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Investigation on Soil pH Value in Tobacco Field in Zhuxi County

YANG Ji-long' , LIU Yang’, WANG Yuan-lin' et al (1. Zhuxi Branch of Shiyan Tobacco Company, Zhuxi, Hubei 442300; 2. Shiyan
Subsidiary Company of Hubei Provincial Tobacco Company, Shiyan, Hubei 442000 )

Abstract
od] The soil pH values of 817 fields belonging to 587 tobacco families of 38 villages in 5 towns were measured. [ Result] The county average
soil pH value was 6.30, the maximum value was 8.5, the minimum value was 5.0. The pH values of 579 samples were all lower than 6.5,
which accounted for 70.9% and indicated that the most of the tested soil samples were the weak acid. Soil pH values of 736 samples were be-
tween 5.0 to 7.0, which was suitable for the tobacco growth, and accounted for more than 90.09% . [ Conclusion] The soil pH value of to-
bacco fields is mainly weak acidity in Zhuxi County. There is acidification phenomenon in soil at present, but it is not serious. Zhuxi County

[ Objective ] To study the status of soil pH value of tobacco field in Zhuxi city, and to put forward the improving measures. [ Meth-

is still the suitable production area for high-quality flue-cured tobacco by carrying out the sustained increase of organic fertilizer, planting green
manure, crop rotation, replacing potassium sulfate by potassium nitrate.
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Table 1 Summary of soil pH value in each station

o ARWE  WWREC WWCEC WWISREC T pHEOMA o ROKH
Station Contract2 area Numh(.sr of Number '(# Numbe.r of Average pH Minimum Maximum

hm tested villages  tested families tested fields pH pH
[a] UK A3 Xiangba Station 87 825 10 74 127 6.23 5.2 7.4
BEUEIHNT3 Taoyuan Station 112 320 10 255 365 6.37 5.2 8.5
FLRIM % Fengxi Station 110 100 13 205 240 6.19 5.0 7.9
SRIZAHM 3 Quanxi Station 37 875 4 45 78 6.40 5.4 7.8
K AHM3Y Tianbao Station 9 630 1 4 7 6.74 6.0 7.4
41 Total 357 750 38 583 817 6.30 5.0 8.5
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