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Influence of slope on disturbed yellow-brown soil erosion

LI Ye', WU Yubai'’, YU Shuang’en', JIN Qiu’, HUANG Mingyi'
(1. College of Water Conservancy and Hydropower Engineering , Hohai University, Nanjing 210098, China;
2. Jiangsu Hydraulic Research Institute, Nanjing 210017, China)

Abstract ; In this study, the influence of the slope on disturbed yellow-brown soil erosion was investigated through a
simulated rainfall experiment. The experimental results show that, when the slope is 20° or less, the infiltration
volume decreases with the increase of the slope and the runoff increases with the increase of the slope. The
infiltration volume and runoff level off when the slope is between 20° and 26.5°. The soil erosion amount is
basically synchronous with the runoff and increases with the increase of the slope within a certain range of the slope.
When the rainfall intensity is 40 mm/h or 60 mm/h, the threshold slope of the tested soil erosion is between 20° and
26.5°. The threshold slope is greater than 26.5° when the rainfall intensity increases to 80 mm/h. There are

significant linear relationships between the runoff, erosion amount, and rainfall within the range of the test slope.

Key words: simulated rainfall ; disturbed condition; yellow-brown soil; threshold slope; soil erosion
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Table 1 Results of regression analysis for soil erosion amount and slope
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mm [a1)9 77 72 R? FAiE F K56 L EE B =75 7 R? FAE F #5565 BEME
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Fig. 5 Relationships between rainfall and Fig. 6 Relationships between rainfall and soil
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Table2 Results of regression analysis for runoff, soil erosion amount, and rainfall under different conditions of slope
i/ i it T e it T
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