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Analysis on Membrane Residue and Influence Factors of Yibin Tobacco Area in Sichuan
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Abstract
dues of membrane of Yibin tobacco area in Sichuan was investigated under different film-mulching stages and different types of membrane.

[ Objective ] The aim was to analyze membrane residue and influence factors of Yibin tobacco area in Sichuan. [ Method] The resi-

[ Result] The average residue of membrane of Yibin tobacco area in Sichuan was 6. 878 kg/hm*, which caused certain ¢ white pollution”’ and
brought certain adverse effects on the agricultural environment safety in tobacco area. [ Conclusion] The results provide reference for the selec-

tion of geomembrane thickness and prevention and treatment of geomembrane residues.
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Fig.1 The appearance of different types of geomembrane during the whole growth period
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