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Chapter 28 
 
AGRICULTURE NON-POINT SOURCE PHOSPHORUS LOSS RISK 
ASSESSMENT IN YELLOW RIVER BASIN BY MODIFIED 
PHOSPHORUS INDEX 
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1 State Key Laboratory of Water Environment Simulation, School of Environment, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China 

2Department of Natural Resource, Cornell University ,Ithaca, NY 14853-3001, USA  3.Shanghai Academy of Environmental 
Sciences, Shanghai 200233, China 

ABSTRACT  

Phosphorus (P) loss from agriculture in runoff is a primary cause of eutrophication in 
freshwater. To identify the key areas with high-risk possibility of phosphorus loss is very 
important for the control and management of non-point source pollution. As a case study of 
Yellow River basin, Phosphorus Index (PI) was modified and applied here. This method ranks 
vulnerability to phosphorus loss by taking into account source factors (soil available phosphorus, 
application rate of phosphate fertilizer) and transport factors (soil erosion, runoff, distance to 
stream, slope). Finally make a comprehensive assessment of phosphorus loss through GIS 
platform. Results show that the percentage of regions with great high and relatively high risk of 
phosphorus loss is less than 1%, and 25% medium risk areas in the whole basin. Regions with 
high or medium risk located besides the rivers, where great high or relatively high soil available 
phosphorus, or phosphate fertilizer application rate, or intense soil erosion are observed. The 
regions with intense soil erosion and the regions with high-risk possibility of phosphorus loss are 
not always identical. Only when high-risk source factors and high-risk transport factors, appear 
at the same region, can be the high-risk areas of phosphorus loss observed. 

Keywords: agriculture non-point source pollution, phosphorus loss, phosphorus index, risk 
assessment, Yellow River basin 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Recent years, researchers and government officials recognized the importance of non-point 
source pollution and took many prevention and control measures in China. However, the 
agriculture non-point source pollution caused by fertilizer and pesticides, especially by 
phosphate fertilizer presented no alleviation and reduction trend. Overview of the non-point 
source pollution studies in China, mainly focused on mechanism by field experiments and load 

 
§Corresponding Author:  Fanghua Hao, State Key Laboratory of Water Environment Simulation, 
School of Environment, Beijing Normal University, Beijing, China, 100875, 8610-58807937, 
fanghua@bnu.edu.cn 



360                                                            Contaminated Soils Sediments and Water – Site Assessment
 

 

calculation by models simulation. However, the results of field experiments cannot be extended 
to a lager-medium scale basin effectively and the parameters calibration and sensitivity analysis 
are still the bottleneck of models simulation.  As a result, to identify the critical source areas 
makes more sense than pollution load simulation by models on planning and management level. 
The areas with the relatively high proportion of pollution load export, i.e. the ratio of quantity of 
pollutants into the river to the generation quantity of pollutants, are called Critical Source Areas 
of the basin (Maas et al. 1985, 1987, 1988; Line et al., 1995; Endreny et al. 1999).  

In Yellow River basin flourishing agriculture, severe soil erosion, dense rainfall, uneven 
distribution of vegetation, especially sparsity on middle and lower reaches which make non-point 
source phosphorus pollution occur easily. Therefore, make a agricultural non-point source 
phosphorus loss risk assessment to identify the critical source areas in Yellow River basin which 
not only can be used as basis of pollution control and farmland management, but also the basis of 
making a reasonable water pollution prevention programm of basin. Thus it is of great 
significance to guarantee water supply and irrigation functions of Yellow River.  

Phosphorus Index (PI) system was developed and now widely used in U.S.A. Lemunyon and 
Gilbert (1993) first proposed PI system in field scale. This indexing procedure used the 
characteristic of the field site, including soil erosion, irrigation erosion, runoff class, soil P test, P 
fertilizer and organic phosphate application rates and methods to assess the degree of 
vulnerability of phosphorus movement from the site. PI is calculated as the sum of the rating of 
each factors multiply its weight factor ( ( )

1
 factor rating  weight

n

i
PI i

=

= ×∑ ).Gburek et al. (2000) 

modified the PI for the watershed scale in east-central Pennsylvania. There were two basic 
differences between these two PI systems. In the watershed-modified PI system, the phosphorus 
source and transport characteristics are evaluated separately and the hydrological return period is 
incorporated in the transport characteristics. The source characteristics in the watershed-modified 
PI are soil phosphorus test, phosphate fertilizer application rate and application method and 
organic phosphorus (animal manure and litter) application rate and application method. The 
transport characteristics are soil erosion, runoff class, and return period/contributing distance. 
The formula for watershed-modified PI is: 

( )

[(Erosion rating weight) (Runoff rating weight) (Return period rating weight)]  

        Source characteristic rating weight

PI = × × × × × ×

×∑
 

Sharpley (1995) used Pennsylvania PI in 30 small basins, there was a high correlation 
between the value of Pennsylvania PI with practical monitoring data of phosphorus loss amount 
(γ2=0.7). The above results demonstrated its effectiveness for evaluating intensity of phosphorus 
loss and identifying the critical source areas of agriculture non-point source phosphorus 
pollution. 
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2. BASIC DATA AND ORIGIN 

As a case study of Yellow River basin, the calculation unit is defined as administrative areas 
at the county level. Basic data consist of spatial data and attribute data. 1: 250000 Digital 
Elevation Map and 1: 4000000 Digital Map including administrative areas at the province and 
county level and surface water system were provided by National Geomatics Center of China. 1: 
1000000 soil type data was provided by Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences. 
Attribute data include the application rate of phosphate fertilizer in 2000 provided by Soil and 
Fertilizer Institute, Chinese Academy of Agricultural. Soil available phosphorus content of 
different soil type investigated by the second nationwide general soil survey and monthly 
precipitation data during 1980~2000 from 74 precipitation stations in Yellow River basin.  

