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Abstract :[Objective]In order to understand the hydrological effects of slope vegetation of Nany-
ou highway. [Methods]Based on the comprehensive survey,seven typical community types in
eight different locations were selected to study the characteristics of vegetation litter. [Results]
The litter accumulation, water absorption rate and effective interception rate of the three Legu-
minosae species mixed community (S4) were the best, which were 43. 80 t/hm?”, 4 227
g+ kg ' «h ',55.18 t/hm” respectively. The maximum water holding capacity and maximum
moisture rate of the Cajanus cajan community (S1) were the highest, which were 2 832 t/hm?,
283. 2% respectively. [ Conclusion] The three Leguminosae species mixed community is the
most balanced community configuration in the effect of soil and water conservation on the slope
of Nanyou highway. It has good functions of ecological water conservation and can be promoted
to maintain the hydrological ecological function of slope vegetation and soil.
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2 K120 km+600 m 45402 8 4b A L7 2 Al 45
2R AN 18] 32 35 A 0 A 75 4 g W A o % A S i BRD
600 m* & 2 000 m”, b P I 2 7 RFEJT Sl 10 m X
10 m, HEARBER N 4 m>X 4 m, FHAFEF N1 mX1m,
AR AAETT IR 1 FTR .

(Acacia  confusa)

odoratum) .
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Table 1 Sample profile
I V& 24 P (VA S 5353 Y 1wy B
Sample number  Phytocenology name Position Slope(*) Slope aspect  Coverage( %)

S1 RERFE K93 km 26 NW336 73
Cajanus cajan phytocenology

S2 Wedelia trilobata phytocenology K120 km+600 m E SE160 4
BT AT R R

S3 Acacia confusa - Melinis K124 km—+850 m 35 S140 51
minutiflora phytocenology
= TR

S4 = WL A I v K131 km+50 m 32 SE165 53
Mixed phytocenology

S5 LA RES K134 km+100 m 32 S195 60
Eupatorium odoratum phytocenology
Ly FH B

S6 1AL L K143 km~+490 m 42 S180 64
Acacia confusa phytocenology
2 v R T

S7 o AHE R 1 K148 km+200 m 35 SE165 32
Acacia confusa phytocenology Il

S8 B 7 K154 km+50 m 45 SE145 11

Melinis minutiflora phytocenology

E: =R NAT NEE JERT 3 M YR

Note: The three Leguminosae species were mixed with three plants:green soybeans, Tephrosia candida and Crotalaria pallida

FEAE 2018448 H25 5% 2

213



1.2.2 #EHKELR

FEAS [R) BE V% 1 18 2 AR HL N Y A) IR 3~ 6 A
1 mX1 m/NEETr, AR FEJ7 N BT A A 3% 4 Il
fief &, I U 100 g B 200 g B34 0] 40 B LA
R H R SRR A IS WAt B RR K BE ) AR AR .

TEE R 26 ~28°C AT . 5 £ MRS A I5 W ik 3]
HERE PR RE 8O°CHE T ZEfH 5, A5 & FF 5 K 75 W A
Ve, PR R— [ E AR T AR TR MR AT B 100 g A
W48 43 5 A KL RS 0.5 h1.0 h 1.5 h.2.0
h.4.0 h.6.0 h,8.0 h,10.0 h,12.0 h.24. 0 h U &
B EMVE YA Ky E G e R E 2 A
2. DRI 24.0 h J5 BON S KRR . KD
H AR 57K 3 R V8 W) 7K B AL VR W) R OK R SR TR )
W 7K R R AR .

H AR B KR = (1 — i W+ 5 /A V& ) i B X
100% .,

i % 1 F5 K B (o/hm?®) = [ 7% 90 W 40 K o o
(kg/m*) —#i& Y T Bk (kg/m*) ] X 10,

WiV WK 2 (00 = (R I5 W+ K &/ 4 3 0 T
i) X100% .,

2 HEREHW

2.1 #HEYERE

N 2 AT LLE W AS TR b BERE O A VR )2 B R
AR ZEN.SAMEMRERS2MW 6.5 522 . T
S AR R R KR AL VR YR TR
b, T 57 0L 2 B Ja R A U g 3, O A 95 ) o ik o
P T LB R D B A - R (SO A
R AR K, CHLR BT (S5) R 65 15 A JERE VR
1 (S6) AR & KRN,
2.2 MTHEWMEFKE

