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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the soil saturated hydraulic conductivity by Guelph permeameter in the
field under different landuses. Laboratory measurements of saturated hydraulic conductivity was
conducted by undisturbed soil samples carried form field. The results show that the forest land has
higher saturated hydraulic conductivity than the bare land. There is no comparatively obvious
relation between experiments in the field and the laboratory for soil hydraulic conductivity.
However, the laboratory experiment may achieve the completely saturated condition. This result in
higher saturated hydraulic conductivity is generally higher than the field experiment. Moreover, the

higher macroporosity is, the better saturated hydraulic conductivity is. Therefore, we can’t estimat
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saturated hydraulic conductivity can not be estimated in the field directly form the laboratory

experiment data.

However the bulk density, the particle density and field capacity can be used to

estimate macroporosity and simply determine the relative trend of saturated hydraulic conductivity.

(Keywords: Guelph Permeameter, Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity, Landuses, Macroporosity)
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