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Soil properties and yields of liriopis platyphylla were investigated to establish soil suitability of Korean
liriopis platyphylla at 116 farms in Korea. Morphological and physical properties of the soils were investigated
along with the average yield of 2~3 years. The impact factors of soil properties to the yield of liriopis
platyphylla were selected based on standard error of each factor. The yields of liriopis platyphylla showed the
greatest values when the morphology was alluvial plains, when the drainage was well or moderately well,
when the slope was 0-2%, the texture was coarse loamy, when the gravel content was less than 15% and when
the available soil depth was more than 100 cm. Contribution factors of soil properties to the yields were 0.15
by morphology, 0.15 by drainage level, 0.13 by slope, 0.18 by texture, 0.16 by gravel content and 0.23 by
available soil depth, respectively. Soil suitability classes were set as follows; the best suitable land if score was
greater than 92, suitable land if score ranged from 91 to 86, the possible land if the score ranged from 85 to 83,
and low productive land if score was less than 82. According to the criteria, 17.8% of the production area was
the best suitable land, 43.1% was suitable land, 17.3% was possible land, and 21.8% was low productive land.
The sum of both the best and suitable lands were 60.9% of the farm area of Miryang in Gyeongsangnam-do.

Key words: Liriopis platyphylla, Soil suitability class, Soil morphology, Soil physical property

The guidelines for Korean Liriopis Platyphlla production.

Division Soil morphological and physical properties
Morphology Alluvial plain Valley/fan, Mt. foot Hill, Dilluvium Mountain, Fluvio-marine
Score 15 14 12 12
Drainage Well Moderately Imperfectly Very well Poorly
Score 15 14 13 11 6
Slope (%) 0-2 2 -7 7-15 > 15
Score 13 12 10 5
Soil Texture (family) Co.loamy Fine silty Fine loamy Sandy (S. skeletal) Fine silty Clayey, Skeletal
Score 18 17 15 15 14 8
Gravel contents (%) <15 15 - 35 > 35
Score 16 16 13 -
Av. soil depth (cm) > 100 50 - 100 20 - 50 <20
Score 23 23 22 18
Best suit. land Suitable land Possible land Low productive land

% Range

= 92 91 ~ 86 85 ~ 83 < 82

% The lowest growing temperature of January (greater than —20°C)
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Introduction
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Table 1. Yields according to soil texture.
Soil texture Ave. Yi:clld No. of Inhvestigation Max. of }iilelds Min. of y_ilelds StarhldaTrd Standard
(kg 10a™) points (kg 10a™) (kg 10a™) Deviation Error
Sandy 2125 13 260.0 161.0 35.7 9.9
Coarse loamy 292.2 53 450.0 180.0 625 8.6
Fine loamy 245.0 38 360.0 180.0 52.4 8.5
Fine silty 230.9 270.0 198.0 242 8.5
Coarse silty 270.0 4 315.0 225.0 31.8 15.9
Table 2. Yields according to soil drainage classes.
Soil drainage classes Ave. Yiild No. of In.vestigation Max. of }iilelds Min. of y_i]elds Stal?da?rd Standard
(kg 10a™) points (kg 10a™) (kg 10a™) Deviation Error
Ex. well 216.0 3 225.0 207.0 73 4.2
Well 283.8 26 450.0 180.0 74.3 14.6
Moderately 261.1 60 450.0 180.0 60.1 7.8
Imperfectly 251.6 27 315.0 180.0 44.5 8.6
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Table 3. Yields according to available soil depth.

Available Ave. Yield No. of Investigation = Max. of yields = Min. of yields Standard Standard
soil depth (cm) (kg 1Oa'1) points (kg 10a™) (kg 103’1) Deviation Error
<20 212.5 13 260.0 161.0 35.7 9.9

20-50 263.8 4 315.0 180.0 50.9 9.9

50-100 267.7 27 414.0 198.0 534 10.3

>100 270.0 72 450.0 180.0 64.0 7.5

Table 4. Yields according to soil slopeness.

Soil Ave. Yield No. of Investigation = Max. of yields  Min. of yields Standard Standard
slopeness (kg 10a'1) points (kg 10a™") (kg 10a'1) Deviation Error
A(0-2%) 276.6 36 450.0 161.0 79.0 13.2
B(2-7%) 259.6 74 360.0 180.0 51.0 5.9
C(7-15%) 220.5 6 234.0 207.0 8.6 35

Table 5. Yields according to soil morphology.

Soil Ave. Yield No. of Investigation Max. of yields  Min. of yields Standard Standard

morphology (kg 10a'l) points (kg 10a'l) (kg 10a']) Deviation Error
Alluvial plain 276.6 36 450.0 161.0 79.0 13.2
Valley, fan 262.0 60 360.0 180.0 48.2 6.2

Mt. foot 249.1 14 360.0 180.0 60.4 16.1

Hill 225.0 3 234.0 216.0 7.3 42

Mountain 216.0 3 225.0 207.0 7.3 42
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Table 6. Yields according to gravel contents.

A Study on Soil Suitability Criteria for Liriopis Platyphylla

Gravel Ave. Yield No. of Investigation = Max. of yields = Min. of yields Standard Standard
contents (%) (kg 10a™) points (kg 10a™) (kg 10a™) Deviation Error
<15 273.9 56 450.0 180.0 66.9 8.9
15-35 263.5 43 360.0 180.0 52.5 8.0
>35 224.6 17 315.0 161.0 453 11.0

Table 7. Contribution rates of soil properties for Korean Liriopis Platyphlla.

Division Mean of standard error Points by soil properties Compensate of points
Morphology 8.8 15.2 15
Drainage 8.8 15.2 15
Slope (%) 7.5 12.9 13
Soil texture 10.3 17.8 18
Gravel contents 9.3 16.0 16
Av. Soil depth (cm) 133 229 23
Total 58.0 100.0 100

Table 8. The guidelines for Korean Liriopis Platyphlla production.

Division Soil morphological and physical properties
Morphology Alluvial plain Valley/fan, Mt. foot Hill, Dilluvium Mountain, Fluvio-marine
Score 15 14 12 12
Drainage Well Moderately Imperfectly Very well Poorly
Score 15 14 13 11 6
Slope(%) 0-2 2-7 7-15 > 15
Score 13 12 10 5
Soil Texture(family) Co.loamy  Fine silty = Fine loamy Sandy (S. skeletal) Fine silty Clayey, Skeletal
Score 18 17 15 15 14 8
Gravel contents(%) <15 15 - 35 > 35
Score 16 16 13 -
Av. soil depth(cm) > 100 50 - 100 20 - 50 <20
Score 23 23 22 18
Best suit. land Suitable land Possible land Low productive land
% Range
> 92 91 ~ 86 85 ~ 83 < 82
%% The lowest growing temperature of January (greater than -20°C)
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Table 9. The area of county by soil suitability classes of Korean Liriopis Platyphlla.

Best suitable land

Suitable land

Possible land Low productive land

County
(ha, %)

A 8,697 21,076 8,476 10,645

Milyang
(17.8) 43.1) (17.3) (21.8)
Buveo 19,247 30,413 17,688 31,306

u
Y (19.5) (30.8) (17.9) (1.7)
7477 21,758 14,341 11,379
Cheongyang

(13.6) (39.6) (26.1) (20.7)
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