b
21.738+£0. 719ab
21. 333+0. 363b
21. 423+0. 862b
21.535+0. 337b
21. 618=£0. 827ab
21. 810=£0. 365ab
22.370£0. 345a
21.573+£0. 559ab

0. 98510. 194bc
0. 820=£0. 099cd
0. 95310. 099bed
1.4224+0. 558a
1. 03840. 274bc
0. 920=%0. 180bed
0. 961£0. 170bed
0. 954=£0. 120bed
0. 79240. 205¢d
0. 964+0. 184bc
0. 917+£0. 166bed
1. 13940. 127b
0. 670£0. 037d
0. 887+£0. 107bed

22.175+1. 156bed
20. 573+ 1. 410bed
20. 685+1. 671bed
21. 825+ 1. 752bed
19. 18242. 927bed
18. 247+1. 949¢d
18.793+1. 427cd
22.518+£3. 751bc
23.437+1. 983b
31.413+5. 154a
19. 35543, 229bcd
21. 378=+6. 559bed
28.185+4. 607a
18. 060+2. 050d

36.792+3. 527cd
38. 823+3. 572bed
41. 777+2. 260bed
45.162+4. 422b
40. 642+2. 184bed
35.570+1. 605d
36.867+3. 491cd
40. 957+£5. 379bed
41. 128+6. 114bed
52. 568+5. 667a
43.1224+8. 068bc
39. 635£5. 396bed
54.032+6. 188a
37.617+£5. 694cd

T < [f] — 3R [ -k 7m 38 18] 2. 35 22 57 (P=0. 05,n=6) ,

Note: The different superscript letters in the same column represent significant difference at 0. 05 level among different stress treatments.
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Table 3 The injury symptom of the plant under salt stress
HYBR ZFAEIR The injury symptom
Botanical name 0% ¥ K (CK) 25% 7K 50 % 7K
F£1 A Z(Rosa cvs) E¥ wtF i, AR T w5 AT AR AR B BE T
V> HiH (Sabina vulgaris) E¥ EH Ew
F. b 45 ( Parthenocissus quinque folia) R I 34 ith I R Sk AT T
5T (Belamcanda chinensis) E¥ E¥ B4 R OA B
L, (Iris lactea var. chinensis) EH 25 1/10 M 25 8 T 4G TR A AR
I\F B K (Sedum spectabile) R R E#¥
5K =+ (Sedum aizoon) E% E% Ew
4> 11 B ( Hemerocallis fulva “Golden Doll”) EH IR AR FERA I 1/2 W A
1 22 35 (Aster novi-belgii) E# LT ec oA F il
EH B (Phalaris arundinacea ‘Picta’) E% I A A
H L ¥ (Carex leucochlora) EW IR TF A M RIFIR AT T
AR (Miacanthus sinensis “Gold Bar”) R A 1/2 W AR AT A BT el
IR B BE (Pennisetum alopecuroides) N 2 1/2 W R AEF BT R AR TG
F & (Liriope spicata) EH I JRAR R BB BE TG
2.3 HERHGHER B D W RE RER MR, Kb FEH A E
MR AFTLIE M R E T X AT  REREONE iR B ok, 1 i 5 3k 98 B0 hn e B

By 0; 78 2500 K BhE T, B HIERECH
70.8%, FrA Y iR, HEEYH FERSART
500 57E 500K A T, FAEA BEMF /B R FE S
BEXB] 10020 MY BRLFET . Bl AL 3 VR I Vg K VR
H1 252038 N 50 Y03k 15 B0A A R R BE R4 I, AR vk
FUHAZ M2H EL FHEHT . eEEER F5

B/

U N\ERRX RRX=EHERN 0, S . &8
BEE EWE S8R 2EEERBERE.EZLTH
FEYIER TR AE 25 Y0 K AT IR E] 100%, FAE A B0
AR T 2235 3 AR A W 1 ER T R AE 5020 W K B A
3] 100% .,

&4 AREEKLEGE 14 FtEYHHEREMBER
Table 4 The salt injury index and salt injury rate of fourteen species of ground cover plant under different seawater treatments
)2 FR HhF B Salt injury index/ % % 5 Salt injury rate/ %
Botanical name 0% 7K (CK) 25 % g7k 50 %7K 0% 7K (CKD 25 %7K 50 % g7k
#7167 2 (Rosa cvs) 0 20. 8 100. 0 0 66.7 100. 0
¥ A (Sabina vulgaris) 0 0 0 0 0 0
F - Hu45 (Parthenocissus quinque folia) 0 8.3 25.0 0 33.3 100
T (Belamcanda chinensis) 0 0 33.3 0 0 100. 0
L, (Iris lactea var. chinensis) 0 25.0 50. 0 0 100. 0 100. 0
I\E 5 K (Sedum spectabile) 0 0 0 0 0 0
K =1 (Sedum aizoon) 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 181 BE (Hemerocallis fulva “Golden Doll”) 0 25.0 58.3 0 100. 0 100. 0
7 2 35 (Aster novi-belgii) 0 16.7 75.0 0 66. 7 100. 0
E B (Phalaris arundinacea ‘Picta’) 0 25.0 62.5 0 100. 0 100. 0
4 B B (Carex leucochlora) 0 70.8 100. 0 0 100. 0 100. 0
4B (Miacanthus sinensis “Gold Bar”) 0 50.0 75.0 0 100. 0 100. 0
B HE (Pennisetum alopecuroides) 0 50.0 75.0 0 100. 0 100. 0
# & (Liriope spicata) 0 25.0 75.0 0 100. 0 100. 0
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& AN HA B2 T R, Ho 98 A R LR IR B
Ky 48.076, 1iF 22 35 B AR T LU B R 4 /N, A 8. 8814
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Note: The different superscript letters represent significant difference at
0. 05 level among different stress. The same below.
1 FEBKRELERS 14 FEYHREL
Fig.1 The root/shoot ratio of fourteen species of ground

cover plant under different seawater treatments
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Fig. 2 The membrane permeability of fourteen species of

ground cover plant under different seawater treatments
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Assessment of Salt Tolerance of Fourteen Species of Ground Cover Plant

CHEN Jianan"? , YUAN Xiaohuan®* ,LIU Yanfen!
(1. College of Agriculture, Hebei University of Engineering, Handan, Hebei 056021 ;2. Beijing Research and Development Center for Grass and
Environment , Beijing 100097 ;3. Key Laboratory of Urban Agriculture (North) , Ministry of Agriculture,Beijing 100097)

Abstract;: By used the method of artificial stress potting,14 species ground cover plants were stress treated by two kinds
treatments of 25% and 50% seawater concentration. Comprehensive analysis was made by the growth performance, the
salt injury index,the salt injury rate,the cell membrane permeability and other index of plants which were stess treated.
The results showed that salt tolerance of the 14 ground cover plants varied and classified into four grades, Sabina
wvulgaris , Sedum spectabile and Sedum aizoon were the strongest; Iris lactea var. chinensis, Liriope spicata ,
Parthenocissus quinque folia and Belamcanda chinensis were stronger; Miacanthus sinensis ¢ Gold Bar’, Pennisetum
alopecuroides , Hemerocallis fulva ‘Golden Doll” and Phalaris arundinacea ‘Picta’ were middle; Rosa cvs, Aster
novi-belgii and Carex leucochlora were the weakest.

Keywords : ground cover plant;salt tolerance;salt injury index;salt injury rate;membrane permeability
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