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LT Ty NI A RIS 0 N i e o 8
i TRIE S S T 7 I P ol A
F . ABRHERMEK R ESEE KL, AFTFE
O Ik T Pl A UL i . AR OGRS R B, BT MERR L
EABHEZE (1.6 mm min") & THEMR A (1.1 mm
min~' ), Bl HERUH ] A SE K 2 N 2 IR 1
A R S R AALBR HR EIR AR BE R
i EEpm N E, M AB R KGR H E W
SEHEFER T I, kT AL B TR S AR
Y R A AR /N, X REAR T R A B R
KIEFEZ N, b i WAL o R e, R £
% ALTREAY I H4A.52% . 0.56% 7, B LRETT
Shy 3T A 4 A RO Bl Wk R BRI R A E . SRR
Ak T e I H O AR A AR R AR B
2, BT, AR HRE R
FURT, AN B e SR ph 3R S L R s
BT VD R O RO Al e R K R E R
Aol U SRR SR R A, TR IR AL 5 TP 4 Bl M
S B TC I L 3 BROT A B R L REAK M BB RO XS L
T AR X A /b, DI TT 2 A6 R b D A 398 A 2 7Y
B AR R 4 7 3 S ME AR A K SRR M L A IR
SEBTIA] ek 2% 30T PN 7 T AR AR A5 O T Y A
Do WL, ARSCUIEE £ B X R
WL s g ot (anseil sy . e TEE S ) M
JR A HOT (andEREH . N TR AR ) S 5T X
%, NFE 5 o BUARAE S W gk Ak H e Fn &+

KU AL, WFIT T A [R) 3 550 2050 1 7K SO Al
PR A SR, R TR X e 4% b b A B 1
HEA B AR K R RE Y 22 5 SR, A It 3l
b AL B0 A T R 28 R R A VR A E e,
FE45 R AT R S BT H X S A T 3t A 5 A ik K
SR AR A

1 MRS
1.1 FARXHER

WF 58 XA F 8 R T AU A X 4% = SCfe k& op
O, HAb106° 187 147 EL 29°39' 10" N, &4k
230 m, FFHRIE18.3°C, FHAKET 157 mm,

5—9 H MR KR 2K EINT0% ., HFFEIX FE
TSRy vh A AR B 2R VD8 i A K R 5 D U
JURRER ARG FEMA AR
( Pteridophyta ) . JB¥ ( Setaria viridis (L.)

Beauv. ) . TaM &5 ( Carex siderosticta Hance )

S TUH XA 3l b A B T AL 452 H S i HEAR
PR 24F SR ME RV A T S, RS oA
FEYBE L RN oK, NE/E R/ AR, 17
[FI#E250.5 m x 0.5 m) | Jieki i ( [IRIETCH2 a,

W MR ( Setaria viridis (L.) Beauv.) .

iM% (Artemisia ordosica ) 55 ) R T Ak (HL#E
N AR, HAbA R, B N2 mx2m)

25 T A FROT BE A B LR 1

F1 MIREXAEMIHRPBTHERFR

Table 1 Description of different landform units in the study area

Ho g 57 M5 BT Wi Slope  FEH#% 7 1 /¥ Vegetation %01 )2 R Thickness of 78 s ]
Landform type Landform unit (°) coverage (%) effective soil layer (cm ) Stacking time
5 H 5 DSP,,, 3 0 0 24~ 2 months
Disturbed DSS,,, 30 8 0 2/~ A2 months
landform unit DSP,, 3 30 0 24F2 years
DSS ,, 45 15 0 242 years
CR 10 5 0 —
J A SL 5 75 40 —
Original WG 8 45 35 —
landform unit AFL 3 30 60 o

