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HEH BER RKE

Gt 40k 22 BL)

B E AH#HrRZTRigkg10020RIALKET T ASHINHT, &X
A9, hp R AEHEFHTIL6CL/hm?, FHF AT FAL02t/hmPa, AT FAREE
& MEFe ik FF 5 A H62,78 t/hm?eate 3,30 t/hm?ea; & § 4 458 % 6.64t/hm?,
# 4 & H0.35 t/hm?ea,

£@E Wi, ATH, LHE, Srei
fFHESIE S567.1

B AN TUILET, 27.9°N, 119.6°E. EXHSRI7.5C, 1 HFHEB6.6°C,
7 BEHR|27.7C, EMEKEL 661 mm, sEEEKEL 000 mm, TEM214d, SIEBEE
i, BAKPTRESESRG HABLES, BREXE, BREMBERDIE FRL
WLl RN, BAEBEFRES . SETHRMKR, 2FKRnSH kL.

JEFt(Magnolia officinalis)REEH K=, BRHA—LENEBERAMZ—. RTREM
WEERH, BESEBRMALENRES, 70£/R%, HEFEAANTI 1300 hm?,
Kb mEAMERSESE 500 hm?, HEBEEFK. ITEFEIALKREVDRYHAR,
BNy EM A, URFREWEA, REKMAFT], 1990~19924EE FRTEMAL
RERBRE L AHENR, HEERERRSIY. AXREBPH—HS, HENZHREMNA
YERETTHR. AREREENT,

1 R

1.1 #MkE

W B AR A Ay BANPER = B G R T A M3 B, lyrb B, b3,
Fouk, WEE30°s Wikl 010m, EFS00m?; LIELHEIE, EEF KTFl.om, AR JE20
~30cm, LHEGEWIAE, BERFNET, BIR & &R A5.14%, £50.21%, WREKX
185 mg/kg, M5 mg/kg, WAH108 mg/kg; MiigH12(RFK204a).

W H O3, 1992-08-30
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FRUERE S E AR T, R HR, Hik19a, FIiHKER6.40 cm, iR H 8.97m, 5
0,85, PREEEEEES 580%k/hm® Pk Il RMERE REGRE, EARIEH H WK Quercus
serrata var, brevipetiolata, B4 Rhododendron simsii, FE#5%Eurya muricata, kK
Rhus chinensis, \IXGHN Litsea cubehas FEAL:BH B Pteridium aguilinum, = ¥ Miscan-
thus chinensis. ‘

1.2 MEXRSERATF

PR IR . R, BT, EESET. REN SRR, B
BRI
1.3 VBN ESRE :

1.3.1 AL BEMFARZEEYER M4 RWEE"T, WarEHAS g4 pi
L D’H Z BB BHRRER, AARER: W=aDH)*, K a, b HBRAFE.

BRBEER, RERRBSHIRE 9 RARBRENREAR, RS BEIEER"USENR
15 1R AR T, Fhb, WEL WH N8R, BT B MY RRH“ERSEE" M
“RRERARACEETIOHA A, WM., HARC(3em ML), R 1 ~ 3 ecm) R “ESEIERT4
ML ARELETSE, RERRBEE; MROER.I~1.0 cm)FZR 0.1 cm UTFOHEK
B HEHA 0 ~30cm (L2, FBRBEEE BR, BRI B RIRALE" 8RR E
AREEZE 1410 cm X 10 cm X 30 cm #4388k AR A HATI E, R 9 MBI A
WEHMRBRIMR R, B EABT PSSR T NRERA AL CCEAREEE, TR
HEMMEXEMTE,

1.3.2 #iAAFER RABEHFEFEE", el EENAREIEE S AT, A E
Pohim x1m. HHHEER, EENEEDETREHEERE. REMFRE—FERAER
T, DR R RERT .

1.4 HEAHK :

BHRAPEAR 2 B0 Fr, WRR(@OMEWD), HEHFRETHET LI EHER
(&), REWREEN e b SHEHBTZEBAK S=0.73754b-1.67 I HEMNWHEH. %L
KA RS 180, MR N0.978 7, HAE B,

1.5 SEFRBHN

B BRI ROEY AL R GERER 1 a PR3 MIRIE 50 B4 A YRz,
ARN: APy=Yn+ALy+AGN, Hrt: Yn A T~T, HHEYNAERE; ALy SEYRE &
VIR AGN B CHEMRA R, BTWE ALy f1 AGN YWEREE, Wz X PHH
BAR, BT BB APy~ Y s +Ynp+ YVg + Yyry HA Yrss Ywes Yoy Yr 4390 A
BT CEBD, Wi, MR e R, Bt ESORB TR E G A 7 B IURE CUE,
b KB E AR K

2 HREAM

2.1 HEMEKERXROBYES RSP
REHNERWER"BLHR T, RE, WK, M BRSSELYRE D 2R
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MR RS X REA N, MRRE v 570,932 E(E 1),
21 FHESEEWREEAR

