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Abstract: Based on the investigation of reconstructing mixed forests of Pinus talulaef ormis and H ip pop hae
rhamnoides, in comparison with pure Pinus tabulaef ormis forests, the criteria and indicators of soil and
water conservation, soil physical and chemical properties, and tree growth for two types of sample spot
were studied. T he results of study showed that the quantities, thickness and water conservation function of
forest litters in mixed sampling plot were higher respectively 104. 8%, 90. 8%, 83. 4% than pure stands.
Results also showed that organic matter content of soils, the contents of soil total nitrogen, soil
permeability in mixed sampling plot were higher respectively 110. %, 132. 1%, 66. 7% than pure stands.
The results also showed the mixed forest should be one of the most effective available methods to improve
ecological benefits and the conservation of soil and water.
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