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Evaluation of tillage treatments on soil carbon sequestration
in North China Plain

WANG Fu-jun, ZHANG Ming-yuan, ZHANG Hai-lin, CHEN Fu"
(College of Agronomy and Biotechnology/Key Laboratory of Farming System of Ministry of Agriculture,

China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193, China)

Abstract The study was established at the Luancheng Agro-Ecosystem Experimental Station with three tillage
practices under winter wheat growing season: conventional tillage (CT), rotary tillage (RT), and no-tillage (NT).
Farmland soil carbon storage, hidden carbon cost (HCC) and benefit evaluation in long-term tillage practice were
studied. The results showed that.:SCS was increased with times in the condition of straw back and fertilizer input. The
average value of SCS was increased from 37 867.06 to 48 316. 33 kg/hm? from 2004 to 2010. The amount of SCS
followed the order: CT>NT>>RT. HCC of each treatment (NT,RT and CT) was 499.50,516.91 and 564.84 kg/(hm? «a).
Ecological benefit was the highest under NT. Economic benefit was the highest under RT, differences of economic benefit
index values between NT and RT were not significant. It is better to adopt minimum and no tillage in North China Plain.
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I AR RE AN R 2 i AR 7 e R HE K R Y R
FAMR IR CO, . A7 kg FREZEHEL 0. 84
kg CHY, Il B ok 4 B A 25 & 48 19 U AF B O AR
(HCO) & 143 B K, I 2845 1% Wi 32 2 B oF T4
HROEES . HunE WA T HCC B 52 £ 4
T AR A X g R R T 2 e i | R Y v
FE B HE T T X6 KRR R il N SCS AR AL RRAE | 3%
AR F g HCC (W28 R 58 38 /b . HOR &6 o iF
FE X A% FH A 498 11 Al 30 5 HF A7 97 H 09 O k EERH
TEBCIE AT VAN, B RS RGN
(NEP) B FREEPE 48 50 . 58 [ e ol R 55 . 4
T A 1t 5 A MLBR 5 et AN AU A H A+ BRI Oy i 2R
FRAEST A R R AR HE A % g
2 A 58 R B4R 75 2% 4 | SOC, SCS P K
T SR HERCR ) A R L, AR A
B 5 82 1 5 BOUF A 45 Ak B A [ Bk K 25 L 8 0 R

T SRR Ak B A A I AR S R SR HCC 20 i A< 1 AR
BRGERAGIR . 5 Ay A AL 2 - T PR AR X T
e HE £ A 0

1 #R5FHE

1.1 I Hh iR

TR 7 R 2 B 28 Al 2R A R G0 0
(N37°53" E114°41") 47 3% 3 00 T ¥ Ik 25 28 3 L
BE N Hb A 35 e S T v g S S B IR A 21 T M X
SR RAT RPN 22 K PR X AR iR
Bl VAR R BE 50, 1 m AR BRR 12,2 °CL AR
Rk & 530 mm, Mtk 4 58 A i + . £ R
bAoA AR L BB Ay B0 15, 01%, BEE +
BOP BRIk 1,39 g/cm’, +3E pH 7.8, % 2
T A B RSB R 9. 11 g/kg. 5 H B AR
WARI RV U= W N

F1 B IEEMEARR

Table 1 Status of basic fertility of the experimental soil

TIRFEW/ em 2R/ (g/kg) WA/ (mg/ke)  HHH/(mg/ke)  HHWE/(mg/kg)  AMLEK/(g/ke)
0~10 0.74 37.95 115.02 62. 90 9.11
10~20 0. 64 30.58 90. 11 39.62 8.22

1.2 RI&igit

15 B e RERE 3 A b, AR A B
SWEHE /NXE A 0. 33 hm? , BARLFENT . B4k
(CT), ERIAR S5 7 FF 8 1 4 38 H L 7% FF 5 B HL
KRS FF B BRAR 7 L 38 2 9 182. 86 kg/hm” . F%
FERIERIARZ) 0~20 em, i HUPL AL , B 1 3 CHFIE
15~20 cm) , FERF OBV J5 #E Fl Nz . BB WO HL IR
PoNE G FEFF AR B, IE B 2E 30 e A2 4, 6 A
FFKBELE 5~20 cm Z ], i H 4 6 636. 51 kg/
hm” s BERF (RT) , R USCER J5 5 FF 0 1 42 i 8 1L 38
H £k 8 646. 80 kg/hm® , it #i Ak T . JiE #f L e BF 2
R 8~ 10 cm, By B A% FF IF 5 BR AR ) 175 /)N
&, NERF LIS BAAEFE & H & 6 539. 56
kg/hm” s e (NT) , FORFEFF Ry ik & i 16 H L F oK
WK S ol FE RS R B ML A RS P O M B AR 2 38 HH
ol 8 955. 54 kg/hm®, /N ZZ S M E Fp AL — Wk M o8
570 G S & e WA (B AR o o S B 7 =

