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Abstract: In dry regions, it is customary for farmers to use soil water conservation and/or water
harvesting techniques. These practices have now become applicable to agriculturalists combating the
adverse effects of drought on food production. In the semiarid areas of Zalingei in western Sudan,
we quantified the soil erosion using traditional conservation measures, and conducted experiments
in two consecutive rainy seasons (2013 and 2014). A split-split plot design was used to quantify the
respective influences of each variable on reducing soil erosion: A) three gentle gradients (Slope1
(0.98%), Slope2 (1.81%), and Slope3 (3.1%)); B) two cropping systems (mono-crop and mixed-crops);
and C) five indigenous conservation tillage practices—chisel ploughing (CHP), cross slope tied
bonding (CSTB), contour ridge with stone bonds (CRSB), cross slope bonding (CSB), and zero tillage
(ZT). Our results showed that there were significant differences between the slopes in season 2 (2014);
the soil eroded at Slope3 was more than that of Slope1 and Slope2 by 71% and 27%, respectively.
Over two seasons, there were no significant differences between the cropping systems. Conversely,
the erosion level observed with CHP was higher than with the other practices. However, the CSTB
and CSB erosion levels were only higher in season 2 when compared with those of CRSB and ZT.
The study concluded that under the above conditions, the rate of soil erosion was severe and exceeded
the erosion tolerance. Based on these results, in western Sudan, CRSB and ZT may be the more
effective indigenous conservation practices for the protection of agricultural soils and productivity.

Keywords: conservation tillage; soil conservation; farming systems; soil erosion

1. Introduction

The level of soil degradation is increasing globally and is linked to an increasing risk of drought [1].
The growing human population faces increased pressure on its food supply, which is compounded
by the limited availability of agricultural lands. To address these issues, the productivity of existing
arable lands must be increased via better water use efficiency and soil conservation practices. [2].
Moreover, climate change is also predicted to increase the incidence and severity of droughts in
semiarid regions [3,4].
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The erosion of agricultural soils has long been a global environmental concern [5–8]. Also,
soil erosion is considered as one of the significant environmental problems worldwide due to its effects
on water quality, soil productivity, and ecosystems [9]. Rain flood erosion in agricultural lands strips
the fertile topsoil on-site in arid and semiarid regions.

Soil loss is often triggered and accelerated by poor or non-existing soil conservation practices
promoting the transport of sediments and potentially hazardous pollutants via runoff to rivers and
streams [9,10]. In rainfed areas, the on-farm management of soil and water plays a critical role in
achieving the full potential of soil conservation and water use [11,12]. It is important to design
conservation measures and strategies that are effective in controlling such soil losses on the Earth [5].

Reasonable cultivation patterns combined with rainwater harvesting techniques can improve the
management of degraded lands, which eventually leads to the sustainability of production, greater
certainty, and lower marginal inputs [13]. One type of soil conservation practices that are commonly
used are conservation tillage practices (CTPs), which aim at no-tillage, little tillage, and cover crops [14].
Other traditional or modern agricultural operations are used in conjunction with CTPs to reduce
farmland degradation and to increase land productivity [15,16]. In developing countries, the land is
commonly fragile and degradable with poor vegetation as a result of the influence of frequent fires,
tree logging, and free grazing [17,18].

On top of these challenges, the area may suffer from climatic changes [18], rainfall fluctuations and
the rapid advancement of the Sahara Desert. As a climatic adaptation strategy, rainfed, smallholder
cultivation of grain crops is the predominant agricultural system in the hilly areas, where the terrace
system is an interesting practice among indigenous water harvesting systems [19]. However, the most
effective method in conserving the soil surface is not well studied and reported so far in this area.
Knowledge about the reduction in water and soil losses due to the practice of the terrace system is
very limited in developing areas. Whether this traditional irrigation system helps in improving soil
characteristics, crop production, and biodiversity richness in the area is also insufficiently quantified.

