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Abstract: A quantitative assessment of Soil productivity has been done for tobacco plantation area in Lombok. 

The output of this assessment is called soil productivity index (SPI) which is a percentage of crop yields 

obtained under actual soil and climatic conditions in the field, relative to potential yield under ideal condition. 

The aim of this study was to develop a robust soil productivity index for rice, tobacco and soybean. Data 

required were soil properties, namely:  physical properties, chemical and fertility. of soils. Climate data 

included monthly precipitation (minimum 30 years) and daily rainfall data (minimum 10 years). The SPI was 

calculated using Normalized Storie Index Rating (NSIR) and Normalized Square Root Index (NQSRI). The 

results showed that Normalized Square Root Index gave greater output and better correlation value compared 

to Normalized Storie Index Rating. The SPI of rice ranged from 50 to 88 with average of  67. The SPI tend to 

increase when year was wet..The SPI for soybean ranged from 54 to 78 with average of  66. There was a little 

effect of year type on yield of soybean.  The SPI of tobacco  ranged from 30 to 84 with average of  61. Tobacco 

base -SPI  tended to decrease when year was wet. Validation with RMSE showed that there was no significant 

different between actual (measured yield)  with predicted yield. This means that the SPI values can be used as a 

better predictor  of actual yield estimation in the fields. 

Keywords:  Soil productivity index,  Normalized Storie Index Rating, Normalized Square Root Index (NSRI), . 

 

I. Introduction 
Soil Productivity Index (SPI) is becoming an important method for increasing farming efficiency and 

sustainability.[1];,[2]. The SPI is a conceptual frame work for assessing crop performance in responding to soil-

water and plant relationship [3],[4];. Various methods for assessing land suitability have been widely developed 

for land evaluation [5]; [6], They were developed based on an empirical relationship between crop performance 

and diagnostic criteria [7] [8]. The output of land evaluation mode base on SPI is becoming  more interpretable 

along with progress in computer science and geographic information system (GIS) which  enable to convert 

numerical data into geospatial representing soil productivity [9]; 10];11];[12]). Bouma [13] stated that rapid 

change in  land use  must be  accompanied by regular-evaluation -of updated  soil survey data. The updating soil  

data  is prescribed for  a proper land use planning using modern technology  [4], which requires  better  quality  

input data [6], and  to incorporate more detailed climate information and soil moisture regimes and  state of soil 

fertility and organic matter [14];.[15].) 

Early attempt  to apply quantitative methods in Indonesia  was commenced in 1950s [7],  to investigate  

productivity of  irrigated rice fields in a period of  1950 to 1954 1950 to 1954 in Central Java. It was concluded 

from results of the investigation that soil characteristics played  a major role in land productivity. .Riqiuer et al 

[16] applied a multiplication method to assess soil  productivity in Java island. Parameters  included in the 

model were effective soil depth, texture or structure of top soil horizon,  cation status or soluble salt, organic 

matter, mineral content of B horizon, drainage and  soil moisture content. However, this method was less 

adopted because of  its inconsistency   and difficulty in interpretation.  Land Suitability Rating (LSR) was  

developed by University of Iowa for indexing  suitability of land for field crops,  such as  corn and soybean  in 

IOWA State,  USA [17]. Storie  [18] developed the Storie Index Rating (SIR) which  multiplies rating  of land 

characteristics for land evaluation in California, USA. Square root method was tested in Middle East by Khiddir 

[19]. Both methods are currently widely used in the middle East countries [14]  

Sys et al  [20] suggested  that there are  few  modification  on criteria and parameters  required in using 

the Storie rating and the Root Square method. Adjustment subjected to change  depending on seasonal crop 

variety, crop breeding, soil characteristics, and climate condition. Darvishi-Foshtomi et al. [21] stated that 

indices  of  >70, 50 – 75,  25 to 50,  and  <25 are  equivalent to S, S2, S3 dan N for land suitability classification 

respectively. 
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A quantitative method for soil productivity assessment has many advantages, mainly: quantitative 

criteria can be more flexible, reliable, objective and reproducible [17], Mustafa et al, [22]. However, it requires 

an extra effort to test its correlation with actual crop yields in different climate and soil regimes. Many 

worldwide experiments have been conducted for that purposes. Sys and Frankfart [23]  found  a strong 

correlation between land productivity index and  yield of cacao (r=0.98), cotton (r=0.93) in Congo basin. Sys 

and Verheye [24] found correlation  coefficient of 0.93 for rice in Thailand. Christianto and Hernusya [25] 

found  that correlation  coefficient ranged from 0.63 to 0.93 for several estate crops in Indonesia.  

Land evaluation seeks to predict -behavior of land for a particular  use. Land evaluation assesses all 

land indicators including indicators of soil quality,  landscape, water, climate, and land use.  Soil properties were 

assessed namely soil physical and chemical  characteristic such as soil depth, texture,  soil density, infiltration 

rate, soil moisture holding capacity, pH, carbonate concentration.  Main inputs in land  evaluation are 

parameters which are assumed as permanent and constant over time [3], while  in fact  soil parameters  are  

varied spatially  and temporally  depending on various factors, namely climate variability and human 

intervention on land system [26]. It is no doubt that  human role in land management could be positive, but over 

exploitation of land beyond its capacity  results in negative impact to soil productivity [27]). In other word,  land 

undergoes a dynamic change from time to time due to differences in  the way  of  land management practiced, 

e.g. land use intensity, different types of plants introduced, as well as  variations in landscape [26].  Karlen et al. 

[28] [29]; Doran et al [30] [31]  found that  quality of  soil changing because of decreasing  organic matter and 

soil  erosion. Dilkova [32]  stated  that human aggressiveness in land utilization is a major factor for  decreasing 

level of soil organic matter leading  to degradation of  soil  quality. Therefore,  quantitative models enable 

scientists  to  cove with  such dynamic  change  of  land characteristic, climate variability and plant species. 

Furthermore, progress in modeling and computer application make it easy -to resolve -a complex  

formula being applied,[9], [33].[34], [35].  Analysis of land suitability  with more parameters being included in 

the model could produce a simple indices which is getting close to  real and  actual land suitability. The aim of 

this study was to develop land suitability indices for rice, soybean, and tobacco-in Lombok under three climatic 

scenarios, namely dry, average or normal and wet conditions. The output of model are  presented as SPI maps 

for five soil types in the study areas. 

 

II. Materials and Methods 
2.1. Research Location 

This research was carried out in  rice fields which are a center for  tobacco plantation in  dry season in 

Lombok. Cropping pattern in  irrigated area was paddy in rainy season followed by second paddy in early   dry 

season or tobacco, or  secondary crops  such as  soybean, peanut and corn in late dry season.  In semi irrigated 

area and rainfed area, cropping pattern were rice in rainy season followed by secondary crops including tobacco  

in dry season. Secondary crop in this research was focused on  soybean and tobacco. Area of semi irrigated and 

rain-fed were situated in south part of Lombok where climate is drier (D4 and E4 [36]. Here, water availability 

is one of the most limiting factor for dry season crops.  

