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Table 1 Characteristics of soilsin the Shangri-la Canyon
pH (g/kg) CIN (g/kg) mg/kg
(cm) 0.002mm  (g/kg) N P K N P K
ACO 16 5.25 604.5 30.4 21.71 1.4 1.1 10.1 117.25 33.86 90.42
BC 16~40 4.73 647.4 25.0 19.23 1.3 0.9 171 109.88 33.51 68.13
A 0~53 5.32 766.3 74.1 35.29 21 1.5 6.2 326.34 29.18 148.50
BC 53~100 5.85 578.2 42.4 23.56 1.8 1.5 201 162.81 51.34 159.80
A;0~17 4.52 662.7 2143 56.39 3.8 0.4 21.2 427.77 26.91 92.47
A, 17~37 4.50 677.5 84.3 52.69 1.6 0.5 28.0 146.82 22.50 30.13
B 37~100 491 543.3 56.5 43.46 1.3 0.6 29.0 209.88 72.80 32.80
A 15~33 6.64 571.9 193.4 32.78 5.9 0.9 13.3 684.96 26.40 617.10
B 33~70 6.89 670.3 60.2 30.10 2.0 0.6 12.8 253.52 14.40 155.60
BC 70~89 7.66 4123 30.4 33.78 0.9 0.6 17.8 82.40 14.79 68.87
A1 3~12 6.23 700.3 44.1 49.00 0.9 - - 101.05 20.53 160.30
B, 12~36 5.96 783.3 20.0 33.33 0.6 - - 80.41 35.56 91.89
BC 36~100 5.94 747.3 10.7 13.76 0.8 - - 86.82 14.66 83.06
A1 2~8 6.23 671.6 31.8 35.33 0.9 - - 87.55 24.22 197.20
B 8~35 6.25 754.3 14.4 18.00 0.8 - - 156.07 18.04 125.10
BC 35~45 8.16 615.2 29.0 41.43 0.7 - - 252.76 9.03 99.88
0~15 6.38 581.2 369.1 49.88 7.4 - - 909.51 16.77 177.70
A0 45 8.06 724.6 42.6 17.04 25 - - 114.04 4.95 103.50
B45 76 8.66 646.4 6.8 11.33 0.6 - - 24.00 1.13 51.85
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Table 2 Change in nutrient contents in the surface soil under disturbances
H gk N gk (mg/kg)
p g g/kg N b K
3.78 370.4 5.4 623.70 337.60 253.50
4.52 205.6 3.8 427.80 26.90 92.47
5.71 120.3 2.1 267.24 17.67 296.30
5.43 74.9 1.8 175.86 24.26 179.00
6.91 27.9 0.9 89.07 3.20 353.80
6.86 29.4 1.1 102.86 3.81 454.70
7.78 20.2 1.0 84.31 2.52 172.00
6.52 24.3 1.3 120.16 3.61 214.20
pH
K
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SOIL CHARACTERISTICSIN SHANGRI-LA CANYON
AND IMPACT OF HUMAN ACTIVITIES

TIANKun-? BElI Rong-ta? CHANG Feng-lai® LUMeé? MO Jian-feng?
( 1 Northeast Institute of Geography and Agricultural Ecology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Changchun  130012;
2 Department of Environment Science and Engineering, Southwest Forestry College, Kunming 650224)

Abstract  The soils characteristics and impacts of human disturbances on the ecosystem of the Shangri-La
Canyon were studied. The results show that 9 soils are distributed in clearly vertical zonation from 2,000m to 5,545m in
atitude. Theratio of C/N inthe soilsis high, indicating that in the Shangri-la Canyon the soil formation processes were
dominated with accumulation of organic matter. The average content of organic matter in the natural soil under forests
is 100 g/kg, but isreduced to 28.7 g/kg after the soil has been cultivated as sloping cropland and to 22,3 g/kg in deserted
farmland, which is evidence of soil degradation under the impact of human activities. On mire soil, harmful and
poisonous weeds, such as Euphorbia jolkinii and Artemisia hedinii representative of soil degradation, are intruding into
the meadow as a result of over-grazing. Soil degradation also occurs under the impact of nature disturbance such as
forest fire. Moreover, the soil in the Shangri-la Canyon is higher than the soils in the other mountains areas in Y unnan,
but cold weather limits the soil productivity and plant growth. Once the vegetation is destroyed, it is very hard to restore
it. Thusthe loss of forests with their function of conserving of water supply threatens the natural eco-environment in the
vicinity and the down-streams of the Y angtze River catchment.
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