Table 1 Biomass regression equations of each organ of Magnolic of ficinalis

x0M BB HF B R HEXARK
BB Wi =3.8718 x1072(D*H )0 9589 0.992 6
b3 4 Wop=2.8200 x10"2(D2H )0-9632 0.9895
T M Ws=2.8620 x10"2(D2H )0-9430 0.990 8
F A Wypi=1.0590 x102(D2H )0-778 4 0.994 2
L] # Wp=6.7207 x10"4(DeH )1 to4 2 0.9254
£ Ab Wea=3.4776 x10"4(D2H 10547 0.9365
w L : Wi=1.9519 x10"4(D2H )yt-100 7 0.968 0
L3 g 8 Ar=3.1947 x10°3(D2H )1-105 8 0.963 6
[ird # Wr=8.3080 x10-3(D2H )0.0700 0.9730
TR W ngg =5.4756 x 10" 1(D2H )2+ 120 9 0.9363
th ] W nw=2.8211 x 10" 4(D2H)1.215 1 0.9902
HoR A Wys=5.5943 x 10" 7(D2H )1e870 0 0.9374
oA A Wy,=6.7592 x1075(DrH 1258 0.960 1
FH AR Wp=7.4447 x10"3(D2H 0801 3 0.9938

FAE 1 WEERGFRER O RRERERELEY RS LWL RMLLE 2). REEK,
AR, RAEREHZ LW, BEBW, REBERN, ~RRETET 5 %, BIUREEYR
WA 2T /D, WM ERNEE"BUARBEYBRUBRIEY, X GRS

- BERBEAEHBSHBGEA, DRBREYRIEERER R,

£2 EiESELEVERNERE

Table 2 Errors between the computed values and real values of biomass

x4 W (A #WEB) B-4 MR %)
s B 337.8252 340.0070  2.1818 0.65
HNTFWs 113.146 7 139.8357 6.6890 5.02
FHW p, 15.889 4 15.863 9 -0.0255 ~0.16
WHW 15.853 6 13.9227 -1.9307 -12.18
HAW py 3.8761 : 3.5686 -0.3075 ~7.93
WL 2.864 6 2.7700 ~0.094 6 ~3.30
PR Ay 92.1123 88.8903 -3.2220 ~3.50
WHRWn 50.246 7 50.114 7 -0.1320 ~0.26
BB Wey 11.054 5 12.2101 1.155 6 10.45
R W rep 9.061 2 , 9.0031 ‘ ~0.0581 ~0.64
MR vs 1.776 3 2.0135 0.2372 13.35
R p, 2.943 8 2.9314 -0.0124 -0.42
TR W e 24.4856 24.3774 -0.1082 ~-0.44

2.2 MRS EVRESE
2.2.1 o ihE FEMRMEYREBHTARE, BAR, EAZIWHH . 3K
WsE, 1944 BN 71,16 t/hm?, Hrp KRR 588,226 (% 3 ),
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23 BN HKSED R (t/bm)

Table 3 Biomass of Magnolia of ficinalis forest plantation

% H £ kB I S EAER & i

E Y R 62.78 5.65 2.73 71.16
B ¥(%) 88.22 7.94 3.84 100

2.2.2 fFRELHT ENRFABENER. ENCAERGSY, BRFEMEENS HH
BHENYREER—EHRAS RIS ENASAN. RTEWREKR, Jv37.00t/hm?,
ERARBEYRAS9.56%. UTHFERBR. HE. S (E 4).

B4 BHFARZETEWEG/hm)

Table 4 Biomass of every organ of tree stratum

% H W F H R B oo ®OE P
& B 37.39 6.64 2.70 0.77 15.28 62.78
B3 (%) 59.56 10.58 4.30 1.23 24.13 100

BEAERAHE, HMUR+TSEE, HEEEHE 0 ~40cm LEH, AR, MMRE
MAELE, Hit, EMREZSENBEYRLH, DURER, /MR ERE DS LAR
WER(RLEL 5.

£5 BIFARMTHSEHRG/hm®)

Table 5 Biomass of subterranean organs of tree stratum

W H @ # N i) B i3 H i3 i3 # & it
£ YR 0.78 1.43 2.31 1.84 8.92 15.28
HE8(%) 5.13 9.36 15.11 12,02 58.38 100

EM ey BRERERDIIERRER(NE 6), B/MIERKRER F 2.31ke, T
£6 TEEZEHEWRKe

Table 6 Biomass of the tree with different DBH

Wi B T ) B L %
wat AE
(em)  RWFH L) k2] 532 HER  HBE  PHE
3.5 1.3131 0.3228 0.1328 0.0620 .0.414 4 - 0.0112 0.0287 2.2850
4.4 2.5173 0.4939 0.0910 0.0410 1.8437 —_ 0.0455 0.036 9 5.0693
5.3 3.4458  0.6930 0.1238 0.0616 1.3062 0.0067 0.0638 0.0542 5.7551
6.4 9.9154 0.9606 0.7935 0.2686 2.3149 0.0460 0.1865 0.1819 14.667 4
7.4 9.7546 1.6861 0.3921 0.2009 4.5243 0.1930 0.1007 0.1919 17.045 6
8.9 14.0361 2.1800 2.067 9 0.6611 4.7147 0.1824 0.5743 0.5495  24.966 0
9.6 16.9447 2.1955 1.0422 0.3807 6.9366 0.3188 0.417 6 0.297 6 28.5237
11.5 26.6400 3.6574 2.3870 0.9312 9.7379 0.4264 0.6190 0.5902  44.9891
13.3  32.6%903 3.7001 4.9452 1.2690 13.7143 0.6030  0.9248 0.9337 58.780 4
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BokBR AR EWASS.78 ke, RAHW5HE, BEEKE K, BALR/MEFHE 10 cm,
FIEE k156, MASEXHRS, EERHTEREELR, BARMNEKHS. &
TR RIERBAF T, RITAN, WSIAENRA S FUNREE F I, BHE %, WHE
AWAEREMS, FRRERKSHED R,
2.3 BHESHSEER

