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Changes in Soil and Soil Water Chemistry Five Years After Limestone and

Magnesite Application to Acidified Forest Soil in Chongging, China
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Abstract:In 2003 ,filed experiments of surface application of limestone and magnesite on remediation of a typical acidified forest soil
were started at Tieshanping, Chongging in southwest of China. The changes of soil and soil water chemistry in different layers within 5
years after application of limestone and magnesite indicated that the remediation agents leaded to the recovery of acidified soil by
significant increase of pH value both in soil and soil water and base saturation in soil. Since the limestone powder applied was much
finer and thus more soluble than the magenesite powder,Ca in limestone plots was more mobile than Mg in magnesite ones in the first
two years. However, the overall amounts of leaching out of the five years were nearly the same,with 19% of the initial limestone Ca and
17% of the initial magnesite Mg. As only 20% of Ca originating from limestone and Mg originating from magnesite were retained in the
soil as exchange cations, more agents should be applied to maintain the remediation effect. Composite agent should be developed while
the application of single element agents could probably reduce other nutrient elements content in soil.
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Fig.4 Soil base saturation (BS) ,exchangeable Ca and

exchangeable Mg before and 5 years after treatment
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