Arid and semiarid areas account for about 60% of the national land in Sudan and account for
approximately 8% of the world’s semiarid tropical regions [18]. They are usually characterized by
an unprotected soil surface, especially in clay areas, through which high-intensity rainfall cannot
be infiltrated and thereby discharged dominantly by the surface runoff process [20]. From these
perspectives, this study aims to: (A) evaluate the effect of the cultivation practices on the soil erosion;
(B) understand whether the cropping system affects water erosion, and (C) recommend suitable
field operations.

2. Method and Materials

2.1. Study Site

The field experiments were carried out during two consecutive seasons (2013 and 2014) at the
experimental field of the University of Zalingei, western Sudan (between latitudes 12◦30′–13◦30′ N
and 23◦30′–23◦45′ E) in the semiarid zone of North Africa (Figure 1).

This is a mountainous area, where there are different types of waterways due to the land undulation,
and large water streams (valley/wadi), streaming through from the Jebel Marra massif (approximately
100 km east of Zalingei) carrying fertile alluvial and volcanic soils [21]. The agriculture consists
exclusively of small-scale family farms. Miehe [17] classified the soils of the area as Andosols with a
bulk density of 1.32 g/cm3. The climate is hot and rainy in the summer and harsh and dry during the
winter. The average annual rainfall in Zalingei is approximately 600 mm/yr.; however, approximately
two-thirds of it falls during July and August and about 90% from June to September, and there is very
little or no rain from October to March [22,23].

The major crops for food are mostly grown during the rainy seasons (June to October) and
include sorghum (Sorghum bicolor), millet (Pennisetum glaucum), and groundnuts (Arachis hypogaea),
with vegetables mostly cultivated alongside the wadis’ lowland and flood plains during the winter.
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Figure 1. The study area, located in the semiarid zone of North Africa. 

In the first rainy season (May–September 2013), the accumulation of rainfall was 542 mm, and it 
was 675 mm in the second season (June–October 2014); thus, the rainfall in the second season was 
24.5% greater than in the first (Figure 2). The rain distributions were also varied, particularly during 
July and August of the second season, as a higher amount of rain precipitated, compared to that of 
the same period in the first season. To be exact, it was higher by 116.2% and 46% in July and August, 
respectively. 

 
Figure 2. The distribution of the rainwater per month (mm/m) and the accumulation of rainfall in 
each of the growing seasons, Season 1 (2013) and Season 2 (2014). 

2.2. Experimental Design: 

In three-factor field trials, split-split plots, each with 3 replicates, were used to quantify the 
influence of the following factors on soil erosion control: slope, cropping systems, and indigenous 

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

May June July August September October

Ra
in

fa
ll 

(m
m

)

Months of year

Season 2013 Total 542 mm/y
Season 2014 Total 675 mm/y

Figure 1. The study area, located in the semiarid zone of North Africa.

In the first rainy season (May–September 2013), the accumulation of rainfall was 542 mm, and it
was 675 mm in the second season (June–October 2014); thus, the rainfall in the second season was 24.5%
greater than in the first (Figure 2). The rain distributions were also varied, particularly during July and
August of the second season, as a higher amount of rain precipitated, compared to that of the same
period in the first season. To be exact, it was higher by 116.2% and 46% in July and August, respectively.
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Figure 2. The distribution of the rainwater per month (mm/m) and the accumulation of rainfall in each
of the growing seasons, Season 1 (2013) and Season 2 (2014).

2.2. Experimental Design:

In three-factor field trials, split-split plots, each with 3 replicates, were used to quantify the
influence of the following factors on soil erosion control: slope, cropping systems, and indigenous
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conservation tillage practices. Thus, the field trial layout consisted of 90 plots, i.e., 3 whole plots × 2
subplots × 5 sub-subplots × 3 replicates. Three whole plots (each 35 m × 10 m), each with a different
slope (S): S1 = 0.98%, S2 = 1.81%, and S3 = 3.1% (gradient measured by manual clinometer), were
subdivided into 3 subplots (each 11 m × 10 m), each with a different cropping system (CS): mono-crop;
sorghum and mixed crop; sorghum + groundnut. Each cropping type subplot was further subdivided
into 5 sub-subplots (each 2 m × 5 m), each cultivated with a different conservation tillage practice (CTP):
chisel ploughing (CHP), cross slope tied bonding (CSTB), contour ridge with stone bonds (CRSB), cross
slope bonding (CSB), and zero tillage (ZT) (Figures 3A and 4).
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Figure 4. The field layout of the simple methodology to determine the effect of conservation tillage on
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2.3. Measurement of Soil Losses:

