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Uttarakhand
Bahukhandi Kanchan Deoli, Arora Shefali, Sharma Madhuben, Siddiqui Nihal Anwar
Abstract: Soil is one of the important component of environment which affect growth and development of plant. The soil testing is one of the chemical
process in which the suitability of essential nutrients are determined before sowing the crops so that the demand of remaining nutrient can be fulfilled
artificially though applying fertilizer in the field. The objective of this research is to analyze macro-nutrient (P, K, S) micro nutrient (Mn, Fe, Cu, Zn) in
order to understand the suitability of soil for cultivation of medicinal plant species in the study area. In the present study the physiochemical analysis
were carried out by analyzing the parameter i.e. pH, Organic carbon, Phosphorous, Potassium, Sulphur, Zinc, Iron, Manganese and Copper. Total 24
soil sample were collected in 2017 during winter season (November-December) in selected villages of Saheshpur block of Dehradun and compared with
the Standard value of soil quality. The micronutrient Fe, Cu, Mn and Zn were determined by using Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer. The organic
carbon in the study area were ranged from 0.34 % to 0.94 %, the mean value of pH was 7.1 indicating alkaline nature of soil. In order to depict the
spatial variation one way ANOVA is carried out and it was found that in few sampling locations the soil quality parameter i.e. Sulphur, Zinc and moisture
content were highly variable as compare to other location. Correlation analysis were carried out among various parameter of soil quality, Mn shown
good correlation between Fe, S, Zn and Cu. All the parameter were under permissible limit of soil quality standard except potash which was found to
less than minimum (> 140 kg/hectare) requirement of soil quality standard.
key words: Soil quality; physiochemical parameter; soil fertility, micronutrient, macronutrient
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1. INTRODUCTION
Soil, water, air and plants are the three major components
for maintaining the ecosystems on which all life on earth
depends. By the end of the 20th century, scientist changed
their views about the importance of the soil as an
environmental component and took a step forward to
maintain or improve the soil quality for the better
performance. Soil quality is defined as ―Soil quality is an
account of the soil’s ability to provide ecosystem and social
services through its capacities to perform its functions
under changing conditions‖ (Toth et al. 2007). The soil
quality is the most integral part of environment component
apart from than the quality of air and water as it control
many ecological processes that ultimately effect water and
air quality which aid in promoting plant growth. In the other
words soil quality is made up of two words i) soil functional
ability ii) soil response properties. Functional ability of soil is
defined in particular conditions. This prerequisite is very
important for the assessment of the soil. Functional ability
of soil is govern by the number and the internal dynamics of
soil properties. Although the external conditions also
influence the soil quality and can be considered.
_______________________








a

Sojka and Upchurch (1999) associated the concept of soil
quality and the sustainability that causes confusion in the
area of soil quality. The environmental perspective of multifunctionality of soil given be the National Research Council,
1993 by (Sim et al.1997) is ―The capacity of the soil to
promote the growth of plants, protect watersheds by
regulating the infiltration and partitioning of precipitation and
prevent water and air pollution by buffering potential
pollutants such as agricultural chemicals, organic wastes
and industrial chemical‖. Degradation of soils can occur due
to depletion of organic matter (OM), extensive use of
chemical fertilizers and pesticides and reduction of
biodiversity (Tilman et al. 2001). In many developing
countries, agronomic recommendation are mainly based on
the soil types and agricultural zones and do not embrace
the gradients (Gachimbi et al. 2004; Groenenboom et al.
1991). So soil testing is one of the good diagnostic tools to
evaluate soil quality. Organic matter content and
physiochemical parameter determine the soil quality which
ultimately affected by changes in soil condition (Haynes,
2005, Undurraga et al. 2009, Wang et. al. 2011, Doran
et.al. 1994). For the better characterization of soil quality
two or more parameters of soil quality index may be
investigated (Bastida et al. 2008). For the soil quality
investigation a combination of chemical, physical and
biological properties and indicator values can be combined
with the quantifiable soil quality index (SQI) (Herrick et al.
2002; Aparicio et al. 2007). Several methods have been
used for the soil assessment in which the mathematically
methods were used (Brejda et al. 2000; Li; Lindstrom 2001;
Sun et al. 2003; Shukla et al. 2006; Velasquez et al. 2007)
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and the use of a soil quality index ( Hussain et al.1997;
Glover et al. 2000, Andrews et al. 2002a; Andrews et al.
2002b; Masto et al. 2007; Xu et. al. 2006; Andrews et al.
2004; Erkossa et al. 2007; Qi et. al. 2009) are main. The
objective of the present paper is to analyze physical and
chemical parameters of soil quality in order to assess
suitability of soil for sustainable farming practices, to
understand ion-chemistry of the soil and assess various
factors which affect soil quality and to generate base line
data of soil quality parameter in the study area.