3. METHODS FOR ASSESSING AGRICULTURE NON-POINT SOURCE 
PHOSPHORUS LOSS 

This paper proposed a modified PI for Yellow River basin on basis of watershed-modified PI 
in Pennsylvania and analyzing the source and transport factors affecting the non-point source 
phosphorus pollutants into the river, the factors were selected because they influence phosphorus 
availability, uptake, retention, movement, and management at the watershed scale. Source factors 
mainly refer to which affect the phosphorus content in soil including soil available phosphorus 
and application rate of phosphate fertilizer. Transport factors refer to which affected phosphorus 
transfer from soil to water including soil erosion, runoff, distance to stream and slope. The slope 
factor was not mentioned in watershed-modified PI in Pennsylvania. Concrete methods are as 
follows:  

3.1 Source factors and gradation 

3.1.1 Soil available phosphorous 

Soil available phosphorus refers to phosphorus which can be absorbed by plants. The higher 
soil available phosphorus, the higher dissolved phosphorus concentration in runoff, the greater 
adsorbed phosphorus content on sediments generated by hydraulic erosion. Many studies 
confirmed soil available phosphorus was significantly correlated to dissolved phosphorus 
concentration in runoff and adsorbed phosphorus content on sediments(Liu, et al. 2003; Hanway 
and Laflen, 1974; Sharpley et al. 1981; Oloya and Logan,1980), especially between available 
phosphorus in topsoil and dissolved phosphorus concentration in runoff (Zhang, 2003).  

On the basis of the soil available phosphorus data, combing with the soil type distribution of 
Yellow River basin, mapped the distribution of soil available phosphorus content. According to 
the growth requirement for the crops in Yellow River basin, divided the content of soil available 
phosphorus into 5 ratings (Table 4).  
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3.1.2 Application rate of phosphate fertilizer 

The application rate of phosphate fertilizer and applying mode affect the dissolved 
phosphorus concentration in runoff and adsorbed phosphorus loss by soil erosion very much. 
Many studies indicated that the application rate of calcium superphosphate was liner with 
phosphorus concentration in runoff. Baker and laflen (1982) to confirmed this result by artificial 
simulation of rainfall, furthermore discussed the effects of different fertilization depth and mode 
on phosphorus concentration in runoff (McFarland et al. 1998).  

In this study, the application rate of phosphate fertilizer database was established, regarding 
county as a basic statistical unit.  

3.2 Transport factors and gradation 

3.2.1 Soil erosion 

Soil erosion and non-point source pollution have a close relationship, coexisting with each 
other, especially in agriculture non-point source pollution significantly (Alberts et al. 1982; 
Gregory et al. 1991). In this paper, the soil erosion amount was calculated by the Universal Soil 
Loss Equation (USLE) developed by Wischmeier and Smith (1965, 1978).  The formula is: 

X R K L S C P• • • • •=                          (1) 

Where X is the average annual soil loss amount, R is the rainfall erosivity factor, K is the soil 
erodibility factor, L is the slope length factor, S is the slope steepness factor, C is the crop 
management factor and P is the erosion control practice factor. Apparently, except for R factor, 
K L S C P• • • •  represents the underlying surface conditions which affect the soil and water loss. 
So the USLE can be modified into a form:  

X R G•=                                      (2) 

Where G is the underlying surface factor. Wischmeier empirical formula is used to calculate 
the rainfall erosivity. It has already been widely applied in Taihang mountainous areas (Ma, 
1989), Songhua Lake basin (Yu et al., 2001) and Tianjin Yuqiao Reservoir areas (Zhang et al., 
2003).  

2
12

(1.5 lg / 0.8188)

1
1.735 10 iP P

i
R × −

=

= ×∑                   (3) 

Where Pi is the average monthly precipitation (mm), P is the average annual precipitation 
(mm).  

In order to investigate the soil erosion situation in the area of large scale, the soil erosion and 
hydraulic erosion gradation standards in China was established in 1997, selecting average 
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erosion modulus (t/(hm2·a)) as the evaluating index (Table 1 and Table 2). They can reflect the 
soil erosion amount of different underlying surface under the average rainfall erosivity condition.  

According to the formula (2), under the condition of constant underlying surface and soil 
erosion amount keeping a direct ratio with rainfall erosivity, the estimating formula of soil 
erosion amount under different rainfall erosivity is:  

.
i

i grade i
avg

RX X
R

= ×                             (4) 

Where Xi is soil erosion amount of year i, Ri is the rainfall erosivity of year i, Ravg is the 
average rainfall erosivity and Xgrade,i is the soil erosion amount in year i corresponding to 
different underlying surface and erosion rating, determined by Table 1 and Table 2 (SL190-96, 
1997). In this paper year i was selected 2000. 

