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Figure 1 Location of the study area and sampling sites
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Figure 2 Image processing process
	[image: image6.png]



	[image: image7.png]Upslope !

50 !
—————————————— 70

|

|

|

1

|

P I W ) |

250 4 Orocoen (5 |

300 :

] 1

350 4 !

|

400 , . : }
0 20 40 60 80 100

Dye coverage (%)





	DC: 49.06%   
TSA:1962.1 mm2
UID: 70 mm
VC: 0.64
	PFF: 56.6%
LI: 424.2
PV: 3
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	DC: 47.0%
TSA: 1879.68 mm2
UID: 44.8 mm
VC: 0.58
	PFF: 74.8%
LI: 431
PV: 7
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	DC: 47.9%
TSA:1917.4 mm2
UID: 55 mm
VC: 0.63
	PFF: 67.5%
LI: 365.0
PV: 3
	


Figure 3 Images of examples vertical stained profiles and preferential flow parameters
(White: stained area; black: unstained area; the blue line is the soil depth corresponding to DC = 80 % (UID); the red line is the profile DC; the peak value can be seen in the red rectangle, and the details are shown to the left of the red rectangle)
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Figure 4 Boxplots of preferential flow parameters in each sampling position

(Mean values with the same letter showed no significant difference at the 0.05 level, otherwise there was a significant difference, n = 5)
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Figure 5 The distribution of soil stain width with depth
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Figure 6 Preferential flow types at different slope locations (Figure a represents the change of preferential flow type with depth and Figure b represents the percentage of each preferential flow type at different positions)
