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Fig. 1 Relationship between fertilizer application intensity and nutrients load in farmland runoff in Dianchi watershed
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Table 2 Effect of nitrogenous fertilizer varieties on nitrogen

pollution load in farmland runoff

75 N JE S Fh NMRIHZE (%) 2+ TN (mg/L)
1 TR 33.8 7.1
2 1783 29.7 8.2
3 S 34.7 5.9
4 T PR ¢ 38.1 52
5 JRF 42.5 38

MARES &5 RnT LU il NI A2 A BE A
Py CESED) X N RIWRCR FH 2 M55 24 JK >t 1 >
S TRIR >R, AN AR TN &

A R 25 <O PR B <A B <B R Bl <R PR . 7 225y
Mt Fo.05=7.83>4.46, Ut AL FR[A] T 3403 TN % =
ERFHAKE, MR LSD kT 2 ELILE, 45
RRWY, HAEREL . BRIRE AL IR TN &
HEDES TR, MRENAR TN i, &
B R P e 9 e RS g Ach B ) DI Jh 28 22 S, LU
PR IR EE ) 3400 TN S| LB & TR &
2.2.2 N. P, K EfC&X 58 TN 215 0m
N. P. KJEECE A RGE s E 5, AN
SN R IR S E A . ATPRAEAT N
JE it Ao AR N v e i i B0 HE Al b, KRR
TR E 5 DS B PR AT A AN ARBE, - 435 5 AN[A] P
JEL K BT 3 EE 3 KFIIEAS IS . BZE o4
57 e AR, S5 TN MR i) 3
RN Ay: NJE-P AE-K AE, Jorb NI 527K,
Fo05=7.93. & 3 W& K, ff TN k&
AL FRZE & J2 N1-P2-K1. 1T IEAS I & ik

>



50 +

% o537 %

RGBT, BT LA BT I H ) B AL AR R A
A8 5 SEBRRE 4h R A I AL A A AR AT,
A LR 43 BT 38 HE PR SR A B 2 B 5 52 o 4 SRR 11
A PRZA ARG — IR, DABR AR 45 I I A
P AR ELRE S, 8 N1-P2-K1 21 TN
RO B 5

F3 SRBEATR INFEFMELE (kg/hm’)

Table 3 Comparison between treatments and level in TN loss
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Fig.2 TP concentration and loss rate before and after fertilization
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Fig. 3 TN concentration under different manner of fertilizer application
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EFFECT OF FERTILIZER APPLICATION ON NITROGEN
AND PHOSPHORUS LOSS WITH FARMLAND RUNOFF

DUAN Yong-hui  ZHANG Nai-ming ZHANG Yu-juan
(1 Department of Environmental Economics, Shanxi University of Finance & Economics, Taiyuan 030006;

2 College of Resources & Environmental Science, Yunnan Agriculture University, Kunming 650201 )

Abstract  Chemical fertilizer application plays an important role in nitrogen and phosphorus pollution of
farmland runoff. By means of field survey and simulation test, effects of variety of fertilizer, intensity, timing and
manner of fertilizer application on nitrogen and phosphorus losses from farmland were studied in this paper. The results
show that excessive application of fertilizer was the primary cause of nitrogen and phosphorus loss from the farmland.
Among different varieties of fertilizer, ammonium nitrate remarkably increased the concentration of total nitrogen in the
runoff. Compared with other treatments and levels, application of urea coupled with superphosphate and potassium
sulphate could reduce nitrogen and phosphorus loss and heighten cabbage yield; Compared with surface application,
deep application or pit application can notably reduce nitrogen and phosphorus loss with the runoff.
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