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Text S1 General characteristics of sediments 
[bookmark: _Hlk122772267]The Kruskal-Wallis test results (Fig. 2) showed that all general physicochemical properties of the surface sediment samples were significantly different among different regions (P＜0.05). The general physicochemical properties of the surface sediment samples from Qinhuai River are shown in Fig. 2 and Table S1. The pH results showed that the overlying water in the study area was neutral acid. The pH of the sediments varied from 7.77 to 8.24, with an average value of 7.86 in the suburban region, which was significantly higher than those of the other regions (natural region, rural region, urban region). At the same time, no significant difference was obtained between suburban and suburban-urban regions. The EC, OM, and TN of surface sediment in the urban region were significantly higher than the surface sediment of natural regions, rural region, suburban region, and suburban-urban regions (P ＜0.05). The OM content showed a significant positive correlation with TN (r=855, p<0.01, n=51), indicating that the sources of OM and TN in these samples were largely consistent. The EC, TN and OM of sediments were highest in urban region, and showed a tremendous spatial difference. The grain size of natural and urban region, revealed the domination of the silt fraction (34.4-61.5%) followed by the sand fraction (25.1-57.1%). However, the sediments of rural region, suburban and suburban-urban regions exposed the domination of sand fraction (30.0-74.5%) followed by the silt fraction (20.0-58.3%). The average value of the ten chemical elements in the study area was SiO2 ＞ Al2O3 ＞ Fe2O3 ＞CaO ＞MgO ＞Ti ＞ S ＞ MnO ＞ Zn ＞ Cu. The CaO, Al2O3, and Fe2O3 in sediments ranged from 0.83 to 6.5%, 14.34 to 19.08%, and 5.5 to 9.49%, respectively. The concentrations of CaO (except in the natural region ), Al2O3, and Fe2O3 in the surface sediment of this study area were higher than in other studies in Qinhuai River in May 2013 (Wu et al. 2018). This may be related to rapid urbanization, industrialization, and increased human activities. The average value of Cu, Zn, and S in urban region was significantly higher than the surface sediment of natural regions, rural regions, and suburban-urban regions (P ＜0.05). Moreover, the average value of Cu, Zn, S in sediments were highest in the urban region and showed a tremendous spatial difference. This can be attributed to the highest urbanization level and the associated high traffic-related activities in the contributing catchment area (Proshad et al. 2022). At the same time, the average value of MnO, SiO2 in urban sediment were lowest. It's fantastic that the TiO2 was highest in the natural region. 
[bookmark: _Hlk129791249]Text S2 Redundancy analysis (RDA) and correlation analysis
[bookmark: _Hlk126338390][bookmark: _Hlk126352432][bookmark: _Hlk126348475]Redundancy analysis (Table S4, S5, S6) demonstrated that selected environmental factors could account for 90.94% of the variation information of P fractions, indicating that selected environmental factors play an essential role in the spatial distribution of P. Most P fractions were positively correlated with metals (Zn, Cu, MgO, Al2O3, CaO), EC, S, and sediment nutrients (OM and TN) but negatively correlated with MnO and SiO2 (P ＜0.01 or P ＜0.05). Moreover, the explained capacity was described in the following order： Zn (50.0%, p＜0.05)＞CaO (14.4%, p＜0.05)＞TN (4.1%, p＜0.05)＞EC(2.3%, p＜0.05), SiO2 (2.3%, p＜0.05 ) ＞Fe2O3 (1.9%, p＜0.05) ＞ MnO (1.7%, p＜0.05)＞Al2O3 (1.2%, p＜0.05), Cu (1.2%, p＜0.05) ＞MgO (1.0%) ＞Sand (0.8%), TiO2 (0.8%) ＞silt (0.6%)＞OM (0.5%) ＞pH (0.3%) ＞clay (0.2%). 
Spearman's correlation analysis (Fig. 5 b and Table S2), showed that, the highest positive significant correlation coefficients (p < 0.001) were shown between EC and TP, IP, L-OP, ML-OP, Al-P, Res-P (R＞0.5), between OM and TP, IP, OP, L-OP, ML-OP, L-OP, Al-P, Res-P, BAP; between CaO and TP, IP, OP, ML-OP, L-P, Ca-P, BAP, between MgO and TP, IP, ML-OP, L-P, Ca-P, Res-P, BAP; between Cu and TP, IP, OP, L-OP, ML-OP, L-P, Al-P, Ca-P, Res-P, BAP, between S and TP, IP, OP, L-OP, ML-OP, L-P, Al-P, Ca-P, Res-P, BAP, between Zn and TP, IP, OP, L-OP, ML-OP, L-P, Fe-P, Al-P, Ca-P, Res-P, BAP; The highest negative significant correlation coefficients (P＜0.001), were shown between TP, IP, Ca-P with Mn, between TP, IP, OP, ML-OP, L-P, Ca-P, Res-P, BAP and SiO2. 
The higher positive significant correlation coefficients (p ≤ 0.01) were shown between Ca-P and OM, between Al2O3 and L-OP, ML-OP, between CaO and Fe-P, Al-P, Res-P, between MgO and Al-P, between S and Fe-P, between L-OP and TiO2, between TN and OP, ML-OP, Res-P. The highest negative significant correlation coefficients (P＜0.01) were shown between MnO and OP, L-OP, ML-OP, L-P, Al-P, Res-P, BAP, and SiO2 and L-OP. The rest of the P fraction, chemical properties and clay content also showed highly significant correlation coefficients (p < 0.05), as shown in Table S2.
Text S3 PLS-SEM
The model had an acceptable goodness-of-fit index (Gof values =0.594), and the composite reliability (CR) and the average variance extracted (AVE) of all constructs were higher than 0.7 and 0.5, respectively, demonstrating that all constructs of the model have sufficient convergent validity (Table S7 and 8). 
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Fig. S1. Fractionation procedure of P fractions

