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GIS Based Identification of Potential Risk Areas of Nor-point Source

Pollution in Hangbu Fengle Watershed

HU Liar-wu, WANG Xue-jun, LUO Ding-gui, JIANG Ying
( College of Environmental Sciences, Peking University, Bejing 100871, China)

Abstract: In order to improve water quality, it is essential to identify nor-point source risk areas for pollution con
trol when the point sources have been controlled. M odified USLE model was used to identify the risk areas of the
HangbwFengle watershed with the help of the spatial analysis tool of GIS. The risk maps were classified. Results

show that the high risk areas are mainly distributed around the upper area of Longhekou reservoir. T he upper and

middle areas of Fengle watershed and the low er area of Hangbu w atershed near Longhekou reservoir are critical for

eutrophication of Chao Lake. The regions with the risk bigger than average cover less than 5. 62% of the total

watershed area, in which the agricultural landuse accounts for 86. 47%. This indicates that agricultural landuse

has higher risk.
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