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Tab. 2 Different types of soil physical and chemical properties of Chaohu Watershed and its K value
+EAK WAHAFR +JE# R PHfE  @%(gkg) “2Wi(gkg) 2H(gks)  kiH
W+ YRIES AR+ 8.55 0.098 0.063 1.91 0.253
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Fig. 3 The K-value distribution of Chaohu Watershed
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Tab. 3 The P value of different land use types
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Fig. 10 \Variations of soil erosion modulus (a) and the vegetation coverage rate (b) in Chaohu Watershed from 1992 to 2013
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Tab.5 The diverting matrix of soil erosion intensity in Chaohu Watershed from 1992 to 2013
T 7R g HE st Jizd it

1992 4 — 20004F
i 14299.66 201.12 29.65 14.58 0 0 14545.01
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rhiE 128.27 131.68 98.67 27.02 0.60 0.09 386.33
S 0.01 1.90 72.23 137.89 6.93 0.11 219.07
B 0 0 2.34 2.59 5.18 5.33 15.44
Ji 24 0 0 1.74 331 1.57 1.81 8.43
it 15002.17 1133.32 289.79 205.02 14.27 7.35
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S 10.06 34.48 154.20 5.80 0.37 0.11 205.02
B 0 0 2.61 8.62 2.86 0.17 14.27
Ji %4 0 0 0.14 5.60 0.27 1.33 7.35
it 15585.76 784.09 229.48 46.96 3.89 1.73
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Fig. 11 The percentage of the area of soil erosion and average soil
erosion modulus under different land use types in Chaohu Watershed
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Tab. 6 The percentage of the area of soil erosion under different land use types in Chaohu Watershed

Rt EE 7K H it bl it KR WEL T M AR
T 63.62 1.92 20.63 0.88 1.32 10.26 0.01
iR 0.66 0.02 0.30 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.00
R 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00
S 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
i 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
iz 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
At 64.42 1.95 20.98 0.91 1.38 10.36 0.01
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Dynamic changes of soil erosion in the Chaohu Watershed
from 1992 to 2013

ZHA Liangsong', DENG Guohui!, GU Jiachuang’
(1. College of Territorial Resources and Tourism, Auhui Normal University, Wuhu 241003, Anhui, China;
2.School of Geographical Information & Tourism, Chuzhou University, Chuzhou 239000, Anhui, China)

Abstract: With the help of GIS and RS technology, and based on remote sensing image data,
DEM data, soil type data and relevant statistical data, we use the modified universal soil loss
equation (RUSLE) as the evaluation model to determine the relevant parameters of the model,
to calculate the soil erosion modulus in Chaohu Watershed from 1992 to 2013, and to analyze
the spatial and temporal dynamic changes of soil erosion intensity in this region. The soil
erosion area in Chaohu basin is mainly distributed in the NE- SW direction. Slight, mild,
moderate, intense, strong and severe erosion accounted for 93.46%, 6.25%, 0.68%, 0.19%,
0.01% and 0.01% of the total watershed area respectively. The largest erosion area was paddy
field, accounting for 64.42% of the total watershed, followed by woodland (20.98%) and urban
and industrial land (10.36%), which was based on micro erosion and mild erosion mentioned
above. From 1992 to 2006, the soil erosion modulus decreased from 510.70 t/(km*- a) to 129.79
t/(km?- a), falling by 74.59%, while the vegetation cover increased from 37% to 47.80%. The
change of soil erosion area was obvious: mild (8.93%), moderate (2.33%), intense (1.32%),
extreme (0.09%) and severe erosion (0.05%) were reduced to 4.74%, 1.39%, 0.28%, 0.02% and
0.01%, respectively, while slight erosion increased from 87.88% to 94.16% . However, the
slight erosion reduced to 93.46%, and the slight erosion had a worsening trend in 2013. From
1992 to 2013, the soil erosion modulus increased from 129.79 t/(km?*- a) to 149.44 t/(km?*- a), an
increase of 15.14%, meanwhile the vegetation cover rate decreased from 47.80% to 45.15%.

Keywords: soil erosion; geographic information systems(GIS); RUSLE; Chaohu Watershed



