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Application of Different Adjustment Measures in Highly Acidic Se-rich Soil in Tea Garden

ZHAO Yan', MA Ai-jun’, ZONG Liang-gang', WANG Run—chi’, GUO Yue', HE Ren-hong?

(1. College of Resources and Environmental Sciences, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, China;2. Jiangsu Polytechnic Col—
lege of Agriculture and Forestry, Jurong 212400, China)

Abstract:A field experiment was carried out to study the effects of 4 adjustment measures to the quality of highly acidic Se-rich soil of tea
garden. The adjustment was achieved by the application of amendments made up from the following components: biological fertilizer, fly ash,
and straw dry distillation liquid results showed that all of the 4 adjustment measures improved the available Se content in soil as well as the Se
content in tea leaves. The order of the effectiveness was biological fertilizer>fly ash—straw dry distillation liquid—biological fertilizer> fly ash—
biological fertilizer>straw dry distillation liquid—biological fertilizer. Application of these amendments also improved the pH of the soil that
had been acidified due to tea tree culture. The order was fly ash—straw dry distillation liquid—biological fertilizer>fly ash—biological fertilizer>
biological fertilizer>straw dry distillation liquid—biological fertilizer. The effects of the amendments on the overall soil quality of the tea garden
varied. Straw dry distillation liquid—-biological fertilizer had the least positive effect. Results of this research provide a reference to take the
advantage of Se—rich soil in Jiangsu and the development of Se—rich tea industry.
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Table 1 Basic properties of tested tea garden soil

WY pH(H,0) AHLB & /g kg kLS 8/% CEC/cmol - kg™ T

HMAH 3.99 29.40 32.66 12.56 g

=2 Ml R R HE KR
Table 2 Some properties of tested amendments
Atk K Atk Na Atk Ca™ Atk Mg CEC
BEABCRAPE  pH(HO)  AHLR/e-ke! - . d
cmol -kg™

BHEIR (FA) 10.32 62.18 0.93 1.21 47.15 2.07 248

FEFF T8 (SD) 8.02 — —_
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Figure 1 The effects of different treatments on the available Se

content of tea garden soil
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Figure 2 The effects of different treatments on
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Figure 3 The effects of different treatments on activity index of Se
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Figure 4 The effects of different treatments on the soil pH value
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Table 4 The effects of different treatments on the soil exchangeable acid content and exchangeable Al content

PUE: s AHHEAR fomol - kg FEARIE B2 BEHAERR /emol - kg™ ReEAR IR B2
CK 6.65+0.61aA — 736+054aA —
FA+Bio 5.80+023bB 0.85(13%) 6.57+032bB 0.79(11%)
SD+Bio 6.57+049aA 0.08(1%) 736+0.67aA 0.00(0%)
FA+SD+Bio 5.14x+021cC 1.51(23%) 5.87+0.65cC 1.49(20%)
Bio 6.27+047 a AB 0.38(6%) 7.01 £ 0.44 ab AB 0.35(5%)
RS FELER LSRR FHRM
Table 5 The effects of different treatments on the soil exchangeable base cations
A APt K*/emol -kg™ A& Naemol - kg™ AP Mg*/emol -kg™ A& Ca®/emol -kg™
CK 0.56b BC 0.60aA 0.56bc B 295¢B
FA+Bio 0.70a A 0.62a A 0.68bB 487aA
SD+Bio 0.53bC 0.53aA 0.50cB 333bcB
FA+SD+Bio 0.70a A 0.65aA 093aA 522aA
Bio 0.67 a AB 0.60a A 0.61 bcB 351bB
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