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Effect of Ca amendment on erodibility of andisol
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Fig.1. Buffering capacity with CaCO;

application and Lime Requirement of the soil
sample.

Table.1. Lime and Gypsum amendment (t/ha).

L.R/L.R.E 0.5 1.0 2.0
Lime 6.8 12.3 24.6

Gypsum 10.6 211 42.3
L.R.: Lime Requirement, L.R.E.. Lime

Requirement Equivalent. Assume thickness of soil
as 30cm to calculate amount of amendment.
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Fig.2. Runoff from Lime and Gypsum
amended soils at 0.5 times Lime Requirement.
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Fig.3. Runoff from Lime and Gypsum amended
soils at 0.5 times Lime Requirement.
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Fig.4. Cumulative soil loss from Lime and
Gypsum amended soils at 0.5 times Lime

Requirement.
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Fig.5. Cumulative soil loss from Lime and
Gypsum amended soils at 2.0 times Lime
Requirement.
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