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ESTIMATE OF BENEFIT ON THE
INTEGRATED CONTROL FOR SMALL AWTERSHED
IN QIAN JIANG COUNTY, CHONG QIING CITY

ZHOU Lin

(Institute of Mountain Hazards and Environment, Chinese Academy of Science
& Minstry Water Conservancy, Chengdu 610041)

Abstract

The study chooses two small watershed, controlled watershed and uncontrolled water-

shed, to estimate comparativelly the benefit of the integrated control for the controlled small

\%

w atersheds. The results show that benefit of reduction in runoff and sediment, the benefit of

increase in output and income of farming in the contolled watershed are very obvious as com-
pared with the uncontrolled watershed. This will take demonstrational role in the integrated
control of small watershed in mountain region of southwestern China. The study draws con-
clusions that (i) slope farmland is the severest place of soil erosion and main source of river
and channel's sediment, Gi)the intensity of rainfall is a key factor that has effect on the in-

tensity of soil erosion. Finally, the control countermeasures are raised as to the slope farm-

land.
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