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Table 1  Effects of two various treatments on surface runoff and soil loss

MMIHE KB 2009-4-18  2009-4-24  2009-5-12  2009-5-20 2009-5-24 2009-5-26  2009-6-2  2009-6-9  2009-7-2 2009-07-24 2009-07-27
TR MR 600 325 2325 57.5 41 149 2550 140 4790 104.5 481.5
(m*/(hm*a)) {£E 600 258 1506.5 196 105 1 040 5625 610 8 900 49.5 292.5
VebaE MEE 23.004 238.39  270.515 3.42 1645  1337.067 216.15 23.03 1 146.69 226.6 510.39
(t(hm*a)) £ 23.004 31734 74474 7.46 51.15 3041.48 1103625 1327.055 7209 14233 4433
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Table 2 Variance analysis of the sediment erosion amount

under different treatments

AR KU ST R H A Y5 F1{H
Ab R[] 369 523.611 8 1 369523.612 4.441°
REBE Py 1497 741.769 18 83 207.876 1
e 1 867 265.381 19
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Fig. 1 Relationship between surface runoff and soil loss

under different treatments
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Table 3 Change of runoff rainfall during the experiment

35 2009-4-13  2009-4-18  2009-4-24  2009-5-12  2009-5-20 2009-5-24  2009-5-25  2009-6-2  2009-6-9  2009-7-2  2009-7-24

PR (mm) 71.6 114 61 36.2 28.2 23.5 165 62.7 34.6 254.3 12
30 - 100 -
y = 0.090 5x -2.647 8 L 4 90 y =0.2697x -3.7321 &
25 r =0.826 5% (n = 11) 80 |- r=0.69291* (n = 11)
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Fig.2 Relationship between surface runoff and Fig. 3 Relationship between surface runoff and
precipitation in ramie field precipitation in peanut field
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FCIGUR S R 5 AR, (RN 44 5 W, ARG AR 2009-5-24 81.86% 39:66%
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Fig. 4 Relationship between plant coverage and surface runoff Fig. 5 Relationship between leaf area index and surface runoff



660 +

% 43 %

2.4 AENENEERSRERTIENER

£ 5 G T A FEBA R AR B S 2R 5,
F 5 aTE W, SRR AL BRI e 2 R A A
HRIFI Ry 22.9% ~ 908.3%, J5 25T R (K 6), R
Bk ) TR EAKE (p<<0.01). XJ& i TR 2
B OR TARE, TR Z AR PR ER], AR R
BN, RIS TR I kAR g
I HAEZE T ek B MR =S s ), 4k 1 L3012
POERE, WD THUERBRE. AAh, FEEE, W

FEY) ) 55 S WA (R 4D, BN TIEANB SR
KF GR T, AR PR B 18NSR E A b P
A 16.2% ~ 157.7%, HZESAE (p>0.05). X5
MRRIR R KA G, IhAh, "MMEDIRZ, t
TG IAAAE, T RN MR I BT, A
M PRy R 4R, Bk iRt . LIRS ek
BEHD - e A AR ) — R R 2 BRI S, 5 s
Y, EHARDERNANS, R, SUeR
A1 T

x5 MEHLEMEHEBEETN (nm)

Table 5 Changes of vegetation interception under two various treatments

iEE 2009-5-14 2009-5-22 2009-5-27 2009-6-4 2009-6-17 2009-6-24 2009-7-7 2009-7-15
LR 0.240 52 0.556 98 0.064 38 0.121 04 0.4816 0.461 62 0.446 71 0.278 51
164 0.030 4 0.027 48 0.065 2 0.012 41 0.177 64 0.072 11 0.133 44 0.226 66
*6 FMLEEHBEENHENR
Table 6 Variance analyses of the vegetation interception under different treatments
RS KL SRiEES V] F{H

Qb B ] 241 252.88 1 241 252.88 12.098**

REHE N 279 182.45 14 19 941.604

AR 520 435.33 15

*7 BMLERMEIEANEETA (mm/min)
Table 7 Change of soil permeability under the two various treatments

A 2009-4-13 2009-4-30 2009-5-14 2009-5-22 2009-6-4 2009-7-8 2009-7-15 2009-7-23
ERR 3.43 4.8 17.86 12.4 14.8 31.67 40.8 19.17
164k 49 9.57 13.75 10.67 15 24.67 15.83 14.84
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A Comparative Study on Soil and Water Conservation of Ramie and

Peanut Fields in Red Soil Sloping Land

LIAO Mian-ging', LI Jing', HUANG Qian-ru'?, YE Chuan'?, YU Xi-chu'?, TANG Xi-jing’,

ZHANG Xin-liang',

(1 Red Soil Institute of Jiangxi Province ,Nanchang 331717, China;

SUN Yong-ming', ZHONG Yi-jun',

WU Ming-qing'

2 Field Monitoring Station for Soil and Water Conservation of Jiangxi Province,

Nanchang 331717, China; 3 Jiangxi Province Library, Nanchang 330077, China)

Abstract:

Soil and water conservation of ramie and peanut were studied in red soil sloping land. The relationships between the rainfall, leaf

area index, vegetation coverage and surface runoff or canopy interception were given in this study. This experiment began in April and ended in July.

The results showed that both for the surface runoff and soil loss, the ramie treatment was superior to the peanut treatment. Compared with the peanut

treatment, the canopy interception of the ramie treatment was increased by 22.9% - 908.3% and soil infiltration rate was increased by 16.2% -157.7%.

The runoff and rainfall had significantly positive correlation, while had significantly negative logarithm correlation with the coverage and negative

exponential correlation with the leaf area index in red soil sloping land.

Key words:

Red soil sloping land, Ramie, Peanut, Soil and water conservation



