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Abstract

Soil erosion resistance is an important link for the forest ecosystem to play the function of soil and
water conservation. Taking the soil of different forest types in Lushan Mountain as the research
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object, the soil erosion resistance under 8 forest types in this area was comprehensively evaluated
by a coordinated comprehensive evaluation method. The results showed that bamboo forest
(0.1867) > shrub (0.3058) > evergreen deciduous broad-leaved forest (0.4701) > deciduous
broad-leaved forest (0.5363) > coniferous broad-leaved mixed forest (0.6045) > Masson pine for-
est (0.6914) > Huangshan pine forest (0.7392). The evaluation results showed that the soil erosion
resistance under bamboo forests was the best; followed by shrubs. The soil erosion resistance
under broad-leaved forests is good, and coniferous forests are relatively poor. The research re-
sults have certain theoretical guiding significance for the prevention and control of soil and water
loss and forest management construction of subtropical mountain forests.
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Table 1. Survey of 8 forest types in Lushan Mountain
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Table 2. Evaluation results of soil erosion resistance under 8 forest types in Lushan Mountain
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