Table S1 Evaluation standard values for sediment assessment in lakes and rivers in the literature
	Location
	Time period
	A minimum level of ecological risk (mg/kg)
	Reference

	The Asia's largest brackish water coastal lake Chilika, India
	2019
	600
	(Barik et al. 2019)

	Krishnagiri reservoir,  India
	2022
	600 
	(Saha et al. 2022)

	The Cross River estuary system and
adjacent shelf, South East Nigeria
	2020
	600
	(Dan et al. 2020b)

	Anzali wetland, Caspian Sea
	2021
	600
	 (Bastami et al. 2021)

	Daye Lake, located
in the middle and lower reaches of the Yangtze River Basin
	2023
	600
	(Qiu et al. 2023)

	Shenzhen river, Pearl 
River Delta, China
	2022
	600
	(Zhang et al. 2022)

	Northern Beibu Gulf, South
China Sea
	2020
	600
	(Dan et al. 2020a)

	Several small rivers,run into the coastal waters, North Yellow Sea, China
	2021
	600
	(Yang et al. 2021)

	Dachan Bay, China 
	2022
	600
	(Ke et al. 2022)

	Coastal sediments of the Makran, Iran
	2021
	600
	(Kor et al. 2021)

	10 major river basins of China
	2017
	600
	(Yang et al. 2017)

	The Minjiang River, Fujian Province in China
	2019
	600
	(Ye et al. 2019)

	Lake Erhai, Southwest China
	2019
	600
	(Pan et al. 2019)

	Netravathi-Gurupur estuary, southwestern coast of India
	2023
	600
	(Saha et al. 2023)

	Nansi Lake, China
	2015
	600
	(Zhang et al. 2015)



Table S2 Physicochemical distribution characteristics of Qinhuai River sediments
	Different regions
	
	pH
	EC (μS/cm)
	OM (g/kg)
	TN (g/kg)
	Clay
(%)
	Silt
(%)
	Sand (%)
	Al2O3 (%)
	CaO (%)
	Fe2O3 (%)
	MgO (%)
	MnO (%)
	SiO2 (%)
	Cu (%)
	S (%)
	TiO2 (%)
	Zn (%)

	Natural region 
	Min
	6.45 
	137.5 
	20.76 
	2.01 
	8.89 
	50.48 
	25.07 
	17.05 
	0.83 
	6.99 
	1.20 
	0.20 
	64.55 
	0.0053
	0.13 
	1.17 
	0.0129

	
	Max
	6.98 
	187.0 
	24.83 
	2.46 
	16.23 
	61.48 
	38.03 
	18.83 
	1.00 
	8.44 
	1.35 
	0.32 
	68.47 
	0.0068 
	0.29 
	1.27 
	0.0161

	
	Mean
	6.80 
	163.8 
	22.52 
	2.35 
	11.93 
	55.38 
	32.69 
	17.51 
	0.88 
	7.44 
	1.25 
	0.25 
	67.06 
	0.0063 
	0.19 
	1.22 
	0.0150 

