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Effects of Soil Microbial Features on Vegetation-growing Concrete
Gunning in Different Vegetative Restoration Patterns

XIONG Shi-yuan', XU Wen-nian*, XIA Dong', HUANG Xiao-le’
(1. College of Chemistry and Life Science , China Three Gorges University, Yichang » Hubei 443002, China; 2. Col-
lege of Civil Engineering and Architecture , China Three Gorges University, Yichang » Hubei 443002, China)

Abstract ;: In order to find the effect of the soil microbial features under vegetation-growing concrete gunning, the soil
microbial biomass and nutrient level of several vegetative restoration patterns including Cynodon dactylon, Festuca
arundinacea Medicago sativa were measured. The results showed as the follows: soil organic matter, total nitrogen,
available nitrogen and microbial biomass increase after vegetation restoration. Varrious types of vegetation restoration
are different in improving soil properties. Generally, the soil organic matter contents and microbial biomass carbon
under the different vegetative restoration patterns from followed the order of Festuca arundinacea>Cynodon dactylon
>Medicago sativa , but the total nitrogen, available nitrogen ,and microbial biomass nitrogen under the different
vegetative restoration patterns followed the order of Medicago sativa > Festuca arundinacea ~>Cynodon dactylon. Af-
ter vegetation-growing concrete gunning, the intensity of soil respiration increased, while metabolic quotient de-
creased. The signorificant relationships observed were between SMBC, SMBN, the intensity of soil respiration and
physiochemical properties of soil. It is shown that microbial biomass can be used as an indicator of substrate quality.
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