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Comprative Analysis of Slope Runoff and Sediment Yield from Eucalytus Grandis
X E. Urophylla Industrial Plantations and Other Land Use Types
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Abstract: In order to investigate soil erosion processes for the Eucalyptus grandis X E. urophylla industrial
plantations and other land use types, a comparative study of the characteristics of runoff and sediment yields
from various slopes was made by runoff plot experiment. Results showed that E. grandis X E. urophylla
plantations could better adjust runoff and reduce soil erosion. Among the three land use types investigated,
runoff yielded from grassland was the most, which was 1.1 times of that from shrubland and 1. 9 times of
that from the E. grandis X E. urophylla plantations. Land uses, in terms of runoff yield, ranked in the de-
scending order of grassland, shrubland, and E. grandis X E. urophylla plantations. Runoff yield between
the E. plantations and grassland was very significantly different, while runoff yield between E. grandis X E.
urophylla plantations and shrubland, significantly different. However, sediment yielded from shrubland was
the highest, which was 1. 3 times of that from grassland and 2. 9 times of that from E. grandis plantations.
Land uses, in terms of sediment yield, was in the descending order of shrubland, grassland, and E. grandis
X E. urophylla plantations. There was very significant difference in sediment yield between the E. grandis
X E. urophylla plantations and shrubland and significant difference in sediment yield between the E. gran-
disX E. urophylla plantations and grassland. Runoff yield from E. grandis XE. urophylla plantations was

47.83% less than that from grassland and sediment yield, 55. 90% less. There was no lincar relation be-
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tween runoff yield and sediment yield from different land use types. The results from the study provide not

only more scientific and objective assessments for the relationship between runoff yield and sediment yield

from E. grandisXE. urophylla plantations and the benefits of soil and water conservation, but also a theo-

retical basis and scientific evidences for its sustainable management.
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1 20100623 65.9 2.30 4.15 4. 83 1.53 2.13 1.41 0.70 2.60 1. 36
2 20100626 52.5 2.75 2.78 4.92 1. 20 2.33 0.68 0. 66 1. 96 0.67
3 20100701 60. 3 3.62 7.47 10. 35 2.29 2.01 1.41 1. 66 3.61 2.91
4 20100707 46. 5 2.12 3. 80 3.82 0. 80 1. 81 1.57 0. 34 1.77 1. 20
5 20100711 33.8 2.43 3.72 4. 28 2.49 2.17 2.05 1.21 2.30 1.75
6 20100719 57.4 2.37 3.53 4.62 1.85 1.85 1.49 0. 87 1. 66 1. 37
7 20100721 67.9 2.78 4.93 7.33 0.68 2.29 1.85 0. 38 2. 88 2.71
8 20100726 77. 2 4.53 8. 68 9. 87 2.77 2.33 2.17 2.51 4.70 4. 28
9 20100731 58.0 2. 88 5.02 7.30 2.33 2.81 1. 20 1.34 3. 04 1.76
10 20100806 59.0 1. 35 7.65 13.53 0.24 2.41 1. 20 0.07 2. 60 3. 26
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15 20100913 59.0 9.62 13.85 15.2 0.08 2.53 0.92 0.15 6.37 2.81
16 20100916 71.2 11.05 16. 25 17.98 1.61 2.01 1.77 3.55 5.98 6.35
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18 20100925 78.3 7.68 14.05 15.72 0.72 2.29 0. 84 1.11 6.23 2.65
19 20101002 58.7 7.52 10. 02 11.00 1.00 1.12 2.49 1.51 1.93 5.48
20 20101008 77.7 9.52 16.13 17. 33 1. 89 2.37 0.72 3.59 7.25 2.51
1267.5 109. 79 179.91 210. 45 — — — 25.99 74. 47 57. 66
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