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Characteristics of Soil pH in Urban Green Space

——A Case Study of Nanjing City
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2. College of Architecture and Art, Hefei University of Technology, Hefei, Anhui 230601, China)

Abstract ; Based on the detailed division of green space, through the collection and analysis of a large amount
of measured data, this paper selected Nanjing as an example to expand the breadth and depth of the research
on the soil pH of urban green space. The research results indicated that the soil of green space had the char-
acteristics of being generally alkaline, and the rich changes in the spatial form of the green space also caused
the differential performance of soil pH to a certain extent. Based on data analysis, this paper summarized three
influencing factors of temporal and spatial continuity, topography and plane form, and discussed the respective
causes and influence methods. As an important indicator of the soil environment, pH not only directly af-
fects the growth of vegetation, but also is a key regulator of various biological and chemical reactions.
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Tab.1 Classification of urban green spaces
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Fig. 1 Comparison of soil pH interval distribution in main green space types of sampling points
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Fig. 2 Comparison of soil pH mean and coefficient of variation for secondary green space types
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Fig. 3 Linear relationship between slope and soil pH
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