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Effects of Soil and Water Conservation Measures on Soil Properties in
the Low Mountain and Hill Area of Jinlin Province

ZHANG Yuwbhin', CAO Ning' , SU Xiao-guang® , XU Xiao-hong®, YAN Fei' , YAN G Zheng-ming'
(1. College of Plant Science, Jilin University, Changchun, Jilin 130062, China; 2. Mei hekou Bureau of Water Resources,
Mei hekou, Jilin 135000, China; 3. Institueof Soil and Water Conservation of Jilin Province, Changchun, Jinlin 130033, Ching

Abgtract : Effects of il and water conservation measures on oil propertiesin the low mountain and hill area
of Jilin Province were studied and the benefitsof il and water conservation measures were analyzed. Results
showed that the benefit of bedding ridge plot was the worst ; the benefit of field bundfloral zone andfell bush
bund plot , in medium level ; the benefit of ecology restoration and lagging ridge plot, very good; and the
benefit of horizontal plat formfield plot , the best. Study of soil and water conservation benefitsfrom differ-
ent measures can provide afoundation for local cultivation methods. There were differencesin effects of dif-
ferent il and water conservation measures on il physcal properties. The rehabilitation obvioudy inr
proved soil pH , soil bulk density, and field water holding capacity and however , the effect of soil and water
conservation measures on il texture was unobvious. In short period, the rehabilitation of SOC by soil and
water conservation measures could not get better effect. The differences of soil available nutrients resulted
from different soil and water conservation measures were sgnificant because of soil texture, vegetation, and
other conditions. In view of current s0il and water conservation measures, ecology restoration was the best
choice to manage small watershed and restore il quality.
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2.3 matter) ( KoCr20; —H2S0s ),
" Su , (
, 0—20 cm Olsen ), ,
SAS
[16] .pH . LSD
: , (SOC, il organic
1
1 ( <5%)
2 ( ) , ( Kobresi a)
3 5m 5 ( Hemerocallis citrina)
4 5m 5 (Amorpha f ruticosa)
c 5m , 5 (Prunus,spp.) ( Puccinel-
liatenuif lora) ( Kobresia)
6 0.65 m (zeamaysL.)
7 0.65 m (ZeamaysL.)
:30 mx5m, (™), 2004
3 9.71%, 2.03%; 2007
(5—9 ,490.4 mm) 2004
3.1 (640 ,76.3 mm) ,
2 1 1
2004 ™1 2007 , (2007 )
42.68 t/ km*; 75.31 %, 97.23 %,
, ,2004 100 %,
2
/
mm (t- km 2 | % [ (m® - km ?) | % [ (t- km?)
27.10 3070.70
6.70 85.20 75.31 136 000. 00 97.23 2 985.50
9.20 629.50 66.09 119 333.30 79.50 2 441.20
2004 9.20 601.40  66.09 119 333.30 80. 42 2 469.30
0.10 1.10 99.63 180 000. 00 99.96 3 069. 60
4.10 297.20 84.89 153 333.30 90. 32 2 773.50
24.50 3.008. 40 9.71 17 333.33 2.03 62.30
11.18 1007.8
0.28 0.15 97.50 10 903. 33 99.98 1 007.65
3.80 307.93 66.02 7 383.33 69. 44 699. 87
2007 0.15 322.2  98.63 11 030. 00 68.03 685. 60
0.25 0.36 97.73 10 930. 00 99.96 1 007. 44
0.10 0.09 99.11 11 083.33 99.99 1007.71
12. 20 2 422.87 - 9.09 - 1016.67 - 140.41 - 1415.07
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, pH;
3
’ / / / / /
P (g-cm®) 1 % (g-kg"')  (mg-kg'Y) (mg-kg'*) (mg-kg'*) 2 0.02mm 0.02 0.002 mm <0.002 mm
15.44+0.24cd 1.29+0b  32.76+0.36bc 11.08+0.09a 42.0+0d 16.50+0.24d 109.28+0.19 29+1.41d 17+0a
2 6.15+0.04a 1.22+0.0lc 37.14+0.20a 9.07+0.09c 129.5+12.37a 30.56+1.63a 306.13+0.23a 34+0b 13+0b
3 5.7240.400bc 1.23+0.01c  32.38+1.930bc 10.29+0.37b 82.25+7.42c 20.53+0.320 82.40+2.66¢ 30+0cd 13+0b
45.8040.01b 1.28+0.03b 29.72£2.52c 6.74+0.03 24.5+0¢ 11.05+1.00e 43.19+0f 34+2b 13+0b
5 5.41+0.16cd 1.43+0.03a 31.28+0.66bc 5.63+0.13f  77.0+0c 9.83+0.09f  30.77+0.04g 42+0a 15+0ab
6 4.12+0e  1.23+0.03c 31.78+3.24bc 7.91+0.02d 35.88+3.71de 18.85+0.39%c 53.16+2. 74e 33+0b 15+0ab
7 5.35+0.01d 1.24+0.02c 33.12+0.02b 9.01+0.20c 96.25+2.47h 16.04+0.63d 55.30+0.01d 31+0c 13+0b
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