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Table 1. Physicochemical peroperties of soil used in the experiment before leaching

S P9 a>lg Sles lodo G rSojluil oliws [ (g, X0
Peroperty Unit Symbol  Value Method / Device Reference
Colos colil
‘ 3 S
G TS ge 191 EC meter, WTW Co. -
Electrical e
conductivity
S sy - pH 7.48  pH meter, Metrohm Co. -
pH
ooy Meq/lit CO5?2 0.00 S g J“‘j OFr ISRIC, 1986
Carbonate Complexometric titration
Sl \eglic HCOs 121 S agnSleas gl i ISRIC, 1986
Bicarbonate Complexometric titration
A Meq/lit Cr 61.8 S o uw‘;w ISRIC, 1986
Chloride Complexometric titration
olilgm Meq/lit SO 66.54 , ' ISRIC, 1986
Sulphate Computational
Jokxo S Meq/lit Ca?* 61.1 $ FogSlea ool ISRIC, 1986
Calcium (aq) Complexometric titration
dbemie Voot Mg 2018 (8 oSl gl ISRIC, 1986
Magnesium (aq) Complexometric titration
™2 Meg/lit Na* 473 e ISRIC, 1986
Sodium Flamephotometric
Jebro el et K* little B ISRIC, 1986
Aqueous Potassim Flamephotometric
o 0 S o
; ; - SAR 7.37 e ISRIC, 1986
Soc!lum absorbtion Computational
ratio
1 SW S
I 2lse % OM. 002 oo ISRIC, 1986
Organic matter Walkley-Black
Fojes g TN.  0.001 . o ISRIC, 1986
Total nitrogen Computational
O b6 Jhud _
ke byl ol oyl
Available mg/kg Pay 664  FRTRIe Tl o ISRIC, 1986
Olsen, KHCO3 extractor
phosphorous
3 5 2 Sgal ol
el ety ke Kav 155 , fase ISRIC, 1986
Available potassium Ammonium Acetate
R % Sand 80.36 . &Srwga2  Carter and Gregorich,
Sand Hydrometric 2008
Sl % Silt 3 64 . S rwg,9xe  Carter and Gregorich,
Silt Hydrometric 2008
oY) % Clay 1 ' Srwgae  Carter and Gregorich,
Clay Hydrometric 2008
Sk el Sandy SB cél edie Carter and Gregorich,
- Texture
loam 2008

Soil texture

Soil texture triangle
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Table 2. Chemical analysis of saline water used in the experiment

S eolas colils

Gd yo Uls JI o) b ygus s

G o lls I o) Loyges]

Electrical pH Cations (meq/lit) Anions (meg/lit) PR
conductivity (dS/m) K* Na‘t Mg* Ca?* S04+ CI  HCOs COs* SAR
14 826 041 141 4281 22.19 2236 1845 198 0.92 24.73
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Table 3. Electrical conductivity of irrigation water, total volume of water and the average salinity of soil saturated

extract
Salis sl S gLl o bae (Ko U Colab Cabls buvsia
SRS _ Average salinity of soil saturated extract (dS/m)
Electrical B ol oo IS _
conductivity Total valume B Yol ¥lss ol
(dS/m) (lit) Replicate 1 Replicate 2 Replicate 3 Average
0.5 75.01 1.46 1.37 1.37 1.40
2 62.99 3.52 3.48 3.57 3.52
4 54.01 5.40 545 543 543
6 47.88 7.15 6.97 7.30 7.14
8 37.38 9.36 8.82 9.36 9.18
10 32.34 10.69 10.70 10.41 10.60
12 30.24 11.51 11.56 11.62 11.56

S ARSRTARPSU 2SRV AR S0 PR RGN AR o
56T SAS Jl5dle s 51 oolitsl b siiiieslaez claools
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Table 4. Analysis of variance for mean squars of measured different traits

a> yo

5 S g olaws olidl dlawy 0,5 olowy Bl yhad 0,k Job Sy cwls
¥ gle 0lj Ews)| Number of  Number of Number Stem Internode Leaf
S.0.V df Height leaves branches of nodes  diameter length thickness

o 2 4.884" 1.576™ 0.0278™ 0.2356™  0.0139™ 0.2785™ 33.286™
Replicate
S 6 403.73* 234.53" 0.2299"  6.1265" 1.1325™ 740.83™ 28465™
Salinity
s
12 8.0519 4.3604 0.0226 0.1243 0.0117 1.2227 129.05
Error
Gl card 550 4.57 1.96 1.89 3.28 3.16 2.67
C.V%
Table 4. Continued aolol .F Jaus
LS s el Sy gk "|’ TM‘ .
a0 : . . ol T )

T les el . (S, 39 F EIPYCE S ’
¥ gbe 6oL gpoot dry <2 oo SPAD Special leaf wlg® Water ol S pan
S.0.V df weight Leaf area number area LS ratio content WUE

A 2 0.0213" 385.89"  2.8483m 3.3194"s 0.0011"s 412.34" 0.0021"s
Replicate

S 6 0.3763"  4103.3™  200.82™" 11.507™ 0.0115™ 11953 0.0503"
Salinity
s
12 0.0160 122.33 1.6619 9.2726 0.0023 385.36 0.0058
Error
Sledicard g9 11.72 2.83 9.98 14.09 3.29 6.11
C.V%

Sosine e S O mhaw 1o o e e Y pdaw jo o Jse s

ss:Significant at the level of 1%, *: Significant at the level of 5%, ns: not significant
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Fig. 1. Effect of different levels of salinity stress on height (cm) of fenugreek
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Fig. 2. Effect of different levels of salinity on the numper of leaves per plant
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Fig. 3. Effect of different levels of salinity on the numper of branches per plant
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Fig. 4. Effect of different levels of salinity on the numper of nodes per plant
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Fig. 5. Effect of different levels of salinity stress on stem diameter (mm) of fenugreek
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Fig. 6. Effect of different levels of salinity stress on stem internode length (mm) of fenugreek
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Fig. 10. Effect of different levels of salinity on leaf SPAD number of fenugreek
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Fig. 11. Effect of different levels of salinity on the root to shoot ratio of fenugreek
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Fig. 12. Effect of different levels of salinity on water content of fenugreek
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Table 5. Fitted functions for responses of fenugreek to salinity using experimental models
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In these functions, Yu, Y, EC, ECs are maximum yield, relative yield (%), the average of soil salinity saturated extract during
the growth season (dS/m), soil salinity saturated extract for yield reduction by 50% (dS/m), respectively. ao, 1, p and s are the
salt tolerance threshold, line slope, empirical constant and curve slope as well, and the values of a and b are the constant
coefficients of each equation.
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