A small ditch (40 cm wide and 20 cm deep) was prepared, covered with a plastic sheet at the
bottom end of each plot to receive the deposit of soil eroded, and transported by rain force out of the
plot (Figures 3B and 4). After at least one day of rain events, the soil deposit was carefully taken from
the field to the lab, where the samples were dried in an oven at 70 ◦C until a constant weight was
obtained. At the rainy season’s end, the samples were weighed and the eroded soil mass per plot area
was estimated.

2.4. Data Analysis

The procedure in Gomez and Gomez [24] was used for the analysis of variance (ANOVA) and all
statistical analyses were performed using the SAS 9.4 software package (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC,
USA). A least significant difference (LSD) of 5% probability was used in comparing the means of soil
erosion for different treatment: (S), (CS), (CTP) (S × CS), (S × CTP), (CS × CTP) and (S × CS × CTP).

3. Results

3.1. Soil Erosion

There were significant differences in the mass of eroded soils among treatments with different
land slopes in the second season (Figure 5A). However, the slope levels did not significantly affect
the soil erosion in the first season. The cropping system factor also did not exhibit any significant
variances among the treatment means over the two consecutive seasons (Figure 5B). The results showed
differences as a result of the interaction between the land slope and the cropping system only in the
first season (Figure 6A). The conservation tillage also significantly (p ≤ 5%) affected the soil erosion.
There were no significant differences among treatments due to factor interactions over the two seasons:
slope (S) × cropping system (CS) × conservation tillage practices (CTPs) (Table 1).

3.2. Effect of the Land Slopes and Cropping System

The slope factor clearly affected the magnitude of soil erosion, as we expected (Figure 5A). Only in
the second season, S3 (3.1%) had significantly more eroded soil than S2 (1.81%); moreover, the masses
of the eroded soil at the slopes were in the following order: S3 > S2 (by 27%), S2 > S1 (by 35%), and
S3 > S1 (by 71%). However, there were no significant differences between S1 (0.98%) and S2 or S3 in
the first season. The first season was unlike the second; the slope factor did not show any significant
differences. The results did not show any significant differences between the mono- and mixed-crop
systems (Figure 5B). Therefore, the two systems had no effects on soil erosion.

3.3. Effect of the Conservation Tillage Practices

The results in Figure 5C showed that the conservation tillage techniques in both seasons affected
the soil water erosion significantly: in the first season, the CHP treatment differed significantly from
CSTB and CRSB/CSB/ZT, whereas CRSB, CSB, and ZT were not markedly dissimilar from each other.
In season 2, the soil loss measured in CRSB and ZT was significantly smaller than in the other three
techniques. At the same time, the soil loss measured in CHP did not significantly differ from that in
ZT; moreover, CSTB did not significantly differ from CSB. However, CHP and Z were not different
from CRSB, but smaller than CSTB and CSB.
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Figure 5. Effect of the slope (A), cropping systems (B), and conservation tillage practices (C), on eroded
soil (t ha-1) for both seasons 2013 and 2014. Means followed by the different latter in same latter do not
differ significantly at (LSD; p ≤ 0.05).

3.4. Interaction of the Slope and Cropping System

There was a significant difference in the soil erosion due to the interaction between the slopes
and cropping systems on the soil erosion (Figure 6A) in the two seasons. This difference was only
significant between the cropping system and the 3.11% slope (S3). Other interaction differences were
not significant. For the second season, unlike the first one, the results show considerable differences
among all interactions between the two systems. the interaction with the 3.11% slope was higher than
with the others.