	
	SD
	0.20 
	16.6 
	1.50 
	0.17 
	2.38 
	4.36 
	5.53 
	0.67 
	0.06 
	0.52 
	0.05 
	0.04 
	1.47 
	0.0005 
	0.05 
	0.03 
	0.0011 

	Rural region
	Min
	6.63 
	90.5
	11.28 
	1.10 
	5.57 
	19.97 
	35.61 
	14.34 
	1.13 
	5.50 
	1.21 
	0.12 
	65.65 
	0.0042 
	0.12 
	0.82 
	0.0110 

	
	Max
	8.03 
	289.0 
	25.04 
	2.38 
	13.99 
	55.81 
	74.46 
	17.00 
	2.77 
	8.18 
	1.60 
	0.33 
	71.15 
	0.0163 
	0.40 
	1.24 
	0.0321 

	
	Mean
	7.39 
	136.9
	17.68 
	1.67 
	8.99 
	38.94 
	52.07 
	15.64 
	1.82 
	6.40 
	1.45 
	0.20 
	68.57 
	0.0065 
	0.20 
	1.08 
	0.0212 

	
	SD
	0.41 
	55.1 
	4.43 
	0.33 
	1.83 
	7.96 
	9.20 
	0.85 
	0.47 
	0.91 
	0.12 
	0.05 
	1.52 
	0.0029 
	0.09 
	0.10 
	0.0056 

	Suburban region-1(Qinhuai New river)
	Min
	7.70 
	92.8
	12.41 
	1.08 
	7.35 
	27.76 
	30.04 
	15.31 
	2.83 
	6.14 
	1.70 
	0.16 
	61.32 
	0.0051 
	0.14 
	0.92 
	0.0235 

	
	Max
	8.24 
	254.0
	24.26 
	1.81 
	11.67 
	58.33 
	64.89 
	17.80 
	4.90 
	8.57 
	2.44 
	0.27 
	66.51 
	0.0090 
	0.33 
	1.44 
	0.0326 

	
	Mean
	7.86 
	157.6
	18.80 
	1.50 
	9.97 
	37.74 
	52.28 
	16.53 
	3.79 
	7.48 
	1.94 
	0.21 
	63.74 
	0.0074 
	0.23 
	1.15 
	0.0276 

	
	SD
	0.15 
	41.8 
	3.38 
	0.21 
	1.28 
	8.85 
	9.80 
	0.85 
	0.62 
	0.70 
	0.21 
	0.04 
	1.86 
	0.0011 
	0.06 
	0.14 
	0.0030 

	Suburban region-2
	Min
	6.70 
	87.0 
	12.41 
	1.08 
	6.20 
	24.82 
	35.35 
	15.03 
	1.86 
	5.84 
	1.65 
	0.14 
	62.52 
	0.0037 
	0.16 
	0.95 
	0.0149 

	
	Max
	7.81 
	240.0 
	32.61 
	2.64 
	12.06 
	52.60 
	68.99 
	17.97 
	5.32 
	9.49 
	2.03 
	0.29 
	68.55 
	0.0120 
	0.49 
	1.49 
	0.0358 

	
	Mean
	7.38 
	145.7
	19.79 
	1.55 
	8.85 
	35.85 
	55.31 
	16.06 
	3.41 
	7.07 
	1.82 
	0.21 
	65.17 
	0.0074 
	0.25 
	1.11 
	0.0248 

	
	SD
	0.35 
	56.2 
	5.57 
	0.42 
	1.61 
	8.16 
	9.48 
	0.89 
	0.93 
	1.13 
	0.12 
	0.04 
	2.02 
	0.0026 
	0.10 
	0.15 
	0.0071 

	Urban region
	Min
	6.84 
	183.9 
	26.33 
	1.68 
	8.49 
	34.40 
	29.05 
	15.18 
	1.77 
	5.99 
	1.15 
	0.10 
	57.35 
	0.0100 
	0.34 
	1.03 
	0.0373 

	
	Max
	8.44 
	884.0 
	130.33 
	7.78 
	12.85 
	59.77 
	57.11 
	19.08 
	6.50 
	9.16 
	2.41 
	0.20 
	69.32 
	0.0238 
	2.17 
	2.66 
	0.0860 

	
	Mean
	7.42 
	533.6 
	47.24 
	3.19 
	10.42 
	48.53 
	41.05 
	17.13 
	3.90 
	7.10 
	1.92 
	0.15 
	62.73 
	0.0147 
	0.84 
	1.33 
	0.0542 

