(42) MEERENRIGHREIRE 54 5

ARG B B LR LR T AT A
AR
o %

ARz BN ETEFARRRRRAABEERAEZ L EREAMEREZTTH, SABREAEKAME
+EREETE  RTAEHESEESD, EBRARRR LIHARRL IRECEZR., WRER
BR RAREREEFMASIEVSEAREE  HARRR ISR REESN  RILBEEER,
R4ocCHRERERE T EEAREFELETERE LR 7-14 K,

B  REBRRMK,. TEES
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EYEEDH T RMTFESWREREREDRKESHARR | Bt T BRBREZRERYE
TRESHERTEREEVERME  AHBEGRAEESERNUREERAE, BaifE1EE
RESFRBEBRIIE, HEE. HERERKEAREL 2,000~-3,000 4 , BEFFEMVBE., HEX
FEEERB—ENRETETON , TERRER. BHRBEH K MUARZRBEIRAE (A
TR 35°C ) MM#E (35-60°C ) VME, BEREARER—ZE-B , RERBEER , BRI ERED
REARFZETRE , RERALE  HIEMERES S 2FEBERD, MEEIEMRERE
FEWMNH,-NEEDC , BT ERETREAREGCMERIER, MR FHEAE—HEW 40
mo/kg , TIEEIRGITREEMMFEN , MERE—BER , ABTEERRUESRDBIEE , E-8
ARTEREREESREAEN LIRS  FTU, EFLEZ RN AEBEBLT. BRAZLEEE SO,
-1@h0, AR pH ERNELEY. Rt , ERMERBRINBIRNRECERR LEARYE  AEREHE
EATUOE HERABREN , AFTEBRERRETER  MEATIEERRE , YEERRZ LKA
RE | WG EELEEARARRBREE 2 WITH,
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MR BT A

— - HEMH

FEBAE 2001 F 1 AE 2 ARASLBRERAREBREHET , BEMEHREE T F
BRAEEMESE 0-20, 2.1~4.0, 41~6.0, 6.0 LA LMD BIEFREEAR , §— L EEARES 80009,
REDBRESERIRUEN , SEHA—EEE 20009, BETRAEZEE, REEASEARAE.
30°C. 40°CR S0CREREZMNES L, SRENES., AARZRERERIEZERAL , HEEH
B 24 hrs, TEEACRAL AL AUEASERE. BREAREATSERZE AR KIS EE. KER
BERAEZZER , B—RIFEARESN , BREWE. BHHEA,

B

TEpHME, ALt k=1:1(WNV)—/ P ETEEHE , A pHFHRIE, ECEML : Kk=1:1(W/NV)
FE— I EBREEEAIEY. AME SRl Wakley Black FHE. ARMUBMUAETRE—%
( Bray-1Method ) BIE., TEHERMES, 85, SLUZ I RKE ( Mehlichsmethod ) BIE. Fe. Mn,
Cu, Zn L 0.1N HCl ZEEE R FIRAEE (AA ) HIEY,

= #ETSH

RAMBERESREREINE  RNERARRALEERARBRAZEE ZAR. UERARAR
REBASTEECME (V) AREY  ARERALZEENSRECME (X ) REEY , UM
BRREMARERBCEERST , ¥EBRRN @A,

R

DERREZETRBEARZBETE-—LE , L% pH ERERESE  EREHZBEH
EMmEMNESE BEREBZRFEE (K1 Bl 3), EXESWCYIATERE , AEEER
pH BT , BEASIREFR SO, K SO BURTE pH EA B, MR FTE BT BT
ERERESLEX  CERBERETREBRRAEZEAFMEBBEMAL , BRAREAREK LRI
B RREE.

*1 BRARREARZREEH T EMHE LR

Table 1. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on properties of soils.
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BE BHRE EEE AME B Fiil i £ £23] 71 ] #
Treatment  (pH) (EC) (OM) (P) (K) (Ca (Mg) (Fe) (Mn) (Cu) (Zn)

(mSlecm (%) (ppm)
)
30°C 5.61° 0.43° 450° 56.38% 324.1° 12159° 269.9° 154.7% 64.25% 246° 1091%
40°C 5.61% 0.45% 459* 5930 329.6° 1286.7% 2852° 162.4* 7046 252° 11.92°
50°C 5.62° 0.46° 4.62° 57.72% 325.6° 1307.6° 293.8 160.0* 70.60* 255° 11.81%

B REE 5.62% 0.40% 441* 56.17% 314.9° 1220.0* 266.7° 1482* 61.08* 243" 10.21°

BTRXFEHHERERTHERSSHARE SWKEZETEE,
Mean values within column followed the same letter are not significant by DMRT at 5% probability level.