3.5. Interactions between Cropping Systems and Conservation Tillage Practices

The mass of the soil erosion was significant affected by the interactions of the cropping system
and conservation tillage techniques in the two seasons (Figure 6B). The interaction of the slope was
highest with CSB and CSTB interaction and lowest with CRSB.

3.6. Effects of the Slope Combined with Conservation Tillage Techniques

Figure 6C shows the treatments with slopes and conservation tillage techniques together.
Significant differences among means were seen over the two seasons. CSTP and CSB interaction with
slope were the highest and CRSB was the lowest.



Water 2020, 12, 1554 7 of 11Water 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 12 

 

 

Figure 6. Interaction effects of (slope × cropping systems), (cropping systems conservation tillage practices), and (slope × cropping systems × conservation tillage 
practices) on eroded soil (t ha-1) for both seasons 2013 and 2014. Chisel ploughing, CHP; cross slope tied bonding, CSTB; contour ridge with stone bonds, CRSB; 
cross slope bonding, CSB; and zero tillage, ZT. Means followed by the different latter in same latter do not differ significantly at (LSD; p ≤ 0.05).

b

ab

ab ab

a

b
cd

d

c

bc

ab a

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

Mono-crop Mixed-crops Mono-crop Mixed-crops Mono-crop Mixed-crops

Slope1 (0.98%) Slope2 (1.81%) Slope3 (3.1%)

So
il 

er
os

io
n 

(t
 h

a-
1)

Slope × Cropping systems 

2013
2014

Seasons: (F = 23.20, p ≤ 0.000)
Treatment: (F = 5.10, p ≤ 0.000)
Interaction: (F = 3.07, p ≤ 0.004

ab

bc

c

c c

a

bc

c c c

bc
d ab

c

ef

a

d
ef

cd

ab

f

ab

d
e

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

CHP CSTB CRSB CSB ZT CHP CSTB CRSB CSB ZT

Monocrop Mixedcrop

So
il

 e
ro

si
on

 (t
 h

a-
1)

Cropping systems × conservation tillage practices

2013
2014

Seasons: (F = 28.18, p ≤ 0.000)
Treatment: (F = 6.59, p ≤ 0.000)
Interaction: (F = 4.183, p ≤ 0.000

ab

bc
d

e

cd
e

d
e cd

e

a

bc
d

e

d
e d

e

ab

bc

cd
e bc

d

cd
e

ef

cd
e

g

bc
d

e

fg

bc
d

e bc

fg

ab

d
ef

b

a

d
ef

a

bc
d

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

CHP CSTB CRSB CSB ZT CHP CSTB CRSB CSB ZT CHP CSTB CRSB CSB ZT

Slope1 (0.98%) Slope2 (1.81%) Slope3 (3.1%)

So
il

 e
ro

si
on

 (t
 h

a-
1)

Slope × conservation tillage practices

2013 2014
Seasons: (F = 37.61, p ≤ 0.000)
Treatment: (F = 8.76, p ≤ 0.000)
Interaction: (F = 5.02, p ≤ 0.000

(A)

(C)

(B)

Figure 6. Interaction effects of (slope × cropping systems), (cropping systems conservation tillage practices), and (slope × cropping systems × conservation tillage
practices) on eroded soil (t ha-1) for both seasons 2013 and 2014. Chisel ploughing, CHP; cross slope tied bonding, CSTB; contour ridge with stone bonds, CRSB; cross
slope bonding, CSB; and zero tillage, ZT. Means followed by the different latter in same latter do not differ significantly at (LSD; p ≤ 0.05).
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3.7. Interactions of Slope (S), Cropping Systems (CS), Conservation Tillage Practice (CTP)

Table 1 shows that the effects of various levels of the three factors (i.e., the mixture of S, CS, and
CTP) were insignificant.

Table 1. The combination of effects of slope, cropping systems, and conservation tillage practices on
eroded soil (t ha-1) for both seasons 2013 and 2014.

