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Table 1 Treatment of fertilizer on alpine meadow
CK =0, =0
G =0, =0
w + =1L/m’
EM + +EM =1L/m*, =15 mL/m?*
CD + + =1L/m’. =1.5 g/m?
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Fig. 1 variability of available phosphorus,available potassium and pH value in meadow soil under different treatments
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Fig. 2 variability of available nitrogen in meadow soil under different treatments
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Soil nutrient variation at using microbial fertilizer on
alpine meadow in Qing-Tibet plateau

LIN Li"*,ZHANG Deng-gang' ,CAO Guang-min®, OUYANG Jing-zheng®,
LIU Shuli* , ZHANG Fa-wei®, LI Yi-kang”, GUO Xiao-wei

(1. Pratacultural College o f Gansu Agricultural University ,Lanzhou,730070,China; 2. Northwest
Institute of Plateau Biology ,Chinese Academy of Science ,Xining,810008,China)

Abstract; Utilizing cellulose decomposition, nitrogen fixation and EM microbial fertilizer and other alpine
meadow soil improvement methods such as water addition and cut the mattic epipedon to investigate how the
degradation alpine meadow soil nutrient dealt with those improvements,the results showed that: microbial fer-
tilizer and other alpine meadow soil nutrients improvements methods did no effects on ameliorating available
phosphorus,available potassium and pH value condition in 0~20 cm soil layer. While there were some effects on
available nitrogen. EM microbial fertilizer + cut mattic epipedon treatment could enhance the nitrate content,
cellulose decomposition microbial fertilizer + cut mattic epipedon treatment could increase the ammonia content
in 0~5 cm soil layer. And cellulose decomposition microbial fertilizer + cut mattic epipedon treatment and EM
microbial fertilizer + cut mattic epipedon treatment could raise the available nitrogen including the sum of am-
monia and nitrate content. And cut mattic epipedon treate could not enhance the nitrogen in the 0~20 cm soil
layer,but could chang the distribution on different soil layer. So using microbial fertilizer on soil and using the
cut mattic epipedon method could improve the degradation alpine soil nutrient, but the effects were so little,
maybe it was decreased the active of the microbial fertilizer in alpine meadow environment, because the environ-
ment was so bad, and the most of microbial could not live in those environment. So in the next research, to
choose the microbial fertilizer which can adapt alpine meadow environment is the most important study both in
improving soil nutrient condition,and in restoring the degradation alpine meadows.

Key words: degraded grassland improvement; mattic epipedon ameliorate;soil available nutrients; microbial

fertilizer