19454 BAMK T4 4EGRA 44 017 kg/hm> F YR, b5 AR E J3 304 kg/hm?, %4
A H82.25% (E 7)) T ARBEHR UM TS E BB K, H1 967 kg/hm?.a, 559.54%;
B e 7y 350 kg/hm?ea, 510.59% (WL 8 ). BIA L H I MR AR S 8R4 3K 14
0 B IR

®1 BMHHYTEHEEFER (ke/hm'ea)

Table 7 Average net production of the stand

)& 7.8 Ei N #MooR RS WifEY

4 it
IR - 3304 298 144 271 4017
o B(%) 82.25 7.42 3.58 6.75 100

8 FARBEMHFEZE(kg/hm’.a)
Table 8 Average net production of tree stratum

mon WT¥H ok o W "R &
& 1967 350 142 41 804 3 304
T8 (%) 59.54 10.59 4:30 1.24 24.33 100

FEAMTERSH BSEMNGEFRRBRTHED . BALREN, HH R 4, HEG
HHELFBRWZHFEMT R R,
W =0,208 74g"%%%°
W =4,3210G""*°
IRERR, MNREARILE% XA E B, W R e AN P R 2ok
7, EEMEEEELBTERSZEEIMRR.
2.4 WiveyreREN
AR REW E BB LT ARBZETRARS S EEY RN LMBE M. P
FEREHNTRNT BN Y R ST B R R BRI
HREA W EY RSB TH 9.
£ HEXRANNEWERDSKE

Table @ DBiomass 'and distibution of every type of Magnolia of ficinalis trces

- Ay Rt Hf M TSR TS B

AR e
(kg) W F b Foodb o R R & 5t

ANAN S 44.11 57.64 7.22 1.38 8.28 25.47 100

LI 18.89 59.45 8.53 - 1.63 7.73 22.65 100

TR 4.37 55.45 11.51 0.91 3.90 28.13 100
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BEI W, REREK I REMEYRERBE, LERER, PERKZ, TERE
s SHWLHIR0:4: 1L ENERERNSIRILFABEHBER, TERBBRMH LH/N,
TAFRRLAR, XEERE TERRARMERHZERTSIRE,

AERBEYREESTE, 3HRBEMTEYESRBEENR YNGR, HE
BARBEHR, TERE. HEMETSHAERER LERBRIEEEEME# T P L
¥ B BHAEBRRRNEHAK E—BR, PEAR, TERBEMRELS, HILEHBE
(R LD AEYRHH R, SRMSRLE, REAR, TERHMRERRAGEN, RHIE

ATET R 4o

12 ( ;
10l l
9}
s}
€]
5
4t
3}
2}
1k
0
LY/ ky Bl sl BTkt
1 AREABEAG>ELH ‘
Fig.1 Yield structure of every type of Magnolia of ficinalis
3 &

3.1 EHUEEMMIEDERFREIDRAR, BAmMoSRGEM, BHSERRNE
PPEREARSEY BEEERENEE, FEERRENET5%, RN & EA A
HAYRREE AN,

3.2 WLET19a B8 B4y & A71.16 t/hm?, SEHREF R H4.02 t/hm?a, Hf
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T RE& Y8 H62.78 t/hm?, HeWKEEYBENSS.22% FrRERRKTH, WE M.
M MRS 559.66%, 10.58%, 4.30%, 1.23%, 24.33%. #E%HEEY AR,
3.3 HEARRM/PMERLE TFHRERR, HAEYBMFREDEIHBRM. NEHBHF R, LB
FIMMEBILE, WBEHE™BERNAAE, NMBEFR K,
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Si Jinping (Science and Technology Committee of Jingning County, Zhejiang
Province, Jingning 323500, PRC), Tao Rongming, Cheng Debiao, Wu
Changhui. On the Biomass of Magnolia officinalis Forest.-Plantation. ] Zhejiang

For Coll, 1993, 10(2): 162~168

Abstract: This paper studies the biomass of Magnolia officinalis plantation at
19-old-year in Jingning County, The results showed as follows: The stand
had the biomass of 71,16 tons per hectare in which tree stratum and bark
made up 62,78 and 6,64 tons per hectare respectively, and had averzge net
production capacity of 4,02 tons per hectazre in which the respective value
of tree stratum znd bark were 3,30 and 0,33 tons per hectare.

Key words: Magnolia officinalis; forest plantation; hiomass; net production