2. MATERIAL AND METHOD
2.1. Location of the Study area
The district Dehradun is situated in NW corner of
Uttarakhand state and extends from N Latitude 29°58’ to
31°02’ 30" and E Longitude 77°34’ 45‖ to 78°18’ 30‖. It falls
in Survey of India Toposheets Nos. 53E, F, G, Jammu and
Kashmir (Fig.1). The district is bounded by Uttarkashi
district on the north, Tehri Garhwal and Pauri Garhwal
districts on the east and Saharnpur district (UP) on the
south. Its western boundary adjoins Sirmour district of
Himachal Pradesh separated by Rivers Tons and Yamuna.
The total area of Dehradun district is 3088 km 2 with an
average altitude of 640 m above mean sea level. The
district comprises of six tehsils, namely Dehradun,
Chakrata, Vikasnagar, Kalsi, Tiuni and Rishikesh. Further, it
is divided into six developmental blocks, viz: Chakrata,
Kalsi, Vikasnagar, Sahaspur, Raipur and Doiwala. The
present study is confined to Masraj Patti Gramsabha of
Sahaspur block of Dehradun district of Uttarakhand,
comprises of 8 villages It is a part of Shivalik range of lower
west Himalaya and situated on 1000 m -1050 m altitude.
Dehradun comprises of both plain as well as hilly areas.
The district Dehradun is situated in NW corner of
Uttarakhand state and extends from N Latitude 29°58’ to
31°02’ 30" and E Longitude 77°34’ 45‖ to 78°18’ 30‖. It falls
in Survey of India Toposheets Nos. 53E, F, G, J and K. The
district is bounded by Uttarkashi district on the north, Tehri
Garhwal and Pauri Garhwal districts on the east and
Saharnpur district (UP) on the south. Its western boundary
adjoins Sirmour district of Himachal Pradesh separated by
Rivers Tons and Yamuna. The total area of Dehradun
district is 3088 km2 with an average altitude of 640 m above
mean sea level. The district comprises of six tehsils, namely
Dehradun, Chakrata, Vikasnagar, Kalsi, Tiuni and
Rishikesh. Further, it is divided into six developmental
blocks, viz: Chakrata, Kalsi, Vikasnagar, Sahaspur, Raipur
and Doiwala. The present study is confined to Masraj Patti
Gramsabha of Sahaspur block of Dehradun district of
Uttarakhand, comprises of 8 villages It is a part of Shivalik
range of lower west Himalaya and situated on 1000 m 1050 m altitude. Dehradun comprises of both plain as well
as hilly areas. The study area comes under hilly region of
Dehradun and its distance from city is about 25 km. The
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Gramsabha is surrounded by two forest ranges, Langha
forest range and Campty forest range from southern and
northern sides respectively. The study area becomes
transition zone between two different types of forest range
altitudinal.
2.2 Soil Types
Due to wide variation in topography, intensity of erosion,
parent material and other factors, the soils show wide
variation in many characteristics specially textures, depth,
stoniness, colour, drainage, moisture status, organic matter
contents and cation exchange capacity. In fact soil are the
products of original geological formations hence three
geological zones exhibit difference. On the basis of
geological belts soil types of Doon valley has been
categorized in three main categories i.e Lesser Himalaya
Belt, Shiwalik Belt and the Boulder Belt of the valley
geological belt.
2.3. Sampling and Soil Testing
The methodology consists of field survey, collection of the
samples and analysis of physical and chemical parameter
of soil quality. Total thirty soil samples had been collected
from six different villages (Bidholi, Retiwala, Jagatpur,
Dunga, Masrajpatti and Birsani) of Saheshpur Block of
Dehradun during winter season. The soil sample samples
were collected by using auger. The composite samples
were kept in suitable plastic bag. These samples were air
dried in sun light and then sieved in the lab to < 2 mm
though stainless steel sieve and homogenized
preserved. The parameter like pH, electrical conductivity
(EC), organic carbon (OC), available phosphorous (P),
potassium (K), sulphur (S), magnesium (Mg), calcium (Ca),
zinc (Zn) and manganese (Mn) were analyzed in the
lab. Soil samples were prepared 1: 10 (solid to liquid
ratio) i.e 10 gram soil dissolved with 100 ml of distill water
and shake in mechanical shaker for 18 hrs. (Kanmani and
Gandhimathi, 2013).Water extract had been prepared as
per standard test method for shake extraction of soil with
water (ASTM D 3987 2006). The water extract of this
samples have been taken after filtering it though Wattman
filter paper and this water extract has been analyzed for
various physical and chemical parameter i.e. pH, EC
(electric conductivity) OC, P, K, S, Mg, Ca, Zn, Mn and Ca.
The pH of the soil sample was determined by making
suspension of (1:2:5) as per (Jackson, 1967). The organic
carbon was determined by titrimetric method, Walkey and
Black (1934), Bulk density was measured by core sampling
method The soil moisture content was determined by oven
drying method (Jackson 1967). The formula given by (Joel
and Amajuoyi 2009) were used. The micronutrient (Zn, Mn,
Cu, Fe) was determined by using Atomic Absorption
Spectrophotometer
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3. RESULT & DISCUSSION
The descriptive of soil quality parameter are given in Table
1. Shaipro Wilkis test has been conducted on the soil
samples and it was found that data is normally distributed
as the P>0.05 (Table 2).
3.1 Moisture Content and Density
