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Fig. 1 Soil type distribution diagram in Yanhe county
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Table 1  Comparison of pH values of different cultivated land soil types
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Fig. 2 pH value variation trend of different cultivated land soil types
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soil in the study area
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Table 2 Analysis of pH changes of major land use types
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Table 3  Statistics of rainfall in Yanhe county from 2009 to 2018 (unit;mm)
HAR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 A
2009 15.3 17.5 48.6 238.7 116.8 131.8 217.2 82.1 113.8 74.1 24.8 27.6 1108.3
2010 6.5 0.0 79.3 75.8 152.6 275.4 105.9 117.2 93.5 123.0 37.8 12.5 1079.5
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2016 40.8 19.3  97.0 133.3 267.4 467.8 145.5 152.3 59.7 109.5 42.9 17.0 1552.5
2017 9.0 36.0 73.3 84.6 117.3 298.2 8.2 196.6 186.5 44.9 24.7 1.7 1081.0
2018 71.2 0.2 54.5 192.6 272.2 104.0 118.6 70.7 284.7 78.1 69.7 8.4 13249
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Table 4  Statistics of fertilizer application amount in Yanhe county over the years
ey o (L AilTLIES
0y A B H S B () s e e ga
1980 4 385 2822 1455 0 108
1985 8 163 5504 2124 0 535
1990 14 120 7 059 5953 10 472
2000 31918 12 642 13 379 1283 4 615
2005 40 195 14 546 16 324 1 838 7 488
2010 48 944 17 744 17 488 3272 10 440
2011 48 605 18 363 16 902 3137 10 203
2013 48 298 18 283 16 752 3102 10 161
2014 48 294 18 280 16 750 3101 10 163
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Fig. 5 statistics of fertilizer application amount over the years
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Soil Acidification Status of Cultivated Land and Improvement
Countermeasures in Yanhe County, Guizhou Province

XIA Rui, XIE Dong-ming,ZHANG Yu-lun

(101 Geological Party, Guizhou Provincial Bureau of Geology & Mineral Exploration and
Development, Kaili 556000, Guizhou, China)

[ Abstract] Soil acidification is a manifestation of cultivated land degradation. In acidic and strongly acidic
soil, the growth of most crops will be affected and the productivity of crops will be significantly reduced. In this
paper, the status and law of soil acidification in Yanhe County were analyzed by comparing the results of the
second soil survey from 1980 to 1981 and the cultivated land quality geochemical survey and evaluation from
2017 to 2019. The results showed that the pH value of cultivated soil in the whole county ranged from 3. 99 to
8. 80, with an average value of 6.10. Compared with the second soil survey period from 1980 to 1981, the aver-
age pH value of all the main cultivated land types in the county decreased, among which the pH value of yellow
soil decreased by 5.91%. Lime soil decreased by 7.59% from neutral to acid. Purple soil decreased from alka-
linity to acidity by 22.09%. The scope of soil acidification of the main land use types in the county increased,
mainly from neutral to acid, acid to strong acid, the degree of soil acidification of cultivated land deepened, the
degree of paddy field acidification was higher than that of dry land. Recommended by advancing measurement
work reasonably adjust soil fertilizer fertilizer proportion, vigorously improve the soil organic matter content, ac-
tively promote the use of limestone, dolomite, fly ash, alkaline, biomass carbon, such as biological modifier,
adjust measures to local conditions to build the demonstration pilot project of soil improvement and so on many
countermeasures to relieve the farmland soil acidification and governance.

[ Key Words] Cultivated land; Soil acidification; The status quo; Yanhe County