Total area of tobacco plantation in The study  location is 63117 ha [37]. This was divided into three 

categories based on historical background of tobacco plantation, namely main area (about 22974 ha or 36%), 

extended area (about 35326 ha or 56%) and potential area of tobacco (about 4817 ha or 7%).   Main area refers 

to the area where tobacco has been subsequently planted after rice since 1960s. Currently about 70% or or about 

15.000 to18000 ha of this area is planted with tobacco yearly. Soil type of this area mostly Inceptisols and 

Alfisols which are  distributed at Sub District  of Terare,. Sikur,  Montong Gading and Sakra, East Sakra, West 

Sakra and Keruak in East Lombok.  Sub District of Kopang and Batukliang in Central Lombok. Extended area 

refers to less irrigated area where climate is dryer and water is limited. About 15% to 20% of total extended area 

was planted tobacco yearly. This area is mostly dominated by heavy clay soils, Vertisols located in southern 

subdistricts of Lombok including West Praya, Southwest Praya, East Praya and Pujut in Central Lombok, and  

Sub District of Keruak and Jerowaru in  East Lombok. Potential area refers area which was historically area of  

dark tobacco (chopped tobacco) and farmers are starting to grow virginian tobacco under supervision of tobacco 

companies in Lombok. This area is dominated by Entisols equipped -with good irrigation system, under climate 

type D3 and D4.  This site is located at Sub District of Kuripan,  Gerung and Kediri, southern part  of West 

Lombok (Figure 1).   

 

2.2. Source of Data 

Most of climate  data for this study were obtained from Research Center for Water Resources and 

Agroclimate, State University of Mataram. Period of climate data collected  was  ≥ 50 years of monthly rainfall 

data (from 1950 to 2007). Later data were obtained from BMKG dan BPTPH of Province of West Nusa 

Tenggara.Climate data were collected from stations that are close to  study sites , namely:  station Bebuak, sub 

District of  Kopang,  station DasanLekong (East Lombok), station Keruak East Lombok) , station Sengkol, and 
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Pelambik (Central Lombok), station  Narmada (West  Lombok)  and BKMG of Mataram (City of Mataram). Of 

the seven weather station data logger is then retrieved a data while irradiation (radiation).   

 

 
Figure 1. Study Sites in Lombok - 

 

Primary soil data were collected in 2012 representing -four soil types. Each soil type was represented 

by providing proportional numbers of soil profile or mini pit. The four soil types were -Alfisols (3 pits), Entisols 

(1 pit), Inceptisols (3 pits) and Vertisols (3 pits). Soil properties were directly observed in situ, and soil samples 

were collected from the pits for laboratory analyses.  Collected soil samples were analyzed in Laboratory of Soil 

Physics and Soil Chemistry, Faculty of Agriculture, State University of Mataram. Soil parameters were: soil 

texture (percentage of clay, silt and sand), fragmentation (percent gravel and stone content in soil matrix), soil 

organic matter, cation exchange capacity, base (alkaline) cation, base saturation (percent of base cations 

contributing to CEC), pH and salinity. Other soil characteristic  and land characteristics were also directly 

identified in situ, namely: soil depth, soil layers (horizons) land slope, and drainage.  

Field plant observation was carried in 10 sites not far from soil observation sites. Plant growth and crop 

parameters were measured  at maturity phases during field survey. Crop parameters were measured were dry 

rice grain, dry soybean seeds, and dry tobacco leaves. The observation plots were proportionally distributed in 

four soil types representing three targeted area, namely: 3 observation plot on Alfisols, 3 observation plot on 

Inceptisols, and 3 observation plots on Vertisols and 1 observation plot on Entisols. Parameters for rice and 

soybean  were observed  in sampling plot of 5 m
2
, while for tobacco was measured as systematic random 

sampling within 2 x10 m of  crop line containing  32 plants.  All plants in the 10 m length with five replication 

were  sampled for  estimating yield of  tobacco.   

Total number of respondents reviewed in this research  was 180 farmers selected by means of  

purposive  sampling to represent total tobacco farmers in targeted area. Criteria for selected respondents was: (i) 

respondent has experience in tobacco plantation more than 10 years,  (ii) growing tobacco in area of more than 1 

hectare per season and (iii) growing  a similar variety  i.e. virginia  within main area, potential area or extended 

area. Respondents   were proportionally determined base on population size, namely 60 farmers (main area), 30 

farmers (extended area ) and 10 farmers (potential area). 
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III. Model Description 
SPI is used to estimate the potential productivity of the land that is reflected from the environmental 

carrying capacity of the soil, soil quality (physical properties and soil fertility). SPI expressed as a percentage 

which is the yield on actual conditions in the field relative to the maximum yield that may be obtained crop. 

Computation the value of SPI adopts the methods described Sys et al.[38]. Initial procedure is assigning ratingof 

characteristics of the soil and climate.  Rating value is determined by comparing the actual properties of soil and 

climate with the desired or favorable properties of them for optimal growth crops. In this case Sys et al [20] has 

given  explanation of  land characteristics required for various types of plants.  Rating value of 100  was given if 

the condition or nature of  soils and climate are  favorable   or within a  range of  desired condition for particular  

crops. The rating value  gradually  decrease  when  quality of soils was lower than the desired condition.  SPI   

was calculated by using  Storie’s Index rating  [18] and Khiddir’s Square Root Index (Khiddir,[19]. We 

normalize both original formula by means of giving inverse power to multiplication under bracket. The value of 

denominator was equal to the number of variables used in the formula. for example,  if it is used eight variables, 

then  the power was one  eighth (1/8 or 0,25).  The normalized formula of Strorie’s and Khiddir’s  are presented 

as follows: 

Storie formula (Storie, [18]:
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Khiddir  formula (Khiddir, [38]:

 

 (2) 

 

Where NSIR and NSQRI stand for Normalized Srorie Index Rating and Normalized Squar Root Index,  CF, 

DRG, D, TXT, SOM, CEC, BS and TOC consecutively are: climate  factor or rainfall, relative humidity, 

sunshine duration (solar radiation and average temperatures), drainage,  soil texture, soil organic matter, CEC, 

base saturation, toxicity (average rating of pH and salinity). R-min is the smallest rating among all variables.  

  

2.3. Data source: Raw data analyses 

Period of data was minimum of ten years. Components of climate data were air temperature, humidity 

and radiation throughout the dry season starting from April to October.   Data for study area with no climatology 

station were interpolated from the closest station nearby. Seasonal rainfall forecast in condition of either El 

Nino,  La Nina or Normal used rainfall event with probability of 60%.   

 

2.4. Estimation of Potential Yield of Crops 

Agricultural Research Development of Ministry of Agriculture [39] reported that potential  yield of rice  

variety INPARI 1-8  ranged from 7 -10 tons/ha. In this research,  potential yield for the variety was  8 tons per 

ha, while on  farm level, actual yield was 4-6 tons in paddy fields with S2 class.  National Statistics  Bureau 

(BPS, 2013)  reported that  production for rice in moderately suitable irrigated land (S2)  ranged from  4.5 to 5.5 

per ha on average. Potential yield  for  soybean was  2.4 tons /ha of dry beans.  Soybean under proper cropping 

management with a  raw space of 0.2 x 0.3 m could produce  2.0 per ha on average.  Actual yield at farm level  

with broadcast seed ranged from 0.7 - 1.3 tones/ha.  BPS (37] reported  that actual yield for soybean  ranged  

from  1.1 -1.3 ton.  Actual yield for soybean observed from sampled plot   under good cropping management in 

this study ranged from 1,7 to 2,0 ha. Litbang Pertnian (2008) reported the  highest of soybean was 2,4 ton/ha. 