 

Table 1. Gradation standards of soil erosion intensity 

Rating Average erosion modulus    t/(hm2·a) 
Tiny <200, 500, 1000 
Light 200, 500, 1000~2500 

Medium 2500~5000 
Strong  5000~8000 

Extremely strong  8000~15000 
Serious >15000 

 

Table 2. Gradation standards of hydraulic erosion intensity  

Non-cultivated lands Ground slope Slope cultivated 
lands I II III IV 

5~8° Light  Light Light Light Medium 
8~15° Medium Light Light Medium Medium 

15~25° Strong  Light Medium Medium Strong  

25~35° Extremely 
strong Medium Medium Extremely 

strong 
Extremely 

strong 
＞35° Serious Medium Strong Serious Serious 

I: Forest cover percentage is 60~75%; II: Forest cover percentage is 45~60%; III: Forest cover 
percentage is 30~45%; IV: Forest cover percentage is less than 30%. 

According to the standard of the tolerance soil erosion of each area and in combination with 
actual situation of Yellow River basin, soil erosion was divided into 5 ratings in this study (Table 
4).  

3.2.2 Runoff  

The transportation of phosphorus from farmland to surface water is driven by rainfall-runoff 
(Sharpley et al. 1999). Sharpley and Smith (1989) confirmed that there was a high correlation 
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between runoff amount and phosphorus concentration in runoff (Sharpley et al. 1992). Also a 
study (Zhang et al.2003) showed the correlation coefficient was 0.86 between the phosphorus 
concentrations of overlying water in farmlands and agriculture runoff (Hu et al.2000).  

Runoff can be measured by flow rate, runoff depth and runoff modulus. In the watershed-
modified PI system, SCS curve number procedure was used to calculate runoff amounts (Gburek 
et al., 2000). In this study runoff depth was used. The average annual runoff depth could reflect 
the spacial variation of runoff generation conditions of different underlying surface. Runoff 
depth is calculated as:  

i iR P α= ×                                     (5) 

Where Ri is runoff depth (mm) in 2000, Pi is the annual precipitation (mm) in 2000 and α is 
annual runoff coefficient. Annual runoff coefficient comprehensively reflects the effects of 
human activities and underlying surface conditions on runoff generation. Zhang et al. (2001) 
divided Yellow River basin into 10 regions by annual runoff coefficient (Table 3). And it was 
considered that the precipitation in flood season when soil erosion often occurred, occupied 
60~90% of a year. Therefore, average annual runoff coefficient in flood season was chosen in 
this study.  

Table 3. Average annual runoff coefficients in Yellow River basin (1950~1999) [118] 

Region Average annual runoff 
coefficient 

Average annual runoff 
coefficient in flood season 

Upstream of Tangnaihai 0.27 0.23 
Tangnaihai to Lanzhou 0.3 0.23 
Upstream of Lanzhou 0.35 0.28 

Lanzhou to Toudaoguai 0.005 0.02 
Upstream of Toudaoguan 0.25 0.2 
Toudaoguai to Longmen 0.1 0.07 
Longmen to Sanmenxia 0.11 0.09 

Sanmenxia to Huayuakou 0.2 0.19 
Upstream of Huayuankou 0.17 0.14 

Downstream of Huayuankou 0.07 0.07 

The range of distribution of average annual runoff coefficient in flood season is 0~210mm. 
According to the gradation standard of the runoff counter map and in combination with actual 
situation of Yellow River basin, runoff depth was divided into 5 ratings in this study (Table 4).  

3.2.3 Distance to stream 

When the research scale extended from fields to a watershed, distance to stream became an 
important factor affecting the transportation of phosphorus (Magette, 1995). For phosphorus loss 
mainly caused by soil erosion and runoff scouring, with poor mobility of phosphorus in soil, the 
possibility of phosphorus entering the water is related to the distance to stream. The nearer to the 
stream, the higher possibility of the phosphorus loss. 
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According to the gradation standard of contributing distance factor in the watershed-modified 
PI system and taking the area of Yellow River basin into account, distance to stream was divided 
into 5 ratings (Table 4).  

3.3 Slope 

Slope is an important factor affecting runoff and soil erosion, so it is also a key factor for 
non-point source phosphorus load into the river. Zhang et al. (2003) simulated the phosphorus 
concentration in runoff with different slop through artificial rainfall in Dianchi Lake basin, and 
found that the phosphorus output increased with the rise of slop.   

The distribution of slope in Yellow River basin was extract from 1: 250000 Digital Elevation 
Map using ArcGIS 9.0 platform. Slope was divided into 5 ratings (Table 4). 

3.4 Modified Phosphorus Index system of Yellow River basin 

On basis of the watershed-modified PI system and analyzing the characteristics of Yellow 
River basin, 2 types, 6 factors were chosen to evaluate the phosphorus loss in Yellow River basin 
(Table 4). The weights of each factor were readjusted to suitable for study area. The formula for 
modified PI system of Yellow River basin is:  

( )Soil available phosphorus rating weight+Application rate of phosphate fertilizer rating weight

         [(Soil erosion rating weight) (Runoff rating weight) (Distance to stream rating weight) (Slo

PI = × × ×

× × × × × ×

∑
pe 

         rating weight)]×

 

 

Table 4. Modified PI system of Yellow River basin  

Factor (weight) Phosphorus loss rating (value) 

 None 
(0) 

Low 
(2) 

Medium 
(4) 

High 
(8) 

Very High 
(10) 

Soil available 
phosphorus (1.0) <2.7 mg/kg 2.7~6 

mg/kg 
6~9.5 
mg/kg 

9.5~16.8 
mg/kg 

>16.8 
mg/kg 

Source 
factors 

(weight) Application rate 
of phosphate 

fertilizer (0.75) 
<5 kg/hm2 5~20 

kg/hm2 
20~60 
kg/hm2 

60~120 
kg/hm2 

>120 
kg/hm2 

 None 
(0.6) 

