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Abstract: In the Taihu Lake area many riparian vegetation buffer strips have been built to alleviate the input of
eutrophic nutrients into the lake. To provide a scientific basis for determining a suitable width and components
of these riparian buffer strips, the effects of riparian vegetation buffer strips with widths of 5, 15, 30, and 40 m
and vegetation types of a Populus x euramericana ‘Nanlin 95’ plantation, an Taxodium hybrid ‘Zhongshan-
shan’ plantation, and a mixed plantation with the two tree species on total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, and ni-
trate nitrogen removal rates for different depths of runoff water and soil were studied. Results showed that the
buffer strips of 15 m width effectively removed various fractions of N and removal rates in runoff water of 40 m
width of 68.8% for NO;~, 68.7% for NH,", and 66.0% for total N. Removal rates of NH," and total N in runoff
water at 40 ¢cm below ground level were higher, reached 71.4% and 69.1%, but NO;™ removal rate in the 20 ¢m
depth of runoff water was higher, reached 70.6%. The interceptions of NH4* and NO;™ in plantation soils were
mainly in the middle soil layer, and total N was trapped mainly in surface soils. The poplar plantation had a
higher removal rate of NH,* and NO;™ in runoff water (P<<0.05), reached 77.4% and 66.3%, but the mixed
forests of the poplar plantation and Taxodium hybrid —‘Zhongshanshan’ plantation had a higher removal rate of
total N (P<<0.05), reached 73.0%. Also, total N in runoff water was negatively correlated to total N in the soil
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(r ==0.59) and total N in the leaves (r = =0.53) of plants. [Ch, 8 fig. 26 ref. ]
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Figure 2 Mass concentration of nitrogen in runoff water by riparian vegetation buffer zones with different widths
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Figure 4  Retention rate of nitrogen in runoff water riparian buffer strips with different vegetations
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Figure 5 Mass concentration of nitrogen in soils by buffer zones with different widths
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Figure 7 Retention rate of nitrogen in soils riparian buffer strips with different vegetations
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