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Empirical Study on Nomr point Sources Pollution Based on Landscape Pattern &
Ecological Processes Theory: A Case of Soil Water Loss on the Loess Plateau in
China

SUO An_ning"? WANG Tian_ming', WANG Hui', YU Bo', GE Jian_ping'

(1. Institute of Ecological Science, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China; 2. National Ocean Environment Monitor
Center, Dalian 611023, China)

Abstract: Nom point sources pollution is one of main pollution modes w hich pollutes the earth surface environment. Aimed at soil water
loss ( a typical norr point sources pollution problem) on the Losses Plateau in China, the paper applied a landscape pattern evaluation
method to twelve watersheds of Jinghe River Basin on the Loess Plateau by means of locatiorr weighted landscape contrast index( LCI)
and landscape slope index( LSI). The result showed that LSI of farm land, low density grass land, forest land and LCI responded
significantly to soil erosion modulus and responded to depth of runoff, while the relationship between these landscape index and runoff
variation index and erosion variation index were not statistically significant. This tell us LSI and LWLCI are good indicators of soil
water loss and thus have big potential in nor-point source pollution risk evaluation.

Key words: nor point sources pollution: soil water loss; the Loess Plateau: landscape slope index; locatiorrweighted landscape
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