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MUSLE-based risk evaluation of agricultural non—point source pollution in the Ash River watershed
ZHOU Hao', LEI Guo—ping”, FENG Xiao—juan', WANG Jin—wei', ZHANG Bo', ZHAO Yu-hui'
( 1. College of Resource and Environment, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150030, China;
2. Land Management Institute, Northeastern University, Shenyang, Liaoning 110004, China)
Abstract: It is very important for the prevention and control management of agricultural non-point source pollution in
watersheds to systematically evaluate and analyze the agricultural non-point source pollution risks. This study used the
Ash River watershed as a case and applied the remote sensing image data, the digital elevation model, the soil map and
related literature as basic information, the modified universal soil loss equation, the equalized-standard pollution loads of
townships, and evaluated and analyzed the agricultural non-point source pollution risks in the watershed. The results
showed that the potential erosion risks of most areas were in the range of low to medium conditions and also had
significant spatial geographical distribution patterns. The erosion risks of mountain foothills in the southeast region had
high or relatively high conditions, where the critical source areas were focused. From the township perspective, Xiaoling
Village, Yuquan Town, Jiaojie Town, Hongxing Village and Daling Village were in the most serious condition of erosion
risk. The potential erosion risk for the woodland, which was located in the mountainous and hilly areas, owned the
highest risk rank with an average value of 0.037 and a contribution rate of 61.88% . The contribution rate of the
agricultural land risks was 20.50%; In terms of the slope factor, the risk contribution rate for the slight slope was 36.26%,
which was the highest in all slope types. Since the risk location of soil erosion for townships did not completely overlap
with the corresponding risk location of the agricultural non-point source pollution, the prevention and control
management of the agricultural non-point source pollution should be focused on Yangshu Village and Shuangfeng Town,
where the pollution risks were much higher than average, even though their risks of soil erosion showed in a good
condition. Dalin Village, Xiaolin Village and Yuquan Town need maintain appropriate prevention and control
management as their soil erosion risks presented in a serious condition.
Key words : agricultural non-point source pollution; erosion; land use types; MUSLE; risk; Ash River watershed
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Table 2 Risk distribution statistics of the agricultural
non—point source pollution of the Ash River watershed
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Fig. 4 Pollution risks and equalized standard pollution loads of the townships
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