34 2 Vol. 34, No. 2
2014 4 Bulletin of Soil and Water Conservation Apr. , 2014

M b
( , 510635)
GIS , . .
N , 80 % , ;
18.3%, . N . . .
: GIS; ; ;
: B : 1000-288X(2014)02-0139-03 . S157.1

DQI:10.13961/j..cnki.stheth, 2014.02,Q30, . .
%ssessment on Potential Danger Degree of Soil and Water Loss in

Guangdong Province Based on GIS

ZHENG Guo-quan, ZHANG Xiao-yuan, LIU Xie-ting
(Guandong Institute o f Hydropower Planning & Design, Guangzhou, Guangdong 510635, China)

Abstract: The degree of soil and water loss in Guangdong Province was studied by using GIS technology. Factors re-
lating to the degree of soil erosion, such as slope steepness, slope length, soil, rainfall and geological lithology, were
considered. By the method of spatial overlay analysis, the potential danger degree of soil and water loss in Guang-
dong Province was measured and assessed, and finally a map of its distribution was generated. Analysis re-
sults show that most of the soil erosion potential danger areas in Guangdong Province were no risk or light
risk areas, which covered more than 80% of the whole province area, mainly distributed in the plains. It is
worth noting that the heavy risk areas are the key prevention and protection areas in soil and water conserva-
tion, which covered 18. 3% of the whole province area and was mainly scattered in hilly areas with higher re-
lief and larger rainfall. Once the vegetation in these areas is destroyed, they are prone to erosion.
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