Parameter
Conservation Tillage Practice (CTP)

CHP CRSB CSB CSTB ZT F p

Season
2013

S1
CS1 4.7 + 0.81 3.19 + 0.53 3.3 + 0.14 2.87 + 0.53 4.66 + 0.19

1.79 0.09

CS2 7.35 + 0.78 5.94 + 0.46 4.32 + 0.46 3.8 + 1.5 2.89 + 1.07

S2
CS1 7.19 + 1.05 4.23 + 0.77 2.6 + 0.32 3.1 + 0.52 4.5 + 1.03
CS2 7.91 + 0.75 5.17 + 0.95 2.94 + 0.44 3.48 + 0.45 2.81 + 0.53

S3
CS1 6.8 + 0.47 7.47 + 2.39 4.91 + 0.5 5.6 + 0.34 3.57 + 1.21
CS2 5.32 + 0.99 3.63 + 1.33 2.99 + 0.39 3.73 + 1.51 4.11 + 0.91

Season
2014

S1
CS1 5.16 + 0.09 5.78 + 0.39 2.87 + 0.07 6.25 + 1.16 3.55 + 0.37

0.52 0.83

CS2 3.77 + 0.27 5.16 + 0.27 2.12 + 0.11 6.25 + 1.26 3.34 + 0.36

S2
CS1 5.55 + 0.75 7.42 + 0.64 3.91 + 0.52 7.92 + 1.08 4.9 + 0.46
CS2 6.63 + 0.5 7.17 + 0.61 3.17 + 0.33 7.97 + 1.13 5.2 + 0.73

S3
CS1 7.79 + 2.68 8.64 + 1.21 5.03 + 0.49 9.97 + 1.31 5.88 + 1.13
CS2 6.94 + 0.11 10.74 + 0.3 4.94 + 0.75 8.96 + 1.89 6.98 + 1.49

Note: S1, S2 and S3: are 0.98%, 1.81% and 3.1% slope levels. Chisel ploughing (CHP), cross slope tied bonding
(CSTB), contour ridge with stone bonds (CRSB), cross slope bonding (CSB), and zero tillage (ZT), mono-crop (CS1),
mixed-crops (CS2).

3.8. Correlation Coefficients of Linear and Quadratic Relationships between Slope, Cropping System,
Conservation Tillage Practical to the Soil Erosion.

The linear prediction equation of the slope, cropping systems, conservation tillage practices, and
their interaction for the soil erosion (t ha−1) results, in Table 2, showed that the R2 value was very low.
However, the lowest R2 value of the linear prediction was recorded in the interaction of S × CS × CTP
(0.23). The best fit in the regression was achieved when we used S, CS, CTP, and the interaction of
S × CS, S × CTP, and CS × CTP in each linear relation (0.37).

Table 2. The linear prediction equation of soil erosion (t ha-1) using the land slope (S), cropping systems
(CS), conservation tillage practices (CTP), and interactions (S×CS, S×CTP, CS×CTP, and S×CS×CTP)
during the two growing seasons.

Equation R2 p

Soil erosion = 2.599 + 1.497(season) + 0.985(S) − 0.119(CS) − 0.417(CTP) 0.37 ***
Soil erosion = 2.437 + 1.497(season) + 0.985(S × CS) − 0.201(S × CTP) − 216(CS × CTP) 0.37 ***

Soil erosion = 1.94 + 1.497(season) + 0.069(S × CS × CTP) 0.23 ***

Note: *** = The probability of variance significant level.

4. Discussion

Soil erosion occurs due to soil particle detachment, transportation, and sedimentation by erosion,
such as water or wind. The problems caused by soil erosion can be both onsite and offsite, including
nutrient lessening and limiting of crop production. As the topography affects these processes,
the practices of CTP and CS also affect the soil erosion and crop production as a result.

Not only is the quantity of annual rainfall essential to removing the soil particles from the original
place, but the number of events, rain intensity in each event, and raindrop characteristics are also crucial
factors. The mass of heavy rain with larger drops is more powerful for detaching and transporting the
soil. Steep topography, coupled with a relatively high rainfall during a short time, is another factor



Water 2020, 12, 1554 9 of 11

that, in the absence of appropriate measures for sustainable natural resource management, contributes
to soil erosion and other types of land degradation.