	
	SD
	0.42 
	266.9
	26.08 
	1.66 
	1.35 
	7.53 
	8.43 
	1.03 
	1.01 
	0.72 
	0.31 
	0.03 
	2.84 
	0.0039 
	0.59 
	0.40 
	0.0146 


[bookmark: _Toc386893350](Note: Min = Minimum, Max = Maximum, Avg = Average, SD = Standard Deviation).
[bookmark: _Hlk119936095][bookmark: _Hlk119955360]Table S3. Relationships between phosphorus fractions and sediment variables in Qinhuai River
	[bookmark: _Hlk120781704]
	pH
	EC
	OM
	clay
	silt
	Sand
	Al2O3
	CaO
	Fe2O3
	MgO
	MnO
	SiO2
	Cu
	S
	TiO2
	Zn
	TN

	TP
	0.214
	.607***
	.569***
	0.177
	0.129
	-0.136
	.306*
	.709***
	0.242
	.673***
	-.438***
	-.704***
	.647***
	.736***
	0.213
	.793***
	0.263

	OP
	-0.011
	.487***
	.572***
	0.264
	0.222
	-0.225
	.292*
	.479***
	0.259
	.468***
	-.340**
	-.537***
	.661***
	.610***
	0.208
	.720***
	.377**

	L-OP
	-0.212
	.483***
	.657***
	0.219
	.482***
	-.473***
	.382**
	0.23
	0.156
	.300*
	-.324*
	-.366**
	.572***
	.472***
	.382***
	.689***
	.595***

	ML-OP
	0.19
	.617***
	.619***
	.295*
	0.212
	-0.229
	.403**
	.541***
	.283*
	.521***
	-.326*
	-.630***
	.624***
	.658***
	.320*
	.676***
	.393**

	NL-OP
	-.367**
	-0.11
	0.027
	0.181
	0.274
	-0.257
	0.137
	-0.161
	0.182
	-0.151
	0.105
	-0.023
	0.145
	-0.074
	0.033
	0.053
	0.212

	IP
	0.263
	.619***
	.577***
	0.12
	0.098
	-0.105
	.281*
	.724***
	0.193
	.695***
	-.478***
	-.698***
	.642***
	.760***
	0.234
	.783***
	0.253

	L-P
	.367**
	.523***
	.476***
	0.032
	0.048
	-0.062
	0.15
	.708***
	0.109
	.629***
	-.397**
	-.613***
	.558***
	.591***
	0.183
	.625***
	0.206

	Fe-P
	.382**
	.300*
	0.193
	-0.145
	-0.108
	0.112
	0.004
	.366**
	0.098
	.335*
	-0.209
	-.322*
	.364**
	.352*
	0.083
	.456***
	-0.03

	Al-P
	0.172
	.567***
	.512***
	0.118
	0.154
	-0.148
	0.272
	.400**
	0.187
	.396**
	-.389**
	-.490***
	.573***
	.698***
	0.17
	.681***
	.279*

	Ca-P
	0.212
	.333*
	.362**
	0.007
	-0.074
	0.067
	0.163
	.836***
	0.128
	.838***
	-.419**
	-.675***
	.515***
	.516***
	0.071
	.604***
	0.006

	Res-P
	0.061
	.579***
	.626***
	.429***
	.461***
	-.467***
	.447***
	.405**
	.316*
	.493***
	-.378**
	-.584***
	.628***
	.657***
	.296*
	.698***
	.518***

	BAP
	0.175
	.457***
	.471***
	0.14
	0.145
	-0.142
	0.244
	.521***
	0.255
	.493***
	-.325*
	-.563***
	.598***
	.576***
	0.182
	.742***
	0.232


[bookmark: _Hlk124360842] “*”, P < 0.05, “**”, P < 0.01. “***”, P < 0.001.