H: DSP,,: 2HFERRMAFEG; DSS,,: 2AFEMERBALS; DSP,,: M4FEF BTG,

DSS,,: 24EFEERUAF I

CR: Jiti Tffi; SL. Bi#k; WG. FEhih; AFL. ATL#Hs. TR Note: DSP,,: 2-mouths piles of dumped waste soil; DSS ,,,: Slopes

of 2-mouths piles of dumped waste soil; DSP , ,: 2-years piles of dumped waste soil; DSS ,,: Slopes of 2-years piles of dumped waste soil;

CR: Construction makeshift road; SL: Cultivated Slopeland; WG: Waste grassland; AFL: Artificial forest land. The same below
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1.2 TEHSEESELERNE

B P SR BT Y SR 2 SUOR PR IR EAT R A,
BAMPRICIRER . X Tl Uk, 5507
-G Bl e R4 H3ERES,, o, kg 1
R AR RAEE . X TR . SR AT AT
MM, SR R L 32 (RIO~ 10, 10 ~20

YNBSS TANBE
Slope infiltration point Flat top infiltration point
3 | Upper

Y Middle
waste soil

¥R Lower

BE L

Parent rock

Piles of dumped

120 ~30 cm) , B2 EFERIA RS . EEA
REERCREINH T LR (R TIEBIRN200 cm®, E
#ohT7.0 cm) , [EHE_ERAE 5 IT L 5 oR AR
5 kg RIZERE (0~20 cm) HATIRG, HIER
FEA B L L

M Original land sutface JRJEAT Experiment piont

Fig. 1 Sketch map of a pile of dumped waste soil and an original landform

T E K ECR T R ;. A i
7K R FH [E] 55 K B R TR T ;R
W 3 K R FH 10 % Bi FR VS W2 i, T4 22 5 K
R R WK 1548 5 338 JURL A3 A REAE R HH
PIEIE s A LT B h R FH E A% R A1 A Ak — 5
IR e, B3 AR PR OE PG E,
R A s —H e bt i A kilE, +
S4B R SR AR — SO R R E L
1.3 TIENESREZRMEEENE

R FHEF AN RUER A S 1 1 0 2 R [ 5 B 5T A
B, Hrh, WHEANLS em, JMFREEHR30
cm, HE K20 cm, WKEE WA EEFTA L H110
cm, N HIEERZHRFFS cm/K)Z, IFE 5D R
] IR AR R AR SR AEE g B — 5 5] 18] [] PA 3 o0
KL SR, BEEETE] 90 min, T4 Fliib
W ITT A B IR AR — B B 21T, BT AR 11
ABRPIH R KR IE o AN A S R e Ry £ 45
N ES/ BN

v=100Q,/5/t, (1)
K, o AR ML RO TE B — B 2 8 LA B
K, mm min~'; QK5 n U E i E] N A IK
ml; SHBEEEA, cm’; ¢, 05 I % B 8] 8]
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AN TR iS5 BT 35 A B R RE A TR AR IR i
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(1) WA ABRREY A BN B NS IS
A BB R R, ASOF 50 B A B B [E] 2 1
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(2) PHABEREBBNNEE LR SIA
FRB I () B 8] ) LU AR

(3) R A B R ] ALET ] N 1B E s T
FoE I 95 35 LR

(4) BRI B 280 55 n U I 6 B[] Y A 7K 2
555 n U B R] [] B 9 LG A
(5) BELENIO minNIABE,

R Hh 2% SCS-CNELAY ( Soil conservation
service BEAS 2 WL e - eSS AN | A b A FH Oy =X AT
W S KRR B AR A R A s, R
KF

_(P-0.25)°
Q_iP—O.SS ,P=0.2S5 (2)
0=0,P<0.2S (3)
25 400
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Kb, OWKFEWFAENAER S, mm; PRh—KE
B, mm; SO YIS RSB K B B, mm;
CN M EE, h—THENSEH, " REART
T AR X6 b e 7=V e R Y RS
1.4 TIEKENE