The slope factor exhibited significant differences among the means in season 2, and this might be
strongly attributed to high precipitation, especially during July–August. On the other hand, rainfall
during the peak (July and August) in season 1 was relatively low; consequently, there were insignificant
differences among the means. Regarding the slopes, the steeper land is more soil surface erodible; thus,
for that reason, the deposits of S3 were approximately double those of S1.

Conservation tillage practices (CTP) strongly affected the soil erosion. This indicates that some
of the CTP treatments had less soil erosion. The soil eroded by chisel plow in the first season was
absolutely higher compared to the other CTPs. However, cross slope tied bonding and cross slope
bonding were markedly higher erosion measures compared with a chisel plow, contour ridge with
stone bonds, and zero tillage, although the Chisel Plow yielded higher soil erosion measures compared
to zero tillage.

Stone CTPs such as CRSB were more resistant to erosion due to their potential for reducing the
effect of the splash, and thus of particle detachment. Indigenous cultivation practices can improve
the vegetative cover of an area and help halt environmental degradation (Figure 5). This can be an
individual or community response to an environmental limitation. Indigenous cultivation practices
provide a sound basis for improved resource management, reduced costs, and can provide people with
tools for improving the farmland, and therefore improving their income and livelihoods (Figure 5).

If we adopt the fact that erosion tolerance standards in soil conservation planning are equal to
2.43 t ha−1yr−1 [25], the means of soil erosion in all the treatments were beyond these standards. Thus,
the cultivation of cropland in this area needs more care to conserve the top-soil surface. The stone bunds
used in the study area reduced the erosion more effectively than other practical methods. However,
these results support the assertion that soil and water conservation measures (SWCM) effectively
reduced the rate of soil loss, with stone bunds and mulching reducing the soil loss by 95% and 45%,
respectively [26].

In general, the implemented CTPs and CSs assisted in the rehabilitation of degraded lands
and significantly improved the groundwater by resisting the water flow, which resulted in higher
soil moisture.

The dry areas are a very fragile ecosystem and they receive inadequate annual rainfall for
economical dry farming. Natural vegetation and plants undergo severe moisture stress periods and
during rainfall a great deal of soil was transferred and removed from the topsoil, which significantly
increased the soil erosion. Part of the rain which flows as runoff usually forms erosive streams and
results in severe soil erosion and land degradation. In the study area, the long-term average of the
annual rainfall was 561.83 mm/yr. The main problem is that the area is characterized by compacted
soils, sloped lands, and soil surface sealing, which are conducive to runoff. Consequently, the water
depletion is reduced. There were great declines and variability in the amount and distribution of
rainfall during the last three decades. This imposed a degree of uncertainty and initiated a positive
response to the effective utilization of rainwater through the collection and storage of the surface runoff

and direct rainfall into the root zones of plants.

5. Conclusions

Our experiment provides a clear picture of how the conservation tillage practices (CTPs) affect the
soil erosion of three slopes (S), and two cropping systems (CSs) in the hilly semiarid areas of the study
area. According to the results of the experiment, we concluded that the conservation tillage practices
(CTPs) strongly affected the soil erosion, such as the contour ridge with stone bonds and zero tillage.

We found that the cropping systems (CSs) did not have significant effects; therefore, farmers
need to apply more practices (i.e., CRSB) beside the CSs to conserve their land from soil erosion.
We confirmed that the steeper the land, the more erodible the soil surface. The soil erosion due to
cultivation practices in the study area is severe; therefore, the cultivation of cropland requires extensive
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conservation considerations, and the awareness of soil degradation must be increased substantially
following intensive extension programs.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.I.A.A.; formal analysis, A.I.A.A.; investigation, F.H., E.E.A.H.E.
and I.M.E.; methodology, A.I.A.A. and E.E.A.H.E.; project administration, A.I.A.A. and F.H.; resources, A.I.A.A.;
software, A.I.A.A. and I.M.E.; supervision, F.H. and E.E.A.H.E.; visualization, A.I.A.A.; writing—original draft,
A.I.A.A.; writing—review and editing, A.I.A.A., F.H., E.E.A.H.E. and I.M.E. All authors have read and agreed to
the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: The work was funded by the Strategic Priority Research Program of the Chinese Academy of Sciences,
Grant No. XDA2010010203.

