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%1 #RTMMEERAER
Table 1 Physical and chemical properties of tested soil
IGES S ¢ g KE 2% ] 28 AU
Field moisture holding Saturated water content Total N Total P Total K 0.M. pH
capacity( % ) (%) (g/ke) (¢/ke) (g/kg) (¢/kg)
25.05 35.65 0.67 1.25 25.83 6.45 8.3

%2 #iRTMHNMER(%)
Table 2 Mechanical composition of tested soil

B4 Particle class
<0.001 mm 0.001 ~ 0.05 mm 1~0.05 mm
16.7 62.8 20.5
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Fig.1 The total runoff and ervsion amount for
different slope treatments
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Fig.2 Variation of solutes concentration for different slope treatments
£3 FTEHECERRRETAIRENSS
Table 3  Fitted results of solute concentration in runoff
P 10 & Br WAE NOy 8 K -3
Slope e b R a b R a b R p b R
5 214.86 -1.25 0.97 43.31 -1.27 0.94 263.07 -1.07 0.98 12.99 -0.78 0.89
10 75.28 -0.93 0.95 27.43 -1.07 0.98 155.76 -0.81 0.9 9.72 -0.60 0.98
15 147.80 -1.10 0.98 64,42 -1.36 0.9 335.78 -1.08 0.98 13.26 ~-0.72 0.95
20 168.30 -1.15 0.98 61.33 -1.29 0.93 357.29 -1.06 0.99 13.23 ~0.63 0.86
25 87.91 -0.84 0.94 16.32 -0.89 0.75 160.50 -0.67 0.90 5.55 -0.30 0.67
30 105.36 -0.9 0.95 4.31 -0.26 0.16 164.51 -0.61 0.95 9.74 -0.41 0.93
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Fig.3 The total solute loss amount for different slope treatments
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The effects of slope on solute concentration in runoff on the loess slope

WANG Quan-jiu'’?, MU Tian-liang', WANG Hui®
(1. Xi’ an University of technology , Xi’ an, Shaanxi 710048, China;
2. Key Lab of Soil Erosion and Dry-land Farming on loess Pleatuea, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: Serious soil erosion reduce the amount of nutrient in soil losses, and the slope degree is one of the main
factors of effect soil solute transporting into runoff. In the paper the effects of slope degree on the soil solute transport into
runoff was further analyzed through the experimental data in field. The results indicate that runoff amount and velocity
may inflect the effect of slope on the runoff formation. The runoff amount reaches to the maximum value when the slope
degree is 15 for the fixed rainfall intensity. The effect of sole degree on the soil solute transport into runoff may be infect-
ed by the runoff amount, and the amount of solute in runoff increases as the runoff amount increases. The power function
was used to fit the experimental data of the solute concentration in runoff. The results indicate that the power function
may be used to fit the experimental data of the solute concentration in runoff, and the results may provide some guidance
for analysis of the features of the soil solute transport with runoff.

Key words: rainfall-runoff; solute in runoff; loess slope



