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Application and Discussion of Soil Erosion
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ABSTRACT

Soil erosion is one of causes of land resource consumption. Surface soil loss is the slight case.
Soil fertility losses and the soil deterioration are the most severe cases. There are two mechanisms of
soil loss: natural rain and human development. Hence, soil erosion control method or soil loss
estimation is a very important research topic in land resource conservation.

USLE, and WEPP were applied to simulate the runoff and soil loss on tea plantation in this study.
Among all models studied, the simulation result of WEPP is the most closest to the measured soil
loss.
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S tee;s):g;g %) P factors Length limits(m)
1-2 0.60 121.92
3-5 0.50 91.44
6-8 0.50 60.96
9-12 0.60 36.576
13-16 0.70 24.384
17-20 0.80 18.288
21-25 0.90 15.24

(}Tﬁ F I USDA Agricultural Handbook No.537)

2.WEPP ERA\ EIJ}X FF’Z 77
WEPP(Water Erosion Prediction Project)f5t
=0 - WIEST"E €1
(Le:ne and Nearlng,lh989)i; ‘ﬂ\@“&ﬁz{ ﬁl U5 (Offsite Effects) = S (=
] o 't
i % 'F*T lilied - Ff”fl frr B AL OBYEF T 154 R B
et #2 ?J o T it » o5 USLE i) » 9156
T N5 TR] =l[ |2EL TV E] ) o !
ﬁ? F Wfémﬂ I *fj% x;u%‘f WERP I o oot st i ot g, - @ateoypose 2
| o —rhﬁ "r' s ) @ Seu (38T
El o fE1F FQ,I £ A ST IR S fRSEET 2o O W b F[[[ﬁfg’;@ E RS ik
(Cllzlate Genera‘uon)@ﬂ‘w (Hydrology) ®f# 1 BI < T Bk I (2 L RS oy
4 = (Plant Growth)® + i# (Soils)® J# &= [/?aﬁb#ﬁlﬁl A TR SR o
(Irrigation) G ff(Erosion) » & {815 £ ?"EJ% R 15 B TR S 2
PRI R SRR T - E A R e ;@,Eﬁr; WEPP #é[?‘,g'lﬁ%ﬁ?%ﬁ%@?wﬁ}%%p‘ e
D (T mcret) TR - OB PR AL WEPP i3
WEPP {104 USLE #5021 [FlRLEERT  pptie froggh et ?fé(ifﬂq%\' 1)e

PR ] (On-site Effects ) i 9t

'

359



HRREERE LS

ﬁ%‘ﬂ 1 WEPP #51=¢ ’[[[E'li?hi}‘;!q%‘ﬁ
Figurel. Flow chart of WEPP model profile

Bt

R O R PO R
P o TR TR S R R LB
535 POEIRE R 23 © 5270 JUAE 120 -
S4( 2) - Vs e KL 850 22U Tt e
o FREREIAYT S £ 52% o = RV AR (1T

5.6°C~31.5C » & T I 19.9C 5 F ikl E
2000~2500mm [} o 5 A LB 1T o~ e
E| o GREh T BT 4.6mys o SR TR
BEEVENREAT) (AT FUORER > BRESEL IS P
PG > BORRAT RS = DO A
Ak PR (= [ - -+ 58 pH fifi /i 47 4.0~4.8 >
iy B R OMERIR]  1997) @

&

pe P

Figure2. Location of the experimental site
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Figure5 Comparlson of different model on Bahia grass cover
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Figure6 Comparison of different model on straw mulching
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Figure8 Comparison of different model on bare control plot
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Table 2 The parameters of USLE simulated on Bahia grass cover plot

K R K
e (mm) (MJ-mm/ha-hr-yr) | (t-hr-yr/ha-MJ-mm) LS ¢ P Aton/ac) Alton/ha)
84/5 216.9 44.72 0.27 275 0.006 1 0.19 0.46
84/6 372.1 110.49 0.27 2.75 0.005 1 0.40 0.98
84/7 391.7 183.39 0.27 275 0.002 1 0.28 0.70
84/8 174.2 51.18 0.27 2.75 0.002 1 0.09 0.22
84/9 169.7 47.68 0.27 2.75 0.007 1 0.24 0.60
84/10 101.1 253 0.27 2.75 0.008 1 0.15 0.36
85/3 303 L1 0.27 275 0.026 1 0.02 0.05
85/7 65.1 8.8 0.27 275 0.001 1 0.01 0.02
85/8 287.9 103.7 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.08 0.19
85/9 62.4 13.32 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.00 0.01
86/3 148.4 13.61 0.27 275 0.000 1 0.00 0.01
86/4 56.6 5.66 0.27 275 0.001 1 0.00 0.01
86/5 164.7 29.18 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
86/6 197.2 38.38 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.03
86/7 604.9 382.63 0.27 275 0.000 1 0.05 0.12
86/8 165.2 475 0.27 275 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
86/9 151.4 4123 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
87/1 11.7 8.93 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.00 0.01
87/2 3243 29.63 0.27 275 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
87/3 126.1 10.52 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.00 0.01
I?E : lacres=0.40468ha
F< 3 USLE U= b e 57 22, B R = o2 B fi
Table 3 The parameters of USLE simulated on straw mulching plot
i A R K
pa (mm) (MJ-mm/ha-hr-yr) | (t-hr-yr/ha-MJ-mm) | =5 ¢ P A(ton/ac) Alton/ha)
84/5 216.9 44.72 0.27 275 0.001 1 0.02 0.05
84/6 372.1 110.49 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.08 0.20
84/7 391.7 183.39 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.20 0.49
84/8 174.2 5118 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.02 0.05
84/9 169.7 47.68 0.27 2.75 0.005 1 0.19 0.47
84/10 101.1 253 0.27 2.75 0.005 1 0.10 0.25
85/3 303 11 0.27 2.75 0.008 1 0.01 0.02
85/7 65.1 8.8 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.00 0.01
85/8 287.9 103.7 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.06 0.14
85/9 62.4 13.32 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.00 0.01
86/3 148.4 13.61 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.01 0.02
86/4 56.6 5.66 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.00 0.01
86/5 164.7 29.18 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
86/6 197.2 38.38 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.03
86/7 604.9 382.63 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.05 0.11
86/8 165.2 475 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
86/9 151.4 4123 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
87/1 111.7 8.93 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.00 0.01
87/2 3243 29.63 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
87/3 126.1 10.52 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.00 0.01

