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Tab.1 Soil character under different land uses

.4 1. HOM BrER RN Puk Rl 1.
pn g T mnn o opoewens OE SO PR S0 RO
/mglg mg/g mg/100g MnO.mL/g
FEARM 1.25 3.10 0.55 514. 44 4.25 9.17 0.50 38.9 0.9 22
ALK 1.02 5.36 0.49 283. 06 4.35 5.30 0.56 25.6 0.47 48
A 1.23 8.76 0.49 433.7 4.78 13.8 0.77 21.1 3.36 23
b-%" 1.42 1.37 0.42 163.52 4.10 3.66 0.43 17.5 0.8 5
Bt 1.24 3.14 0.30 270. 90 4.35 3.80 0.34 16.6 0.61 41
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Tab.2 Standardize record of soil factor
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Tab.3 Weight of soil factor
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Fig. 2 Soil deterioration index
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Fig. 3 Correlation analysis between soil quality index

and soil deterioration index
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Study on two quantitative methods of soil quality assessment

in Huajiang karst canyon

ZHOU Wei, ZHOU Yun-chao
(College of Forest in Guizhou university, Guiyangy Guizhou 550025 ,China)

Abstract : Five kinds of land uses were taken to elucidate the soil quality changes in Huajiang karst canyon,
Guizhou province. The results show that the soil quality changes evidently under different land uses. The
soil quality under different land uses was studied by means of the soil quality index(QI) and the soil deterio-
ration index(DI) in the paper. Results from both methods show a similar trend of soil quality under different
land use condition,that is Shrubs land>> High-forest>>Reforest land>>Arable land >Grassland. In addition,
correlative analysis of the two methods reveal that,there is a signifficant linear correlation between DI and
QI,with a R? value of 9. 277. Both methods are efficient in the evaluation of the soil quality levels under dif-

ferent land uses.

Key words: karst; land use; soil quality; quantitative methods; Huajiang canyon; Guizhou province