Low 
(0.7) 

Medium 
(0.8) 

High 
(0.9) 

Very High 
(1) 

Soil erosion (1.5) <200 t/km2 200~800 
t/km2 

800~1500 
t/km2 

1500~2000 
t/km2 

>2000 
t/km2 

Runoff (0.5) <15 mm 15~45 mm 45~100 mm 100~150 
mm >150 mm 

Slope (0.75) <4° 4~8° 8~15° 15~25° >25° 

 None 
(0.2) 

Low 
(0.4) 

Medium 
(0.6) 

High 
(0.8) 

Very High 
(1) 

Transport 
factors 

(weight) 

Distance to stream 
(1.0) >30 km 18~30 km 8~18 km 3~8 km <3 km 
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The gradation of PI system of Yellow River basin is shown in Table 5, which indicates the 
potential of a site to deliver phosphorus to surface water, the same as in the watershed-modified 
PI system. 

 

Table 5 Gradation of PI system of Yellow River basin 

PI Rating Generalized interpretations of PI 
<0.25 Very Low If farming practices are maintained as the current level there is a low 

probability of an adverse impact to surface waters from P losses at the site. 
0.25~1.0 Low Although potential for P movement from the site is greater than from a field 

with a very low rating, current soil conservation and P management practices 
likely do not pose a threat to surface water bodies. 

1.0~2.5 Medium The chance for an adverse impact to surface water exists. Some remedial 
actions should be taken to lessen the probability of P loss. 

2.5~4.0 High An adverse impact to surface water to occur unless remedial action is taken. 
Soil and water conservation as well as P management practices are necessary 

to reduce the risk of P movement and water quality degradation. 
>4.0 Very high An adverse impact to surface water exists. Remedial action is required to 

reduce the risk of P loss. All necessary soil and water conservation practices, 
plus a P management plan must be put in place to avoid the potential for 

water quality degradation. 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 Characteristics of the distribution of source factors 

The sites of soil available phosphorus belonging to low (2.7~6 mg/kg) and medium (6~9.5 
mg/kg) ratings covered 43% of the land surface of the basin. The very phosphorus deficiency 
sites (<2.7mg/kg) mainly distributed in the north of the whole basin, south central Inner 
Mongolia, south Shanxi and ShanXi province. The phosphorus-rich soil (9.5~16.8 mg/kg) 
mainly located in east ShanXi province, west Shandong province and northeast Sichuan 
province. The sites were very rich of phosphorus soil mainly located in east Qinghai province 
and local area of Hetao plain in Inner Mongolia. (Fig. 1)  

The distribution of the application rate of phosphate fertilizer in 2000 in Yellow River basin 
was shown in Fig. 2. Generally, it was higher in southeast than north and west of the basin. And 
the percentage of the areas of the application rate of phosphate fertilizer less than 5 kg/hm2 was 
75%, but the percentage of which more than 60 kg/hm2 was only 2.7%.  
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Figure 1. Spatial Distribution of Soil Available P Content in the Yellow River Basin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Spatial Distribution of Application Rate of P Fertilizer in the Yellow River Basin 
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4.2 Characteristics of the distribution of transport factors 

There were great differences in spatial distribution soil erosion intensity (Fig. 3). The area 
where the soil eroded most seriously distributed in the Loess Hilly Region, the Loess Yuan 
Region and the Loess Terrace Region. Areas of tiny soil erosion(<200t/km2) were located in 
most parts of the Source Region, majority of the Ordos Plateau in Inner Mongolia and part of the 
plain downstream. The slightly soil eroded region(200～800t/km2) distributed in the Upper and 
Middle Yellow River, the Loess Terrace Region of lower Yiluo River and the eastern region of 
the Luliang Mountain. The area between the Daxia River and the Yao River as well as the lower 
reaches of the Huayuankou was identified as medium soil eroded region(800～1500t/km2). The 
area where the soil eroded strongly(1500～2000 t/km2) distributed in the middle of the Gansu 
province, Gully Region of Loess Plateau in northern Shanxi and the Loess Hilly and Gully 
Region. The extremely strong soil erosion region (>2000 t/km2) centralized in the bank along the 
main stream from Hekou to Wuding River. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Spatial Distribution of Soil Erosion in the Yellow River Basin 

Obvious spatial difference of the annual runoff depth in the Yellow River could be seen form 
Fig. 4. Runoff in the southern area was more than that in the northern area, where the Source 
Region upper Tangnaihai and region from Sanmenxia to Huayuankou was of abundant runoff. 
The area with runoff depth less than 15mm distributed mainly in the region from Lanzhou to 
Toudaoguai, while the area with runoff depth value between 15 mm and 45 mm centralized in 
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the western Hetao Plain and the region from Toudaoguai to Longmen. Area of runoff depth value 
between 45 mm to 100 mm widely distributed in the Yellow River Basin, including northern 
source region, region from Longmen to Sanmenxia and downstream Huayuankou. The southern 
part of source region Maqu to Longyangxia, region from Daxia River to Yao River and Yiluo 
River basin were identified as area with abundant runoff( runoff depth more than 100 mm).  