f

2k 1 lacres=0.40468ha
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Table 4 The parameters of USLE simulated on clean tillage plot

e R K
e (mm) (MJ-mm/ha-hr-yr) | (t-hr-yr/ha-MJ-mm) LS ¢ P Aton/ac) Aton/ha)
84/5 216.9 44.72 0.27 2.75 0.017 1 0.55 1.37
84/6 372.1 110.49 0.27 2.75 0.018 1 1.52 3.75
84/7 391.7 183.39 0.27 2.75 0.005 1 0.65 1.60
84/8 174.2 51.18 0.27 2.75 0.012 1 0.44 1.09
84/9 169.7 47.68 0.27 2.75 0.031 1 1.09 2.69
84/10 101.1 253 0.27 275 0.033 1 0.62 1.52
85/3 30.3 1.11 0.27 2.75 0.481 1 0.40 0.98
85/7 65.1 8.8 0.27 2.75 0.002 1 0.01 0.03
85/8 287.9 103.7 0.27 2.75 0.113 1 8.69 21.47
85/9 62.4 13.32 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.01 0.02
86/3 148.4 13.61 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.01 0.02
86/4 56.6 5.66 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.01 0.01
86/5 164.7 29.18 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.01 0.03
86/6 197.2 38.38 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
86/7 604.9 382.63 0.27 2.75 0.005 1 1.35 3.34
86/8 165.2 47.5 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.03 0.06
86/9 151.4 41.23 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.03 0.06
87/1 111.7 8.93 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.01 0.02
87/2 3243 29.63 0.27 2.75 0.000 1 0.01 0.02
87/3 126.1 10.52 0.27 2.75 0.001 1 0.00 0.01
Ff'f * lacres=0.40468ha
P 5 USLE 1 £ i BN S i FR 2 [ 22 B il
Table 5 The parameters of USLE simulated on bare control plot
A g R K
P (mm) (MJ-mm/ha-hr-yr) | (t-hr-yr/ha-MJ-mm) LS ¢ P Aton/ac) Aton/ha)
84/5 216.9 44.72 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 81.14 200.50
84/6 372.1 110.49 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 200.47 495.39
84/7 391.7 183.39 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 332.74 822.24
84/8 174.2 51.18 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 92.86 229.47
84/9 169.7 47.68 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 86.51 213.78
84/10 101.1 253 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 45.90 113.43
85/3 30.3 1.11 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 2.01 4.98
85/7 65.1 8.8 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 15.97 39.46
85/8 287.9 103.7 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 188.15 464.94
85/9 62.4 13.32 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 24.17 59.72
86/3 148.4 13.61 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 24.69 61.02
86/4 56.6 5.66 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 10.27 25.38
86/5 164.7 29.18 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 52.94 130.83
86/6 197.2 38.38 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 69.64 172.08
86/7 604.9 382.63 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 694.24 1715.54
86/8 165.2 47.5 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 86.18 212,97
86/9 151.4 41.23 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 74.81 184.86
87/1 111.7 8.93 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 16.20 40.04
87/2 3243 29.63 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 53.76 132.85
87/3 126.1 10.52 0.27 6.72 1.000 1 19.09 47.17
Ff'f * lacres=0.40468ha
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Table 6 Climate file input parameters of WEPP model

BRI 2
24 © Yu-chih
A 02390 AR 12090
TR 1995 Mg

; .y e B ERE] . e FIREE T o W]
G T (mm) (hj ® ® F(AJC) (0) (hyiday | usee) | @ew) | (C
25 07 1995 54 8 5 0.5 3.56 32.3 23.2 231 4.5 2.49 252
tp - *[J'L_j:’d l[l%Eﬁ FE "’ \}rﬁﬁ Iy l—

ip AR gF,mt:m S ETL N

(PR A=
iy RN RN
W AR S

:I*E< FIL'L_y N F[IEE‘FQ
SvR] 0 A2 slope builder g

% 7 WEPP izt ﬂ’E'l?}'?{é‘[ﬁ‘ s
Table 7 Slope file input parameters of WEPP model
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Table 8 Soil file input parameters of WEPP model
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Table 9 Management file input parameters of WEPP model
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Figure9. Soil loss of the different treatment
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