Potential yield for tobacco var. Virginia was 2,8 tons/ha cured leave, while actual yield at farm level ranged 

from 1,5 ton 2,3 tons/ha dry leave. This actual yield was recorded from sampling plot  at seven  locations  in 

2012 and 2013. Based on those study the potential yield of rice, soybean and tobacco are 7,5 ton/ha unhulled dry 

grain, 2,4 ton/ha dry seed and 2,8 ton/ha cured leave respectively. 

 

2.5. Model Validation 

Model was validated by means of Root Mean squared Error (RMSE) [40]; [41] [42] . Validation of  

model is  comparison  between  simulated results of  model  and   field observations  to  determines whether  

output of  model  matches with its intended purposes. This process aims to ensure that output of model 

accurately represent actual system. Process of model validation  was done before  the model  used for simulation 

or estimation purposes in research activities or operations services [4]’[43].en [26];. Validation was also carried 

out by evaluating  correlation between  predicted yield (soil productivity index)  and   average actual yields for 



Implementation of Soil Productivity Index for Estimating Yields of Rice, Soybean and Tobacco..  

DOI: 10.9790/2402-1006023950                                        www.iosrjournals.org                                      43 | Page 

rice, soybean or tobacco recoded from selected farmers' crops.  Data  of actual yields for model validation  were 

derived from sampling plots grown by farmers at the study sites. Data were collected  in 2012 and 2013 from  

ten locations for each crop being considered in this research. The sampling plots sites  were at   Batukliang, 

Sikur, Jonggat,  and Terare to  represent main area,  Janapria, East Sakra, Jerowaru,  Pujut), Batujai West 

Praya), to represent  extended area, and   Gerung,  West Lombok) to represent  potential area.  

Furthermore the closeness of predicted yield and actual yield of field observation and recorded yiled [37] can be 

analyzed using Pearson correlation [44] expressed follows: 

 

 
  

value of r expresses the closeness of X and Y relationship. If r is squared (R
2
) then the value expresses the portion of 

X causing Y value. Example R
2
=60% means 60% of Y value is really due to  X factor. The rest 40% is due 

unknown factors. 

 

IV. Results and Discussion 
3.1. Soil and Climate properties 

Study area  comprised of 39.% Inceptisols at northern part with relatively high rainfall (Fig. 1:1,2 and 

3), 37% Vertisols at southern part with dry climate (Fig1: 5, 7 and 12), 9% Alfisol at eastern part extending from 

wet to dry climate (Fig 1: 4,6 and 11), and 5%  Entisols at western part with relive wet (Fig 1: 8,9 and 13).The  

properties of soil in the study area were given in Table 1.- It is clearly indicated from Table 1 that the properties 

of soils were mostly -different in clay content, CEC, soil depth, drainage,-ca andMg concentration -. In general,  

all parameters were higher at Vertisols than others soils, e.g. Entisols, Inceptisols, and Alfisols.-. Cation 

exchange capacity (CEC) was the highest in Vertisols with average value of 32.08 cmol/kg. It was merely  due 

to high clay content of 52.58%, though organic matter was the lowest among five soil types, i.e. Inceptisols 

1.63%, Alfisols 1.34%, Entisol 1.33% and Vertisols 1.22%,Drainage was bad in Vertisols, while Inceptisols and 

Entisols were well drainage soils. Drainage in Alfisols was between Vertisols and Entisols 

Crops responses to  climate and soil properties varied in accordance to  level of crop tolerance -to climate  and 

soil characteristics. -. For example,  rice is less sensitive to texture and  soil drainage. It means that rice could 

reach its optimum yield in heavy clay soils with poor drainage. However, soybean and tobacco are verysensitive 

to the both parameters soil drainage.  

 

Table 1. The properties of soil in the center of tobacco plantation area in Lombok 
Soil Properties Study location 

Bkling Sikur Jngat Trare Jnpri Sakti Jr Wru Pujut PRB Grung 

Name of Soil Incept Incpt Incp Incpt Alf Alf Vert Vert Vert Ent 

Climate type C3 D3 D3 D4 D4 E4 E4 D4 D3 D4 

pH_H2O 7,11 6,79 6,53 7,23 7,53 6,92 7,49 7,23 7,43 6,58 

EC(mmhos) 0,19 0,21 0,65 0,50 0,35 0,77 0,36 0,74 0,71 0,29 

K(cmol)/kg 1,35 1,34 1,65 1,66 2,12 1,33 2,50 1,52 1,58 1,65 

Na(cmol)/kg 1,65 1,24 1,18 1,27 1,24 2,26 4,73 3,60 2,70 1,24 

Ca(cmol)/kg 10,90 11,25 9,78 9,63 12,98 10,5 12,80 14,6 16,0 9,46 

Mg(cmol)/kg 0,98 1,12 0,88 2,01 1,07 2,56 6,85 5,50 5,99 1,03 

CEC(cmol)/kg 17,96 18,64 17,95 19,50 19,45 20,4 30,74 32,9 32,6 17,70 

BS(%) 0,83 0,80 0,75 0,75 0,90 0,82 0,87 0,77 0,80 0,76 

SOM(%) 1,31 2,82 1,09 1,31 1,37 1,32 1,29 1,30 1,07 1,33 

Silt(%) 34,43 32,33 22,98 36,07 27,30 28,0 23,80 25,0 30,7 39,19 

Clay(%) 12,77 41,03 39,5 42,81 38,00 42,0 58,65 51,3 47,8 20,30 

Soil BD 1,17 1,15 1,10 1,10 1,17 1,10 1,22 1,22 1,15 1,07 

Depth 0,82 0,81 0,78 0,97 0,99 1,22 1,16 1,20 0,97 0,75 

Permeabilty (.) 17,47 14,78 5,39 5,46 2,61 1,49 0,33 0,12 0,45 12,46 

Drainage  Well Well Well SW SW SW Bad Bad Bad Well 

Slope (…) 5,00 4,86 5,00 4,12 4,96 5,00 3,08 3,01 3,61 3,60 

 

Effect of seasonal temperatures, or monthly average temperature  were different at  every stage  of -

crop  development.  Spatial distribution of temperature in study area was presented in Figure 2.  Temperature 

gradually decreased from south to north part along with increase in altitude.  Maximum temperature ranged 

from 25
o
 to 25.8

o
(with minimum temperature 20.4

o 
C

 
at high land of north region, while maximum temperature 

at low land of  south region ranged from 26.4
o
 C to 26.8

o
C with minimum temperature 20.3

o
C 
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Figure 2.  Interpolation weather data of 7  meteorological stations  in or nearby study area. The stations 

includes BMKG Mataram, SMPK Narmada, SMPK Sengkol, SMPK Dasan Lekong, Stasiun Meterologi 

Plambik, dan Keruak (DPU) 

 

There was a gradient of relative humidity  from north to south and from west to east of study area. 