A K PR AR S — > T R/ A A
WEAK, BAUREAEY K36, W RS
Br B AR . B K o 0 RE 1 AT £ R KRR
P RSB IR SR [ 16 ] AR MK P
ARR

Q=RxhxS (5)
K, O EHOKERES, thm™”; R THERE,
gem”’; AN LZEE, mm; SHEESKE
IR, Do Hrp, MSH WM EKER, 0N
TIEREL; USHHESKER, Oy HIEILE
7% M HMRK R 5 EFEKZ 220, Oy 2%H]
FEAS s YSAFE TR S /K25 Rl 45K & Z 2208,
O MU BEIESS 3 MS MM & KR SHE T KEZ
ZEM, QNI KRAREL ; HSHRIR G IKEM,
ONHEPRIFESS o BIEK PR KRR w R bR K R S
SOKFER HOAE , RO T 3K 2 i AL HRR DL K+
HOKED e 2 5 .
1.5 HIEE

Bl 88 4L PR I Excel 2003 FISPSS 19.03F
rorhr, Horh W25 0k HE/ N E 2R

(LSD) ¥, 2>k AutoCAD 2008,

2 4 R

2.1 AEHEREB TR TIEB U MR

- SR 21 1 fe B AR 1) - S R R —
B E LK IR SR IRE T L e e+
HEfRmh H L TR S A EURE 23 A 1 25 Sk
FEAr R TR A B MK PERE A EEE X,
SR A L, 5 B W TR 2 AR
ZERGAR I — PR R B 1 S 4k 1) .
FE2I UL, A Bl M A T I UK 43 A R AE S R S
THEXR W E . 2H FERERIAESH (DSP,,,)
T HERAE FEESAAE2 ~ 60 mm (74.59% )
M<2 mmApifE & mAN25.41%; + 35 WOk 4> 1R
AHL), HFERRARR K (12 mm ) , 10 ERL
. ARCRIAR N /N o SRt H A 8 U0kE AR rh e
2~10 mm, HA&HEN52.8%, FHRL ., FEbk
BRI RORARSY W N3, 1.2, 0.3 mm, FEHZRIHE R
Uf o BR2 aith3ihb, & Fhh ol b 55 00 0 4 A4 FE
BRI K T U B A b s 24 SRl ME R AR R 2 H
53 BN T 66.67% . 30% . Hlbn] WL, [l e
JRCHS ] B A4S, Bl b 35 - AR AR 43 A1 5 i 5 2%
SN, X FEOE R IR R O 1A B M A Y g
REAL ALY,

R2 AFEIMER A TR SRR 9 R LE
Table 2 Soil particle size distribution relative to landform unit

ke 4H i Fraction (% )

PEdPRIAR hEDRLAR AT AR

o5 BT Dominant Median Effective
Landform diameter diameter diameter
unit 60~40" 40~2020~1010~55~2 2~1 1~0.5 0.5~0.25 0.25~0.1 0.1 ~0.075 <0.075 d, d, d,

(mm) (mm) (mm)
DSP, 10.24 1599 15.96 17.17 15.23 4.01 6.62 2.89 5.84 2.39 3.66 12 2.8 0.2
DSS, ., 0 1.27 9.86 21.27 31.93 8.24 10.80 3.84 5.90 1.92 4.97 4 1.5 0.18
DSP,, 0 5.07 11.76 16.38 26.75 5.96 10.45 4.73 10.19 3.56 5.15 4 0.8 0.12
DSS,, 0 1.07 5.12 13.17 31.01 7.23 11.55 5.14 15.73 4.12 5.87 2.8 0.45 0.1
CR 0 20.99 19.02 25.54 9.00 4.19 10.51 6.17 4.19 0.07 0.32 10 3.8 0.5
SL 0 0 6.14 17.84 3496 11.81 16.79 4.15 2.15 2.67 3.49 3 1.2 0.3
WG 0 0 11.19 17.71 29.41 9.88 13.45 4.22 4.59 4.15 5.4 3.5 0.7 0.12
AFL 0 0 20.85 18.66 25.67 8.6 10.08 6.99 1.57 3.19 4.39 5 1.6 0.3

