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Soil Chemical Properties of Five Types of Forest
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Abstract

tion as the research object in Lingao County, the soil chemical properties of five types of forest by standard survey method were compared and an-

[ Objective ] To study soil chemical properties of five types of forest in Lingao County. [ Method ] Selecting five types of forest vegeta-

alyzed. [ Result | The content of soil nutrient elements in five types of forest were found in different soil depths. The differences of soil nutrient ele-
ments contents in different soil depths of the same forest type were also different. The variation regularity of different nutrient elements in the same
forest type varied with soil depth. [ Conclusion | The study provides reference for forest management in Lingao County.
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Table 1 Basic situation of five types of vegetation
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Fig.1 pH of different soil layers in five types of forest
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Fig.2 Organic content of different soil layers in five types of

forest
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Fig.3 Total nitrogen content of different soil layers in five types

of forest
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Fig.4 Total phosphorus content of different soil layers in five
types of forest
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Fig.5 Total potassium content of different soil layers in five
types of forest
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Fig.6 Effective phosphorus content of different soil layers in
five types of forest
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Fig.7 Available K content of different soil layers in five types of

forest
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Fig.8 Ammonium nitrogen content of different soil layers in

five types of forest
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Fig.9 Ammonium nitrogen content of different soil layers in
five types of forest
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