Based on the Yellow River water system map, the buffer zone took river as center was 
formed by calculating the distance between potential source and river, using the buffer function 
in ArcGIS. (Fig. 5) 

Slope distribution was gotten utilizing a DEM image at 1:25,0000 scale of the Yellow River 
basin. The gradient of slope vary greatly in the Yellow River basin, the area where the gradient is 
less than 4°distributed in the most of the middle and lower reaches of the Yellow River basin. 
Area with gentle slope(4°~8°) including Source Region, part of region from Lanzhou to 
Longmen and eastern Shandong province, while area with slope 8°~15°centralized in the mid-
eastern Source Region and parts of the southern Shanxi province. Area with slope 
15°~25°sporadically distributed in Source Region and parts of the southern Shanxi 
province.(Fig. 6) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Spatial Distribution of Runoff Depth in the Yellow River Basin in 2000 
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Figure 5. Distance between Potential Source of P Pollution and River in the Yellow River 
Basin 

 

 

Figure 6. Spatial Distribution of Slope in the Yellow River Basin 
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4.3 Agriculture non-point source phosphorus loss assessment 

Based on the above classification of source and transport factors, PI was calculated using the 
formula of the modified PI system, therefore the phosphorus pollution risk ranking distribution 
of the Yellow River basin was mapping. Agriculture Non-point Source phosphorus loss risk of 
the Yellow River basin was classified into five grades according to the PI system, that is very 
low risk, low risk, medium risk, high risk and very high risk. 

The regions with extremely high and high risk of phosphorus loss accounted for less than 
1%, and 25% of the whole basin was identified as medium risk areas. Regions with high or 
medium risk located besides the rivers, where extremely high or high soil available phosphorus, 
or phosphate fertilizer application rate, or intense soil erosion were observed. The regions with 
intense soil erosion and the regions with high-risk possibility of phosphorus loss are not always 
identical. Only when high-risk source factors (high soil available phosphorus, high phosphate 
fertilizer application rate) and high-risk transport factors (intense soil erosion, short distance to 
river/stream), appeared at the same region, could be the high-risk areas of phosphorus loss 
observed, meanwhile, these regions contributed a lot to the Agriculture Non-point Source 
phosphorus loss.(Fig. 7) 

 

Figure 7. Spatial Distribution of Agriculture Non-Point Source P Loss Risk in the Yellow 
River Basin in 2000 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

This research took the Yellow River basin as the case study area, and the spatial distribution 
characteristic of Agriculture Non-point Source phosphorus loss risk in the Yellow River was 
analyzed. As a result, the Critical Source Area and the main pollution factors of different regions.  

(1) The Agriculture Non-point Source phosphorus pollution was influenced by both natural 
and economic factors. Considering the different effects, those factors were divided into source 
and transport factors. On basis of the watershed-modified PI system and analyzing the 
characteristics of Yellow River basin, 6 factors were chosen to evaluate the phosphorus loss in 
Yellow River basin, those are soil available phosphorous and application rate of phosphate 
fertilizer as source factors and soil erosion, runoff, distance to stream and slope as transport 
factors. 

(2) The Agriculture Non-point Source phosphorus loss was determined by source and 
transport factors, these factors are multiply instead of add rules. Either of the factors could not 
determine the P loss risk. The high risky P loss region was the result of comprehensive action of 
source and transport factors. 

(3) The regions with extremely high and high risk of phosphorus loss accounted for less than 
1%, and 25% of the whole basin was identified as medium risk areas. Regions with high or 
medium risk located besides the rivers, where extremely high or high soil available phosphorus, 
or phosphate fertilizer application rate, or intense soil erosion were observed. 

6.  REFERENCES 

Alberts, E. E. et al. 1982. Transport of sediment nitrogen and phosphorus in runoff through cornstalk residue strips. Soil Sci. Soc. 
Am. 45, 1177-1184 

Baker, J. L., Laflen J. M., Hartwig, R. O. 1982. Effect of corn residue and herbicide placement on herbicide runoff losses. Trans. 
ASAE. 25(2), 340-343. 

Buck, S. P., et al. 2000. Application of probabilistic risk assessment to agricultural nonpoint source pollution .J.of soil and water 
conserv. 55, 340-346. 

Endreny, T. A. and Wood, E. F. 1999. Distributed Watershed Modeling of Design Storms to Identify Nonpoint Source   Runoffs. 
J. Environ. Qual. 28(2),388-396. 

Gburek, W. J., Sharpley, A.N., and Heathwaite, A. L., et al. 2000. Phosphorus management at the watershed scale: a modification 
of the phosphorus index. J. Environ. Qual. 29,130-144 

Gregory, F. et al. 1991. Nitrogen and phosphorus in eroded sediment from corn and soybean tillage system. J. Enviorn. Qual, 20, 
663-670 

Hanway, J. J., and Laflen, J. M. 1974. Plant nutrient losses from tile outlet terraces. J. Environ. Qual. 7, 208-212. 
Hu, Z. Y., Guo, C. H., and Zhou, Z. M., et al. 2000. Application of Chemical Fertilizer and the Loss of Nitrogen and Phosphorus 

in Paddy Soils in Hunan. J. Hunan Agric. Univ. 26(4), 264-266. 
Line, D. E. and Spooner, J. 1995. Critical Areas in Agricultural Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Projects, RCWP Technology 

Transfer Fact Sheet No.5, NCSU Water Quality Group, Raleigh, North Carolina. 
Liu, F., Huang, C. Y., and Heng, T. B. 2003. The Environmental Impact of Phosphorus on Water by a Long-term Applying 

Fertilizer P in the Upland Fields of Yellow Soil Areas and Its Risks Evaluation. Acta Ped. Sin. 40(6), 838-844. 
Liu, W. Q. 2000. Approach to Precaution measures of Water Loss and Soil Erosion of Loess Plateau. Soil Wat. Conserv. Chin. 

