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Table 2 Plant area and yields of the different crops in the watershed( 1999 ~ 2000)
(hm®) 13. 47 14.7 4.8 3.9 15.5 0. 14 0.02
(kg/hmz ) 187.5 45 1.05 180 300 187. 5 105
(kg/hm2 ) 4005 4569 1600. 5 8610 3855 2130 2100
(kg) 53947. 4 67164.3 7682. 4 33579 59752. 5 298. 2 42
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Table 3 Nitrogen content of the different crops( %5)
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2.1.2 Cv=100 kgX (Ny+ 2 (N /MX Ny))
100 kg Cy (kg 100 kg); Na
s ° (%);N /M s NB
I ’ (%), 2. 3
. 4,
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Table 4 Byproduct/products and total nitogen outputs of the different crops
/ 1. 39 %: %E g 3.4 1. 60 2.13 N 225(65 ; 1.00
(kg/lOOkg) 2. 00 2.59 2. 88 2. 05 0.87 6.23 5.01
(kg) 1078.2 1736.2 221.2 687. 1 522.1 17.8 2.12
*1. 25% 5 2 , 5 3. s ( )
2.1.3 . .
. ( ) 1998 ~ 2000
: °N : 242. 4
. . thm’, 169. 0 t km’, 93.2 t/
: 30 % ~35 %Y. km”. . ,
(pH ~8.3),
NH,HCO;, . DNDC (  O0Oem~15cm )
3464. 6 ke, 367.7 ke 0.80 g kg
54.7 %. 0.89 gheg. .
N 151.6 ke.
( ), 2.2
5% ( ( ) 9 ’
30%'). (
490 kN .hm *) 2.2.1
. 1960
2.1.4 ( 95ng/11m2), o
, 696 kg hm’,
37.5 kg hm’, 531 kg hm’
o NN ’ 576 kg hm’, 600 kg hm’; (
, NOS —N ’ ) 1341 k2g fhm?, 388. g kg hm’,
N NOL — N 375 kg hm’, 625 kg hm’;
. DNDC
148.7 keN, 19. 3 keN. ",
8.4 %, o
520.4 ke, 68.2 k. ’ ’
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132.1 kg. s
2.2.2 ,
1970 " 6.
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Table 5 Nittogen contest of man and animals dung%; (fresh samples)
% 0.5 0.30 0.70 1. 46
Mkg/ . 4.9 40 2.3 0. 62 5.4
1. ;3. 2/3 14
6
Table 6 Total nitrogen of straw returns and seeds of crops
% 100 78 100 27 5 75 100
(kg) 247. 4 620. 8 9.1 81.2 165. 5 22. 4 1.28
(kg fhm?) 187.5 45 10.5 180 300 187.5 105
(kg) 38.9 9.26 0.9 38.5 14. 9 3. 64 0.36
*1. ’ H 2. H 3.
2.2.3 . mg A, 868 mm, 19.53 ke.
, , 2.3
15800 thm'*a ' ~25500t km’“a ¥, 2.3.1
Lol ’ 10 Cims ’ 7.
7. 50 kg hm’, 0.8 ., N 825.1 kg +8.2 %
kg hm’, . 19.57hm> 42 kg hm’.
. M, 970 . N ;
, —103.6 kg.hm °, —54 %,
s , 2.26 kg. .
9 s 0.115 s .
7
Table 7 Nitragen balance in the purple soil watershed
N(kg) %) N(kg) %)
7006. 0 64.53 4324. 8 43.12
2584.9 23.81 . 3832. 3 38.21
1064. 5 9. 81 646. 2 6.44
105. 6 0.97 319. 3 3.18
62.4 0.57 167. 5 1.67
19.5 0.18 740. 2 7.38
12.5 0.12
10855. 4 100 10030. 3 100

+825. 1
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Study on the Input and Output Parameters and the Blance of
Nitrogen in the Eco-system of Purple Soil Watershed

PENG Kui's ZHU Bo', KAZUKO Abe’, YOU Xiang
(1 Chengdu Institute of Mowntain Heards and Environment, CAS, Chengdu 610041, China;
2 Graduate School of Agricultural and Llife Sciences, the University of Tokyo, Tokyoa Japan)

Abstract: This paper discusses the nitiogen input and output parameters , and at the same time reviews the nitrogen
balance by the way of inspection and model experiments in the purple soil watershed at Yanting station during 1999 ~
2000. The results show that there is a little nitmgen surplus with average 42 kgN hm’ in the watershed field, and
chemical fertilizer nitrogen applied to the field is relatively much with average 358 kgN hm®. Moreover, the forest lands
plays a very important pole, and they result in the great changes of the eco-system nitogen cycle and balance. Forest
lands are also motivating factors to turn nitrogen deficit into surplus. In the watershed dung and chemical fertilizers are
the main nitrogen sources. However, we must pay much attention to the agricultural non-point source pollution which is

resulted by the nitrogen overplus and the low rate of fertilizers utilization .
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