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Movement of Soil Moisture and Salt During Farming Period

— Experiment Design and Water-Salt Movement Change

ZHANG Nan', HAN Jinxu', JIANG Hong®, JIANG Xiaohui', SU Xiaohui', L.I Haobing'
(1. Yellow River Institute of Hydraulic Research , Zhengzhou, He’nan 450003, China;

2. Yellow River Basin Water Resources Protection Bureau , Zhengzhou, He’nan, 450004, China)

Abstract: [ Objective ] The objective of this paper is to analyze the dynamic changes of soil water and salt dur-
ing the farming period in order to provide the scientific guidance for soil salinization control and the imple-
mentation of water-saving irrigation project. [ Methods | We designed the experiments according to the soil
texture, irrigation methods, crop cultivation and other factors. We calculated and analyzed the variations in
water content, moisture content, soil salinity and groundwater salt through the conventional methods. Based
on 2 years observation data, we analyzed the dynamic changes of soil moisture, and salt movement.
[ Results ] Soil moisture content increased with the increase of soil depth, and the change frequency in soil
moisture content decreased with the increase of soil depth during farming period. [ Conclusion] During the
farming period, heavy rainfall(drop water) may reduce desalting efficiency, and the surface soil shows an ob-
vious desalting when the groundwater are shallow. Changes in groundwater salinity are closely related to
rainfall.

Keywords: farming period; groundwater level; moisture content of soil; soil salinity; groundwater salinity
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