The moisture is directly proportional to water holding
capacity of the soil. The moisture content in the study area
were ranged from 3.38 % to 8.87 % with a mean value of
4.29 % while the bulk density varied from 1.14 gm/cm3 to
1.47 gm/cm3 with a mean value of 1.23 gm/cm3 in all
sampling location (Table 1). The bulk density depend on
compaction and consolidation of soil but it is negatively
correlated with organic matter (Iram and Khan 2018)
3.2 pH and OC
The pH in the study area was ranged from 6.50 to 7.69 with
a mean value of 7.2 and found under normal range as per
Soil quality standard table (Table 2) (Fig. 1). It is estimated
that alkaline nature of the soil decreases the solubility of
minerals and create nutrient deficiency in the soil (Iram and
Khan 2018). Organic matter play an important role in
maintaining soil quality (Micheni. 2018). The organic matter
in soil may be increase due to organic matter leaves falling
on soil as well as due to application of chemical fertilizer or
bio fertilizer in the soil. The organic carbon concentration
was ranged from 0.37% to 0.94 % with the mean value of
0.65% (Table 1) and were under the normal range as
Standard table of soil quality. (Table 2). The organic
carbon is essential component of soil fertility as it add
nutrient for plant growth by maintaining physical and
biological health of the soil and also act as a buffer against
harmful substance. The organic matter provide natural
home for millions of bacteriological organism which aid
biological and chemical reaction required for sustaining
plant life. It aid moisture retention in the soil, enhance soil
aggregation, aeration, aid in reduction of soil erosion and
increase nutrient holding capacity of soil.
3.3 Potash and Phosphorous
The potash KA (SO4)2 in the soil varied from 67.5 Kg/
hectare to 405 kg/ hectare with a mean value of 100.58 Kg/
hectare (table 1) hectare which were found above
maximum level ( > 56) in all sampling location as per Soil
Quality Standard (Table 2) (Fig 2). The phosphorous is one
of the macro nutrients which is essential for plant growth
and found in every living cell (Solanki, 2012). Inorganic
phosphate supplied to the soil through fertilizer which is
rapidly converted into unavailable form. Soluble phosphate
converted into insoluble phosphate with the help of
microorganism. Application of phosphorous is necessary for
maintaining a balance between the other plant nutrients and
ensuring the normal growth of crop (Wagh et al. 2013). P in
the present soil vary from 8.96 Kg/hectare to 53 kg/ hectare
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with a mean value of 22.27 30.05 Kg/ hectare and found to
be below the minimum requirement (<28) (Table 1) as per
standard classification (Table 2), (Fig 2)
3.4 Sulphur and Zinc
The amount of S that became available to plant is largely
depend upon the amount of organic matter and
decomposition rate of organic matter by bacteria and other
soil organism. S in plant utilized in the production of plant
protein and is found several enzymes and vitamins used in
plant metabolism and known to be important in formation of
chlorophyll. The S concentration ranged from 9.55ppm to
81.6 ppm with a mean value of 24.58 ppm (table 1) and
found to be above maximum (> 20) level in all sampling
location when compared with soil quality standard (Table
2), (Figure 3). Zn is one of the important micronutrient and
its availability in the soil decreases with increase in soil pH.
Zn helps in promoting certain enzymes reaction in soil and
is required for the production of chlorophyll 11 and
formation of carbohydroxyl. The Zn concentration in the soil
was ranged from 0.42 ppm to 5.18 ppm with a mean value
of 2.42 ppm (table 1) in all sampling location and found
above the maximum (> 1 ppm) level at few sampling
location range as per Soil Quality Standard (Table 2)
(Figure 3).The deficiency of Zn causes pathogenic fungal
root disease (Graham and Webb 1991).
3.5 Iron, Manganese and Copper
It is estimated that the quantity of Fe may present in
abundant in soil, only a small fraction is available to the
plant. Iron function as a catalyst in the formation of
chlorophyll and is required many of the oxidation –
reduction reaction occurring in the plant. It is one of the
most common nutrient for plant growth and development
because it exist in low soluble form that is hardly available
for plant (Wagh et al. 2013). The Iron concentration ranged
from 2.64 ppm to 20.78 ppm with a mean value of 11.5 ppm
(Fig.3) and found under normal range Fe (10 ppm to 20
ppm) for agricultural production as per Soil Quality
Standard (Table 2). Mn is known to play important role in
many metabolic process in the plant and required for the
formation of chlorophyll in plant (Lindsay and Norvess,
1978). The amount of manganese available to the plant
dependent upon soil pH, the quantity of organic matter
present and degree of aeration. In alkaline soil Mn
deficiency may occur because it is less soluble at elevated
pH level. The Mn concentration in soil range from 0.45 ppm
to 19.52 ppm with a mean value of 5.03 ppm and found less
than minimum requirement (5.03 ppm) at few sampling
locations. The copper concentration was ranged from 0.18
ppm to 7.51 ppm with a mean value of 1.305 ppm in all
sampling location and was above (maximum level > 0.4 ) as
per Soil quality standard (table 2).

