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Table 1 Determination of material content in soil moisture
characteristic curve test

Ab JRERIg Fiih /g MR
Treatments Humic acid Clay solonchak Total weight
TO 0 29.266 29.266
T1 0.002 29.264 29.266
T2 0.004 29.262 29.266
T3 0.006 29.260 29.266
T4 0.008 29.258 29.266
T5 0.010 29.256 29.266
T6 0.012 29.254 29.266
T7 0.014 29.252 29.266
T8 0.016 29.250 29.266
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Table 2  Fitting of soil moisture characteristic curves with
different humic acid application rates

i a n m R? RMSE
Treatments
T0 00145 13114 02375 09682  0.0122
T1 0.0085 13710 02706 09886  0.0087
T2 00091 13540 02614 09560  0.0188
T3 0.0042 14034 02874 09906  0.0095
T4 0.0031 14555 03130 09996  0.0021
T5 0.0027 14743 03217 09993  0.0031
T6 0.0013 16459 03924 09985  0.0058
T7 0.0014 16508 03942 0980  0.0176
T8 00011 17101 04152 09977  0.0078
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Fig.1 Effect of different humic acid application rate on
soil water characteristic curve
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Fig.2 Changes in soil moisture constant
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Fig. 3 Effect of different humic acid application on
saturated hydraulic conductivity
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Fig. 4 Cumulative soil evaporation
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