Northern part was mostly high humidity with average of 87.1%,  and south part was relative low humidity of 83 

4%. It was getting lower at  further south.  Relative humidity was gradually decrease from average  84% at west 

to 80.6% at east part of study area.  

 

3.2. Crop Yield 

Yield of rice, soybean and tobacco at 10 land map units from field observation and BPS is presented at Table 2.  

 

Table2. Average yield of rice, soybean and tobacco in year of 2012 (normal year) year of 2013 (wet 

year) obtained from BPS and field observation 
    Regency in figure  (BPS, 2013, 2014) 

Lokasi Tipe Jenis Dry season  2012 

(normal year) 

Dry season 2013 

(wet year) 

  Iklim Tanah Rice Soy Tbc Rice Soy Tbc 

Batukliang C3 Inceptisols 5,32 1,37 1,90 5,50 1,38 1,28 

Sikur D3 Inceptisols 5,33 1,29 1,87 5,33 1,05 1,39 

Jonggat D3 Inceptisols 5,44 1,36 1,93 5,74 1,12 1,62 

Terara D4 Alfisols 5,23 1,18 1,79 5,13 1,06 1,43 

Janapria D4 Alfisols 4,96 1,35 1,92 5,02 1,15 1,62 

East Sakra E4 Alfisols 4,99 1,04 1,62 4,74 1,04 1,08 

Jeruwaru E4 Vertisols 5,13 1,13 1,64 4,72 1,05 1,23 

Pujut D4 Vertisols 4,72 1,03 1,91 4,93 1,07 1,49 

West Praya D3 Vertisols 4,86 1,12 1,90 5,00 1,31 1,47 

Gerung D4 Entisols 5,45 1,26 1,45 5,50 1,16 1,56 

      Data from filed observation (OBS) 

Batukliang C3 Inceptisols 5,32 1,30 1,79 6,40 1,29 1,70 
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Sikur D3 Inceptisols 4,72 1,32 1,77 5,59 1,21 1,64 

Jonggat D3 Inceptisols 5,47 1,28 1,83 6,49 1,30 1,66 

Terara D4 Alfisols 4,72 1,30 1,76 5,43 1,20 1,54 

Janapria D4 Alfisols 4,39 1,33 1,69 5,34 1,22 1,39 

East Sakra E4 Alfisols 4,42 1,07 1,68 4,71 1,03 1,18 

Jeruwaru E4 Vertisols 4,47 1,12 1,73 4,88 1,04 1,40 

Pujut D4 Vertisols 5,74 1,28 1,71 5,75 1,24 1,51 

West Praya D3 Vertisols 5,08 1,26 1,71 5,29 1,33 1,53 

Gerung D4 Entisols 5,38 1,31 1,88 6,26 1,31 1,60 

 

The SPI value for tobacco, soybeans and tobacco in 10 land map unit (LMU) were presented at table. 

The SPI of rice ranged 52 to 88 with average of 67. The best SPI was found at rice in wet dry season and the 

worst was in dry season. Soil type showed inconsistent effects on the SPI, however the highest value generally 

found at Inceptisols and the worts one is at Vertisols. 

 

3.3. Square Root Index (SQRI) and Storie Index Rating (SIR)  

Soil productivity index  (SPI) rice, soybeans and tobacco using NSRI (Khiddir, [19] were shown in 

Table 3. The SPI of rice ranged from 52 to 88 with average of  67 . the best SPI  was obtained in a wet dry 

season conditions  and the worst was at dry season conditions. The type of soil showed no consistent effects. 

The lowets value obtained in Vertisols and the highest at Inceptisols. 

 

Table3. Soil Productivity Index (SPI) of rice (RC), soybean (SB) and tobacco (TB) based on NSRI formula 
Research 

Location 

Land Wet Dry Season Normal Dry Season Dry Dry Season 

MapUnit RC SB TB RC SB TB RC SB TB 

BatuKliang Inc -C3 80 74 69 68 75 70 66 82 71 

Sikur Inc -D3 77 69 67 64 72 68 63 77 69 

Jonggat Inc-D3 83 74 72 71 75 74 68 84 74 

Terare Inc -D4 72 64 65 61 68 67 59 74 68 

Janapria Alf -D4 73 65 65 65 71 67 60 76 68 

East Sakra Alf -E4 59 55 59 44 58 60 50 64 62 

Jerowaru Vert-E4 63 55 60 52 61 62 52 66 63 

Pujut Vert-D4 66 61 66 63 61 71 65 65 67 

West Praya Vert-D3 76 74 71 67 70 72 64 75 72 

Gerung Ent-D4 85 73 74 72 74 77 69 85 76 

Source :analysed from raw data of field  plant observation and BPS 

 

The SPI for soybean ranged from 54-78 with average of 68. There is -no effect of wetness of season on 

soybean. The different in SPI value was due to soil properties such as pH, SOM and relative humidity. It seems  

that soybean was suitable and more  adaptive  -under extreme weather events in Lombok compared to  rice and 

tobacco.  

The SPI of tobacco  ranged from 50-84with average of 61. The lowest SPI value was in wet dry season. 

Excessive  rain decreasing tobacco yield that makes lower SPI.  The soil types have a significant effect on the 

SPI of Tobacco.   The higher value of SPI was found at Inceptisols and Entisols, while the lowest was found at 

Vertisols. High clay content of Vertisols may cause deteriorate effect on tobacco when heavy rainfall occurs. 

 

3.4. Validation Model WithYield of Field Observations 

Results of model crp was obtained from multiplication SPI and potential yield. In this case we multiply 

SPI with 7,5, for rice grain, 2,4 for soybean seed and 2,8 for cured tobacco. The multiplication number was 

approach from the potential yield crops as reported by Litbang pertanian [39].  

Based on crop production data obtained from survey of farmer respondents and crop yield of field 

observation the production of rice in the MK-1 in 2012 is generally lower than the yield of rice MK-1/2013. 

This is due to the nature of the drought in 2012 was drier than in 2013. In contrast to the results of tobacco 

which opposite to rice, where the higher yield was obtained in dry years (2012) compared to yield in wet year  

(wet dry season of 2013).  In soybean crop higher yield was obtained in dry years (2012). This demonstrates that 

soybean is more favorable to dry year than wet year. The Comparison of the results of the rice crop in four types 

of soil based on simulation models, field observation and crops were recorded in the district in Figures (BPS 

[37] 

 

Table4. The comparation of predicted rice yield with actual rice yield obtained  from BPS and field 

observation 
Yera type Dry year Wet year 

Location Predicted SPI Obs-12 BPS predicted SPI Obs-13 BPS 

Batukliang 5,44 5,32 5,50 6,38 6,40 5,32 
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Sikur 5,15 4,72 5,33 6,15 5,59 5,33 

Jonggat 5,68 5,47 5,74 6,64 6,49 5,44 

Terara 4,84 4,72 5,13 5,78 5,43 5,23 

Janapria 5,21 4,39 5,02 5,85 5,34 4,96 

East Sakra 3,52 4,42 4,74 4,72 4,71 4,99 

Jeruwaru 4,16 4,47 4,72 5,04 4,88 4,86 

Pujut 5,00 5,74 4,93 5,24 5,75 4,72 

West Praya 5,39 5,08 5,00 6,10 5,29 5,13 

Gerung 5,74 5,38 5,50 6,76 6,26 5,45 

  RMSE 0,510 0,466 RMSE 0,436 0,859 

  Ttable 2*0,30;9=0,54 Ttable 2*0,20;9=0,88 

Source of data: Raw data analyzed 

 

From Table 4 it was obtained validation results that the yield estimation using SPI is quaite valid 

because the yield of predicted yield is very close to observed yield or recorded yield. For rice teh RMSE value 

was calculated and numbers as follow 0.51, 0,46, 0,43 and 0,85 which smaller with Ttest 2*0,20;9=0.88. 