Correlation Analysis
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The coefficient of correlation between different
physiochemical parameter of soil were calculated and were
presented in the (table 3). The high coefficient of correlation
were indicated by (near + and -1) between two variables
and around zero concentration indicated that no
relationship exist between two variables. The value of r
between two variable are ranged 0.5 to 0.7 that indicated
two variable are strongly correlated (Rakesh and Raju,
2013). The Zn has shown strong correlation between the
parameter S (r2 = 0.4), Fe (r2 = 0.4) and Mn( r2 =4), Fe
showed positive correlation between S(r2 =), Mn (r2 = 0.5)
and with Cu (r2 = 0.2). Similarly Mn indicated positive
correlation between S (r2 =0.6), pH (r2 = 0.42), Zn (r2
=0.41), and Fe (r2 = 0.5) and with Cu (r2 = 0.59). The pH
also indicated positive correlation between S (r2 = 0.4) and
Mn (r2 = 0.42) (Table 3).
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In order to assess the spatial variation in the soil quality
parameters at different sampling stations one way ANOVA
has been performed at collected dataset. It was found that
all soil quality parameters were statistical significant
(P>0.05) except the parameter of S, Zn, Mn, Bulk density
and moisture content. During field investigation it was found
at few locations of Retiwala, Birsani and Bidholi the use of
organic manure is more as compare to the other locations.
All statistically significant parameters have shown higher
values at some sampling while there were other sampling
location also in the study area where statistically significant
parameter have shown minimum values. No spatial
variations are observed in the other insignificant
parameters.

