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1 AR E AT

, 3400 ~3440'N, 105730 ~106"30'E, 700 ~2 500 m,
500~1 000 m.
; , 7.0~120 C
39.2 C, —23.2°C =10 C  2444~3825 C 460 ~ 800 mm,
70% ~80% 7-9 . , . 1, 989 ~
1 658 mm, 685 ~78%. 1520~2313 h, 120 ~218 d.
) s 30 ~ 60 cm, . R
pH 6.5~7 5.
Quercus aliena var. acuteserrata )
. ) Populus davidiana, P. cathayensis,
Toxicodendron verniciflnum . Spiraea fritschiana, Corylus hetaophylla,
Leaspedeza formosa, Lonicera tragophylla, Neillia sinensis,
Evonymus phellomana Helwingia japonica Rosa multiflora . ,
Gramineae, Compositae, Leguminosae
1.
1
Table 1 The basic conditions of the sampling pbts
/ / / /
‘e C ) om m /% % /e
7 3225 3.0 35 10 &0 0. 44 36
10 3600 55 61 15 53 0.68 4 4
16 1725 10.2 96 12 50 0.55 4.6
23 1500 12.6 112 0 25 0.63 50
30 1 440 16.5 13 0 20 <10 0.71 4.7
30 SF 3203 13.5 119 100 <5 0.85 45
: 7,10, 16 23, 30 30SK 7, 10 16, 23, 30 30
2 HPR ik
21
. 7, 10, 16, 23 30
) 30 . 0.40 mX0.25 m
12 . ,
( ) ) ) s
; , )s
22
, ; . . 105 C ;

; (HCLOs +HNOs )

H H 5
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Figure 1 Pools of litter layers in different plots Figure 2 Propottion of different layers in different plots
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Figure 3 A ccumulation of main nutrients of litter layers
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Figure 4 Contents of main nutrients of litter layers
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C 2, 246. 955, ~300. 33%, 30 300. 334
[3
, . 23
10 16 , 23 ,
) (352.46 %),
(P<0.00D). .
30.20~53.01 t°hm °, 2.47~3.00 , 3.020
~5. 301 mm
¢ o), : §=2.6257 C+135.8 (r=0902 3, n=35). S ,
C
500 " 5 60 320 r
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& Y i 260 -
@ 120 =4 . ¢
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= 100 Lk LT
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Figure 5 Contents of C; Ash and ratio of C IN of litter lay ers Figure 6 Relation of water content and the saturate water-holding of litter
2
Table 2 Characteristics of water holding capability of the litter layers
/a /% /% /(t"hm ™) /(t"hm )
7 39 98+2.18 246.95+9 % 47710 2 30.2+2 69
10 46 8513. 60 256. 67+10. 55 7.41£0. 40 40. 58+ 4. 04
16 55 234224 280. 26+ 7.58 9.86+0. 29 50 05+3.20
23 49 34+3.71 250. 51410. 20 9.2740. 52 47 5£2.83
30 59 24257 300.33£8 35 10.45+0. 47 53 01+3.79
308F 53 202 38 352.4614.79 5.4440. 40 36 21418
: 7, 10, 16, 23, 30 30SK 7. 10 16, 23, 30 , 30
4 i
1223 ~18.78 t°hm ’, . 30
16

8 56 ~ 11.40, 0.45~0. 63
0.74~1.23 g°kg '» 30 . ;
. 158 36, .8 44, 15.92 kg°hm ’,
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L31 299 |, .
. 38.98%~59.22%  246.95% ~300. 33%, 30
59.22%  300. 33%; ,
(P<0.00D).
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Water holding capacity and nutrients of litter layers in a Pinus
tabulaeformis plantation at different ages
in Mount Xiaolong of Gansu

LU Junfeng's WANG Hui's CAO Jing’s YUAN Hongbho'
(1. College of Forestry, Gansu Agrcultural University, Lanzhou 730070, Gansw China; 2. Key Laboratory of
Arid and Grassland Agroecologys Lanzhou Univemsity, Lanzhou 730000 Gansus China)

Abstract: The standing stock, nutrient content, and water holding capacity from litter layers of a Pirus
tabulaeformis (oil pine) plantation at different ages (7, 10, 16, 23 and 30 years old) wewre compared with the
control (Querats aliena var. acutesarata secondary forest). Results showed that the plantation standing stock at
different ages ranged from 12. 23 o 18. 78 t*hm ° and was higher than that of the control. Macronutrients in the
litter layer of the plantation at different ages varied between 8 56— 11.40 g°kg ' for N, 0.45—0.63 g °kg ' for
P, and 0. 74—1.23 g"k,gi1 for K. In forest litter of the P. tabulaeformis plantation, N and P were less than
that of the control, but K was higher. The average nutrient content in forest litter of the P. tabulagfomis
plantation was 158. 36 kg"hnf2 forN, 8.44 kg"hm72 forP, and 15.92 kg hm * for K. P in the plantation was
a little less than the control; but N and K were 1.31 and 2 99 times greater; respectively. In both P.
tabulagomis and Q. aliena var. acutesenrata plantatiors, water content, ranging from 38. 98% to 59.22%,
and saturated water-holding capacity, ranging from 246. 95% to 300.33%. increased with age, and both were
maximum in the 30-year-old plantation. The average water content of the plantation was slightly less than the

secondary forest, but the saturated water-holding of the plantation was lower. [ Ch, 6 fig. 2 tab. 21 ref. ]
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