 

Table5. The comparison of predicted soybean yield with actual soybean yield obtained  from BPS and field 

observation 
Year type Dry year Wet year 

Location Predicted SPI Obs-12 BPS Predicted SPI Obs-13 BPS 

Batukliang 1,50 1,29 1,38 1,47 1,30 1,37 

Sikur 1,43 1,21 1,05 1,38 1,32 1,29 

Jonggat 1,50 1,30 1,12 1,48 1,28 1,36 

Terara 1,36 1,20 1,06 1,29 1,30 1,18 

Janapria 1,42 1,22 1,15 1,30 1,33 1,35 

SakraTimur 1,17 1,03 1,04 1,09 1,07 1,04 

Jeruwaru 1,22 1,04 1,05 1,10 1,12 1,13 

Pujut 1,21 1,24 1,07 1,21 1,28 1,03 

Praya Barat 1,41 1,33 1,31 1,47 1,26 1,12 

Gerung 1,49 1,31 1,16 1,47 1,31 1,26 

  RMSE 0,171 0,256 RMSE 0,123 0,160 

  Ttabel 2*0,40;9=0,26 Ttabel 2*0,40;9=0,26 

Source of data: Raw data analyzed 

 

From Table 5 it was obtained that RMSE value of soybean were 0.51, 0,46, 0,43 and 0,85 The 

validation results was Tcalc. were smaller with Ttest 2*0,20;9=0.88. This means that predicted yield of soybean 

is very close to actual yield obtained from field observation and recorded data from BPS. 

 

Table6. The comparation of predicted tobacco yield with actual tobacco yield obtained  from BPS and field 

observation 
Year type Dry year Wet year 

Location SPI predicted Obs-12 BPS SPI predicted Obs-13 BPS 

Batu Kliang 1,96 1,70 1,90 1,93 1,79 1,48 

Sikur 1,92 1,64 1,67 1,89 1,67 1,59 

Jonggat 2,07 1,76 1,93 2,02 1,83 1,62 

Terara 1,87 1,54 1,79 1,83 1,76 1,43 

Janapria 1,88 1,59 1,62 1,82 1,69 1,62 

East Sakrai 1,69 1,18 1,62 1,66 1,68 1,08 

Jeruwaru 1,74 1,40 1,64 1,68 1,63 1,23 

Pujut 1,99 1,51 1,91 1,83 1,71 1,49 

West Barat 2,02 1,53 1,90 1,99 1,71 1,47 

Gerung 2,16 1,70 1,95 2,08 1,88 1,56 

 RMSE 0,39 0,15 RMSE 0,16 0,43 

Ttabel 2*0,30;9=0,54 Ttabel 2*0,30;9=0,54 

Source of data: Raw data analyzed 

 

In the tobacco plant observation in the field is not much different from the results predicted by SPI. 

Statistical analysis with RMSE indicates homogeneity of the sample shown by Ttest at 30% degrees of freedom 

9 (Ttabel 2*0,30;9=0,54) is greater Tcalc which were 0,39, 0,15, 0.16 and 0,43. Tcalc is smaller that 0,54 that 

means the value of predicted yield was relatively similar. (homogeneous). 

3.5. Soil Productivity Index relationship with Crop 

SPI relationship with crop yields are predicted and the observation in the field showed a fairly close 

correlation. R
2
 value of each crop figures show more than 80%, which means that the selection of the parameters 

used to develop the SPI has been quite accurate. 
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Figure3.  The relationship between  SPI and Observed and recorded yield of rice, soybean  and tobacco 

 

V. Conclusion 
Based on the discussion above it can be concluded that: Normalized Square Root Index gave greater 

output and better correlation value compared to Normalized Storie Index Rating. The SPI of rice ranged from 50 

to 88 with average of  67. The SPI tend to increase when year was wet..Rainfall during dry season tends to 

increase rice yield but iit it decrease tobacco yield. Soil types have inconsistent effect on rice yield. The SPI of 

soybean ranged from 54 to 78 with average of  66. There was little effect of year type on yield of soybean.The 

SPI of tobacco  ranged from 30 to 84 with average of  61. The SPI tend to decrease when year was wet. 

Validation with RMSE showed that there was no significant between actual (measured yield)  difference with 

predicted yield. This means that the SPI values can be better of actual yield estimation in the field. Testing the 

SPI value with actual observed aand recorded yields shows the coefficient determinant (R
2
) of observed rice, 

soybean and tobacco yields  were 0.68, 0,66 and 0,52 respectively  and 0,53, 0,58, and 0,42 for recorded yield of 

rice, soybean and tobacco respectively. 

 

VI. Acknowledgments 
The authors would like to express gratitude to the Department of Higher Education Ministry of Culture 

and Education Republic of Indonesia that provide us a grant reseach for Disertation conductted in 2013. We 

thank the three anonymous reviewers and the editors for their constructive comments that improved the quality 

of this paper. 

 



Implementation of Soil Productivity Index for Estimating Yields of Rice, Soybean and Tobacco..  

DOI: 10.9790/2402-1006023950                                        www.iosrjournals.org                                      48 | Page 

References 
[1]. J.A.Young, P.Watt, D. Nowicki, J. Alard, K. Clitherow, R. Henle, E. Johnson, D . Laczko, S. McCracken, J. Matouch,  Niemela and 

C. Richard, 2005. Towards sustainable land use: identifying and managing the conflicts between human activities and biodiversity 

conservation in Europe. Biodiversity and Conservation, 14, :2005, 1641–166 

[2]. Y. Safari, I., Esfandiarpour-Boroujeni, A., Kamali, M.H., Salehi and M.  Bagheri-Bodaghabadi. Qualitative land suitability 
evaluation for main irrigated crops in the Shahrekord Plain, Iran: A geostatistical approach compared with conventional method. 

Pedosphere. 23(6), 2013: 767–778. 

[3]. D.G. Rossiter.  A theoretical framework for land evaluation. Geoderma, 72: 1996. 165-202 
[4]. S.Ritung, Wahyunto, F. Agus, H, Hidayat. Land Suitability Evaluation with a case map of Aceh Barat District. Indonesian Soil 

Research Institute and World Agroforestry Centre, Bogor, Indonesia. 2007. 