(1),20-22 
Lumunyon, J. L., Gilbert, R. G. 1993. The concept and need for a phosphorus assessment tool. J. Prod. Agric. 6, 483-496 
Ma, Z. Z. 1989. Research on the Method of Using Satellite Image Estimating Factors of the Universal Soil Loss Equation. Soil 

Water Conser. Chin. 3, 24-27 
Maas, R. P., Smolen, M. D. and Dressing, S. A. 1985. Selecting Critical Areas for Nonpoint Source Pollution Control. J.of Water 

and Soil Conserv. 40(1):68-71 



Agriculture Non-Point Source Phosphorus Loss Risk Assessment 373
 

 

Maas, R. P., Smolen, M. D., Jamieson, C.A., et al. 1987. Setting Priorities: The Key to Nonpoint Source Control. Coop. 
Agreement Cr 813100-01-0, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and NCSU, Raleigh, North Carolina. 

Maas, R. P., Brichford, S. L., Smolen, M. D., et al. 1988. Agricultural Nonpoint Source Control: Experiences From the Rural 
Clean Water Program. Lake Reservoir Manage. 4(1):51-56 

Magette, W. L. 1995. Factors affecting losses of nutrients from agricultural systems and delivery to water resources. In: 
O.T.Carton(ed.)Draft guidelines for nutrient use in intensive agricultural enterprises. 6-31.Teagasc. Johnstown Castle Res. 
and Dev. Centre. Wexford.Ireland. 

McFarland, A., Hauck, L., White, J., et al. 1998. Nutrient management using a phosphorus risk index for manure application 
fields. 241–250. In Manure management: In harmony with the environment and society. Proc. Soil and Water Conserv. Soc. 
Conf., Ames, IA. 10–12 Feb. 1996. SWCS, Ankeny, IA. 

Oloya, T. O., and Logan, T. J. 1980. Phosphate desorption from soils and sediment with varying levels of extractable phosphate. 
J. Environ. Qual. 9,526-531. 

Sharpley, A. N., Ahuja, L. R., and Menzel, R. G. 1981. The release of soil phosphorus to runoff in relation to the kinetics of 
desorption. J. Environ. Qual. 10,386-389. 

Sharpley, A. N., Smith, S. J., and Jones, O. R. 1992. The Transportation of bioavailable phosphorus in agriculture runoff. J. 
Environ. Qual. 21, 30-35. 

Sharpley, A. N. 1995. Identifying sites vulnerable to phosphorus loss in agricultural runoff. J. Environ. Qual. 24,947-951 
Sharpley, A. N., Gburek, W. J. et al. 1999. Source of Phosphorus Exported from and agricultural watershed in Pennsylvania. 

Agric. Water Manage. 41,77-89. 
SL190-96. Standards for classification and gradation of soil erosion. China: ,1997. 
Wischmeier, W. H. and Smith, D. D. 1965. Predicting rainfall-erosion losses fromcropland east of the Rocky Mountains. 

Agriculture Handbook 282.USDA-ARS. 
Wischmeier, W. H., and Smith, D. D. 1978. Predicting rainfall losses: A guide toconservation planning. USDA Agricultural 

Handbook No. 537. U.S. Gov.Print. Office, Washington, D. C. 
Yu, S. X., Wang, N., and Zhu, Y. M., et al. 2001. Applications of GIS in Soil Erosion Research. Bul Soil Water Conserv. 21(3), 

20-23. 
Zhang, S. L., and Zhuang, J. P. 2001. A method for plotting watershed unit of non-point source pollution from agriculture. Agro-

environ. Protection. 20(1), 34-37 
Zhang, S. R., Chen, L. D., and Fu, B. J., et al. 2003. The Risk Assessment of Nonpoint Pollution of Phosphorus from Agricultural 

Lands: A Study of YuQiao Reservoir Watershed. Quat. Sci. 23(3), 262-269.  
Zhang, X. C., Wang, L., and Gao, G. C., et al. 2001. Dynamic Analysis of the Relationship between Rainfall and Runoff in 

Yellow River Basin. Wat Res Hydr Eng. 32(8), 1-5. 


	EVALUATION OF INDOOR RADON POTENTIAL IN NORTHERN VIRGINIA USING SPACIAL AUTOCORRELATION, GIS APPLICATION AND 3-D VISUALIZATION
	EFFECTS OF SOIL MATRIX AND AGING ON THE DERMAL BIOAVAILABILITY OF POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS IN THE SOIL 
	Rita M. Turkall, Gloria A. Skowronski, and Mohamed S. Abdel-Rahman
	Christopher M. Teaf
	Alyson Fortune§, Leo Gendron2, and Michael Tuday1
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Chemical Properties of Naphthalene
	1.2 Naphthalene Measurement Techniques

	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1 VOC Sampling: EPA Method TO-15 
	2.2 PAH Sampling: EPA Method TO-13A 

	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	4.   CONCLUSION
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1 Site History 
	2.2  NAPL Analyses
	2.3  Evaluation Methods
	2.3.1 Laboratory Data Evaluation
	2.3.2 Use of Diagnostic Ratios
	2.3.2.1 Dibenzothiophenes
	2.3.2.2    Pristane and Phytane

