34 4 Vol.34 No.4

2020 8 Journal of Soil and Water Conservation Aug.,2020
A Y
1 1.2 1.2 2 1 3
’ ’ ’ ’ ’
(1. s s 7121003
2. s 712100;3. s 712100)
s 90 mm/h
s (D) s s (p<<0.01),
. (p<<0.05), 4.5 t/hm? (p<<
0.0, (2) 6.23 19.5% .,
31.6%.
s . (3) s
(p<<0.01); s 17.26%,27.97%,
. . . . (4)
3~5 cm., 4.5 t/hm? R
:S157.1 A :1009-2242(2020)04-0098-06

DOI.:10.13870/j.cnki.stbexb.2020.04.015

Effects of Wheat Straw Length and Coverage on Runoff and Sediment Yield
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Abstract: An artificial rainfall simulation experiment was conducted at the intensity of 90 mm/h, under
different straw lengths and different straw coverage to study the characteristics of runoff and sediment
production on the slope and the regularity of runoff and sediment production process. In order to quantify the
effects of different wheat straw lengths and mulches on the characteristics and process mechanisms of slope
runoff and sediment yield, as well as the benefits of water and sediment reduction efficiency under different
straw conditions. Results showed that; (1) Under the same straw length, with the increase of straw
coverage, the yield and sediment yield decreased significantly (p <C0.01). At the same coverage level, with
the increase of straw length, the yield increased significantly (p <C0.05), and the yield of sand increased
significantly under the coverage of 4.5 t / hm” (p <C0.01). (2) The initial runoff time of the straw-covered
slope surface was 6.23 times longer than that of the bare slope surface, and the average production flow rate
decreased by 19.5%, the sediment yield decreased by 31.6%. Covering measures effectively inhibited the
trend of trench erosion to cut trench erosion by protecting the structure of the soil. The process of runoff and
sediment production is affected by the interaction of straw length and mulch. The effect is more prominent on the
process of runoff. (3) With the increase of coverage, the benefits of water and sediment reduction increased
significantly (p <C0.01); with the increase of length, the benefits of water and sediment reduction decreased
to 17.26% and 27.97% respectively. The slope runoff yield, sediment yield, water reduction, and sand reduc-
tion benefits under the different covering conditions have a binary linear relationship with straw length and straw

coverage. (4) Under the experimental conditions, when the straw length is 3 ~ 5 cm, with the amount of

:2020-01-09
: (41771311,41561144011)

(1997—), . , . E-mail:ZJH15937155026@163.com
(1982—), ., s s s . E-mail: soilcrop@163.com



99

4.5 t/hm?, the optimal water and sediment reduction benefits are achieved.

Keywords: straw length; straw coverage; erosion amount; runoff and sediment production; soil and water

conservation benefits
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