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WANG Jianxun' ; ZHENG Fen'li': JIANG Zhong-shan’: ZHANG Xun-chang'- Hillslope soil erosion
prediction based on WEPP model under different slope lengths in hilly-qully region of the loess area-
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The water erosion prediction project (WEPP ) model is a new generation water erosion prediction model s
and is capable of providing scientific guidance to soil erosion intensity assessment and land resources
management - Since the development of WEPP model: many countries have tried and tested the applicability of
it- Though several studies were conducted in China to evaluate the model. there was little work done for
assessing WEPP model application under different slope lengths- In order to assess the applicability of WEPP
model in China, the authors compiled a WIEPP model database, simulated runoff and soil loss for slope lengths
of 10, 20, 30 and 40 m , and compared the simulated runoff and soil loss and those of measured values- The
results showed that the Nash-Sutcliffe model efficiency ( ME) of even runoff simulation, annual runoff
simulation and average annual runoff simulation were 0. 915, 0.879 and —0.056, respectively; and the Nash-
Sutcliffe ME of the corresponding soil loss simulations were 0.853, 0.758 and —0.456. The negative ME for
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average annual values was similar due to the small sample size used in its computation- The results showed that
the WEPP model simulated eventual and annual runoff and soil loss well - Although the simulated accuracy for
average annual runoff and soil loss simulation might be relatively low in this study, the maximum relative errors
were 7-90%6 and 29.20% respectively , indicating that the WEPP model can predict average annual runoff and
soil loss satisfactorily - Comparing with the measured data, the simulated runoff is less sensitive to the changes

in slope lengths, but the simulated soil loss is more sensitive to slope length factor-
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TABLE 1 Physical and chemical properties of losee soil in Ansai County, Shaanxi Province
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TABLE 3  Comparison of simulated results between
calibration plots and validation ones
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FIGURE 1  Comparison of runoff between
the simulated and measured values
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FIGURE 2 Comparison of soil loss between

the simulated and measured values
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TABLE 4 Comparison of average annual runoff and soil loss

between the simulated and measured values
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