3 3 Bl WoR AN [R R 1A VR W) R OK R 2
5o b TR B[R] BE ¥R, R A R FE 0.5 h~
8.0 h, £ F SR BRI A T 47 Kk B ef ) T 38 0L 22 05
ZZMEREK L & 24,0 h AR KE. KGHENE
)AL B 25 TR R g A e N I i M B e KRR
R B KRR K B B /N R DL R R R
EREMER, —FMEImZL,
2 HEYENE FERAKSKE

Table 2 The litter volume, dry weight and natural water con-

S N . _ J tent
WKWK R (g« kg ' h ) =#EW K o
(g« kg /M AKIFE] (), BETS MERwERRE MEDTE EEEF &
Sample Litter volume Litter dry weight  Natural water
AEY K EER DA AR EERET number (t/hm?) (t/hm?) content( %)
ﬁ%%%[lG] . S1 4.67 3.90 16
S2 2.65 1.95 26
W =(0.85XRm—R,) XM, 3 s 15 109 30
K. W —FAHEE R (t/hm®); Rm— i KHF s 43.80 38.91 1
K s Re— PR ARG AR M— A 55 10.20 o.47 7
m — hm? S6 3.88 3.60 7
TP BUAF I (/hm®) s7 16. 72 14. 47 13
S8 5.13 4. 60 10
R3 ARREBHERTHEYEFKETH
Table 3 Changes of water holding capacity of litter layer under different soaking time
[EiR=2 7% ¥ 2 FF7K i Water holding capacity of litter layer(t/hm?)
Sample
number 0.5 h 1.0 h 1.5 h 2.0 h 4.0 h 6.0 h 8.0 h 10.0 h 12.0 h 24.0 h
S1 2113.5 2323.5 2 329.5 2 356.0 2 435.5 2 554.0 2 684.0 2 699.0 2703.0 2 832.0
S2 705.0 777.0 849.0 871.0 953.0 1 004.0 1 051.0 1128.0 1215.0 1 308.0
S3 639. 5 661.5 684.5 691.5 711.5 756.5 772.0 781.5 820.0 906. 5
S4 1019.5 1117.5 1191.5 1217.0 1233.0 1289.5 1 349.0 1417.5 1 506.5 1611.5
S5 1504.0 1543.0 1 550.0 1561.0 1604.0 1629.0 1 660.0 1674.0 1706.0 1757.0
S6 1138.0 1249.5 1318.5 1327.5 1378.5 1447.0 1503.0 1541.0 1 665.0 1719.5
S7 734.5 799.5 855.5 866. 0 910. 5 962.0 1024.0 1190.0 1221.5 1359.0
S8 950. 5 1 028.5 1 037.0 1 040.5 1062.5 1094.5 1128.5 1161.0 1 209.0 1 266.0
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2.3.1 #HkFE
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Fig. 1 Relationship between water holding rate and time
of litter
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Table 4 The litter on rainfall interception ability

(SH>HEEMEREE D (ST, HEMHaFHEO K E
0.5 h [A] J& W 7K 78 %6 5 K 0 BFBE I B 45 Ak 4 H i 7K
R R R = TR (S, ik 4 227
g kg ' o h 2L MR E RE TME R
{Lik1 279 g » kg '« h 'L LAEIR 3. 4,

7 e Sle S2 ¢ S3 e« S4 ¢ S5 e g6 ¢ S7 e S8

5000

[\S] ) B
(=3 (=3 (=4
(=1 (=4 (=4
(=) (=] (=}

1000
0
0 5 10 15 20 25
12 M B} R Soaking time (t)
Bl 2 MoK A 5 R A G R
Fig. 2 Relationship between water absorption rate and

soaking time
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k rate( %) (t/hm?) (mm) (t/hm?) (mm)
S1 2 832 13.22 1.32 267.20 12.47 1. 25 10. 49 1.05
S2 1 308 3.47 0. 35 104. 80 2.78 0.28 2.26 0.25
S3 907 7.39 7.40 51. 65 4.21 0.42 3. 10 0.31
S4 1612 70.58 7.06 150. 15 65.76 6.58 55.18 5.52
S5 1757 17.92 1.79 168.7 17.21 1.72 14.52 1.45
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