Table S4. Relationships between sediment variables in Qinhuai River
	
	pH
	EC
	OM
	clay
	silt
	Sand
	Al2O3
	CaO
	Fe2O3
	MgO
	MnO
	SiO2
	Cu
	S
	TiO2
	Zn
	TN

	pH
	1
	-0.026
	-0.151
	-0.195
	-.330*
	.304*
	-0.135
	.353*
	0.05
	.284*
	0.048
	-0.26
	0.029
	-0.065
	-0.185
	-0.063
	-.332*

	EC
	-0.026
	1
	.806***
	.347*
	.469***
	-.474***
	.387**
	.349*
	-0.025
	.340*
	-.615***
	-.356**
	.713***
	.792***
	0.258
	.687***
	.708***

	OM
	-0.151
	.806***
	1
	.436***
	.560***
	-.562***
	.467***
	.353*
	0.181
	.360**
	-.486***
	-.443***
	.687***
	.783***
	.489***
	.730***
	.855***

	clay
	-0.195
	.347*
	.436***
	1
	.661***
	-.705***
	.535***
	0.003
	.503***
	0.102
	0.024
	-.322*
	0.199
	0.225
	.294*
	0.238
	.520***

	silt
	-.330*
	.469***
	.560***
	.661***
	1
	-.995***
	.696***
	-0.161
	.410**
	0.034
	-0.067
	-.280*
	.294*
	.290*
	.447***
	.376**
	.715***

	Sand
	.304*
	-.474***
	-.562***
	-.705***
	-.995***
	1
	-.702***
	0.141
	-.440***
	-0.05
	0.044
	.303*
	-.294*
	-.277*
	-.452***
	-.372**
	-.715***

	Al2O3
	-0.135
	.387**
	.467***
	.535***
	.696***
	-.702***
	1
	0.067
	.680***
	.390**
	0.106
	-.637***
	.325*
	.348*
	.465***
	.337*
	.480***

	CaO
	.353*
	.349*
	.353*
	0.003
	-0.161
	0.141
	0.067
	1
	0.172
	.815***
	-.355*
	-.731***
	.480***
	.488***
	0.043
	.521***
	-0.011

	Fe2O3
	0.05
	-0.025
	0.181
	.503***
	.410**
	-.440**
	.680***
	0.172
	1
	.281*
	.534***
	-.710***
	0.057
	0.069
	.586***
	0.124
	0.155

	MgO
	.284*
	.340*
	.360**
	0.102
	0.034
	-0.05
	.390**
	.815***
	.281*
	1
	-.286*
	-.789***
	.476***
	.455***
	0.125
	.492***
	0.024

	MnO
	0.048
	-.615***
	-.486**
	0.024
	-0.067
	0.044
	0.106
	-.355*
	.534***
	-.286*
	1
	-0.007
	-.565***
	-.648***
	0.201
	-.557***
	-.356*

	SiO2
	-0.26
	-.356*
	-.443**
	-.322*
	-.280*
	.303*
	-.637***
	-.731***
	-.710***
	-.789**
	-0.007
	1
	-.506***
	-.492***
	-.458***
	-.529***
	-0.2

	Cu
	0.029
	.713***
	.687***
	0.199
	.294*
	-.294*
	.325*
	.480***
	0.057
	.476***
	-.565***
	-.506***
	1
	.719***
	.278*
	.742***
	.552***

	S
	-0.065
	.792***
	.783***
	0.225
	.290*
	-.277*
	.348*
	.488***
	0.069
	.455***
	-.648***
	-.492***
	.719***
	1
	.336*
	.742***
	.614***

	TiO2
	-0.185
	0.258
	.489***
	.294*
	.447***
	-.452***
	.465***
	0.043
	.586***
	0.125
	0.201
	-.458***
	.278*
	.336*
	1
	0.265
	.451***

	Zn
	-0.063
	.687***
	.730***
	0.238
	.376**
	-.372**
	.337*
	.521***
	0.124
	.492***
	-.557***
	-.529***
	.742***
	.742***
	0.265
	1
	.544***

	TN
	-.332*
	.708***
	.855***
	.520***
	.715***
	-.715**
	.480***
	-0.011
	0.155
	0.024
	-.356**
	-0.2
	.552***
	.614***
	.451***
	.544***
	1


* P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01, *** P < 0.001.

[bookmark: _Hlk129124879][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Table S5. Eigenvalues for the RDA axis and the correlation of phosphorus fractions-sediment properties
	