5 965.85 kg/hm’*, £ AbF Tk 24 4 5 & . X-T F
IR E M. ZIRAE TG T 2001 4F,

25 A 38 o8 A 019 1 200 L /N 22 4 it
A 22, KoK S A OB 958, /N RE R LR 150
kg/hm?, £ K S 3% 50 kg/hm?, &R/ % SR
Jg 413 Ji/hm” , AR 586 J5/hm® . If 2% F A A 1Y
KA A i . /N2 A K R A S RIS it A - b
H S PR 2% R B TR A it £ 43 S 150 A1 300 kg/
hm? 3595 W 3B it IR 3% 300 kg/hm® . £ Ff 1 bk &
399 BT S0 R 4 AR 0 S e K B IR 600 m® /hm®
AR A K R A B A B i Oy - 3k T I 5E IR & 375
kg/hm® ; 1 8 A 4% 15 B9 HE 7K 600 m®/hm*, &/
SRR R 5 672, 32 kg/hm®, K FEH E R
7 362. 37 kg/hm”*,

1.3 RERIEMNFIE

+ 3 Pl ik (Soil Organic Carbon, SOC), %

FH 5% TR B0 45 B vk OO W2 . M K, Cr, O;
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AL HHEA P R4 K, Cr, O, FHBRRR I ZEE" .

+ 1825 7 (Bulk Density, BD) . & ¥ J7 3
SE o FEHCE B A, EH 0~ 5.5~10,10~20 Al
20~30 cm 4 DR UHEAT IR T Al [ L5 & 105
CHEF 12 h, EATFREIF T LA

+ iR fif = (Soil Carbon Storage,SCS) ., A #f
FEA T EBEE 0~10.10~20.20~30 cm + HERk
it AU B 0~30 em BBk AE R, HitE AR
LU

SCD; = C; X B;(1 — 8ym) X H X 10°
Ao Ron 1R IR SCD; £k @ J2 - R B il
#.C/(kg/hm*);C Jyi B ALK S &E.C/(g/
kg);B, &1 R TR E . g/cm’ ;00 N LR T
2mm kA H,. % HAREK BT EERE, cm;
107 RF A R KL

W TE R i 4% (Hidden Carbon Cost, HCC), #&
FH AR 285 R G W R A A 2 el TR RORE  H R
25 LA M N T3 A I BN LY o 33X BN RUBE 77 i i
JE T )32 % ] Bottom-up Life-Cycle Assessment
(LCAYTr ik Hor i A A48 7 A2 7 i T L sz
3 AR,

RHAEBRG L., £HAERGEEER
BB K, % | Top-down input-output analysis
(TOA) 53 BT 7 W 52 55 v 45 20 43 1)l JE 300 1 0

Tk B 22 48 28 (Index of Sustainability,1S), Is
SR — A & Ge [ Bk 03 0 98 B R Gk
T

Is — (EL@) (0

K H: Cy (C uptake) , Cy (C fixation) {83 C W UL A1
C 1T 7E , Al A 25 R g8 ny B OCR &84k B TAEY)
P 1 B R ook AT R Wt 2ot SR it
Co HOtA MKk, G C UM E, C (C
emission) A T IEHRAR R HSRTEBR LA . Cr (C
transport) S A= Py i WO 433X B 4 A= W i 2
TREFF SR E A Wi T .

Cuv M 3+ 5 A J DNDC ( denitrification-
decomposition) BERITG H , C - 8 L C Pk 2%
PAE N i o TR {7 W N A e X R = B T
A A R PEAGT Y (GGR 2) B ok B TR el

R, Cr MR A TR, Co ARR
Tk DR B AR A i, X AU B AR R A
N7 L e R (U @\ 3 B Nl g o= W R R 1 W N S ]
& IAEW) 7 vl 25 1 A W 1 A i
F2 REBAFSBEYEEASHE
Table 2 Carbon footprint conversion factors

of farm input

T % 2448 (CE) /kg

A A58 /h 1.80X107?
(q

AN/ kg 0.84

P,0; /kg 0.10

K,0/kg 0.08
SRR

Seh /L 0.94

Rl /L 0. 85
M 1 /kWh 7.25X10 2
24

A1 kg 4,93

R E )/ kg 4.70

Mg EAX D Z2ANER:Co+ G =Ce + Gy,
B T [6) 3 G x4 30014 ik AN Ta] PR Ot 3k A 2
Ol ST . R T rh B S B R AL AN R
Wb — B Ts<<15 T XF F° & 3k 1) 58 30 B8 A 4 A Al O
Uh, Is>1, FEIE i M TREAT B85 4R 2 TR B
PN SER I R 1 A Bk AR 7 ROCR L B T RO AR
ARG = AR .

