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Table 1 Arerage diurnal CO, concentration (7~9%h) near the active surface”

CO, WIE BHEEE" KSR " 2m & RE HHXRBEY
B B 4 = c 2{ i Vertical difference Horizontal difference Wind speed at  Coefficient of dynamic
Date Treatment /Oni a I_Oan of CO, Concentrationof CO, concentration 2m height exchange
frm /mL+m™3 /mLem™3 /mes™! /secm™?
04.5.18 S2H 363.9 3.05 tan 2.73 2716
SO5H 367.6 1. 09 ’ 2.42 2468
N2ZH 366. 6 3.28 111 2.92 3019
NOsH 367.7 1. 60 ) 2.18 2331
94.5.19 S2H 360. 0 1. 60 a7 1.97 2003
SO5H 364. 7 2.22 ) 1.51 1666
N2H 363.5 2. 62 132 1.77 1904
NO5H 366. 7 1. 40 : 1.32 1407
90.5.11 S2ZH 325.5
0.
SOsH 336.3 +10.8 / /
‘EIHEREAREN 2/3%E

* The height of the active surface was determined by 2/3 of the plant height.

HEHE L 2m 5 0. 5m BAKESE

* * It meant the difference of co; concentration between 2m and 0. 5m above the active surface.
©e AR PR 0. 5H 5 2H ik E

* = * =1t meant the difference of co; concentration between 0.5 H and 2 H from the both sides of the forest belt.
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Table 2 Average diurnal strength of photosynthesis (7-19 h)in the wheat field (1994)

| & * B 2m & CO
gjai Ef% kb Si,(:e::;ihgof &l\f? E%Ew]&g\ﬂ( © CO, c[::nceni:ifn
measure- Treatment photosynthesis radiation Air tenllperature ] at 2 m height
ment /mgedm-2+h-1 KW + m-2 near the actire surface/ C /mL * m-
94.5.18 S2H 14. 87 0. 298 22.2 368.8
SOsH 11. 87 0. 295 22.8
N2H 13.33 0. 298 22.4
NOsH 10. 47 0.231 22. 3"
94.5.19 S2H 12.23 0.288 22.2
SO5H 9.43 0. 284 22.9 367.3
N2H 11. 47 0. 287 22.4
NOsH 8.90 0.153 22.5

BT 0. sSH AW GREMT 2H &, K COHER LD X EEM 0. 5SH & 1E
Y& ShiE Mt COME S F 2H X —EEFEH, '
2.3 Kop#lAHEE KOMARBEWUEERBAFHEHEEREZ —. HE 3 TR
FRM) WUE R #%—3 B-S2H F K, KK & N2H,SO5H &/, ## LMl NOsH
5N2H ZR Ak, REFEEKHR NOSH ¥ &8 E K18 b TARHBEDE , A5 HY K58 5t
RV, BBEMN KD, BANOSHA R AL B S WUE, iSOSHE FHEEREMR,



g1/

Rl GBS . MR P B A4 W A P R B R

99

2z &R B8, NiE R %3 KSFIBHEWUE)

WUE {EEP}}‘;§‘ EFI%{EE . Table 3 Water-use-efficiency
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Study on the crop production
Efficiency on Both Sides of the Forest Belt

Lu Guangming Ma Xiuling Xu Zhuling
(College of Resources and Environment Science ,CAU,Beijing 100094)
Song Zhaoming Meng Ping Zhang Jinsong

(Chinese Academy of Forestry Science)

Abstract: This article discussed the crop production efficiency on both sides of the forest belt in the
composite system of agriculture and forestry. The result showed that the vertical and horizontal distribu-
tion of the air co, concentration in the fields on both sides of the forest belt was not homogeneous. The
amount of the photosynthetic intensity at 0. 5H near the forest belt (it meant 0. 5 times as much as the av-
erage height of the forest belt) was obviously lower than that at 2 H (2 times as much as the average
height of the forest belt),especially that at NO 5 H(0. 5 time as much as the average height of the forest
belt,here N means on the northern side of the forest belt) was the lowest among all these treatments. The
distribution of the efficiency of light energy application also appeared shows similar tendency. The distri-
bution of the water-use-efficiency differed from the above-mentioned parameters on that its lowest amount
appeared at SO5H (0. 5 times as much as the average height of forest belt,here S means on the southern
side of the forest belt),but due to the screening of the forest belt with the reduction of the transpiration
amount,the water-use-efficiency at NOSH showed to be still higher.

Key words: Composite system of agriculture and forestry; forest belt; crop production efficiency