e 1) Fackift, ¥fimm Note: 1) particle size, unit mm
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SN AT S N A O T
3) AL, MRS Y R R (1.59 ¢
em ) WERTFEMHAIT (1.38 gem™) , A
[Fi) b, 35 B - S 25 R /IMRYR A i T (1.74 g
em™) S2EFHMERUATEA (1.60 g cm™) >24F
FEmHERUATIE (1.56 g cm™ ) >2 H Fi i 3 FUA
FH (1.55 gem™) >2 A FFlm R ALY (1.49
gem”?) >TEEH (1.47 g cm™) >YiFds (1.34
gem”) > ANT M (1.32 gem™) o &iLshHsn
HILHIEAE R R RE, FEMERAT G4 115
RERTHEL, HEEAEFEHELA4 g cm L

b XFEZEREHTHREL AR P AAEN
O SE R ST 2, R, 40Uk ) 5 AR
e —Rm— NBEESERT, A LA A
WIRFLB & A2 . RERSL, NN FHHHER
I EH R (p<0.05) ;5 10w bk A 48 B
Y E R A m, fEHEPAEA T LA R
ik rob ] 0L, 45 Fh P 3h 5 o o0 25 5 ™ R
YA KR EARM (0.9~1.49 gem™) , A
Ub, sl MERURME A S I R Z R 25 . B
Fyge £, IR kSR A Bl B B 1 LR AR R
AR

R3 TREMRATHEREBUMER

Table 3 Soil physicochemical properties relative to landform unit

(ERICY i

FH ] e K

UEEStwi i

AT R KR E KA _ , o _ AL
. ) . Saturated soil Field water Wilting point )
Landform Soil bulk density Natural soil water ) ) ) Organic matter
o water content holding capacity  of soil moisture .
unit (gem™) content (%) (gkg™)
(%) (%) content (%)
DSP,, 1.55+0.03¢c 10.18 £ 0.25ab 24.02+2.31de 21.52 £2.36bcd 4.10£0.89d 4.10+0.51c
DSS,,, 1.49+0.07d 431+1.88d 29.11 = 6.46¢ 23.59 £4.67bc 4.42£0.77cd 2.87+0.18¢
DSP,, 1.60 = 0.08b 5.22+0.43d 22.24 £3.16ef 17.21 £ 1.68cd 3.92+1.09d 10.23 £1.67b
DSS,, 1.56 £ 0.02bc 5.73+1.79d 28.15 +2.26¢d 19.28 £8.65¢cd 4.85+0.03bc 11.46+3.51ab
CR 1.74 £ 0.06a 8.60 = 0.58bc 18.36 + 1.05f 16.57 +2.36d 1.80 +0.64¢ 3.99+0.49¢
SL 1.34+0.12¢ 10.11 = 1.02ab 34.50 +2.48b 33.60+3.19a 6.05+0.75a 11.02+1.03ab
WG 1.47+0.17d 7.40 = 0.85¢ 27.85+2.69¢cd 21.36 £ 4.16bcd 4.34+0.98d 13.14 £ 1.45a
AFL 1.32+0.09¢ 10.60 +0.79a 41.37+4.21a 26.60 +2.98b 5.09 =£1.06b 11.28 £2.06ab

e VRS AN A 7 R R AL B 7R p<0.05 /K F- 22 5+ i % . T [A]Note: Different letters in the same column indicate significant

differences at the 0.05 level. The same below

FET ] 4 7K o A2 3 B A R 3 /KGR B e KA 1
P RE R FF K 43, 2 S i+ SRR K M R 1 2
e bR 20 o S [E] M S BT A T ) K AR A —
225 (R3) , A 5T /Y F 2 H ] 45 K &
(19.63% ) /NT IS HFIT (27.19% ) 5 AFHE
Sl S5 BT Y (B R K e B R 2 7 7 i M AR > 2
SRS HE RSl T E , 5 B AR L o3 T R
132.87% . 45.69%H150.68% , ix % B Ji Hb 55 BT
(BePEH ) Mtk ae T (B2) T miH
JG, [, PRk IR O AR E K (W
) PRt T RES R i HE R I b A K 4
ARBUEEIT TR R0, 40 05 7K R0 H R 3K B 7
DI KR E 1% ~5% . -10% ~19.8% ., Hit Al
U, 3 i o LA 3 B ELA AR R A T K a3 45