[5]. FAO. A Framework for Land Evaluation, FOA Soil Bull. Soil Resources Management and Conservation Service Land and Water 
Development Division. FAO Soil Bulletin No. 52. FAO-UNO, Rome.1976 

[6]. J. Bouma  Land Evaluation For Landscape Units. In: M.E. Summer (Ed.), Handbook Of Soil Science , CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL 

1999 
[7]. D.Dent and A. Young   Soil Survey and Land Evaluation (George Allen and Unwin. London. 1981). 278 pp 

[8]. A.A. Jafarzadeh and G. Abbasi  (2006). Qualitative land suitability evaluation for the growth of onion, potato, maize, and alfalfa on 

soils of the Khalat pushan research station. Biologia 19: 2006,349-352. 
[9]. H.A.van Lanen andh. Wopereis. Computer-captured expert knowledge to evaluate possibilities for injection of slurry from animal 

manure in the Netherlands. Geoderma 54, 1992.107-124. 

[10]. Kalogirou, S. (2002). Expert systems and GIS: An Application of Land Suitability Evaluation. Computers, Environment and Urban 
Systems, 26, 2002. 89-112. 

[11]. J. Malczewski. 2004. GIS-based land-use suitability analysis: a critical overview.  Progress in Planning 62 2004 3–65 

[12]. B.Y.Zhang, ,D. Zhang, R.E Ghen. and Y.L, A quantitative evaluation system of soil productivity for intensive agriculture in china, 
Geoderma, 123(3) 2004: 319 – 331 

[13]. J.Bouma, 1998. New tools and approaches for land evaluation. In: Proc. of the 16th World Congress of Soil Science Symposium 35. 

IUSS, Montpellier, France, 20–26 August. 
[14]. R. Lake.R. R. T. Mehrjardi , A. Akbarzadeh and H. Ramezanpour.2009.  Qualitative and Quantitative Land Suitability Evaluation 

for Olive (Olea europaea L.) Production in Roodbar Region, Iran. Agricultural Journal.  4 (2),  2009 52-62  

[15]. L. Mueller, U. Schindler, W. Wilfried Mirschel,.T.G Shepherd C. Bruce B.C. Ball, B.C, K.Helming, J. Rogasik F Eulenstein and H 
Wiggering .. 2010. Assessing the productivity function of soils. A review. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 30 (2010) 601–614. Available 

online at: www.agronomy-journal.org 

[16]. J.Riqiuer, D.L. Bramao, and J.P. Cornet. 1970. A New System of Soil Appraisal in tern of actual and potential activity (Rome, FAO, 
AGL. TSER/70/6.1970) 

[17]. .A. GMiller Corn Suitability Ratings —An Index to Soil Productivity (Agronomy. Iowa State University Extension.2005). 

[18]. R.E. Storie, Storie Index Rating.Oakland (Univ. Calaifornia Div. Agric. Science. Special Publ. 3203. 1978). Reprinted of Storie 
R.E.(1932). An Index for Rating the Agricultural Value of Soils. (UC Barkley. California California Agricultural  Experimental 

Station Bulletin , 556.1932)  

[19]. S.M. Khiddir.. A statistical approach in the use of parametric systems applied to the FAO framework for land evaluation. Ph.D. 

Thesis. State University Ghent.Belgia 1986. 

[20]. C,E,Sys E. Van Rast and J. Debaveye. Land Evaluation. Principle in land evalaution and crop production calculations.  (Belgium 

Brussles . Place du Champ de Mars 5 bte 57-1050 Agriculture Publication.-No 7.1991) 
[21]. M. Darvishi-Foshtomi M, Norouzi M, Rezaei M, Akef and A Akbarzadeh. 2011. Qualitative and Economic Land Suitability 

Evaluation for Tea (Camellia sinensis L.) in Sloping Area of Guilan, Iran. Journal Of Biological And Environmental Sciences 

5(15): 2011, 135-146. 
[22]. A.A. Mustafa M. Singh, R. N Sahoo, N. Ahmed, M. Khanna, A. Sarangi and A. K. Mishra. 2012. Land suitability analysis for 

different crops: a multi criteria decision making approach using remote sensing and GIS A. A. Researcher, 2011;3(12)’ 2012. 

[23]. C.E.Sys  and R. Frankart. 1972. Land capability classification in humid tropics.Sols Africa. 16:153-175 
[24]. Sys and Verheye  (1972). Arid and semi-arid regions; Iraq. To evaluate the capability of soils crop production, irrigation and land 

improvement requirements. Soil-survey reports and maps. 5 classes (1 to 5), defined by capability index values; Class 1: very 

suitable  
[25]. L. Criastianto dan H. Hernusye1997. Land Index; Limiting and Parametric Approach, An Evaluation of Land Potency for Estate 

Crops. Proc. HITI 
[26]. D. De la Rosa and C.A. van Diepen. 2002. Qualitative and Quantitative Land Evaluation, in 1.5. Land Use and Land Cover, in 

Encyclopedia of  Life Support System (EOLSS-UNESCO), Eolss Publishers. Oxford, UK. [http://www.eolss.net] 

[27]. D.F. Grigal, D.F. 2000. Effects of extensive forest management on soil productivity. For. Ecol. Manage. 138 (1–3): 167–185. 
[28]. D.L. Karlen A.Craig S.S. Ditzler dan S. S. Andrews. 2003. Soil quality: why and how? Geoderma : 114(3-4): 2003. 145-156 

[29]. D.L.Karlen, M.J Mausbach, J.W. Doran, R.G. Cline. Soil quality: a concept, definition, and framework for evaluation. Soil Sci. Soc. 

Am. J. 61, 1997, 4–10. 
[30]. J.W. Doran and T.B. Parkin, 1994. Defining and assessing soil quality, In Defining Soil Quality for a Sustainable Environment. JW. 

Doran, DC. Coleman, DF. Bezdicek, & BA. Stewart (eds). SSSA Spec. Pub. No. 35. Soil Sci. Soc. Am., Am. Soc. Agron., Madison, 

WI, pp.3-21.  
[31]. J.W. Doran and T.B. Parkin. 1996. Quantitative indicators of soil quality: a minimum data set. In J.W. Doran and A.J. Jones, eds. 

Methods for Assessing Soil Quality. SSSA, Inc., Madison, Wisconsin, USA 1996.. 

[32] . R. Dilkova,  M. Jokova,  and G.Kerchev(1999).  Aggregate stabili ty as a soi l quali ty cri terion.  Option. 
Méditerranéennes,  A(50)  1999, ,305-312. 

[33]. D. De La Rosa F. Mayol F, Moreno  F. Cabrera  E. Diaz-Pereira  And J. Antoine. A multilingual soil profile database (SDBm plus) 

as an essential part of land resources information systems. Environmental Modelling  and  Software  17, 2002.  721- 730.  
[34]. A.H. Rabia. A GIS based land suitability assessment for agricultural  planning in Kilte Awulaelo district, Ethiopia. The 4th 

International  Congress of ECSSS, EUROSOIL 2012 “soil science for the benefit of mankind and environment” , Bari, Italy, pp. 

1257, 2-6 June 2012.  
[35]. A.H. Rabia and F. Terribile. Introducing a New Parametric Concept for Land Suitability Assessment. International Journal of 

Environmental Science and Development, 4, (1) 2013, 15-18 

[36]. R.L. Oldeman, Irsal Las, and Muladi. 1980. The agro-climatic maps of Kalimantan, Maluku, Irian Jaya, and Bali West and East 
Nusa Tenggara Bpgor, Contrib. No.60. Centr. Res. Inst.Agrc. 1980.  

http://scialert.net/asci/author.php?author=R.%20Taghizadeh%20Mehrjardi&last=
http://scialert.net/asci/author.php?author=A.%20Akbarzadeh&last=
http://www.agronomy-journal.org/
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00167061


Implementation of Soil Productivity Index for Estimating Yields of Rice, Soybean and Tobacco..  