Acknowledgments: The study was partially supported by the Sudanese ministry of higher education and scientific
research. The school of grassland agriculture and Technology-Lanzhou University financially supported the first
author during the analysis and publishing. The work was funded by the Strategic Priority Research Program of
the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Grant No. XDA2010010203.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Araya, A.; Stroosnijder, L. Effects of tied ridges and mulch on barley (Hordeum vulgare) rainwater use
efficiency and production in Northern Ethiopia. Agric. Water Manag. 2010, 97, 841–847. [CrossRef]

2. Adeboye, O.B.; Schultz, B.; Adekalu, K.O.; Prasad, K. Soil water storage, yield, water productivity and
transpiration efficiency of soybeans (Glyxine max L. Merr) as affected by soil surface management in Ile-Ife,
Nigeria. Int. Soil Water Conserv. Res. 2017, 5, 141–150. [CrossRef]

3. Du, Y.-L.; Wang, Z.-Y.; Fan, J.-W.; Turner, N.C.; He, J.; Wang, T.; Li, F.-M. Exogenous abscisic acid reduces
water loss and improves antioxidant defence, desiccation tolerance and transpiration efficiency in two spring
wheat cultivars subjected to a soil water deficit. Funct. Plant Biol. 2013, 40, 494–506. [CrossRef]

4. Turner, N.C.; Meyer, R.; Yadav, S.S.; Redden, R.J.; Hatfield, J.L.; Lotze-Campen, H.; Hall, A.E. Synthesis of
regional impacts and global agricultural adjustments. Crop. Adapt. Clim. Chang. 2011, 26, 156–165.

5. Zhu, T.X.; Zhu, A.X. Assessment of soil erosion and conservation on agricultural sloping lands using plot
data in the semi-arid hilly loess region of China. J. Hydrol. Reg. Stud. 2014, 2, 69–83. [CrossRef]

6. Ighodaro, I.D.; Lategan, F.S.; Yusuf, S.F.G. The impact of soil erosion on agricultural potential and performance
of Sheshegu community farmers in the Eastern Cape of South Africa. J. Agric. Sci. 2013, 5, 140–147. [CrossRef]

7. Littleboy, M.; Freebairn, D.M.; Hammer, G.L.; Silburn, D.M. Impact of soil erosion on production in cropping
systems. II. Simulation of production and erosion risks for a wheat cropping system. Soil Res. 1992, 30,
775–788. [CrossRef]

8. Parveen, R.; Kumar, U. Integrated approach of universal soil loss equation (USLE) and geographical
information system (GIS) for soil loss risk assessment in Upper South Koel Basin, Jharkhand. J. Geogr.
Inf. Syst. 2012, 4, 588–596. [CrossRef]

9. Lobo, G.P.; Bonilla, C.A. Predicting soil loss and sediment characteristics at the plot and field scales: Model
description and first verifications. Catena 2019, 172, 113–124. [CrossRef]

10. Bagarello, V.; Ferro, V.; Giordano, G. Testing alternative erosivity indices to predict event soil loss from bare
plots in Southern Italy. Hydrol. Process. 2010, 24, 789–797. [CrossRef]

11. Rockström, J.; Falkenmark, M. Agriculture: Increase water harvesting in Africa. Nature 2015, 519, 283–285.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Wani, S.P.; Rockström, J.; Oweis, T.Y. Rainfed agriculture: Unlocking the potential. CABI. 2009, 7.
13. Karadsheh, E.A.; Akroush, S.; Mazahreh, S. Land Degradation in Jordan–Review of Knowledge Resources; OASIS

Country Report 1, No. 565-2016-38924; ICARDA and USAID: Aleppo, Syria, 2012.
14. Reicosky, D.C. Conservation tillage is not conservation agriculture. J. Soil water Conserv. 2015, 70, 103–108.

