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Figure 1. Qualitative land suitability map of the study area for soybean production.

1- Free survey

V€Y



IAT(Y) o jlond dY) s sy adgi 9 S8 a4y pul

s 315 255 S S Jolp 55 SIS (Ko sy
SLB ey Gl Olgsae G Saaes
S il SWee sl Shy oK kel
DS (YY) OKen 5 s sdudib el
388 e lS Sl S 5 s o Sl (St
Wil g b gre (T ol 5 3 (o PH (sl
S mdS 53 sl S Ol e S, sba (V)
5 Sl syl b 4 Sl Sh
wamg b S ey aake a s ol Co e
O olas oo p lales ot Jlsslesle isu ade
Aol 5 (gols pges (G &S b S A Ol o
e R W N VS V-S| LI ep o

sl 0l Cbu\ J}.}J.:L; B l.: 6)‘54,;4.:}&4

Obcaie gladae Lol e S Jltle s
Wbl a- da paze 3S1 3550 53 oomes Al
o3l a4 sl 6es o3Il &S el O Sbles
ST, S s Sy Ll S cl o2y B8
Vo U pH gl e Y Sl die 50 als 33l
S pH iy Oles 5o BC 6l
Slaskd Jlcdas o QLI 1) e 4 Koo (glaskd
&'ﬂjoujs 6\)‘3 cpH )i.ib Lﬁ'ejb )‘ ML’JG )\j}r_h
S ool 0T Sk sl cpl sibe S als

Sl 93,5 o il m e e SIS (Ko sy

SaW dy 3 ok addllas S o S5 o bl aods -\ Jgu

Table 1. Summary statistics of the studied soil properties in S;w unit.
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Figure 2. Kriged maps of the studied soil properties in S;w unit.
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Abstract

Background and Objectives: Soil mapping has a significant effect inland management because
that used as a source of soil data for decision making in land suitability for different purposes.
So preparation of soil maps can show the soils variability, is one of the main apprehension of
soil scientists. The objective of this study was to qualitative land suitability evaluation for
soybean in Astanch area, Guilan province and investigate the soil properties’ spatial variability
in one of the qualitative land suitability map in study area.

Materials and Methods: In order to qualitative land suitability evaluation 24 pedons were
excavated. Then, representative pedons were chosen and soil samples were taken from the
genetic horizons to determine soil classification. Qualitative land suitability maps were obtained
according to representative pedon analysis using parametric method. Next to know the spatial
variability of soil properties, 76 surface soil samples (0-30 cm) were taken from a regular grid
of 20 x 20 m in a 80 x 380 m plot. Ordinary rigged maps were achieved for studied soil.
Results: Statistical results in land unit with marginal suitability class (S;) showed that the
highest and lowest CV was related to EC (24.35) and pH (1.03%) respectively. Kriged maps
demonstrated that soil properties did not have a random pattern but had a spatial distribution.
Considering the kriged maps were generated for land unit with marginal suitability class (SW),
it can be stated that expansion of representative pedon suitability class to all unit area and
assumption of uniformity soil attributes in suitability map units may lead to not credible results.
Conclusion: Soil properties’ spatial variability pattern can be different in a farm managed by
farmer. Generalization of representative pedon analyses to all unit area, the use of soil map units
as land suitability units may lead to unsatisfactory results.This indicates that these land
suitability maps have not enough credibility for land use planning.

Keywords: Qualitative land suitability evaluation, Variogram, Kriging, Soil mapping
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