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Abstract

As an important reserve arable land resource in our country, barren stone beach land is of great
significance to its development and utilization for ensuring food security. Aiming at the problems
of bare gravel leakage and shallow soil layer in the barren rock beach area, through community si-
mulation experiments, different soil covering structures were set up on the basis of the underlying
rock gravels, and the influence of different soil covering structures on the physical and chemical prop-
erties of the soil and crop yield was monitored to get the appropriate soil structure. The results of
the study showed that the total nitrogen and available phosphorus content in the soil reached the
maximum when the cover soil thickness was 60 cm; when the soil bulk density was set to 1.5 g/cm3,
the available phosphorus content in the soil reached the maximum. The content of available potas-
sium increased with the increase of soil bulk density.
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Figure 1. Test plan
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Figure 2. The difference in soil pH of different treatments

2. TRILEHLTIEPHER

3.2. ARIACEIRE SRS

LI E A FIAL B AR, G5 RN 3 PRSP0 ANFL R REALEE, C40 AbERAH S ERE K.
BRSO e AT, 2N 1.7 olem® (RALEE, HBSERIAR] T R, AEA 1.2 gloem® UAbF R 5

K.
- D eE (usem) | - %5‘3‘3 (us/cm)

300 | 300 |-

250 | 250 b
’é t ) ~
S 200 § :
2 | z
# 150 b
o | i
prid B

100

50
0 0
C40 C50 C60 C80 C100 UW1.2 UWI1.3 UW1.4 UWIL.5 UWIL.6 UwW1.7
AFRBELERE AR LEAE

Figure 3. The difference in soil conductivity of different treatments
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Figure 4. The difference of soil total nitrogen in different treatments
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Figure 5. The difference of soil available phosphorus in different treatments
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Figure 6. The difference of soil available potassium in different treatments
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Figure 7. Wheat growth curve with different treatments
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Table 1. Correlation between different soil thickness and wheat yield
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T 0.67 -0.09 0.39 -0.19 0.51 1.00
HAE —0.44 0.65 -0.66 0.89 0.05 -0.53 1.00
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Table 2. Correlation between soil physical and chemical properties of different bulk density and wheat yield
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