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cabbage was 65. 98—78. 92 mm, Among them, the irrigation amount of 0. 7E, on the yield, biomass,

yield water use efficiency and biomass water use efficiency were the highest, compared with treated
0. 6E, ,treated with 0. 8E,and treated with 0. 9E,, yield increased by 25.16% (P<C0.05),5.63%and
13. 76 % (P<C0. 05) s water use efficiency of yield increased by 17. 42 % (P<C0.05),8. 48%and 27. 66 %
(P<20. 05) , biomass respectively increased by 21.96% (P<C0.05),7.41% and 17.68% (P<C0.05),
water use efficiency of biomass increased by 11.21%,10. 32% and 32. 10% (P<C0.05). So 0. 7E, was

the optimal irrigation amount of greenhouse flowering Chinese cabbage under the test conditions.
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Fig.1 Structure of vegetation coil
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water on MDA content
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Fig. 5 Effects of different fertilizer gradients and

water on soluble sugar content
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Effect of Different Fertilizer and Water Ratios of Vegetation Coil on
Physiology Characteristic of Amorpha fruticosa

WANG Hongmei' , MENG Xi? , SUN Hailong®
(1. Yalong River Hydropower Development Co. Ltd. , Chengdu, Sichuan 610051; 2, College of Life Science, Sichuan
University, Chengdu, Sichuan 610064 ; 3. State Key Laboratory of Water Resource and Hydropower, Chengdu, Sichuan
610064)

Abstract;: The physiological indexes trends of Amorpha fruticosa Linn. under different fertilizer
gradients and water ratios at the Lianghekou Hydropower Station plant slope protection engineering
system were explored. This investigation provided an effective theoretical basis for the fertilizer and
water system designs of plant slope materials in this area. The results showed that when the amount of
water-retaining agent was held constant and the concentration of fertilizer was settled as 12 g » m™?,
the malondialdehyde (MDA) content in the Amorpha fruticosa leaf was increased, the peroxidase
(POD) activity was decreased, soluble protein content was increased, and the capacity of water
retention was the highest. When the amount of fertilizer was held constant and the water-retaining

2

agent dose was 10 g * m™ %, the amount of soluble protein in the leaf was the lowest. However, when

2, the amount of soluble sugar in the leaves

the water-retaining agent dose was increased to 15 g « m~
was the highest,and both the MDA and water retention capacity was increased.
Keywords: Lianghekou Hydropower Station; slope; vegetation coil; fertilizer amount; physiological
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