[CrossRef]
15. Araya, T.; Cornelis, W.M.; Nyssen, J.; Govaerts, B.; Getnet, F.; Bauer, H.; Amare, K.; Raes, D.; Haile, M.;

Deckers, J. Medium-term effects of conservation agriculture-based cropping systems for sustainable soil
and water management and crop productivity in the Ethiopian highlands. Field Crops Res. 2012, 132, 53–62.
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2010.01.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iswcr.2017.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/FP12250
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrh.2014.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/jas.v5n5p140
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/SR9920775
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/jgis.2012.46061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2018.08.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/519283a
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25788079
http://dx.doi.org/10.2489/jswc.70.5.103A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2011.12.009


Water 2020, 12, 1554 11 of 11

16. Pittelkow, C.M.; Liang, X.; Linquist, B.A.; Van Groenigen, K.J.; Lee, J.; Lundy, M.E.; Van Gestel, N.; Six, J.;
Venterea, R.T.; Van Kessel, C. Productivity limits and potentials of the principles of conservation agriculture.
Nature 2015, 517, 365–370. [CrossRef]

17. Miehe, S. Acacia albida and other multipurpose trees on the Fur farmlands in the Jebel Marra highlands,
Western Darfur, Sudan. Agrofor. Syst. 1986, 4, 89–119. [CrossRef]

18. Siddig, A.A.H. Biodiversity of Sudan: Between the harsh conditions, political instability and civil wars
Ecological indicators of ecosystem changes View project. Biodivers. J. 2014, 5, 545–555.

19. Marcu, A.; Viespe, C. Laser-grown ZnO nanowires for room-temperature SAW-sensor applications.
Sens. Actuators B Chem. 2015, 208, 1–6. [CrossRef]

20. Dunkerley, D. Effects of rainfall intensity fluctuations on infiltration and runoff: Rainfall simulation on
dryland soils, Fowlers Gap, Australia. Hydrol. Process. 2012, 26, 2211–2224. [CrossRef]

21. Metreo. Jabel Marra Rural Development Project, Meteorological Division; Annual Report; Ministry of Agriculture:
Zalingei, Sudan, 2011.

22. States, D.; Motalab, A.; Khatir, M.; Bahar, A.H.; Adam, K.I.; Mohamed, A.A.; Ali, S.A.M. Chemical
Composition of New Phenotype Sorghum (Sorghum bicolor L) (Locally named Barbarei) Grains and Stover
in South and West Darfur States, (Sudan) ARPN. J. Sci. Technol. 2013, 3, 683–686.

23. Radwanski, S.A.; Wickens, G.E. The ecology of Acacia albida on mantle soils in Zalingei, Jebel Marra, Sudan.
J. Appl. Ecol. 1967, 4, 569–579. [CrossRef]

24. Gomez, K.A.; Gomez, A.A. Statistical Procedures for Agricultural Research, 2nd ed.; Wiley: New York, NY,
USA, 1984.

25. Smith, R.M.; Stamey, W.L. Determining the range of tolerable erosion. Soil Sci. 1965, 100, 414–424. [CrossRef]
26. Nyamekye, C.; Thiel, M.; Schönbrodt-Stitt, S.; Zoungrana, B.J.B.; Amekudzi, L.K. Soil and Water Conservation

in Burkina Faso. West Afr. Sustain. 2018, 10, 3182.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature13809
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00141543
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.snb.2014.10.141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.8317
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2401358
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00010694-196512000-00007
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Method and Materials 
	Study Site 
	Experimental Design: 
	Measurement of Soil Losses: 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Soil Erosion 
	Effect of the Land Slopes and Cropping System 
	Effect of the Conservation Tillage Practices 
	Interaction of the Slope and Cropping System 
	Interactions between Cropping Systems and Conservation Tillage Practices 
	Effects of the Slope Combined with Conservation Tillage Techniques 
	Interactions of Slope (S), Cropping Systems (CS), Conservation Tillage Practice (CTP) 
	Correlation Coefficients of Linear and Quadratic Relationships between Slope, Cropping System, Conservation Tillage Practical to the Soil Erosion. 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

