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Research on Ecological Protection Modes and Soil Properties of
Different Years of Recovery along Highway Slopes

LIU Zizhuang' ZHAO Jing' > GAO Zhaodiang' >

( College of Resources and Environment Northwest A & F University'
Institute of Soil and Water Conservation? Yangling 712100 P. R. China)

Abstract  Based on rocky mountainous areas in southern Shaanxi taking the highways of different vegetation
restoration years as examples the protective effect of different slope protection mode and the differences of soil char—
acteristics between the different slope aspects are analyzed. The results showed: (DRestoration years had a signifi—
cant impact on the soil nutrient conditions of highway slopes in rocky mountainous region. Organic matter and total
nitrogen were at the deficient and extremely deficient rank; Along with the slope vegetation restoration time and veg—
etation succession process vegetation growing gradually better the contents of organic matter and total N increased
by the role of legume plants’ nitrogen fixation but still at low level; @)Organic matter total N available K and wa—
ter content were framework seeding protection model > net-suspended spray seeding protection model > framework +
vegetation bags protection model and nutrients showed a trend of surface enrichment. The effect of fertilizer and wa—
ter retention in framework seeding protection model is better and it was the best choice in three models; (3)The con-
tents of organic matter total N available P and available K in the shady slope were higher than that of the sunny
slope the soil moisture content and porosity in the shady slope were better than that of the sunny slope; @The soil
nutrients ( organic matter total N available P) had become a limited factor to slope vegetation restoration and suc—
cession. So it was necessary to take appropriate soil improvement measures to improve soil nutrient conditions and
physical properties and to provide better environment for vegetation restoration promote plant growth and make it
play the effect of soil and water conservation as soon as possible.

Key words  slope protection models ecological protection mode soil features sunny and shady slope
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