18 2 Vol 18 No. 2
1998 4 Bulletin of Soil and Water Consewation Apr. , 1998

( : © 400036)

5 , 4 34. 056t /km>
1.3% , 2 417. 9t /km? ,
1/6

Soil Conservation Effect of Reformed
Low Beneficial Protection Forest

Wang Xingzhong
(Chongging Research Institute of Forestry Science, Chonggqing ,400036, P RC)

Abstract The effect of a test reformed low beneficial protection forest established on the
Huaying mountain has been observed and appraised- The result shows that the soil conserva-
tion effect of the forest is obvious. Having been implemented reformation for five years, the
mean value of soil erosion modulus by measuring four runoff fields in test forest was merely
34,056t /km’. The value was 1. 3% of the mean soil erosion modulus in Hechuan city. With
lush vegetation in test forest, the effect of rain intensity on soil erosion have retreated from
the first place, it was merely 1/6 of that of precipitation.
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