	2.3.3  Principal Component Analysis
	2.3.4  Cluster Analysis


	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	4. CONCLUSION
	5. REFERENCES
	6.1  Sun’s Angle at Noon
	6.2  Interval of Sunlight
	6.3  Variation in the Relative Intensity of Sunlight
	6.4  Operational Duration of the Electrical Power from the Solar Panel Array
	6.5  Operational Capability of the Solar Panel Array

	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND PROCEDURE
	2.1 Site Description
	2.2 Treatment System
	2.3 Groundwater Sampling
	2.4 Sample Analysis

	3. DATA AND ANALYSIS
	3.1 Water Pressure fluctuations
	3.2 Off-Gas Data
	3.3 Groundwater Data

	4. CONCLUSIONS
	5. REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. CATEGORIES OF POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER RESTORATION PROJECTS 
	2.1 Generating Clean Water
	2.2 Cleanup of Orphan Plumes
	2.4  Source Control Projects

	2.5 Water Conservation 
	2.11 Storing Water for Times of Scarcity
	2.12 Accessing New Sources of Water that were Previously Inaccessible or Unusable 

	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Studies Reported in the Literature 

	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	4. CONCLUSION
	5. REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1  Materials
	2.2  Extraction Method

	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1 Data Collection and Laboratory Methods
	2.2 Statistical Methods
	2.2.1 Evaluation of Data Representativeness
	2.2.2 Datasets
	2.2.3 Statistical Evaluation


	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	4. CONCLUSIONS
	5. REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. HISTORY AND SETTING OF BERRY’S CREEK
	3. CURRENT REMEDIAL PHASE
	4. COMPARISON TO OTHER CONTAMINATED WATERSHEDS
	5. PATH FORWARD
	6. REFERENCES
	EVALUATION OF INDOOR RADON POTENTIAL IN NORTHERN VIRGINIA USING SPACIAL AUTOCORRELATION, GIS APPLICATION AND 3-D VISUALIZATION
	ABSTRACT 
	It would be extremely useful to determine if, on a county-size scale, there might be some predictability to indoor radon. One approach is to make an application of gis and 3d visualization to explore the radon problem in Fairfax county in northern Virginia, to evaluate correlations between indoor radon and geology, elevation, slope, and aeroradioactivity. It was found that there is a tendency for indoor radon to be greater in some parts of fairfax county in homes on some geological units, in homes constructed on lower slopes, on sites at lower elevations, and in areas of higher aeroradioactivity. However, none of these physical variables exhibits a strong enough control on indoor radon to be used to construct radon potential maps that carry a high confidence of accuracy. 
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. CAUSES OF INDOOR RADON 

	3. RESEARCH OVERVIEW
	4. RADON MEASUREMENTS AND GEOTECHNICAL DATABASE
	5.  SPACIAL AUTOCORRELATION
	8.    STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF INDOOR RADON IN HOMES ON DIFFERENT GEOLOGICAL UNITS

	9. INDOOR RADON COMPARED TO SLOPE 
	10.  INDOOR RADON COMPARED TO ELEVATION
	Areas of high elevation also tend to have more permeable and sandier soils, and gas and liquids move faster through such soils (mose et al., 2006c; shi et al., 2006) consequently, the third hypothesis was advanced, that homes with more indoor radon tend to be on land of higher elevation.
	11. INDOOR RADON COMPARED TO 
	11.1 Aeroradioactivity 
	12.  DISCUSSION
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Industri-Plex Superfund Site History

	2. MATERIALS AND PROCEDURE
	3. DATA AND ANALYSIS
	4. CONCLUSION
	5.  REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	2.2  Groundwater Impact
	2.3  Remedial Design
	3.  SEB IMPLEMENTATION

	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Site Sources 
	1.2 Site Goals 

	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1 Soil Investigation and Remediation 
	2.2 Groundwater Investigation and Remediation 

	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	3.1 Soil Remediation Results
	3.2 Groundwater Remediation Results

	4. CONCLUSION
	5.    REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1 Biological Experiments 
	2.2 Abiotic Experiments 
	2.3 Methods Used for Organic Analysis

	3.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	3.1 Biological Experiments 
	3.2 Abiotic Experiments 
	3.3  Comparison of biotic and abiotic systems
	3.4 Other Chemical and Biological Systems

	4. CONCLUSION
	5. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	6.        REFERENCES
	1.    INTRODUCTION
	2.  TECHNOLOGY DISCUSSION 
	3.  PERFORMANCE MONITORING 
	Figure 4.  Tce-Chloride Activity
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Conceptual Site Model – Paint Usage
	1.2 Nature and Extent of Site Contamination
	1.3 Regulatory Programs

	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1 Soil Remediation Methodology

	4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
	1.  INTRODUCTION
	1.1   Research Objective
	1.2  Factors Impacting Feasibility of Using Membrane-delivered Ethene to Stimulate Growth of Ethenotrophs for Secondary cis-DCE Biodegradation 

	2.   MATERIALS AND PROCEDURE
	2.1  Aquifer Sediment Column Studies
	2.2   Enriched Culture and Aquifer Sediment Microcosm Studies

