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Fig.2 Removal effects of buffer zones on soluble-N in vegetable drainage
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Pre-test of Buffer Zones for Preventing Nitrogen and Phosphorus Pollution from Vegetable Drainage

LI Wei', WANG Jian-guo', WANG Yan', MOU Yan-jun’, BO Lu-ji', YANG Lin-zhang'
(1 Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210008, China;

2 Hangzhou Dakang Environment Engineering Co.,Ltd, Hangzhou 310030, China)

Abstract: Due to high cropping index, high fertilization load and some other factors, the nitrogen and phosphorus concentrations in the
drainage of vegetable fields were high, which was more likely to cause eutrophication to the receiving water bodies. In response to such problem, the
experiment constructed the buffer zones, firstly explored the appropriate species of the interception plants in the buffer strip, and then studied the
removal efficiency of different forms of nitrogen and phosphorus in the vegetable drainage of different widths of the buffer strip. The results showed
that, compared with oryza sativa and ipomoea aquatica, cynodon dactylon was more suitable to be interception plants in the buffer zones; with the
width of buffer zones increased, the removal efficiency of different forms of nitrogen and phosphorus in the vegetable drainage of the buffer zones
increased, but the increase rate of the removal efficiency reduced gradually. When the target removal efficiency of nitrogen and phosphorus and the
principle of land conservation were considered, the optimal width of buffer zones should be set to be 1.5 m, while the vegetable land area and buffer
zones area ratio was 100:11.

Key words: Non-point source pollution, Plants in the buffer zones, Width of the buffer zones, Removal efficiency, Ratio of area