fi & 7= # (Carbon Productivity,CP), & C; 5
TETEBR LA 1Y LUARL , 72 48 5 B Bl ) A e 75 21 11
R XA HE B n] U i Y AR AR . CP 3
HAKM T

CP = C,/HCC (2)

ABIF 5 v g6 B A Ak P K 2 S 0 A A A

Y0 F Excel 2007 F1 SPSS 17. 0 %44,

2 HRE5SH

2.1 RETEFHmESAR

Kl 1 2y 2007 4F FOKWOIR 9145 Ab ] SOC fH .. M
B a e CT A 37E 0~5.5~10 F1 10~20 em +
JZ SOC 23 157, 3 AN R R JC o k22 7L i 7
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20~30 cm HIEE R P R E,20~30 em 1 HE
FERE HAl 3 AR W E R B E; RT 43 SOC 1
0~5.5~10 cm + E 43R4 1 10~20,20~30
em 2 FIESE T NT AbBE SOC & AE 0~5
em s HARIKAE 5~10,10~20,20~30 cm + )2
N RE R A LK E A TR E A PR BAL, 2
HZTRENBESE, 20 RE £ 202 T45
Ab BRI BE R R B AR R H AR E AN, CT 4b 2
HHZ 20 0~20 cm, + 2P FREFF A4 s RT b3
Bz 0~10 cm FEFF 34 X571 NT L HFSFF 4
GIARTERE T AR Mg J5 AT 45 45 )2 I SOC {E AN A
M0 7 A 25 A BRI X SOC 4345 47 1E .
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Fig. 1 Soil organic carbon of each treatments

in corn harvest time in 2007

BHED A0 T RIS A —E i, 6 — b 2
B R RAE PR AR AL /N . SR AL B A T Y 22
FEAR AL B LB B i 4 0~5.5~10,
10~20 em HHERF AT CT 5 RT, 1 20~30 cm
TIEAELAIEME, WK 2 AT FH:0~5.5~10
em IR CT 4RSS Ry fe /. NT A3 85 K
10~20 cm + )29 CT 45 RT AbBEAHT . /0T
NT b ¥, 20~30 cm )2 A 45 b B+ 58 25 5 AT
1.7 g/em® Ef5,

Fili FF 3 H A A5 T G HLa 2 3 1 B AR Y i
BRI R RS FE AR A R T A PLIK L ik
fith 52 B 1 I L 2 — 00 A [ R AR AR . A
WF 58 R S TR BE ISR T 2004—2010 4F 7 4R ] +

1.9¢
1.7}
1.5t
13f,

0.9t
0.7f |
0.5

/(g/em?)

i
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B2 2001 FRERPFRFSLELTERS
Fig. 2 Soil bulk density of each treatments

in corn harvest time in 2011

HEmefifs it ) 2h A AR AL i (B 3) - 7E % Se A5 AT ik B
T, SCS B ZF AR Mt #, CT 43 SCS i
K. CT 4P 2004 4E /Y 39 182. 96 kg/hm” 34K
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Fig. 3 Characteristics of soil carbon storage

in farmland

SCS FZZ SOC B4 i 1152 ), HAR /MY
T TARM IR TS K. 45 4b B 4 MR it 1 3 12
TR BRSO RS AR IR DL BGE AR 9 AR RHEA
SR SCS 2 A1 = B T 48 SOC 1y ] B
35 T A B eV IR Th AT .
2.2 REESESEEBAERRAE

A A= 25 22 G5 TP A A IR T FE R AR B A
ST 5 | R A IR 2 AR HE T Y — SV AR R A
FEN RS AT A b B R L bRk IBE AT ik BT
PR AE — R YL AR v, 32V R O AR A A R
R REGUAE J1. £ 3 IS BEL BT
e AR 11 B8 >4 A
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x3 EMELBEBEBRBAS

Table 3 Hidden carbon cost of tillage treatments  kg/(hm? « a)

ik ¥ e b3l Ci} 42l A& js8an
CT 385.71 141.77 a 2.79 24.57 10. 00 564.84 a
RT 385.71 93.92 b 2.79 24.57 9.74 516.91 b
NT 385.71 63.72 ¢ 2.79 32.40 14. 88 499.50 ¢

T RGUAR R FRERRAE P<<0.05 K P E2FEE. CT.RT M NT 5354835 88 58 #k Fu

Gk, FRR.

