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Table 1  General introduction of each runoff pht
) /m /m /em /%
20.2 20%20 215 3.51 60
24.5 1.5X20 0% — 80
X 23.2 1.5X20 2.0 3.00 50 =3¢
0% —
X 23.0 2.0%3.0 208 319 A =3¢
08 —
X 21.5 3.0< 4.0 240 5.61 80 =1
29 547
C 23.5 80
23.5 1.5X20 205 2.87 65
X 17.3 1.5X20 1% 2 46 70 =7
088
C 25.6 55
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Tabk 2 Comparision of suface unoff quantity anong different vegetation types
/ (m3°hm~2°a~1) /% / (*km™2) /% /(m3°hm—2°a™1) /% / (t°km™2) /%
X 704 5 1.73 80 36 18. 95
X 690 6 3.67 59 52 39. 97 473 9 7.93 89 &4 319
5811 18.94 64 04 35. 41 489 4 4.52 77 93 271
5525 2293 3734 6. 24
X 636 8 11.17 55 81 8.7
716 9 99 15 514 7 136 2
633 1 11. 69 59 41 40. B 4817 6.41 83 79 38 49
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Table 3 Soil moisture ©ntent among different vegetation types
/% /% /% /%
23,05 7.21 2778 15. %4
X 26,22 21,95 i ;: 22 ig' 2?
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27.49 27. 86 « 25 40 6. 0l
25.79 19. 95 29 86 U @
21. 50 23 96
25. 64 19.24 27 95 16. 63
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y=0.1719+ 18 894 5x1+0.029 Ox2+ 3. 818 4x3+ 0.026 4x4— 1. 976 6x5
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Table 4 The physical properties of soil among different vegetation types

/ (g°em ) /% /% /% /% /%
X 127 43 35 678 32.63 12 88 2. 6
X 118 46 46 928 53.54 17 33 28. 03
1. 09 44 36 14. 14 38.50 24 17 27. 78
101 39 83 17. 05 56. 88 29 98 2. 86
X 127 3975 10. 26 50.01 20 52 25. 40
118 4215 1. 23 53.38 21 03 2. %
X 112 43 97 10. 51 5448 19 29 27. 49
X 1.22 45 90 6 8 52.76 13 00 26. 22
L11 44 47 953 54. 00 17 65 23,05
1. 15 44 49 706 51.55 13 70 25.79
1. 18 40 9 59 46. 89 12 58 21. 50
34
(9
° b
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Water and soil conservation effectiveness of different types of
vegetation on subtropical rocky coast

GAO Zhi-hui, CHEN Shun-wei, JIANG Miao-ding, KANG, Zhixiong, SHI Zhong-li

(Zhejiang Forestry Academy, Hangzhou 310023, China)

Abstract: Studies on water and soil conservation effectiveness of different types of vegetation on the
subtropical rocky cast showed that surface ranoff and erosion modulus in the different types of vegetation
consisted of young trees decreased by 9. 05% and 39.29%. respectively, compared with those of the
controls, and their soil moisture content was 17. 94% higher than that of the controls. Soil moisture
content had colse relation with the physical poperties of soil besides vegetation type. The main physical
factor of soil affecting soil moisture content was unit weight of soil, and ratio noncapillary porosity to total
porosity were secondary. The main meteorological factors affecting soil moisture content were air

temperature and preciptation. The effect of physical properties. of sail on surface runoff was greater than
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that on erosion modulus.
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