1% EC BEEAARRZETERERRLZETE LR , FEERZEAEASHRSHNES B
BRUEEMEZETEE (K1 B2), ERRERTHRATREKBMEEHETNRELTENEEREBE
AR, AR EFRERETZEMNO,-N , MM EFRBEASEMNH,NEEY, ME
BERRTEERFHEE , MINO,-N ZBEEHEY , TKHEXEMENRRE,

THEARURETFAREREARET  ACCREAREREE  SEENEET  ASHERERS ,
BREAAREREZETEE (XK1 B4), —BME , Bt1E  KRAARRERESEBUKAER
MSSEAMER: (Bray-1 8 ) 8 , RBRMEZFEERRELAPE , EHRMETEMNS , EBRRE
BEHO,

y=0.178+0.9715x R?=0.94** y=0.5154+0.9113x R’=0.95* y=0.4094+0.9272x R?=0.94**

pH value by air drying

pH value at 30°C pH value at 40°C pH value at 50°C
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1. BRREFERARIREEE TIZ pH ERL LR

Fig. 1. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on pH value of soils.
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2. BREFHEARTZREEH TR ECHBL LR

Fig. 2. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on electrical conductivity of sails.
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y=0.3521+0.9091x R%=0.97** y=0.2183+0.9247x R?=0.94** y=0.4214+0.8753x R?=0.94**

OM value by air drying (%)
N

3. BREZEZRTREENTE OM HR2L LR

Fig. 3. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on content of organic matter in sails.
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4. BREFZRBRZREEH DRARM PREZLR

Fig. 4. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on the available P of sails.

TEAERMH. . SETERBRERRZET , AEFRERAEASMEMNES  BRUEBE
ERHEE (X1 B5 6.7), TEEApH EASMELENERR , ATRERFE LR D TER
ZREE,

TEEAMERFETRRERRZRET , 0°CRARZERE  SRENEET , ASBERE
BE BHEAARZEEZZETEE (X1 EHS 11). #, FNERUI IR pH BEZXEEX,
pH BES R, FNERMERIK, SEIE pH —EMRIRRP FeHEMIRE 1,000 5, MEHS pH —
BNSNARERE 100 27, BNBRESZESHSYEE. SRENEMME  MERZTEMNL
R, FNEEE , MUBELERENEI.
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TEEHME FEARARRETRAERARTZRT  ERAREREREMZAEA S MEM
WiB%  BHEUMERTEE (K1 B9 10). ARLEREU Mn™, Mn*, Mn""HREBEFE
MM AR ERERAEME , TEF pH E, BE. GLEREN. Git, Ky SEREREREN
e, EpHE<S5H, MHREESRHKEMENREN Mn* |, BB pH BESZHEA Mn* & Mn*
EMMBRERE®, 8745 pH —EMRTHEYE Mn*HD 100 £, BHRERSFSENERMLE,
MR HEENGERERSR pH B LA MG, AER pH EREFARERA, BEAHEXR
MR B 1R

ER{CBARMEES TEES TR, THERAERUEGH . RETHBRER D MEHE , UG
FHEYESER. TEARBEDIRKFAAZGEH FABUAIREZFEFEC. TEANEERS ,
AREREARREENFTSHWBERZNE/)  BRAERE 30°CK 40°CRE , REBARELE
WEEBRE  MURRAEAR OCRE. MERRS,  ERAKRLENAERS K MAEASEE
EERENER , THEERATRERREREE , #ERAUMBLRENELS , RUEEULS
RE,
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5. BREZEARTREEN DEAYM K AEZ LR

Fig. 5. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on the available K of soils.
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6. BEREZHEARTZREEH T RERMY CaAEI LR

Fig. 6. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on the available Ca of soils.
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7. BRREARZREEH TEERMAE LR

Fig. 7. Comparison n between natural air drying and hot air drying on the available Mg of soils.
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8. BARFEARERZBREEH TEUTFEINY Fe AIE LR
Fig. 8. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on the extractable Fe of soils.
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9. BREFEARTREEH LEAZIM Mn AEZ LR

Fig. 9. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on the extractable Mn of soils.
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10. BREFLEARTREEH DEAEIMYE CulE LR

Fig. 10. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on the extractable Cu of sails.
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11. BARREARTRREEH TEAFERM Zn AE 2 LR
Fig. 11. Comparison between natural air drying and hot air drying on the extractable Zn of soils.
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Evaluation of the Feasbility of Hot-Air Circulation
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System for Drying Soil Samples

Chih-Chan Chang

Summary

The objective of this study was to evaluate the feasibility of hot-air circulation system for
shortening the duration period of soil drying. An evaluation was made by comparison of chemical
and physical properties of samples of red and sandstone alluvial soils prepared by natural drying

and hot-air drying at 30°G 40°G and 50°C

No significant differences in values of O.M., K, Ca, Mg, Cu, Mn between the methods were
found with the hot-air drying temperature set at 40°CG duration period of soil drying shortened by
7-14 days as compared to conventional drying method.

Key words: hot-air circulation system, soil sample.



