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Fig.2 The relationship between the daily rainfall erosivity and runoff deep at the slope (a. tree with shrub and grass; b. shrub and grass; c. grass)
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Fig.3 The relationship between the daily rainfall erosivity capacity and soil erosion amount at slope
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Influence of Litter Coverage on Surface Runoff and Soil Erosion in Karst Area

ZHOU Qiuwen, LI Xuan, GUO Xingfang

(School of Geography and Environment Science, Guizhou Normal University, Guiyang 550001, China)

Abstract: The influence of litter coverage on surface runoff and soil erosion are significant, but the characteristics of this in
Karst area are not yet clear. By doing indoor artificial simulated rainfall experiment with taking quality of litter layer and rain
tensity as its influencing factors, the influence of litter layer on surface runoff and soil erosion in Karst area were studied. The

sults show that: (1) In the case of no litter coverage, there are no surface runoff. When rain intensity is 40 mm/h and there

conditions[J]. China Forestry Science and Technology, 2012,26(2):

the
in-
re-

are

surface runoff with other higher rain intensity; And, with the increase of rain intensity, the initial runoff time advance and surface

runoff and sand producing both increased. (2) In the case of there are litter coverage, the initial runoff time delay. When rain in-

tensity is 40 mm/h, litter coverage influence initial surface runoff significantly, but the influence become less obvious when rain in-

tensity become higher. (3) The effect that litter cover reduce soil erosion is significant. When rain intensity is 90 mm/h, the effi-

ciency of litter protecting sand is about 99%, and which is 94% when rain intensity is 140 mm/h. These results suggest that litter

coverage in Karst area plays an important role in delaying surface runoff and reducing soil erosion.
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Influence of Rainfall Erosivity on Soil Loss in Slope Dump of Opencast Colliery
WU Liping', ZHENG Haifeng’>, WU Guoxi', ZHANG Tieyi’, WANG Tiejun', DONG Hong®
(1. Water Conservancy Science Research Institute of Inner Mongolia, Hohhot 010050, China;

2. Shenhua Group Zhungeer Energy CO., LTD, Erdos 010300, China)

Abstract: Rainfall erosivity, which stands for potential ability of soil erosion inducing by rainfall, is one of the major indictors in

the water and soil conservation study. For best understanding the effects of the different artificial vegetation restoration methods on

the side slope of mine dump, this paper analyzed the relation between slope erosion and rainfall erosivity. The results show that

the erosivity was significantly influenced by trees with shrub and grass and the shrub with grass, and slope runoff depth were

42.9% and 52.6% of the contrast plots respectively. Three collocations had significantly decreased the effect and the amount was

2.3%-6.7% of that in the contrast plot. There was a positive correlation between the erosivity and the runoff and the amount, and

the runoff response to the erosivity changing was more quickly than the amount.

Key words: rainfall erosivity; runoff depth; soil erosion amount; dump of opencast colliery; semi-arid area