P, HERRARST 65 35 2 Be A i T OR K A T R e 2 Ak
MW IEH A K o
2.2 EHISR B ITTHIK 5 NS HHE

T K AB K . b F KA K
R KA SCHEER T, [)E  JR  EK R A R
K73, HER /N 12 5 R AR I R 4 4R h
72 A B R A (K2 [T,
AN TR M S RO Y HIEA B R AEHI (0~ 10 min )
Bl A B R R AR, BEJS A B RN RS,
RAMT—REM. AT b -5EABR
FERT10 min H133.67 mm min X ZE13.30 mm
min~'; MG REE A B ERELE, R S KR
BFRm, HHEABEENETRE (6.69 mm

min™") .
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A8 Infiltration rate (mm min™")

Ff[E] Time (min)
2 IR BT Y A B A B I ] 254k

Fig. 2 Temporal variations of soil infiltration rate relative to

landform unit

TIEVIRAB R | REAB R AL R
IIAT BHOK P NBRHIE R B SR b, AR H5 FTT
MAB LR (£4) BA LT RHE:

B, AFMBAITTHRIHRAB R, REA
BR. FHABRREEREE, B HAITH

A B FAEE Y /N T R A B0 . 0 3h M 36 B T i
SRR AB A (10.07 mm min' ) %5 HE 5 5
JC (18.96 mm min™') FEfE T 13.10%, X FE%H
T 5 S PR T Y L) IR K R IR AS A R AL
Bl HLA B 25 Sk . 4R Bl B R OT B R
ABHRIEL.13~8.21 mm min ' Z ]84k, FH¥K
3.87 mm min ', HAESRE (0.87) KIFHIH
TCHER T 87%, IX 30477 W W AE 1 L 1 6 1t H X
() A B R A, T2 A RI24F 75 i 4
I B FRIAE T R Ay B K T73.19% . 18.48%, H:
T NS R E A A (N ML ) 3338 K T
22.72% ., 2.99%, X FEIZFHEBY TR B
ki HALBR K, R T HEABME; MFBTE
ZHUME LA AEN, SBOLRTER . &
R HASLBRG 2, JEi A BYERERAL . dt
I AR N (B SRS ) R T 5 S U o
VL. IR

R4 FREMIRBITNBERERIR

Table 4 Soil infiltration indices relative to landform unit

. X ‘ ) 30 minBEF AB R 60 minBEIFABR  FHABR  BELAR
WS WA ENiG  REABE . . .
30 min instantaneous 60 min instantaneous Average Total
Landform infiltration Stable infiltration o ) o ) ) ) ) )
. . infiltration rate infiltration rate infiltration rate infiltration
unit rate (mm min')  rate ( mm min"') . . .
(mm min™") (mm min™") (mm min™" ) (cm)
DSP, 4.10 1.13 1.41 1.19 1.48 13.30
DSS, 20.09 8.21 11.32 9.62 10.93 98.38
DSP,, 7.22 1.98 2.04 2.04 2.21 19.92
DSS,, 13.86 6.79 8.49 7.47 8.15 73.37
CR 5.09 1.24 2.30 1.79 2.06 18.58
SL 11.60 4.07 5.43 4.41 5.20 46.77
WG 11.60 2.60 2.94 2.77 3.29 29.57
AFL 33.67 6.69 11.32 7.36 10.60 95.41

