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Study on Effect of Soil and Water Conservation
Vegetation on Soil Amelioration in Hilly Region

XIA Jiang-bao', CHEN Zhong—jie’, LIU Xin+u’, YANG Ji-hua', CHEN Huixin'
(1. Forest College of Shandong A gricultural University, T aian, S hand ong 271018, China;
2.No-1 Middle School of Zichuan District, Zibo, S handong 255100, China;

3. Zichuan Water Conservancy Bureau, Zibo, S hand ong 255100, China)

Abstract: Studying on the soil physical characteristics, soil water content, infiltration capacity, resisting soil erosion and
nutrient content of three forest stand in Ezhuang small watershed of Zichuan district, the bare land as a comparison. The
results showed that:soil physical characteristic and holding w ater capacity in the land of Quercus liaotungensis was the best,
next was the Quercus liaotungensis and Chinese pine mixed forest, Chinese pine. W hether it was dry season or rainy season, the
order of the soil water content was Chinese pine> mixed forest> Quercus liaotungensis > bare land. The infiltration rate of
Quercus liaotungensis was the most fast, and was the 4.7 times as fast as bare land, mixed forest, Chinese pine increasingly
decreasing. The resisting soil erosion capacity of mixed forest was better than simple forest, the soil separating time of mixed
forest being higher by 35. 6 times, next being Chinese pine, Quercus liaotungensts. The nutrition of bare land was the lowest,
and total N,total P, total K content in mixed forest was the largest; total N and total K content in Quercus liaotungensis w as
better than Chinese pine’s,but total P was the reverse; the order of organic matter content was Quercus liaotung ensis > mixed
forest> Chinese pine> bare land.
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