4. CONCLUSION
The physiochemical analysis of soil indicated that the
parameter ie. pH, OC, and Fe were found under normal
range of soil quality standard however the parameter i.e.
Zn, Cu and Fe and potash concentration were found above
maximum permissible limit of soil quality standard. The Mn
and P concentrations were found below the minimum limit
of Soil Quality Standard at few sampling locations. The
parameter S, Zn and moisture content were found to be
highly variable at few sampling locations. The soil quality is
considered good source of essential nutrient for agricultural
practices

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT :
The authors are thankful to SEED division of Department of
Science and Technology (DST) for providing financial
support to the research project ―Women Technology Park :
Identification and Cultivation of Medicinal and Aromatic
Plant‖ at UPES.

REFERENCES
[1]
[2]

[3]
[4]

[5]

[6]

Andrews, S. S., D. L. Karlen and C. A.
Cambardella. 2004. ―The soil management
assessment
framework: A quantitative soil quality
evaluation method‖. Soil Science Society of
America, 68:
1945-1962.
Andrews, S. S., D. L. Karlen and J. P. Mitchell.
2002a. ―A comparison of soil quality indexing
methods for vegetable production systems in
northern California‖. Agriculture Ecosystems and
Environment, 90: 25-45.
Andrews, S. S., J. P. Mitchell, R. Mancineelli, D. L.
Karlen and T. K. Hartz et al. 2002b. ―On-farm
assessment of soil quality in California's central
valley‖. Agronomy Journal, 94: 12-23.
Aparicio, V., and J. L. Costa. 2007. ―Soil quality
indicators under continuous cropping systems in

