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Experimental Study on Upslope Runoff Effects on Ephemeral
Gully Erosion Processes at Loessial Hillslope
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Abstract: A dual-box system(one was the test box located at the downslope and the other was the feeder box located at the
upslope)was used to quantify effect of up—slope runoff and sediment on down-slope ephemeral gully erosion process under
different sediment concentrations from up-slope runoff and rainfall intensities. T he results showed erosion—transport process
with ephemeral gully slope was dominated- The sediment delivery caused by up=slope runoff increasd by 26. 2%  82. 5% and
23. 5% 58. 7% when rainfall increased from 64 mm/h to 116 mm/h. The sediment delivery caused by up-slope runoff
increased with a decrease of sediment concentration and an increase of rainfall intensity.
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