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Abstract
disturbed soil and the physical and chemical properties of rhizosphere soil. [ Method ] The Malong County engineering disturbed soil and corn
for 1 year as research objects and materials, the effects of different treatments on the soil nutrients, enzymes and biological characteristics of

(College of Water Conservancy, Yunnan Agricultural University, Kunming, Yunnan

[ Objective ] The research aimed to study the effects of different integrated treatment models on the yield of maize in the engineering

the engineering disturbed soil were studied. [ Result ] Compared with treatment 1 ( cattle manure + full quantitative fertilizer) , treatment 2
(corn straw returning + bio-organic fertilizer + lime powder + film cover + 80% fertilizer) and treatment 3 ( green manure returning + bio-or-
ganic fertilizer + lime powder + film cover + 80% fertilizer) could significantly enhance the aggregation structure and stability of soil, organic
matter content and CEC, urease activity and catalase activity. [ Conclusion ] Different organic fertilizers combined with lime powder, plastic

film mulching and green manure returning can significantly improve the fertilizer supply performance of Yunnan yellow red soil.
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Table 1 Effects of different patterns on biological traits of maize
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Fig.1 Effect of different treatment modes on soil pH
2.2.2  A[EAEEAAT HHEA YUY . A 2 W UE
7R L, 5 AR RAL G AL B (AL D) A LE, Ak
PR FIAE B EORS AN 422 H A LT & B4 BT e
{EALFIAIA N B EME2E 5 . £ 0~20 em + )2, 543 DAH
AL BEG) R T A ALY R, A B RAL FE)
AU BT T 20~40 em )2 3 R BIA U A
BUST 5 1 0 1 3 22 e A SO BT 75 et 5

21 W0~20cm O20~40 cm

20 b

a a

AAUR Organic matter Il g/kg

@ @ ®
432 Treatment
T AF/NE FREFOR 22 5+ 1.3 (P<0.05)
Note; Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences ( P <
0.05)
B2 AEAMEERX T EAVRA R0

Fig.2 Effect of different treatment modes on soil organic matter
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Table 2 Effect of different comprehensive models on the distribution characteristics of soil aggregates
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Table 8 Effect of Lingzhifangie capsule on the activity of mouse NK cells(x+S)
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