	3.    DATA AND ANALYSIS
	3.1 Results of Aquifer Sediment Column Studies
	3.1.1 Conservative tracer (study A)
	3.1.2 Cis-DCE breakthrough curve (study B)
	3.1.3 Baseline cis-DCE removal (study C)
	3.1.4 cis-DCE removal after lowering gas flows (study D)
	3.1.5 cis-DCE removal after switching from air to N2 in control column (study E)
	3.1.6 cis-DCE removal after bioaugmentation and nutrient amendment (study F)
	3.1.7 cis-DCE removal after turning off gas supply to control column (study G)
	3.1.8 Comparison of cis-DCE removal under different gas flow conditions (studies C-G) 
	3.1.9 Dissolved ethene concentrations in test column 
	3.1.10 Presence of biofilms on membranes in the test column
	3.1.11 Alkalinity and pH data

	3.2 Results of Enriched Culture and Aquifer Sediment Microcosm Studies
	3.2.1 Verification of cis-DCE degradation by enriched ethenotrophic cultures
	3.2.2 Evaluation of ethene utilization in non-bioaugmented EAFB aquifer sediments
	3.2.3 Assessment of nutrient amendment and bioaugmentation on ethenotroph activity 


	4. CONCLUSIONS
	5. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	6. REFERENCES
	EFFECTS OF SOIL MATRIX AND AGING ON THE DERMAL BIOAVAILABILITY OF POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS IN THE SOIL 
	Rita M. Turkall1,2, Gloria A. Skowronski1, and Mohamed S. Abdel-Rahman1§
	ABSTRACT
	The potential health risk from exposure to chemically contaminated soil can be assessed from bioavailability studies. The aims of this research were: (a) to determine the dermal bioavailability of contaminants in soil for representatives of the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon class of chemicals, namely, benzo(a)pyrene and naphthalene, and (b) to examine the relative contribution of soil matrix and chemical sequestration in soil with time (“aging”) on their bioavailability. In vitro flow-through diffusion cell studies were performed utilizing dermatomed male pig skin and radioactive chemicals to measure dermal penetration. Volatilization of naphthalene was predominant in reducing the amount of chemical available for dermal penetration.  Immediate contact with either of two soils reduced volatilization, however, only the soil with higher clay content resulted in reduced penetration.  Aging in higher sand content soil and higher clay content soil further reduced skin penetration by 23 and 70 fold, respectively, versus naphthalene in the absence of soil.  Benzo(a)pyrene penetration was reduced >88% following immediate contact with either soil with further reductions occurring after aging. While aging in either soil reduced the dermal penetration of both naphthalene and benzo(a)pyrene, the effect on naphthalene was much greater.  The results of this study suggest that the bioavailability from dermal exposure to the polycyclic aromatic chemicals examined can be significantly reduced by soil matrix and aging in soil, resulting in reduced potential health risk following dermal exposure.
	1.    INTRODUCTION
	2.    MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1   Chemicals
	2.2   Soils
	2.3   Chemical Aging in Soil
	2.4   Animal Model
	2.5   In Vitro Dermal Penetration Studies
	2.6   Statistical Analysis

	3.    RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
	4.   CONCLUSIONS
	5.   REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1 Study Background
	2.2 Garden Selection
	2.3 Sampling Design
	2.4 Sampling Procedures and Analytical Methods
	2.5 Statistical analysis of PAH levels in soil
	2.6 Compost Analysis
	2.7 Remediation of Timber-Contaminated Soils
	2.8 Survey of Boston Community Gardeners

	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	3.1 PAH Concentrations in garden plots bordered by creosote timbers 
	3.2 Arsenic concentrations in CCA-bordered garden plots
	3.3 Compost Contaminants 
	3.4 Soil Concentrations of PAHs Following Remediation 
	3.5 Survey of Gardeners 
	3.6 Discussion 

	4. CONCLUSION 
	4.1 Safe Work and Treatment Practices 
	4.2 Gardener Education 

	5. REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	3.1  Abiotic Factors of Water and Sediment
	3.2  Average Densities of Enterococci and E. coli recovered from water 
	3.3  Average Densities of Enterococci and E. coli Recovered from Sediment
	4. CONCLUSION
	5. REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. DELINEATION OF NAPL SOURCE ZONE IN OBP AREA
	3.   DISCOVERY OF CONTAMINATED SEEP AREA DURING TBR/OTL INVESTIGATIONS
	4.   TWO-PHASED SOIL GAS SAMPLING PROGRAM PROVIDES USEFUL GROUNDWATER DATA
	5.   MONITORING WELL NETWORK VERIFIES THE MIGRATION PATHWAY OF THE PLUME
	6.  UPPER PDO DYE TRACING PROGRAM – PHASE I RESULTS 
	7.  REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	4. CONCLUSIONS
	6. REFERENCES
	ABSTRACT 
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. BASIC DATA AND ORIGIN
	3. METHODS FOR ASSESSING AGRICULTURE NON-POINT SOURCE PHOSPHORUS LOSS
	3.1 Source factors and gradation
	3.1.1 Soil available phosphorous
	3.1.2 Application rate of phosphate fertilizer

	3.2 Transport factors and gradation
	3.2.1 Soil erosion
	3.2.2 Runoff 
	3.2.3 Distance to stream
	3.3 Slope
	3.4 Modified Phosphorus Index system of Yellow River basin


	4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	4.1 Characteristics of the distribution of source factors
	4.2 Characteristics of the distribution of transport factors
	4.3 Agriculture non-point source phosphorus loss assessment

	5. CONCLUSIONS
	ABSTRACT
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. MATERIALS AND PROCEDURE
	3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	4. CONCLUSION
	5. REFERENCES



