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Erosion of sodic soil in sloping field during rainfall process
Li Fahu', Keren R?, BenhurM?
(1 cCollege o W ater Resource and Civil Engineering, China A gricultural U niversity, B eijing 100083, China;
2 W ater, Soilsand Enviroomental Sciences, Tel A viv 50250, Israel)

Abstract: M anaganent of il erosion in sloping fields isone of themain tasksof w ater and il conservation In
order to investigate infiltration and erosion characteristicsof il in sloping fields during rainfall process, infiltra-
tion and erosion of loany loess ilsw ith two ESP levels under different slopesw ere conducted using a rain smu-
lator in laboratory. Exchangeable sodium percentage (ESP) of silswas?2 8 and 52 0 regectively, and il slope
wasw ithin the range of 5% 25%. The experimental data indicated that il infiltration rate increased w ith de-
creasing ESP or increasing slope under the rainfall condition, and il erodibility increased w ith increase of il
ESP or il slope A ccumulative erosion linearly increased w ith accumulative rainfall anount under various ESP
levels and land slopes, it als increased w ith increased slope angle How ever, the increasing gradient of il ero-
sion against slopew asmuch faster in high ESP il than in low ESP il w ith greater land slopes (> 15%). The
empirical fomula of U S E calculated the slope factor well for low ESP il, but poorly for high ESP il The
W EPP model underestimated slope factor at great slope steepness for both ESP ils due to hill erosion
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