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INTRODUCTION

Presented on behalf of a team who did extremely arduous
field and laboratory work over many years, prior to being
abrogated by the Grain Crops Institute in 1998.

Will attempt to summarise our findings with respect to sall
acidity management and to put them into perspective.

May also be applicable to parts of the Eastern Cape and
Mpumalanga.



INTRODUCTION

Field work was initiated on sandy soils at Dundee in 1970
and appreciably expanded thereafter to Balmoral clays
at Greytown and clay loams at Geluksburg.

Total of 16 long-term field trials and several
glasshouse studies.

Most of the work has been published in journal articles
and conference proceedings, but may not have been
read by many.

This will be an abbreviated pictorial overview.



FERTILIZER ADVICE IN THE 1960s

Maize - responds to P, not to K and
only sometimes to N

Soya - responds to 6-12kg P/ha, not to K

Maize and Soya - acids soils need
1-3 fons/ha lime

NO SOIL TEST NUMBERS
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TOPICS TFOBEEIINSCUSSED:

pH vs Al-based indices

Acid subsoil amelioration

Crop species and culfivar differences

The neglected role of Manganese?

Ca:Mg Ratios, Lime suspensions and
pelletised Lime






pH vs Al-based indices

A Glasshouse Comparison of
Acidity Indices using Eight Soils and

Variable Lime and P levels
(clay% from 10 to 84)

Percent of Yield

Measure variation Explained
pH (KCI) 22
PH (H,O) 18
Exchangeable Al (cmol/L) 45
Exchageable Acidity (cmol/L) 47
Al Saturation Percent 71

Acid Saturation Percent 78




pH vs Al-based indices

2017 Samples from Maize Fields
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pH vs Al-based indices
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pH vs Al-based indices
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pH vs Al-based indices
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-based indices

PH vs Al




pH vs Al-based indices
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pH vs Al-based indices
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pH vs Al-based indices

® pH+10 Mo < 5.6
® pH+10 Mo 5.6 - 7.2

Geographical distribution
of class intervals for the relationship
(pH + 10xppm Mo).

® pH+10 Mo > 7.2
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Acid Subsoil Amelioratior



Depth (cm)
0-15
15-30
30 - 45
45 - 60
60 -75

Ve =2

Acid subsoil amelioration

Clay (%)  Acid Sat (%) oH (KCl)
41.2 59 3.9
41.2 65 4.0
46.1 4.1

4.1
4.0




Acid subsoil amelioration

16 t/ha calcmm hydromde four years prevnously

Water but no roofts







