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EFFECT OF ROUGH ELEMENTS ON SOIL EROSION

MuQ ngsong Liao Jimghai Ma Chongva® M ko T imde
( 1Dearment of M echanics School of Ciwil Engineering and M echanics Larnzhou Unuwersity, Lanzhou 730000 China)
(2Dearment of M echanical & E lectronic Engmeering Dongguan University of Technobgy, D ongguan, Guangdong 523808 China)

Abstract Based on he mk of wind fricton decan position on the rough wall n the turbulent boundary hyer
thresho H velocity of soil erosion sand transport mte and wind erosion rate were studied to explore effect of mughness ele
ments on soilw nd erosbn  and thus a soil erosion theory w as derived fram which san e theoretical resulis were d eveloped
that the exponentnl relation betw een threshold velocity and coverage the exponential relatbn between threshold velocity
and swuibble height for fam lands after harvesting and the theoretical fomulas of the effect ofw ind velocity and verage
(or stubble heght) on sand transport rate and wind eros bn rate. They were applied to and verified n a series of experr
ments on wind erosbn of natural land and famland and found to be extenswely applicable.

Keywords Rough elanents Threshold velocity of soil erosbry Threshod coverage of soil ewsibnn Sand transport

ratge W nd emwsbn rate