B, SRR SRR T LA B MR
FEAE—E 22 50k, HR/MRIR 2 H 58k HER R >2
AF FE BRI T8 . 2 H Sl HERUAFI24E 57
T HE BRI R A B 300 50 Ry it T 38 114 3.7 7 4%
3.544%, MM iE L it o3 5 it T 3 i 345 2.5 1
fio 24EFEHEBUAM R E ABRMBE LR K2
AR5 R T 6.10%/M16.47% ., HILAT
W, P HE BRI A B RE Y BE % 778 3k 7741 R 4E
KMREAR, 32 B 5 BUA R FLBRAERE K AVE T

SREMPRAWRE . WENS, HEHKED
5 LRSS GRS, SRR TR AR
PERE

B FBEHERUAT- SA A B RE Y B/
T Al . 2 7 3 HE R AR RN 245 F3 i M FRUA i 31k ik
(355 il o B R 7.4015 F13.681%, 2 H 3
T R RN 248 330 HE LA 5 40 1 A B AR T30
minE9H, WG ABR TSNS, R BEER
V-G R SAE I AT REAF A K2 s S AB TR IR
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oK ZRE, K RMELREE T8, HiaE AB R
PTG KRB KYE . T Sl R A 5 3
S Y3 0233 0 Sl HERAR I AR, R IR S i
WORLEIZE R Ty, FIRS RO s E AR A &, RS
T HERRA 3 AR A T ARSI 1
2.3 AEIHEER B TR FF KR

- K BB VT A [) b 55 5T I 7 K R
PV KRB R Y, 2 LB A
KRR, HHOKE SRR RIS . 24H
L I L LR 170 N4 £ A O 15 S e =
MIZEAR . NS FIHE R A IR ISR DL S 75 1 ok S 3R
A PR T ek M .

F ST UL, ASTRIHE ol b 50 5 o0 19 45 b - 18k
PERFETh R 22 5 3 (p<0.05) , & Fh4L3h A

%5

FATCHY BVPEAS | i b PR S AN KA USRI R
24 F 9 ME B> 2 ) S M B S ifs TEE . ASTR]
P 2l b A BT 2 A PE 2 H R B/ MR S 2 A 5 i
A (268.2 t hm™) >Jiti TfHiE (257 t hm™) >2
AEFEHERAR (219.0 t hm™?) ; &M T R
TSR EOC, A BOK 1 A3 [
PN, FECOLR RN . XA
PeREAR T RIEXTEP K G Ty, (S A .
SRR TR IR A K B . P s i g
IR PE LA B W R K PR RE 2 H FN24F 37 i i B
e B T F LA 1.05F5 . 1.076%, ik
ARIEZS M R1.0665 . 1.056%, FIHHERKMEGE
B, AR SR A - T R AR A A ) 4
PSRRI . I T BT AR .

15 1 551 88 TT Y - 3R 7K EE A AE

Table 5 Soil reservoir characteristics relative to landform unit

TS

i £

SRS ) SLPEE PR PRAE _ RKAT R BMUNLAS VLRSI &S
Total reservoir Flood detention
Landform Dead storage Usable storage Maximum available Actural storage Reservoir storage
) storage . . storage . . .
unit S (thm™) (thm™) S storage (t hm™) (thm™) efficiency (% )
(thm™) (thm™)
DSP,, 348.3+26.18c 59.5+5.57d 252.6+30.67b 36.3+13.18cd  288.8+30.77c 147.6 £20.34a 42.4+2.31a
DSS,, 430.7+78.15b 65.6+8.81c 283.7+46.24ab 81.4+35.53bcd 365.1 +69.44b 63.7 £25.60d 14.9 £5.26e
DSP,, 355.84%20.14c 62.7+3.31cd 212.6£46.15b 80.5+26.67bcd  293.1 £44.19¢ 83.5+16.48cd 23.5+3.85¢cd
DSS,, 439.0+32.78b 75.6*0.72b 225.4+135.08b 138.0*11.4lab 363.4+33.41b 89.5 +28.45bc 20.3+6.21d
CR 319.5+10.67¢c 31.3+1.08¢ 257.0+24.19b 31.1+3.67cd 288.1 £20.18¢ 149.6 £20.25a 46.8 £6.27a
SL 462.3£36.48b 81.1+10.48a 369.2+36.19a  12.1+5.19d 381.2+40.67b 135.5+34.61a 29.3+5.16b
WG 409.4£30.95b 63.8+6.19cd 250.2+48.16b 95.4 +£3.98bc 345.6+33.19b 108.8 £20.14b 26.6 £4.91bc
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Table 6 Ratio of green space relative to urban construction project
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Hydrological Characteristics and Soil Reconstruction of Different Landform
Units as Affected by Urbanization Process in Purple Hilly Area

