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Tablel Ranges, meansand standar d deviations of N O fluxes in growth and non-growth season mg/ (m? - h)
Growth season Non-growth season
Month Month
Range Mean Standard deviation Range Mean Sandard deviation
5 - 5.835x10° 3 0 11 -5.100x10°% - 1.960x10°2 - 1.235%x10°2 1.025x10"?
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Table 2 Esgtimation of N.O emission amount from wetland in growth and non-growth season mg N20/ m2
Growth season
Item Sum
5 6 7 8 9 10
N20 N20 emisson flux (mg N20O/ m?) 4.01 32.37 48.25 57.76 52.56 10.59 205.54
Percent of growth season ( %) 1.95 15.75 23.48 28.10 25.57 5.15 100
Non-growth season
Item Sum
11 12 1 2 3 4
N20 N20 emisson flux (mg N20O/ m?) - 6.80 - 7.49 -27.01 - 4.90 - 11.20 30.42 - 26.97
Percent of growth season ( %) 25.31 27.47 100. 52 18.24 41.68 - 113.21 100
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N O flux characteristics and emission contributions of Calamagrostis angustif olia
wetland during growth and non-growth seasons
SUN Zhi-gao*? , L IU Jing-shuang’ , YAN GJi-song® , MOU Xiao-jie' , WAN G Lingling
(1. Yantai Institute of Coastal Zone Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Yantai 264003, China;
2. Northeast Institute of Geography and Agroecology , Chinese Academy of Sciences,
Changchun 130012, China; 3. Shenyang University , Shenyang 110044 , China)

Abstract : The nitrousoxide (N20) flux characteristics and emission contributions of Calamagrostis angustif o-
lia wetland in the Sanjiang Plain during growth and non-growth seasons were observed insitu with static-cham-
ber and GC methods from May 2003 to April 2004. The range of N2O fluxes during the growth season was
0.005 - 0.111 mg/ (m* - h) and showed pul se emission characteristics. The lower N2O fluxesin May were cor-
related with abundant precipitation, while the sharply increased fluxesin June were correlated with the thaw of
frozen layers. Between July and August , the N2O fluxes were correlated with less precipitation and greater
evaporation, and in September , the flux depended on available nitrogen in the soil. Further analysisindicated
that the N2O fluxes during the growth season were significantly ( P <0.01) positively correlated with 5 cm
ground temperature. The range of N.O fluxes during the non-growth season was - 0.001 5- 0.049 7 mg/ (n? - h) ,
presenting’ absorption-emission” characteristics. Further analyssindicated that the relationship between the
N2 O fluxes and atmospheric temperatures or il thaw days was in accord with exponential model ( P<0.01)
indicating that , in thefrozen period, temperature was still the main factor controlling microbial activity. Inthe
thaw period, temperature and thaw of frozen layers were important for induction of the rapid increasein N2O
fluxes. In concluson, the N.O emisson amount during growth season was 205. 54 mg N.O/ m’ , acting as the
emisson* source” , while during norrgrowth season, it was - 26.97 mg N.O/ m’ , the* snk”. Overall , the
N.O emission over the whole year was 178.57 mg N.O/ m* , an important N.O emisson* source”.

Key words: N2O flux; growth season; non-growth season; Calamagrostis angustif olia wetland; Sanjiang Plain



