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Abstract: [ Objective] The aims of this study are to assess the accuracy of soil erodibility K calculated by
different methods in the key soil loss areas of Anhui Province, and to refine each calculation method based on
the measured erodibility K. [ Methods] The Nomo equation, modified Nomo equation, EPIC model, DG
model and Torri model were utilized to estimate the soil erodibility K values. Based on monitoring data from
runoff plots in Huoshan County, Guangde County., Yuexi County and She County, the actual erodibility
factor K values were obtained to evaluate the effectiveness of each method. [ Results ] The soil erodibility K
values in Huoshan County, Guangde County, Yuexi County and She County were 0.033~0.035, 0.018,
0.021 and 0.041 (t + hm® » h)/(hm® « MJ « mm), respectively. The differences in soil erodibility K values
derived from different methods were significant, with all methods greatly overestimating the K values. The

overall ranking of the methods in terms of soil erodibility followed the order: K tomi =K nomo = K Mnomo = K p6 =
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K gpie. The methods of calculating K values for each were improved, in which the improved Nomo equation

and the modified Nomo equation showed superior performance. [ Conclusion] The improved Nomo equation

and modified Nomo equation are recommended to apply in the key soil loss areas of Anhui Province.

Keywords: soil and water loss; soil erodibility; runoff plot; Anhui Province
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Fig. 1 Overview map of the study area
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Table 1 Basic information about the experiment runoff plots

G 3 4 R 2N ZJEE TR MRS PRRST/(mX m) BE/C) LR

HS-1 20 mX5 m 15° EY =R

1L 31°08'43" 115°59'9" A g
& b ik HS-2 20 mX5 m 5° R7FaEs
I fE 30°41'23" 119°15'40" R GD 20 mX5 m 15° VEW /N2
i) 30°50'00" 116°21'00" g s YX 20 mX5 m 23° YEY) £ K
F/ = 29°58"09"” 118°40'39" I SX 20 mX5 m 15° Ve /N F2

K2 FTEEXREBEAER
Table 2 Basic physical and chemical properties of soil

+ 85 /1 R HS-1 HS-2 GD YX SX
FhRi 5 1 (<C0.002 mm) 3.31 2.74 2.72 4.2 8.28
i ey 3 A (0.002~0.05 mm) 51.49 46.27 47.85 44.5 72.91
A/ % W AP % 5 (0.05~0.10 mm) 18.34 21.37 20.88 15.11 9.33
R OS5 408D 25 8 (0.10~2.0 mm) 26.85 29.61 28.55 36.17 9.48
HHLE & &/ % 1.11 0.73 1.14 1.10 1.05
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Table 3 Rainfall erosivity and erosion modulus at different sites

A ik an HS-1 HS2 GD YX SX
W20 77 /CM] » mm/Chm? * h + a)J 1825.93 1825.93 3261.17 2950.00 3499.76
201l RAEE/ (te km 2 e a ) 3910.13 2739.07 — 2271.74 18003.5
FeFR =4 41 /CM] » mm/Chm?® « h+ a)) 3138.37 3138.37 2250.49 2248.40 4486.72
20z RBEE/ (te km 2« ah) 1050.41 206.45 — 1652 770.1
Wi {2k 7 /CM] » mm/(hm?® « h+ a)) 4373.06 4373.06 2480.76 2221.72 2523.28
2013 R/ (e km 2 e a™ ) 12336 957 562 — 592
F&FR 25 /1 /CMJ « mm/(hm? » h * a)) 2154.63 2154.63 2604.70 3952.09 2838.78
20l ROFEE/ (te km 2 e a!) — — 1530 — 1450
R 424 F7/CM] « mm/(hm? « h * a)) 1326.40 1326.40 1790.82 1451.19 3442.68
2015 R/ (te km 2 e a D) — — 1180 181.03 7070
Bemifeth /3 /CMJ » mm/(hm? « h « a)) 4630.50 4630.50 1357.45 2311.68 4154.93
2016 (RAE/ (te km * e a ) — — 473.8 316.51 —
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Fig. 4 Comparison of measured and predicted soil erodibility K values
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