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Table 1 Percentage of surface flow coefficient for the three surpace types (1981 ~1990)

Jim FH
Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Mean
WA | 0.03 0.27 0. 46 3.27 0.52 0. 02 1. 65

Mixed forest 0. 03 ’ 0. 26 6. 02 8.95 0.03 0. 00

Fie b B 31.3 - 56. 7 62.5 60. 5 52.2 10.1 43.0
Eucalypt 37.0 32.2 59.7 59.2 47. 4 7.1

B 11. 4 23.0 29. 4 25.9 17.9 9.2 18.6

Naked land 10. 9 20.2 32.2 23.9 19.5 0.01 |-
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Table 2 Hydrological parameter in a same year for the three types of surface(1981~1990)

% /K (mm) 13 K4y (mm/cm) TERWAE D
T H
iTH Rainfall Soil water ‘Runoff coefficient
Items 1 e S s VE A
e WK R B B RSCAR RO B | SR R B
o % 1080 937 1096
2.9 - 2.9 3.2 3. 84 58.8 25. 8
Wet period % 72.1 71.1 70.8
& 418 381 452
2.7 2.7 3.1 0. 09 31.7 13.5
Dry period % 27.9 28.9 29,2
BERY
- 1498 1318 1548 2.8 2.8 3.2 1. 65 43.0 18. 6
Total or average
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Fig. 1 Change of surface flow coefficients for the three types of surface (1981 ~~1990)
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Table 3 Percentage of flood peak for the three types of surface(1981~1990)

Ji fy } RO
Month i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Mean
i 0 0. 093 0.078 0. 026 0 0 0. 024
Mixed 0 0. 073 0.018 0. 0042 0 0

) HeRE AR 0. 036 0. 065 0. 055 0. 068 0. 056 0. 058 ™. | 0.058
Eucal 0. 064 0.11 0. 054 0. 049 0. 031 0. 046
oo 0.065 0.11 0. 060 0.10 0.13 0.14 0. 10
Naked 0.20 0.12 0. 083 0.11 0.11 0
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Fig. 2 Annual changes of flood peak coefficients for the three types of surface
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Table 4 The difference of practical soil water content and saturated soil water content

Ho B SR ' S Fle bk ity
Surface types Mixed forest Eucalypt forest " Naked land
IR - WE T4 BE I"F WF
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Table 5 Annual changes of minim rainfall requirement of surface flow generation for different types of surface
.

G
& Year | 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
BoWwoOx A
Surface types
WA 26.3  29.9 421 31.9 33.6 283 321 27.5 26.8 34.4
Mixed forest
HeR bk 45 54 55 53 52 49 47 52 50 47
Eucalypt forest .
B 53 4.7 4.9 82 24 59 52 101 56 63
Naked land . .
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- Fig, 3 The plot of surface flow coefficient and rainfall intensity for the three types of surface
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COMPARATIVE STUDY ON SURFACE RUNOFF FOR THREE TYPES OF
VEGETATION IN XIAOLIANG EXPERIMENTAL STATION

Yu Zuo-yue Zhou Guo-yi Peng Shao-lin
(South China Institute of Botany, the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Guangzhou 510650)

Abstract

Based on the consecutive measurement(1981~1990), we studied the surface run off
in three types of vegetation. The results show that the hydrological profit of the mixed
forest was far higher, by every means, than those of the Eucalypt forest and the Naked
land. Furthermore, the profit was more and more evident with time. The minimum
rainfall of initiating surface runoff was 30. 2mm in the mixed forest, 5. Imm in the Euca-
lypt forest and 6. Omm in the naked land. The depth of saturated soil was 12. 6cm, 3.
4cm and 6. 3cm, respectively. Theoretically, the authors demonstrated the ways in
which surface runoff generates in the three types of vegetation and proposed that the
land of the Eucalypt forest is more susceptible to forming the surface crusting because of
the bigger rain drop going through the Eucalypt canopy. All above provide a very mean-
ingful result for water and soil conservation, and thus bridge the gap of research on the
multiple profit of forest in water and soil protection for coastal land.

Key words Coastal highland, Mixed forests, Eucalypt forest, Naked land, Sur-

face runoff, Flood peak coefficient





