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in different bulk density
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Table 2 Effect of bulk density on saturated hydraulic conductivity of sodic soil
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Effects of Water Quality and Bulk Density on Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity
and Salt Leaching of Sodic Sail

CHI Chun-ming*?, WANG Zhi-chun*
(1 Northeast Institute of Geography and Agroecology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Changchun 130012, China;
2 Graduate School of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: This paper was to study the effect of water quality and bulk density on saturated hydraulic conductivity (Ks,) and on salt leaching,
and study the relationship between Ky and leachate EC, K10 and leachate pH. Results showed: Ko increased with the increment of irrigation water
quality; Ko decreased with the increase of bulk density of sodic soil when shallow and deep ground water were used; while when distilled water was
used, Ko value was 0.11 mm/d and 0 mm/d with bulk density of sodic soil ranging from 1.08 g/cm® to 1.33 g/cm® and from 1.42 g/cm® to 1.50 g/cm®,
respectively; the values of EC and pH of leachate decreased with the increase of irrigation water quality; when shallow and deep ground water were
used, the values of EC and pH of leachate increased with the increment of bulk density of sodic soil; while the values of EC and pH of leachate didn’t
vary with the increment of bulk density of sodic soil; the values of EC and pH decreased with the increase of Ky, the relationships between EC and
K10, pH and Ko follow the exponential function.

Key words: Water quality, Bulk density, Sodic soil, Saturated hydraulic conductivity, EC, pH