DOI: 10.9790/2402-1006023950                                        www.iosrjournals.org                                      49 | Page 

[37]. BPS NTB. (2013; 2014). West Nusa Tenggara in Figure, Year 2013 and 2014. BPS Prop NTB din colb.with Prov. NTB gov.. 

[38]. C.E. Sys,. J. Van Ranst,  F. Debaveye dan  F. Beernaert. 1993. Land Evaluation. Part III: Crop Requirement (Belgium 1050 Brussel 

Agric. Pub. No. 7 General Adm. For Dev. Coop. Place du Champ  de Mars 5 bte 57-1983).. 
[39]. Pusat Penelitian Dan Pengembangan Tanaman Pangan Pusat Penelitian Dan Pengembangan Tanaman Pangan. (Laporan 

Akuntabilitas Kinerja Pusat Penelitian Dan Pengembangan Tanaman Pangan TAHUN 2013  Badan Penelitian Dan Pengembangan 

Pertanian Kementerian Pertanian 2014) 
[40]. J. Armstrong. and F. Collopy, Error Measures for Generalizing about Forecasting Methods: Empirical Comparisons. International 

Journal of Forecasting, 8, 1992,.69-80 

[41]. B.A. Walther and  J.L. Moore, J. L. 2005. The concepts of bias, precision and accuracy, and their use in testing the performance of 
species richness estimators, with a literature review of estimator performance / Ecography 28: 2005, 815!/829. 

[42]. A. H. Strahler, Luigi Boschetti, Giles M. Foody, Mark A. Friedl, Matthew C. Hansen, Martin Herold, Philippe Mayaux, Jeffrey T. 

Morisette, Stephen V. Stehman and Curtis E. Woodcock . 2006. Land Cover Validation: Recommendations for Evaluation and 
Accuracy Assessment of Global Land Global Cover Maps. (GOFC-GOLD Report No. 25 Luxemburg: Office for Official 

Publications of the European Communities,2006)  

[43]. P.V. De Wit, J.L.Tersteeg and  D.J. Radcliffe.. 1993. Crop Yield Simulation and Land Assessment Model for Botswana 
(CYSLAMB). Part I Theory and Validation. (FAO/ Government of Botswana. Land Resource Assessment for Agricultural Land Use 

Planning Project TCP/BOT/0053. Field Document 2. 72 pp.1993) 

[44]. D.S. Moore,  and G.P.McCabe.  Introduction to the Practice of Statistics (New York: W.H. Freeman and Company, 179–199. 1989) 
[45]. J.A.Young, P.Watt, D. Nowicki, J. Alard, K. Clitherow, R. Henle, E. Johnson, D . Laczko, S. McCracken, J. Matouch,  Niemela and 

C. Richard, 2005. Towards sustainable land use: identifying and managing the conflicts between human activities and biodiversity 

conservation in Europe. Biodiversity and Conservation, 14, :2005, 1641–166 
[46]. Y. Safari, I., Esfandiarpour-Boroujeni, A., Kamali, M.H., Salehi and M.  Bagheri-Bodaghabadi. Qualitative land suitability 

evaluation for main irrigated crops in the Shahrekord Plain, Iran: A geostatistical approach compared with conventional method. 

Pedosphere. 23(6), 2013: 767–778. 
[47]. Rossiter, D.G. 1996. A theoretical framework for land evaluation. Geoderma, 72: 165-202 

[48]. S.Ritung, Wahyunto, F. Agus, H, Hidayat. Land Suitability Evaluation with a case map of Aceh Barat District. Indonesian Soil 

Research Institute and World Agroforestry Centre, Bogor, Indonesia. 2007. 
[49]. FAO. A Framework for Land Evaluation, FOA Soil Bull. Soil Resources Management and Conservation Service Land and Water 

Development Division. FAO Soil Bulletin No. 52. FAO-UNO, Rome.1976 

[50]. J. Bouma  Land Evaluation For Landscape Units. In: M.E. Summer (Ed.), Handbook Of Soil Science , CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL 
1999 

[51]. D.Dent and A. Young   Soil Survey and Land Evaluation (George Allen and Unwin. London. 1981). 278 pp 

[52]. A.A. Jafarzadeh and G. Abbasi  (2006). Qualitative land suitability evaluation for the growth of onion, potato, maize, and alfalfa on 
soils of the Khalat pushan research station. Biologia 19: 2006,349-352. 

[53]. H.A.van Lanen andh. Wopereis. Computer-captured expert knowledge to evaluate possibilities for injection of slurry from animal 

manure in the Netherlands. Geoderma 54, 1992.107-124. 
[54]. Kalogirou, S. (2002). Expert systems and GIS: An Application of Land Suitability Evaluation. Computers, Environment and Urban 

Systems, 26, 2002. 89-112. 

[55]. J. Malczewski. 2004. GIS-based land-use suitability analysis: a critical overview.  Progress in Planning 62 2004 3–65 

[56]. B.Y.Zhang, ,D. Zhang, R.E Ghen. and Y.L, A quantitative evaluation system of soil productivity for intensive agriculture in china, 

Geoderma, 123(3) 2004: 319 – 331 
[57]. J.Bouma, 1998. New tools and approaches for land evaluation. In: Proc. of the 16th World Congress of Soil Science Symposium 35. 

IUSS, Montpellier, France, 20–26 August. 

[58]. Lake.R. R. T. Mehrjardi , A. Akbarzadeh and H. Ramezanpour.2009.  Qualitative and Quantitative Land Suitability Evaluation for 
Olive (Olea europaea L.) Production in Roodbar Region, Iran. Agricultural Journal.  4 (2),  2009 52-62  

[59]. L. Mueller, U. Schindler, W. Wilfried Mirschel,.T.G Shepherd C. Bruce B.C. Ball, B.C, K.Helming, J. Rogasik F Eulenstein and H 

Wiggering .. 2010. Assessing the productivity function of soils. A review. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 30 (2010) 601–614. Available 
online at: www.agronomy-journal.org 

[60]. J.Riqiuer, D.L. Bramao, and J.P. Cornet. 1970. A New System of Soil Appraisal in tern of actual and potential activity (Rome, FAO, 

AGL. TSER/70/6.1970) 
[61]. .A. GMiller Corn Suitability Ratings —An Index to Soil Productivity (Agronomy. Iowa State University Extension.2005). 

[62]. R.E. Storie, Storie Index Rating.Oakland (Univ. Calaifornia Div. Agric. Science. Special Publ. 3203. 1978). Reprinted of Storie 

R.E.(1932). An Index for Rating the Agricultural Value of Soils. (UC Barkley. California California Agricultural  Experimental 
Station Bulletin , 556.1932)  

[63]. S.M. Khiddir.. A statistical approach in the use of parametric systems applied to the FAO framework for land evaluation. Ph.D. 