ISSN 2277-8616

the Argentinean pampas‖. Soil and Tillage
Research, 96: 155–165.
[7] ASTM, D. (3987) 2006. ―Standard test method for
shake extraction of solid waste with water‖. Annual
book for American Society for testing and Material
standards.
[8] Bartarya, S. K, K. D. Bahukhandi. 2012. ―Impact
Assessment of Urbanization and Industrialization
on surface and groundwater quality of Dehradun
district of Uttarakhand‖. Global Journal of
Engineering, Design and Technology, Vol. 1(1):1122.
[9] Bastida, F., A. Zsolnay, T. Hernánde, and C.
García. 2008. ―Past,present and future of soil
quality indices: a biological perspective‖.
Geoderma, 147: 159–171.
[10]
Brejda, J. J., T. B. Moorman, D. L. Karlen and
T. H. Dao. 2000. ―Identification of regional soil
[11] quality factors and indicators: I. Central and
southern high plains‖. Soil Science Society of
America Journal, 64(6): 2115-2124.
[12] Doran, J. W., Parkin, T. B. 1994. ―Defining and
assessing soil quality. In Doran JW, et al. (Eds.),
Defining Soil Quality for Sustainable Environment‖.
Soil Science Society of America, Inc. Madison, 321, Wisconsin.
[13] Erkossa, T., F. Itanna and K. Stahr.
2007.
―Indexing soil quality: a new paradigm in soil
science research‖. Australian Journal of Soil
Research, 45(2): 129-137.
[14] Gachimbi, L.N, H Van Keulen, EG, Thuranira, AM,
Karuku and A. De Jager et al., 2004. ―Nutrient
balances at farm level in Machakos (Kenya) using
a participatory nutrient monitoring (NUTMON)
approach‖. Land Use Policy, 22: 13-22.
[15] Glover J. D., J. P. Reganold, and P. K. Andrews.
2000. ―Systematic method for rating soil quality of
conventional, organic, and integrated apple
orchards in Washington State‖. Agriculture,
Ecosystems and Environment, 80(1-2): 29-45.
[16] Graham R. D., M. J. Webb. 1991. ―Micronutrients
and disease resistance and tolerance in
plants‖. Micronutrients in agriculture, 329-370
(micronutrientsi2).
[17] Groenenboom, M. and M. Drift. 1991. ―Soil survey
in Western Kenya a semi-detailed soil survey and
qualitative land evaluation for South Kabras
location (Kakamega District)‖. University of Utrecht,
Faculty of Geographical Sciences, 97, Utrecht.
[18] Haynes R. J., 2005. ―Labile organic matter
fractions as central components of the quality of
agricultural soils: an overview‖. Advances in
Agronomy, 85: 221–268.
[19] Herrick, J. E., J. R. Brown, A. Tugel, P. L.Shaver
and K. M. Havstad. 2002. ―Application of soil

1584
IJSTR©2020
www.ijstr.org

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENTIFIC & TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH VOLUME 9, ISSUE 01, JANUARY 2020

quality to monitoring and management: paradigms
from rangeland ecology‖. Agronomy Journal, 94: 311.
[20] Hussain, I., K. R. Olson, M. M. Wander and Karlen
D.L. 1999. ―Adaptation of soil quality indices and
application to three tillage systems in Illinois‖. Soil
and Tillage Research, 50(3-4: 237-249.
[21] Iram, A., Khan, T.I. 2018. ―Analysis of Soil quality
using physicochemical parameter with special
emphasize on Fluoride from selected sites of
Sawai Modhopur Tehsil, ajasthan‖. International
sciences and Natural Resources, 001 -008
[22] Jackson, M. L. 2005. ―Soil chemical analysis:
Advanced course. UW-Madison Libraries Parallel
Press‖.
[23] Joel, O. F., C. A. Amajuoyi. 2009. ―Determination
of Selected Physicochemical Parameters and
Heavy Metals in a Drilling Cutting Dump Site at
Ezeogwu–Owaza, Nigeria‖. Journal of Applied
Sciences and Environmental Management, 13(2):
27-33
[24] Kanmani, S., R. Gandhimathi. 2013. ―Assessment
of heavy metal contamination in soil due to
leachate from an open dumping site‖. Applied
Water Sci, 3: 193 -205.
[25] Li, Y., M. J. Lindstrom. 2001. ―Evaluating soil
quality-soil redistribution relationship on terraces
and steep hillslope‖. Soil Science Society of
America Journal, 65(5): 1500-1508.
[26] Lindsay, W. L., W. A. Norvell, 1978. ―Development
of DTPA soil test for Zinc, iron, manganese and
copper‖. Soil Sci. Soc, Am.J., 42: 421-428.
[27] Masto, R. E., P. K. Chhonkar, D. Singh, A. K.
Patra. 2007. ―Soil quality response to long-term
nutrient and crop management on a semi-arid
Inceptisol‖.
Agriculture,
Ecosystems
and
Environment, 118(1-4): 130-142.
[28] Micheni, A., F. Kihanda, Irungu. 2004. ―Soil
Organic Matter (SOM) : the basis for improved crop
production in arid and semi arid climate of eastern
Kenya‖ 608.
[29] Qi, Y., J. L. Darilek, B. Huang, Y. Zhao, W. Sun
et. al. 2009. ―Evaluating soil quality indices in an
agricultural region of Jiangsu Province‖.
Geoderma, 149(3-4): 325-334.
[30] Rakesh, S. M., N. S. Raju. 2013. ―Correlation of
heavy metals contamination with soil properties of
Industrial area of Mysore, Karnataka, India by
cluster analysis‖. International Journal of
Environmental Science, 2(10): 22 – 27.
[31] Shukla, M. K., R. Lal, M. Ebinger. 2006.
―Determining soil quality indicators by factor
analysis‖. Soil and Tillage Research, 87(2): 194204.