LOU Yibao ' SHI Dongmei'" JIANG Ping”> LI Yexin® LIN Zi ' PU Jing'
(1 College of Resources and Environment, Southwest University, Chongqing 400715, China )
(2 Chongqing Surveying and Design Institute of Water Resources Electric Power and Architecture, Chonggqing 400020, China )

(3 College of Environmental Science and Engineering, Liaoning Technical University, Fuxin, Liaoning 123000, China )

Abstract [ Objective ] Urbanization absolutely needs activities like excavating, land-filling and
road paving during its process, thus generating a variety of disturbed landform units, among which the
dumping of waste soil is the main soil source supplying the construction of urban greenbelts with alien soil.
Consequently, the distubered landform units join together with native landform units forming a complex
underlying in the area of a urbanization construction project. [ Method ] In this paper, by means of field
investigation and laboratory tests, a system comparison was made of the various landform units in material
composition, water infiltration and water holding capacity, and then discussions were carried out on three
types of reconstructed urban soil and their potential roles in mitigating the risk of urban water logging.

[ Result] Results show: (1) Soil bulk density differed significantly (p <0.05) between the landform
units and varied in the order of Construction makeshift road (1.74 g cm™) > 2-year piles of dumped
waste soil (1.58 gecm™) > 2-month piles of dumped waste soil (1.52 gcecm™) > Waste grassland (1.47
g cm™) > Cultivated slopeing land (1.34 g cm™) > Artificial forest land (1.32 g cm™) . In the piles
of dumped waste soil, soil bulk density was higher on their flat tops than on their side slopes; (2) Soil
infiltration rate varied in the order of side slopes of the piles of dumped waste soil > native landform >
flat tops of the piles of dumped waste soil; stable infiltration rate on flat tops of the piles varied too with
compactness of its surface layer, thus exposing it to the risk of forming of an aquitard; (3 ) Water storage
capacity differed sharply from lanfform unit to landform unit (p<0.05) , and was generally lower in
reconstructed landform units (378.7 t hm™) than native ones (472.6 t hm™) ; it varied in the order of:
2-year piles > 2-month piles > Construction makeshift road, for disturbed landform units and in the order
of Artificial forest land > Cultivated slopeland > Waste grassland for native landform units; and (4 ) For
urban green land, soil reconstruction was usually done in three types, that is, tree-suitable, shrub-suitable
and herb-suitable, and thickness bulk density, gravel content (<2 cm ) and organic matter content were the
main factors determining soil quality of the reconstructed soils. Soils reconstructed in line with the three
types ( herb-suitable, shrub-suitable and tree-suitable ) may ensure the revegetation successful and capable
of playing its potential role in regulating surface runoff and mitigating the risk of urban waterlogging, 2

months after plantation for herbs and 4 ~ 5 months for trees and shrubs. [ Conclusion] All the findings in
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this study may provide certain scientific support for soil reconstruction for urban green belts and land and
management of urban waterlogging during the process of urbanization in the Three-Gorge Reservoir Area.
Key words Landform units; Infiltration capacity; Water-holding capability; Soil reconstruction;

Urbanization; Purple hilly area
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