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Fig. 1  Comparson of sediment concentratiors between the first and second storm events in CK
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SOIL EROSION UNDER SIMULATED RAINFALLS
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Water Conservation, Chinese Academy f Sdences and Mirisiry f Waier Resources, Yangling, Shaawi 712100 China)

Sunmary

Soil erosion and water loss are two serious problems threatening the ecosystem and preventing the de

velopment of agriculture in the semiarid and arid regions. Polyaaylamide( PAM) can significantly amend
the propaties of soil. PAM, with high vicosity, can effectively mprove the suface structure of soil, err
hance the stability of soil, increase water infiliration and reduce soil erosion. The objective of this paper,

with experments conducted with rainfall simulator, was to determine the relations between soil erosion and

applications of PAM under conditions of different rainfall intensities and slopes. Experiments showed that

the soils treated with PAM had better infiliration and stability properties. With cohering significantly with

particles of soil at surface, forming bigger aggregates and halting the fomation of crust, PAM can provide

erosion control and benefit infiltration.
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