	Axis1
	Axis2
	Axis3
	Axis4

	Eigenvalues
	0.6321
	0.1353
	0.0336
	0.0176

	Explained variation (cumulative)
	63.21
	76.74
	80.1
	81.86

	Pseudo-canonical correlation
	0.9634
	0.9568
	0.836
	0.6492

	Explained fitted variation (cumulative)
	74.91
	90.94
	94.93
	97.01


[bookmark: _Hlk129102098][bookmark: OLE_LINK112]Table S6. Correlation coefficients among environmental factors, flux and RDA ordination axes.
	Environment Factors
	EXP Ax1
	EXP Ax2
	EXP Ax3
	EXP Ax4

	pH
	0.32232
	-0.41048
	-0.43198
	-0.08355

	EC
	0.64365
	0.50148
	-0.14454
	-0.26984

	OM
	0.65367
	0.58691
	0.15429
	-0.32072

	clay
	0.06105
	0.60506
	0.17446
	-0.05716

	silt
	0.06459
	0.70668
	0.17074
	-0.09882

	Sand
	0.00108
	-0.71716
	-0.23628
	0.1775

	Al2O3
	0.22329
	0.5846
	0.01622
	-0.08664

	CaO
	0.76854
	-0.39355
	0.09818
	-0.35905

	Fe2O3
	0.14451
	0.31243
	-0.00543
	0.07897

	MgO
	0.65971
	-0.36573
	0.18739
	-0.33511

	MnO
	-0.5225
	0.00664
	-0.05318
	0.20834

	SiO2
	-0.6622
	-0.17008
	-0.15238
	0.23888

	Cu
	0.75337
	0.38005
	0.13929
	-0.21039

	S
	0.73852
	0.47585
	0.22666
	-0.0726

	TiO2
	0.23852
	0.27629
	-0.09942
	-0.2661

	Zn
	0.87335
	0.36017
	0.07227
	-0.06633

	TN
	0.42913
	0.76662
	0.26077
	-0.18467













Table S7. Conditional effects of Monte-Carlo Permutation result on the RDA.
	Environment Factors
	Explains %
	Contribution %
	pseudo-F
	P

	Zn
	50
	59.3
	49
	0.002

	CaO
	14.4
	17.1
	19.4
	0.002

	TN
	4.1
	4.8
	6.1
	0.002

	EC
	2.3
	2.7
	3.6
	0.01

	MnO
	1.7
	2
	2.8
	0.036

	S
	1.3
	1.5
	2.2
	0.06

	MgO
	1
	1.2
	1.7
	0.118

	SiO2
	2.3
	2.7
	4.1
	0.008

	Fe2O3
	1.9
	2.2
	3.6
	0.006

	Cu
	1.2
	1.4
	2.4
	0.036

	Al2O3
	1.2
	1.4
	2.4
	0.028

	Sand
	0.8
	1
	1.7
	0.098

	TiO2
	0.8
	0.9
	1.7
	0.106

	silt
	0.6
	0.7
	1.3
	0.234

	OM
	0.5
	0.6
	1
	0.362

	pH
	0.3
	0.4
	0.7
	0.706

	clay
	0.2
	0.2
	0.4
	0.904












Table S8. Variance inflation factor (VIF) of the PLS-SEM
	[bookmark: _Hlk119953952]Indicator
	VIF
	Indicator
	VIF

	TN
	5.827
	Fe2O3
	5.290

	OM
	5.827
	L-OP
	1.736

	Clay
	2.258
	ML-OP
	1.617

	silt
	2.258
	NL-OP
	1.112

	Al2O3
	3.720
	L-P
	2.288

	CaO
	9.688
	Fe-P
	2.558

	Zn
	4.497
	Al-P
	2.784

	MgO
	8.068
	Ca-P
	2.416

	MnO
	5.566
	Res-p
	2.507

	Cu
	3.858
	BAP
	1.000























Table S9. Composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) of the PLS-SEM model.
	Construct 
	Loading 
	AVE
	CR

	Grain size
	
	0.872
	0.932

	clay
	0.919
	
	

	Silt 
	0.948
	
	

	Nutrient
	
	0.955
	0.977

	TN
	0.974
	
	

	OM
	0.981
	
	

	Metals
	
	0.472
	0.759

	Al2O3
	0.453
	
	

	CaO
	0.753
	
	

	Zn
	0.907
	
	

	MgO
	0.714
	
	

	MnO
	-0.577
	
	

	Cu
	0.894
	
	

	IP 
	
	0.690
	0.917

	L-P
	0.843
	
	

	Fe-P
	0.824
	
	

	Al-P
	0.853
	
	

	Ca-P
	0.799
	
	

	Res-P
	0.834
	
	

	OP
	
	0.550
	0.762

	LOP
	0.881
	
	

	MLOP
	0.880
	
	

	BAP
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000


Note: CR > 0.7; AVE > 0. 45; Values that do not satisfy the conditional hypothesis or are insignificant are omitted.
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