Thesis. State University Ghent.Belgia 1986. 
[64]. C,E,Sys E. Van Rast and J. Debaveye. Land Evaluation. Principle in land evalaution and crop production calculations.  (Belgium 

Brussles . Place du Champ de Mars 5 bte 57-1050 Agriculture Publication.-No 7.1991) 

[65]. [21] M. Darvishi-Foshtomi M, Norouzi M, Rezaei M, Akef and A Akbarzadeh. 2011. Qualitative and Economic Land Suitability 
Evaluation for Tea (Camellia sinensis L.) in Sloping Area of Guilan, Iran. Journal Of Biological And Environmental Sciences 

5(15): 2011, 135-146. 

[66]. A.A. Mustafa M. Singh, R. N Sahoo, N. Ahmed, M. Khanna, A. Sarangi and A. K. Mishra. 2012. Land suitability analysis for 
different crops: a multi criteria decision making approach using remote sensing and GIS A. A. Researcher, 2011;3(12)’ 2012. 

[67]. C.E.Sys  and R. Frankart. 1972. Land capability classification in humid tropics.Sols Africa. 16:153-175 

[68]. Sys and Verheye  (1972). Arid and semi-arid regions; Iraq. To evaluate the capability of soils crop production, irrigation and land 
improvement requirements. Soil-survey reports and maps. 5 classes (1 to 5), defined by capability index values; Class 1: very 

suitable  

[69]. L. Criastianto dan H. Hernusye1997. Land Index; Limiting and Parametric Approach, An Evaluation of Land Potency for Estate 
Crops. Proc. HITI 

[70]. D. De la Rosa and C.A. van Diepen. 2002. Qualitative and Quantitative Land Evaluation, in 1.5. Land Use and Land Cover, in 

Encyclopedia of  Life Support System (EOLSS-UNESCO), Eolss Publishers. Oxford, UK. [http://www.eolss.net] 
[71]. D.F. Grigal, D.F. 2000. Effects of extensive forest management on soil productivity. For. Ecol. Manage. 138 (1–3): 167–185. 

[72]. D.L. Karlen A.Craig S.S. Ditzler dan S. S. Andrews. 2003. Soil quality: why and how? Geoderma : 114(3-4): 2003. 145-156 

http://scialert.net/asci/author.php?author=R.%20Taghizadeh%20Mehrjardi&last=
http://scialert.net/asci/author.php?author=A.%20Akbarzadeh&last=
http://scialert.net/asci/author.php?author=H.%20Ramezanpour&last=
http://www.agronomy-journal.org/
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00167061


Implementation of Soil Productivity Index for Estimating Yields of Rice, Soybean and Tobacco..  

DOI: 10.9790/2402-1006023950                                        www.iosrjournals.org                                      50 | Page 

[73]. D.L.Karlen, M.J Mausbach, J.W. Doran, R.G. Cline. Soil quality: a concept, definition, and framework for evaluation. Soil Sci. Soc. 

Am. J. 61, 1997, 4–10. 

[74]. J.W. Doran and T.B. Parkin, 1994. Defining and assessing soil quality, In Defining Soil Quality for a Sustainable Environment. JW. 
Doran, DC. Coleman, DF. Bezdicek, & BA. Stewart (eds). SSSA Spec. Pub. No. 35. Soil Sci. Soc. Am., Am. Soc. Agron., Madison, 

WI, pp.3-21.  

[75]. J.W. Doran and T.B. Parkin. 1996. Quantitative indicators of soil quality: a minimum data set. In J.W. Doran and A.J. Jones, eds. 
Methods for Assessing Soil Quality. SSSA, Inc., Madison, Wisconsin, USA 1996.. 

[76] . R. Dilkova,  M. Jokova,  and G.Kerchev(1999).  Aggregate stabili ty as a soi l quali ty cri terion.  Option. 

Méditerranéennes,  A(50)  1999, ,305-312. 
[77]. D. De La Rosa F. Mayol F, Moreno  F. Cabrera  E. Diaz-Pereira  And J. Antoine. A multilingual soil profile database (SDBm plus) 

as an essential part of land resources information systems. Environmental Modelling  and  Software  17, 2002.  721- 730.  

[78]. A.H. Rabia. A GIS based land suitability assessment for agricultural  planning in Kilte Awulaelo district, Ethiopia. The 4th 
International  Congress of ECSSS, EUROSOIL 2012 “soil science for the benefit of mankind and environment” , Bari, Italy, pp. 

1257, 2-6 June 2012.  

[79]. A.H. Rabia and F. Terribile. Introducing a New Parametric Concept for Land Suitability Assessment. International Journal of 
Environmental Science and Development, 4, (1) 2013, 15-18 

[80]. R.L. Oldeman, Irsal Las, and Muladi. 1980. The agro-climatic maps of Kalimantan, Maluku, Irian Jaya, and Bali West and East 

Nusa Tenggara Bpgor, Contrib. No.60. Centr. Res. Inst.Agrc. 1980.  
[81]. BPS NTB. (2013; 2014). West Nusa Tenggara in Figure, Year 2013 and 2014. BPS Prop NTB din colb.with Prov. NTB gov.. 

[82]. C.E. Sys,. J. Van Ranst,  F. Debaveye dan  F. Beernaert. 1993. Land Evaluation. Part III: Crop Requirement (Belgium 1050 Brussel 

Agric. Pub. No. 7 General Adm. For Dev. Coop. Place du Champ  de Mars 5 bte 57-1983).. 
[83]. Pusat Penelitian Dan Pengembangan Tanaman Pangan Pusat Penelitian Dan Pengembangan Tanaman Pangan. (Laporan 

Akuntabilitas Kinerja Pusat Penelitian Dan Pengembangan Tanaman Pangan TAHUN 2013  Badan Penelitian Dan Pengembangan 

Pertanian Kementerian Pertanian 2014) 
[84]. J. Armstrong. and F. Collopy, Error Measures for Generalizing about Forecasting Methods: Empirical Comparisons. International 

Journal of Forecasting, 8, 1992,.69-80 

[85]. B.A. Walther and  J.L. Moore, J. L. 2005. The concepts of bias, precision and accuracy, and their use in testing the performance of 
species richness estimators, with a literature review of estimator performance / Ecography 28: 2005, 815!/829. 

[86]. A. H. Strahler, Luigi Boschetti, Giles M. Foody, Mark A. Friedl, Matthew C. Hansen, Martin Herold, Philippe Mayaux, Jeffrey T. 

Morisette, Stephen V. Stehman and Curtis E. Woodcock . 2006. Land Cover Validation: Recommendations for Evaluation and 
Accuracy Assessment of Global Land Global Cover Maps. (GOFC-GOLD Report No. 25 Luxemburg: Office for Official 

Publications of the European Communities,2006)  

[87]. P.V. De Wit, J.L.Tersteeg and  D.J. Radcliffe.. 1993. Crop Yield Simulation and Land Assessment Model for Botswana 
(CYSLAMB). Part I Theory and Validation. (FAO/ Government of Botswana. Land Resource Assessment for Agricultural Land Use 

Planning Project TCP/BOT/0053. Field Document 2. 72 pp.1993) 

[88]. D.S. Moore,  and G.P.McCabe.  Introduction to the Practice of Statistics (New York: W.H. Freeman and Company, 179199. 1989)– 
 

 

 


