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Effects of Rice Cultivation Patterns on Nitrogen and Phosphorus Leaching and Runoff Losses

ZHOU Ren-xian (Anhui Baihu Seed Company,Lujiang, Anhui 231508)

Abstract [ Objective ] The research aimed to study the effects of three rice planting patterns on nitrogen and phosphorus loss characteristics.
[ Method | The characteristics of nitrogen and phosphorus in the paddy fields, as well as runoff, leakage and loss characteristics of rice fields under
organic frog rice, green frog rice and conventional rice planting patterns were compared. [ Result ] The changes of total nitrogen and total phosphor-
us in the surface water of the three rice planting patterns were generally consistent.The order of the average content of total nitrogen was the con-
ventional planting pattern>green frog rice pattern>organic frog rice pattern;the order of the average content of total phosphorus was organic frog
rice pattern > green frog rice pattern > conventional planting pattern.The order of total nitrogen runoff loss load was green frog rice pattern>con-
ventional planting pattern>organic frog rice pattern, with ammonium nitrogen as the main;the order of total nitrogen leakage loss load was the
conventional planting pattern>organic frog rice pattern>green frog rice pattern, with nitrate nitrogen as the main.The order of total phosphorus
runoff loss load was organic frog rice pattern>green frog rice pattern>conventional planting pattern. The order of total phosphorus leakage loss load
was organic frog rice pattern>green frog rice pattern>conventional planting pattern, with soluble phosphorus as the main.[ Conclusion ] The organic

frog rice pattern and the green frog rice pattern can effectively control the loss of nitrogen and phosphorus in rice fields.
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Table 1 Soil physical and chemical properties of three rice planting patterns
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Fig.1 Changes of total nitrogen content in the surface water of three rice planting patterns
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Fig.2 Nitrogen runoff loss load under three rice planting pat-
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Fig.3 Changes of nitrogen leakage loss in three rice planting patterns
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Fig.4 Changes of total phosphorus content in the surface water of three rice planting patterns
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Fig.5 Phosphorus runoff loss load under three rice planting pat-
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Fig.6 Changes of phosphorus leakage loss in three rice planting patterns
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