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Study on Soil and Water Loss Characteristics of Pinus massoniana and Castanpsis hystrix Mixed Forest in Hongshui River Watershed
SUN Yan, LI Si-gao,ZHANG Nan et al
Abstract The soil erosion characteristics of Pinus massoniana and Castanpsis hystrix mixed forest with different mixing ratio and different affor-
estation time in Hongshui River watershed were studied. The results showed that the soil and water conservation benefits of Pinus massoniana for-
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est in 2005 were higher than those of Pinus massoniana forest in 2012. Compared with the total runoff and total sediment yield of Pinus massoniana
forest in 2012, the total runoff and total sediment yield of Pinus massoniana forest in 2005 were 84.54% and 68.20% respectively. Pinus massoni-
ana and Castanpsis hystrix mixed forest with a mixed ratio of 9: 1 had better soil and water conservation benefits. The total runoff was 86.12% of
the Pinus massoniana forest,and the total sediment yield was 86.79% . The soil and water conservation benefits of Pinus massoniana and Cas-
tanpsis hystrix mixed forest with a mixed ratio of 6: 1 was better and better,and the order of runoff production dropped from second to fifth,and the

order of sediment production dropped from second to fourth.
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Table 1 Sample situation
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Fig.1 The runoff of Pinus massoniana forest at different age
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Table 2 Soil and water loss of Pinus massoniana forest during 2014 —

The sediment yield of Pinus massoniana forest at different age

NS IEAHEAER , BB 06 00 - S HE A, 39 L e 3=
B PR T M, R [ 84 T EE RS R ZTHETR 22 LB, 50
TR b B bR A A i, W T AR K AR
E . 2014—2016 4FEX] Ty ERFA RS ARINH ]y 2012 4E g 4 42

2016 WUNKAEHERT T 48 YR AR FE TR I W, 4550 126 3.,
M YR % 25 L SO SZ > 3
" BLRCK 4t Runoft P 12 3 T, 2014—2016 4R F ML/ X AW b A

AR Number of yield //m’ Sediment yield // kg N
Year observat- /J‘ﬁ(ﬁ\y‘f] DH12 N DHg \DHlo \DHII ’ /TJX:‘/}%E/J\ g DH9 \DHlo N DH11

ions // X DH,, DH,; DH,, DH,; . e .
2014 18 9.91 9.18 8.35 5.97 A L 5390 DH , 9 90. 47% (86. 78% (86. 12% 5 4542
2015 16 521 3.28 479 3.08 TN U R BN /IME Y DH, \DH,, \DH,, \DH,, , 2
2016 14 7.65 679  6.39 4.27 Ji/hX DH, \DH,, \DH,, B9 &= V843514 DH,, 9 113.01%
411 Total 48 22.77 19.25 19.53 13.32 95.65% 86.79% .

#£3 20142016 ESEMAHETHAKLRKER
Table 3 Soil and water loss of Pinus massoniana and Castanpsis hystrix mixed forest during 2014 —2016
b pi S VR $L F=TR A Runoff yield //m’ 7=V Sediment yield // kg
Number of

Year obser vations // IX DH, DH,, DH,, DH,, DH, DH,, DH,, DH,,
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Table 4 Ranking of soil and water loss in different runoff plots during

2014—2016
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