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The Responses of Soil Fertility Quality to Ecological
Rehabilitation in Ningxia Loess Hilly-gully Region
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(1. Institute of Soil and Water Conservation, CAS & MWR;
2. Northwest Sci—tech University of A griculture and Forestry,Yangling,Shaanxt 712100, China)

Abstract: Soil quality restoration and soil management is the key factor for vegetation construction and eco—environment
sustainable development in Loess Plateau. The evolvement rule of soil chemical, physical, biological indicators and soil
comprehensive quality index were clarified with different vegetation recovering ways. Soil organic matter, total nitrogen,
available nitrogen, CEC are shown as bush forest land> natural meadow > artificial meadow > orchard > farmland, but the
available P and available K are differently influenced by fertilizing. The density of soil was shown as:orchard> farmland>
natural meadow > artificial meadow > bush forest land in the surface layer. Soil total aggregate was shown as:natural meadow
> bush forest land> orchard> farmland > artificial meadow. T o different lands usage types, bush forest land and natural
meadow had promote function to the development of larger particle diameter aggregate, but farmland, orchard and art ificial
meadow had the function to the smaller ones. Soil microaggregate was shown as higher content of 1 0. 0l mm tiny aggregate
in bush forest land, artificial meadow and natural meadow, but orchard was lower comparatively. There were distinct
differences in soil biology enzyme activities. Natural meadow had the highest enzyme activity, than bush forest land and
artificial meadow , orchard and farmland were lower. For bush forest land,it was higher enzyme activity in longer planted year
than shorter, but orchard has no remarkable differences.- The SQR (soil quality index) showed the bush forest land= natural
meadow > artificial meadow > farmland= orchard.
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