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Table 1 Physical and chemical properties of the tested soils
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Soil parameters Value

2 Soil density (g/em”) 1.57
pH {f pH value 9.20
ATVEYERL Soluble salt (%0) 10.71
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Table 2 Component and properties of byproduct of flue gas desulphurization(BFGD)

Irrs 3 0
o ¥ (g/em®) H HIK 5 (%) CaS04 +2H;0 CaSO01+1/2H:0 CaCO3
Density Free water
5.09 1.02 10.10 89.8 0.20 5.55
®3 BEEEMAMR
Table 3 Furfural residue properties list
WHYER £ % # W
Physical properties Chemical properties
R iR () TEHRI(N) I
B K ( A) Soluble salt Nutrient AL ( A)
pH Water Organic
- - _ _ ) 4 TP
comtent  ¢os*  HCOs SO cl Ca®"  Mg®  Na K* ™ b0 matter
1.95 64.795 0 0 1.8740  0.0198 0.1540 0.1032 0.0103  0.7430  0.2799 0.0474 87.03
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Table 4 Soil chemical index changes under different treatment

4b 3 wo TR B
Treatments P Soluble salt ESP

PR 9.2 10.71 25.97

Before soil amelioration
st HE

XgK 9.2 4 10.56 4 25.96 4

LSL 7.9b 9.04 ¢ 11.58 ¢
Treatment 1

Ab3 2 7.3¢ 9.371 16.42 1
Treatment 2

Ab3R 3 7.5¢ 9.43 1 9.52 d

Treatment 3

TE « 3R AP O O R e A BR A - 3908 B0 Ja Y P REROR 2
FLRER 25 28 b AR ] FE R R T B3 22 57 (2=0.05)

Note:The data in the table is the mean value of different treat-
ments- The letter after data means multiple comparison results, and that

with the same letter means that there was no significant difference( a=
0.05).
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Fig. 1 pH value variation under different treatments
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Fig.2 Soluble salt content variation

under different treatments

2.3 AEEELEE ESP T

3BT = Fh A3 AR R ) 28 A AR X fe
A, s (& 3) nT AL AbEE 1 fi ESP ROk
B 25.97 % &S 11.58 %0, X i FRRBEH S i i
PEFEA i B Ca™ " A A R 4 L ek e 22
P Na T EL2C 3P Na 2 B B0/ R ke
ESP AR 43 2 {fi ESP fyJEkfY 25.97% F%
) 16,4200, B ARBRRS I (6 13 ESP AT, (H 2K
/N B R ANACEE 1 40 PR 3 X 3 ESP A R AL
SRERUE ESP MJESRHY 25. 970 RIEF] 9. 5200, iR
e AT LA TS N AR LR I 5 1 37 47 A e 1

WIS KA Ca™ ffi Ca® Na M EFRHE
VBB S B 5 Xt S P S etk Na ™ B 40
A7 TS ESP B9 B2 44IE,

30 ¢

a
25
S0l
EZO
= 5T c By
=~ d
10
- g
5 :
0 e .
1 2 3 CK

Ak B Treatments

3 FRELERMEETN

Fig- 3 ESP variation under different treatments
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Table © Sunflower average germination

rate under different treatments

T S RS RS ER T
Ttem Treatment | Treatment 2 Treatment 3 CK

He 0
th % () 13.3 b 45.0p 68.3a 8.3¢

Germination rate

TERPEE N R EZN-FE RN TR R EE
HACH SR AR A AR R P RS R B E E 5 («=0.05)

Note:The data in the table is the mean value of three repeated-
The letter after germination rate means multiple comparison results, and

that with the same letter means that there was no significant difference

(,0=0.05)
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Amelioration of saline-sodic soil with the by-product of flue gas
desulphurization(BFGD) and furfural residue

LI Qian], SUN Zhao*junl, QIN Ping], LUO Cheng*kel, SHEN erlen*rong2
(1. Development Center of New Technique Application and Research, Ningxia University, Yinchuan,
Ningxia 750021, Chinas 2. Ningxia Bureau of State Farms and Land Reclamation, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021, China)

Abstract: A pot experiment was conducted to study the effect of by product of flue gas desulphurization
(BFGD) and furfural residue on ameliorating saline=sodic soil- The results showed that: pH: sobuble salts and
the exchangeable sodium percentage (ESP) were decreased at different degrees by applying the BFGD and fur-
fural residue, but most obvious effect was made by applying the BEGD and furfural residue at the same time,
and pH. soluble salts and ESP from the initial 9.2, 10.71%0 and 25. 97% went down to 7-5. 9.43%0 and
9.52%; Sunflower germination rate was as high as 68.3%, 60% higher than that of the control-

Key words: byproduct of flue gas desulphurization (BFGD); furfural residue; saline sodic soil; amelioration



