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Abstract

The effect of grass strips on the reduction of sediment and eutrophic salt loads is been widely
recognized. However, there is very little knowledge of the effect of grass strips on the reduction
of sediment and eutrophic salt losses. Attention was hence focused on the investigation of what
grass strips should be managed.

Soil suspension was supplied to the experimental plots under simulated rainfall. During the
experiment, surface discharge and sediment concentration were measured. In order to observe
the effect of grass strips on the reduction of sediment loss, the difference between the amounts of
sediment supplied and sediment loss was investigated in each plot.

While the sediment concentration and load from the bare upland field exceeded the concentra-
tion and load of the soil suspension supplied, the sediment concentration and load from all the
grass strips were lower than the concentration and load of the supplied soil suspension. The
difference between the sediment supplied and the sediment loss from the cutting weeds plot for
pest control was approximately equivalent to that of the plot with the natural weeds. Therefore,
it was concluded that cutting weeds for pest control can be applied to the grass strip for reduction
of the sediment loss. There was little difference between the reduction of the sediment loss from
the plot with 800 stems/m? and that from the plot with 1,480 stems/m? of Tall Fescue (F.
arundinacea). However the plot with 2,330 stems/m? of Tall Fescue was effective for the reduc-
tion of sediment loss comparing with 800 stems/m? and 1,480 stems/m?% It suggests that stem

density for grass strips should be maintain 2,330 stems/m? to control soil loss from upland field.
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Table 1 Physical properties of soil
Specific Particle size distribution® (%) Dispersion  Ignition Soil
gravity Gravel Coarse sand  Fine sand Silt Clay ratio (%) loss (%) texture
2.60 0.0 8.7 30.6 25.6 35.1 7.0 14.0 LiC

*International methods.



A AR 2 O 7o MR R O i B 7 R 13

®-2 Aot s L CEIIRR
Table 2 Vegetation and management in plots

: w1
Plot Vegetation (scientific name) (g}ocdm“) Denst?trecgss/t;r_gs ) Management
Plot I None 0.83 — Bare
Plot 1T Weed (76% with Setaria viridis) 0.87 2,480 (2,550) Cutting
Plot III Weed (83% with Setaria viridis) 0.83 2,380 (2,840) None
Plot IV Tall Fescue (F. arundinacea) 0.82 800 None
Plot V Tall Fescue (F. arundinacea) 0.84 1,480 None
Plot VI Tall Fescue (F. arundinacea) 0.83 2,330 None
1.2 weeks after the cutting weed of plot IL
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Fig.1 Changes in cumulative surface runoff
and soil loss under simulated rainfall
(before the cutting weed in plot II).

Fig. 2 Changes in cumulative surface runoff
and soil loss under simulated rainfall
(just after the cutting weed in plot II).
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Fig.3 Changes in cumulative surface runoff

and soil loss under simulated rainfall (2
weeks after the cutting weed in plot II).
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Fig. 4 Changes in cumulative surface runoff
and soil loss under simulated rainfall
with additional suspended water supply
(just after the cutting weed in plot II).
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Fig. 5 Changes in cumulative surface runoff
and soil loss under simulated rainfall
with additional suspended water supply
(2 weeks after the cutting weed in plot
10).
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