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Calculation of Soil Erodibility Factor K Value of Cultivated Red Soils Developed
from Two Different Parent Materials in Eastern Suburb of Changsha City

XIE Hong-xia, CHEN Qiong, LI Jinrlong, DENG Xuren, WANG Cui~hong, WANG Kat-yun

(College of Resources and Environment Science s Hu'nan Agricultural University , Changshas Hu'nan 410128, China)

Abstract: Soil samples of two cultivated red soils developed from weathered parent materials of quaternary
red earth and granite were collected in eastern suburbs of Changsha City. Soil particle composition and soil
organic matter were obtained by means of laboratory analysis. Then, soil erodibility factor K value was cal-
culated using Nomogragh model, modified Nomogragh model, EPIC model, geometric mean particle model
and Torri model. Finally, the calculated soil erodibility value was compared with the measured soil erodibili-
ty factor K value by the Red Soil Ecological Experimental Station of the Chinese Academy of Science in Jian-
gxi Province. Results showed that Torri model and geometric mean particle model are more suitable for cal-
culating the K value of red soils developed from quaternary red earth in the eastern suburb of Changsha City,
whereas EPIC model, geometric mean particle model and Torri model are suitable for calculating the K value
of red soils developed from weathered granite materials.
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