2.3 AN[E) B E E RORHE R ER IR
2.3.1 BMAEHE AR B EOTEN

T JE 90 AE R DF- A BR 5% 52 i 19 48 £, AN [A) RUBE 1Y
THRCR R R 0 7 . AR AR R G B R #
K, Hofe 2 1 B 58 R il Top-down input-output
analysis(IOA)

TERAE T JIUAS 1) A7 Ol 5 4 1] i 128 0 1 1 EDWLAR
FTHA R GEE B AR B AR AR T XA R G
R BE ST B RN e O T BN R RRAE T 304 T 4 S g
AP RORI AR AT TE T A C FREE PR B (Is) L I
K TOA 73 #7245 Ak A B 2 7= R (R ) o

NT b3 Is (R, CT b Bfe/h, 300 NT 4b

x4 EBEREBEISERHAS

Table 4 Values and components of Is

b B Cy/(kg/(hm* « a)) Cr Ce/(kg/(hm* « a)) Cr/C kg (hm?® « a)) Is
RT 24 778. 86 — 7 221.52 6 093. 90 1.79 b
CT 25 058. 27 10 371. 40 6 222.00 1.47 ¢
NT 23 060. 23 — 6 513. 26 5 279.15 1.86 a
o 124 75 3% S ] 52 120 36 B o 10350 B 1 A o]
Jiti ™ fe A A A R R R 0 ROR . BAR = 5000} 030
CT AbHR ) 5 4 A B ik B 12 o T 0 o Ml B = 4000}
B3 » T A 13 SOl CT AMER S Ts RN, B ool
ARG 44 o iR R B RN TE L OGS = 1 ooof s
0

YR Cu BT 5 He il K, Cr . Cr IRZ L Cr B /B AT LU
ZWEARTE . Co A& T 5007 0 9k 2 55 W 7 Bk A
A EY R EHTFERES HEF G haEAE
fe Rk .
2.3.2 B AR ER A T A F RN

S A: CT A RT 4b B W6k 7 (4 %4007 » A
P4 ] % B AR b 22 -5 0 B A 1R 4 7 i b R
FARILF- 5T 60% /N 40% 424y, FEMZEIEY
FEA R B BRI B B4

RT.CT L4 Jz NT 434 CP {4y 31k 12. 03,
11.35 F1 10. 93, RT>CT>NT, X TiX 3 i 1E
AbHE P A B A G B BUAS 5 RT Ak 3 7™ HE I 25 B
RONT b F AL, XA AR NT 4b 34 0 s ™ 3
LM Tk,

4 BLAEEEHH

Fig. 4 Yield component of each treatment
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BISR A B Z 38 7E K B 18] 00 1ok A W 4 T DS A
B e BT L E RS SCSHY

A H - R Af iR — Sh A AL R S R Z RS AT
W AR A A B2 B S 25 W AN () R 3D
ANIF X3 SCS R AME . A 78 2 B L4 1998 4F
SCS 24 15 536. 05 kg/hm?®, fij 4> F ¥ {H A 40 990
kg/hm™ '™, 25 &3 + HEAT MLOR G 1t % 48 15 AR A
T BT A Bk 6K (R AR A SE PR B 5 R
BRI SRR 2 i AT ML 114 43 i R T f B
AR T U8 9% 4 AT B o i B o A HLBR AT A
AT F B 1R 2 2010 4E L R GE A58 CT &b
g s NT bR Z . 78 KR4 148 4 B-E &b
TR AR A0 R AE 18 T 0E— 2 W

KRHAS RGP T AEF PR AR
24 WK s M e T AR AR AR T RE MR E R
PAHERL o ] Bt F A AT 38 B I 38 i 9 4 IR
S AAHE Tl AL 2 AR 22 A 5 0 A R T 33 43 HE Tk
AR, P R B A+ B HCC R b 22,
3 3 A B 5T 6 4 B 4238 HCC A% %8 & 3, AL iE
HOE N R B sh 2 W g4l T HCC 80% L 11
A . MIBRE R A  EE AR ANE S 3
) o A 2 20 %6 . kiR A I B 4 R
BRI AR R L AR /N, PR X 4 i HCC (5 1R
INER G o NE S R R R AR RGP AR
Fe# D BBy . E IR IE 5518 5 [ N ANIF 5 S AR A
FEL LA P A o R A A D B B A R
Tl b HAES R G HCC A B R
R B RRECR

4 4 &

TEK RS FF 38 H AR RE 48 A S5 AR 215 it St T
A% FH 4= A7 B b B2 BB ks B, 7 A JR) A
fBRIE N T3 10 000 kg/hm? . H Hi 5k Ag & PR 5L
Ak CT>NT>RT,

At Hb XK T B R I E R T A ik R AR Ry
516.91 kg/(hm® « a), 4 H A= 25 5 S8 (1) 08 7 Wk ik
BIFAEZAMN . £ K/NTH CT>RT>NT,

RS VRS B NT b B0 A= 290 25 B i, b
)22 5w 2% RT A PR & 55 848 e i . RT 5 NT
SIS AN . AR AR L 2 - R P IX B
WA 248 it 1 e B 0 28 R AL L B4 ™ i
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