AT oM F IR F 4R 2001, 18(4); 354 ~358
Joumal of Zhgiang Forestry (Dllege

1000-5692 (2001)04-0354-05

wwA, BRD, BRF, HIR, FEW

(1. . 353001; 2. . 350003

s AFRT PERIRILIERBA THIE, AMLL $hUF A 53T 832 (Rt )
L ERBE RGN EAMERE /., R EYW, HB2 T2 ERFH REDE R HRLY
40. 0 42, FAREFotk THAE A4 F5 A K 61 117 t°hm A= 1. 598 t *hm % A 3844 128 4
fEFnd 448, HE THEBFEGFAEKR T AR 28 715, HFRENFAK T RAMBH
105. 245, +h FAHL#MAY R AT G 3.0 45, 43 Ghbdi LB 822, A 484 0883 t°hm .
s, EEARIRIE I E BHAMA M EOR LR R AR R £ FAKS. A4 512

s BHARAR BREAN MG, HLF M ARG R AhE A5

. S755 . A
. 19 C 7
39.8 G 76.6 C (1983 7 23 ), 1 628 2 mm,
4~6 52.2%, . ,
C>1 mm 45% ), . 44. 65%,
58.93% (1983 ). , ,
. , 20 80
[1] .
[2~4
1 R HEE I
11
Pinus massoniana . 5~25 cm, 5% ~10%,
. 2001-05-28; . 2001-08-29

(1972—),



18 4 355
Arundinella hirta Dicranopteris dichotoma 1984 )
) (60 cm X 50 em><X 40 cm) ,
Lespaleza bicolor, () 225~300 kg *hm 2 . .
( ) 0. 50, ,
0. 30, ,
1.2
, 01, . s
. , (0~20 cm) 05~43gkg s 0.04~0.16 ¢
ke !
1
Table 1 Description of study sites and growth of Pinus massoniana
/ , / / / / /
& ¢ ¢ “hm?» an m m’ (m**hm™ ®
NE30 25 16 2972 Q0 85 8.2 7.5 0.020 2 62 237
NE35 12 20 925 Q020 317 0.8 3.949E— 4 03653
2 BR i
2000 6 20 m>X20 m 3,
) 3 s 1m I}
. NN . , . 2 em).
(1.0~2 0 cem)+ (0.5~1.0 en)- 0.2~0.5 ecm) 0.2 cm) )
[5~7 10]
, 5 I mX 1m .
, ( ) ( ) ,
b . 5
20 anX 20 cm , s s
1 s,
2a ( 2a )s
8a 24 178
3 EXRGM
31
, 2047  hm
8 2 an, 75
m, 530 , 170.4 085 C 1,

32



2001 12

356
. . 4.0 .
> > > >, > > > > ( 2)
3093% 13.43% 43.90% 21.15%,
55. 64 % 34.95% ( 2). .
[5.9
[2~4]
2
Table 2 Biomass and ratio of average tree of Pinus massoniana
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Table 3 Bionmass composition of community

/ (t"hm™2) / (t°hm™ 2
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Change of biomass and productivity of Pinus massoniana community
after closing of hillsides and management in serious eroded red soil

XIE Jin-sheng', HUANG Rong-zhen's CHEN Yinxiu's YANG Yu-sheng', WANG Wei-ming’
(1. College of Forestry, Fujian Agriculture and Forestty Univesity, Nanping 353001, Fujian China;

2. Fujian Soil and Water Conservation Experimental Station, Fuzhou 350003, Fujian, China)

Abstract: The biomass and productivity of Pinus massoniana community by closing of hillsides and management to

facilitate afforestation were studied in subtropical granite red soil seriously eroded area. The results showed that

after closing of hillsides and management to facilitate afforestation, the biomass of Pinus massoniana average trees
was 40. 0 times as high as control, the order of biomass was trunk™> branch™ root>> leaf> bark, but the control s
biomass orderwas leal™ trunk™ branch™ oot bark. The biomass of tree stratum and undewgrowth were 61. 117 t °
hm 2 and 1.598 t *hm 2, they were 128.4 times and 4. 4 times as high as control; the bryophyte emerged in the

R —2 . . . .
forestry land and its biomass was 0. 883 t°hm . The mean anmual net increment of Pinus massoniana community

were 28. 7 times as high as contwl, tree stratum were 105. 2 times and undergrowth were 3. 0 times. After closing

of hillsides and management to facilitate afforestation the ratio of the biomass restoring and productivity were higher

than control in the seriously eroded area, this measure was worth using and spreading.

Key words: soil erosion; Pinus massoniana; fertilizing; closed forests; artificial forcing regeneration; biomass;

poductivity



