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ABSTRACT

This study imoestigate best management practices (BMPs) of riparian vegetated buffer strips and
farmland retriveved for reforestation at steep area. Two treatments were used to simulate by WinGrid,
Geographic Information System (GIS), and AGNPS model. The results show that the improvement
efficiency per unit area of the riparian vegetated buffer strips is superior to that of the other. It is
apparent that the improvement efficiency of sediment yield, total nitrogen within sediment and total
phosphorus within sediment by the farmland retrieved for reforestation at steep area is much better
than those by the riparian vegetated buffer strips. riparian vegetated buffer strip establishment, the
results show sediment yield is reduced after the
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current one,and a diminution in peak flow at outlet is less significant. Riparian vegetated buffer strips

are benefit to the improvement efficiency of sediment yield.
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Figure 12 . Spatial distribution of each gﬁfﬁi&j 0.00 0.00 1.12
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Table 9. Simulation results of AGNPS for each sub-watershed
1 BF=" & <L 2 PR B <TEL 3 BB T
AGNPS 0t e 7 06 It [
PRI (M B | s B ML | et U [ s et

(1/ha) (1/ha) (1/ha)

Sk (ems) | 3448 | 03574 | 5896 | 03050 | 42.65 | 0.1779

Vi) % £ (ton) 7186.11 | 74.4829 |27283.69 | 141.1615| 229.87 | 0.9591

VA N(kg/ha) | 72.86 | 07552 | 119.06 | 0.6160 | 091 | 0.0038

VA P(kg/ha) | 3643 | 03776 | 59.53 | 0.3080 | 045 | 0.0019
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Table 10 . Statistics of each scenario at each sub-watershed
TGN | EPE | BEMEIUR PR | SRR P
?ﬁﬁ}%‘? (ha) [ 7i(ha) F17754%) [ #i(ha) F1754%)
1 96.48 29.12 30.18 10.56 10.95
2 193.28 51.84 26.82 24.00 12.42
3 239.68 0.00 0.00 22.40 9.35
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Table 11 .  Simulation results of AGNPS for 1% sub-watershed
. SRR BRI 5 B[R l'ﬁ[ e Filiz e rﬁﬁﬁ'}%@“% [’ﬁl
3 3 53 b T kg g | 8 RATaTs WY
B | BuR | SR | BT RO Mg | B | W
i A Frovbe | weEss [ | Foybe | aeE s
ST iR
34.48 3385 | 1.83 0.06 33.92 | 1.62 0.15
(cms)
Vb % El(ton) | 7186.11 |6871.1| 4.38 0.15 6740.1| 6.21 0.59
Vb N(kg/ha)| - 72.86 69.94 | 4.01 0.14 67.91 | 6.79 0.64
Vb P(kg/ha) | 36.43 3497 | 4.01 0.14 33.96 | 6.78 0.64
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Table 12. Simulation results of AGNPS for 2™ sub-watershed

e R e e R e e e

28
- i | | owas | mepmy || osas | wmepay

AR | R o | wsmma || poiee | s

S g

58.96 54.53 7.51 0.14 56.52 4.14 0.17
(cms)
iﬁl’@fj}ﬁi Ei(ton) | 27283.69 | 24642 9.68 0.19 20906 | 23.38 0.97
iﬂ’ﬂ}ﬁ“\fﬂ N(kg/ha) 119.06 108.18 | 9.14 0.18 94.82 | 20.36 0.85
ﬁrjf 4 P(kg/ha) 59.53 54.09 9.14 0.18 47.41 | 20.36 0.85
Fe 13, = B0 B <1 AGNPS f8uEsy U
Table 13 . Simulation results of AGNPS for 3™ sub-watershed
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42.65 42.65 - - 42.39 0.61 0.03
(cms)
?Fd-fﬂ,_ﬁ; El(ton) 229.87 229.87 - - 174.71 24 1.07
?F‘Jr’J)if‘F’i N(kg/ha) 0.91 091 - - 0.71 21.98 0.98
?F‘irlz A4 P(kg/ha) 0.45 0.45 - - 0.36 20 0.89
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