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Figure S1. A ternary diagram of the soil texture triangle showing the USDA-based soil texture
classifications [S1]. Red color marks fractions according to the Polish classification, which were used in
this publication to characterize the granulometric composition of the tested soil samples: pl (loose sand),
pg (clay sands), ps(weak loamy sand), gp (sandy loam), pyg(clay dust) [36-37].
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Figure S2. Primary results characterizing each tested site. AL - arable land, GL — grassland, FGL — fallow grassland,
FG - fallow goldenrod, FB — fallow bushy, FW — fallow wooded (afforested). Soil granulometric type: pl (loose

sand), pg (clay sands), ps (weak loamy sand), gp (sandy loam), pyg (clay dust) — see Fig. S1.

Approximate year of the appearance of natural succession was indicated in the upper part of the diagram as:
1996,2000,2010,2018

Red markers represent samples for which the difference between the fertility of arable soils (AL) and fallow (FGL
or FG or FB or FW) exceeds the value of two classes of fertility, according to the Polish classification [S2]. Adopted
critical values (A) were calculated as: A >2 * 8, where: for carbon = 0,85; for pH 3 = 1; for both P20s and K20 { =
5. The methodology is described in detail in chapter 2.1.
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