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Table 1 Distribution of soil sampling sites
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Table 2 Comparison in soil CEC between greenlands
JHEES I CEC (cmol/kg) SD AR (%)
Bl KA <10 10 ~20 =20
JuAa e S 15.0 8.0 ~33.5 7.12 20.0 64.0 16.0
HUAR Sk Hh 17.6 11.3~36.2 7.67 0.0 85.7 143
el 2 14.0 7.1~25.1 4.62 16.7 75.0 8.3
P Sl 12.7 6.2~27.6 473 227 68.2 9.1
AR AR K 13.5 9.5~16.2 1.92 13.0 87.0 0.0
T ARIZE AR KE 1.5 8.5~17.8 2.72 38.9 61.1 0.0
B | AN 10.6 83~133 1.60 40.0 60.0 0.0
IRPHrék it 13.9 58~31.4 5.55 14.6 77.3 8.1
b 15.0 11.6~18.9 2.26 0.0 100.0 0.0
R ENT 23.0 13.1~43.2 10.93 0.0 53.8 46.2
BT Sk 13.0 72~145 1.93 10.0 80.0 10.0
KA e 4k 7.9 22~11.7 2.10 92.9 7.1 0.0
FEH =R 25.1 8.5~41.0 11.96 9.1 36.4 54.5
(ST 16.5 11.3~23.3 3.50 0.0 77.8 222
[IEZ R 2R 9.0 7.4~11.6 1.42 72.7 273 0.0
BIATIAE Al 19.4 12.3~25.0 10.39 0.0 93.3 6.7
EACITE S 19.2 12.1~28.0 6.21 0.0 57.1 429
10 — PR RIE 11.7 72~15.8 3.01 22.6 774 0.0
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Table 3 Correlativity between CEC and soil properties

PRALE BT FHIR R Pr > r a5 R?
HHR (XD 0.743 <0.0001 Y=0.2674X149.3570 0.5533%*
Fiki (X2) 0.680 <0.0001 Y=0.5069X2-0.0071 0.4629%*
pH (X3) -0.305 <0.0001 Y=-2.7747X3+37.6427 0.0929%*
BT (X4) -0.468 <0.0001 Y=-14.7918X4+33.2218 0.2186%*
WA FLBEE 0.115 0.0525

* RIRIEE P <0.05 (M EEKT; ** RRIEE P<0.01 T EKT.
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APPLICATION OF SOIL CEC TO EVALUATION OF SOIL QUALITY IN SHANGHAI

ZHANG Qi FANG Hai-lan HUANG Yi-zhen ZHAO Xiao-yi XI You-wei

(Shanghai Institute of Landscape Gardening, Shanghai  200232)
Abstract  CECs of garden soils in Shanghai ranges between 10 ~ 20 cmol/kg and are significantly correlated
with OM, pH, clay content, bulk density and soil aeration, so CEC is a good indicator of soil fertility, nutrient retention
capacity and buffering capacity. It is, therefore, necessary to add CEC as an item to the index system for evaluation of
urban garden soil quality and CEC of the gardens soils in shanghai should be controlled =14 cmol/kg.
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