ISSN 2277-8616

[32] Sims, J. T., S. D. Cunningham and M. E. Sumner.
1997. ―Assessing soil quality for environmental
purposes: roles and challenges for soil scientists‖.
Journal of Environmental Quality, 26: 20–25.
[33] Skinner, H. C. W., Jahren, A. H. 2017. ―Soil and
Environmental Chemistry (Second Edition), 87-146
(Science Direct) ,
[34] Sojka, R. E., Upchurch, D. R. 1999. ―Reservations
regarding the soil quality concept‖. Soil Sci. Soc.
Am. J., 63 (5): 1039–1054.
[35] Solanki, H. A., N. H. Chavda. 2012.―Physicochemical analysis with reference to seasonal
changes in soils of victoria park reserve forest,
Bhavnagar (Gujarat)‖. Life sciences Leaflets, 30:
62-to 68
[36] Sun, B., Zhou, S. L., Zhao, Q. G. 2003. ―Evaluation
of spatial and temporal changes of soil quality
based on geostatistical analysis in the hill region of
subtropical China‖. Geoderma, 115(1-2): 85-99.
[37] Tale, K. S., Ingole, S., 2015. ―A review on role of
physico-chemical
properties
in
soil
quality‖. Chemical
Science
Review
and
Letters, 4(13): 57-66.
[38] Tilman, D., J. Fargione, B. Wolff, C. D'Antonio, A.
Dobson, R. Howarth, D. Schindler, W. H.
Schlesinger, D. Simberloff, D. Swackhamer. 2001.
―Forecasting
agriculturally
driven
global
environmental change‖. Science, 292: 281-284.
[39] Tóth, G. V., Stolbovoy et al. 2007: Soil Quality and
Sustainability Evaluation – An integrated approach
to support soil related policies in the European
Union. Luxembourg, Office for Official Publications
of the European Communities. 1-39
[40] Trivedy, R. K., P. K. Goel . 1984. Chemical and
biological methods for water pollution studies.
Environmental publication, Karad , Maharashtra
(India). 1-22.
[41] Undurraga, P. D., E. V. Zagal, G. W. Sepúlveda, N.
V. Valderrama. 2009. ―Dissolved organic carbon
and nitrogen in andisol for six crop rotations with
different soil management intensity‖. Chilean
Journal of Agricultural Research, 69: 445–45
[42] Velasquez E, P. Lavelle, M. Andrade. 2007.
―GISQ, A multifunctional indicator of soil quality‖.
Soil Biology and Biochemistry, 39(12): 30663080.
[43] Wagh, G.S., D. M. Chavhan, M. R. G. Sayyed.
2013. ―Physicochemical Analysis of Soils from
Eastern Part of Pune City‖. Universal Journal of
Environmental Research & Technology, 3(1): 9399
[44] Walkley, A., I. A. Black, 1934. ―An examination of
the Degtjareff method for determining soil organic
matter, and a proposed modification of the chromic
acid titration method‖. Soil science, 37(1): 29-38.

1585
IJSTR©2020
www.ijstr.org

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENTIFIC & TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH VOLUME 9, ISSUE 01, JANUARY 2020

[46] Xu, M., Y. Zhao, G. Liu., R. M. Argent. 2006. ―Soil
quality indices and their application in the hilly
loess plateau region of China‖. Australian Journal
of Soil Research, 44: 245-254.

