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Comparison of salt accumulation in soil with and without vegetation
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Fig.2 (a) Changes in daily evapotranspiration rate.
G:grass pot B:bare soil pot Salt : salt-supplied pots.
Water : water-supplied pots. Cal:Calculated.
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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of Water uptake rate (m/m/day) Root length density

experimental pot set-up.

Fig.4 (a) Root water uptake rate profiles, (b) Root length density profiles
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Fig.3 (a) Salt concentration in soil water profiles, (b) Salt content (salt weight/dry soil weight) profiles, and
(¢) Volumetric water content profiles. B:bare soil pot, G:grass pot, 98,151:Days of soil sampling, init:
initial condition, Cal:Calculated profiles, Os:Saturated water content.
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