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Discussion on Botanic Measures for Soil and Water Conservation
in Thermal Power Project

SUN Shur-di', YU Xin-xiao', JIANG Dewen’, ZHAO Yongjun’, FENG Xing ping’
(1. Key Laboratory of Soil and Water Conservation and Desertification Combating of the

Ministry of Education, Beijing Forestry University, Bejing 100083, China; 2. Monitoring Center of
Soil and Water Conservation, Ministry of Water Resources, Beiying 100053, China; 3. Institute of Soil and
Water Conservation, Chinese Academy of Sciences and Ministry of Water Resources, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: The implementation of thermal power project may induce a large amount of soil erosion in both construe-
tion period and operation period. As one of the major measures for soil erosion control, botanic measures can play a
great role in vegetation rehabilitation, soil erosion control and benefit accomplishment of soil and water conserva
tion facilities. This paper makes a brief analysis of construction project characteristics and the factors which have
great influences on allocation of botanic measures, including features of project location, layout of thermal power
project, biological characteristics of plant and so on. It also analyses botanic measures in the third stage of the pro-
ject by Shangdu Power Generation Co., Ltd. in Inner Mongolia. It is hoped that the study can afford some refer-
ences for scientific allocation of botanic measures, effective control of soil and water loss, improvement of environ
ment and full demonstration of the principle of “ecological priority, comprehensive use” and afforestation fune
tions.
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