[45] Wang, S. H., Shi, X. Z., Zhao, Y. C., Weindorf, D.
C., Yu, D. S., Xu SX, Tan MZ, Sun WX 2011,
―Regional simulation of soil organic carbon
dynamics for dry farmland in east China by
coupling a 1:500000 soil database with the century
model‖. Pedosphere, 21: 277–287.

Sources: www.gismap, google.com

ISSN 2277-8616

Source : Bartarya & Bahukhandi 2012
Figure 1: Location map of the study area
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Fig.2. Variation in Soil a) pH and b) Organic carbon concentration at different sampling location
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of soil quality parameter
Parameters

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

pH

26

6.50

7.69

7.2946

0.22416

Organic carbon
(%)

26

0.37

0.94

0.6581

0.13813

Phosphorus(kg/Ha)

26

8.96

53.76

22.2708

10.73485

Potash (Kg/Ha)

26

67.50

405.00

154.0577

95.32317
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Sulphur (ppm)

26

9.55

81.67

24.5815

16.85937

Zinc (ppm)

26

0.42

5.18

2.4235

1.63084

Iron(ppm)

25

2.64

20.78

11.5804

4.63093

Manganese (ppm)

26

0.45

19.52

5.0381

4.68341

Copper (ppm)

25

0.18

7.51

1.3052

1.51062

Bulk density
3
(gm/cm )

26

0.95

1.47

1.2577

0.13453

Moisture Content
(%)

26

2.09

8.87

5.2681

1.69890
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Table 2 : Soil Quality Standard Table
Parameter

Range

pH

Acidic < 6.5
Normal 6.5- 8.2
Alkaline> 8.2

Electrical
Conductivity

Normal < 1
Medium 1-3
Harmful > 3

Organic
Carbon (in
%)

minimum < 0.5
Normal 0.5-0.75
Maximum > 0.75

Available
Phosphorus
(kg/hec)

Minimum < 28
Normal 28-56
Maximum >56

Available
Potassium
(kg/hec)

Minimum < 140
Normal 140-280
Maximum > 280

Sulphur

Minimum < 10
Normal 10-20
Maximum >20

Magnesium

Minimum < 1
Normal 1-2
Maximum > 2

Calcium

Minimum < 1.5
Normal 1.5-3.0
Maximum > 3.0

Zinc

Minimum < 0.5
Normal 0.5-1.0
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Maximum > 1.0

3.6
Mangnese

Minimum < 5
Normal 5-10
Maximum > 10

Copper

Minimum < 0.2
Normal 0.2-0.4
Maximum > 0.4
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Table 3: Pearson’s Coefficient of Correlation between soil physiological parameter
pH

O.C.

pH

1

P

K

S

Zn

-0.425

-0.008

-0.002

0.460

Fe

Mn

0.056

0.064

0.422

O.C.

-0.425

1

-0.200

-0.010

-0.325

0.023

-0.128

-0.515

P

-0.008

-0.200

1

-0.210

-0.253

-0.370

0.064

0.001

K

-0.002

-0.010

-0.210

1

0.117

0.135

-0.270

-0.270

S

0.460

-0.325

-0.253

0.117

1

0.423

0.405

0.619

Zn

0.056

0.0235

-0.370

0.135

0.423

1

0.411

0.477

Fe

0.064

-0.128

0.064

-0.270

0.405

0.411

1

0.503

Mn

0.422

-0.515

0.001

0.122

0.619

0.411

0.503

1

Cu

0.196

-0.443

0.083

0.214

0.100

0.1679

0.219

0.593

Table 4. One way ANOVA test for soil quality parameter
Soil quality parameter

Sig.

pH

0.142

Organic carbon

0.352

Phosphorus

0.436

Potash

0.087

Sulphur

0.001

Zinc

0.023

Iron

0.089

Manganese

0.004

Copper

0.052

Bulk density

0.006

Moisture Content

0.000
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