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Abstract

In this study, we investigated concentrations and loads of nutrients in the paddy
plots with conventional and environmental farming method. For two experimental
plot, type of fertilizer for basal dressing was different but total applied fertilizer
rates was almost identical.

The nutrient concentrations in irrigation and percolated water were almost
constant, while the ponded water significantly increased after fertilizer application.
The nutrient concentrations in ponded water at long distance from inlet was higher

than those at short distance due to longer detention time.
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Table 2 Fertilizer application rates in experimental plots
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Fig. 4 Comparison of accumulated irrigation requirement
between experimental plots
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Fig 3 Summary of water quality in paddy plots
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Fig. 5 Change in concentration of Fig. 6 Change in concentration in
conventional plot environmental plot
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