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1 AARX I

102752'02"F; 172~2347.4 m, 5~35. .
) 1 050 mm, (5 10 )s
75%. 21. 4%, Pinus
VUNNANEnSis, Pinus armandi, Euaabphtus, Alnus sibirica, Cunninghamia
laceolata Coriaria nepalensis, Comus kousa var. angustata, Rhododendron
molle Euvpatorium adenophorum, Eremopogon delavayi, Heteropogon contortus
Castanea mollissima , Amygdalus persioa, Diospyros kaki, Prunus salidna
2 FR
2004 11 ,
21
1810 m, NW4s°, 22° ;
0.5, ; 1 850 m, NW40', 22
, 0.7, ; Dodonaea visoa 1 860 m,
NW60', 28 : ; 1 840 m, NW35’,
22 . 90% 1825m
; 1 840 m, 12°
22
30 min, 5~10 min ( s 140
@& C  6~8h) ( )s ;
s 3 2mX3m
) , 30 min, 5 ~10 min ( ),
8 C  6~8h) ( s
s 3 I mX1m .
; 8 C  6~8h), (
), 8~10h , 5~ 10 min ,
. = = /
; = /
23
i , . [ 10]
3 30 anX50 em , .
( ) ; ® C  6~8h),
( ) [y
, ( ) ; 6~8h

b

35.42 km’, 24°32'00" ~24°37'38"N, 102°47'21" ~
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an ’ D 1.1 m.,
o (t'hm ) = X 10 000 m” X (m); =
%10 000 m” X (m), L 1m ( ) ., 60cm
40 ~60 an s 40 ~60 cm
’ 4 h’ b
8 h, H - / ’
=[(  8h — — )/ ] X 100; = 4h
— — ] < 1005 = -
3 #RE9H
31
¢ D (202.41 t°hm ~ >
(62.33 t*hm ~ > (43,31 t*hm ~)> (18 11 t*hm ). 1 .
(173.35 t°hm ), (217.75 t°hm ), (46. 1%,
(59.7%) ;
’ Table 1 Moisture-holding capacity of vegetation for different community types
2693t “hm . 34.44 t °hm ; ; ;
3020, 38. 6%; (t°hm™2) (t°hm™2) (t°hm~2) /% /%
62 33 26.93 344 30.2 38.6
s s 202. 41 173. 35 217 51 46. 1 59.7
(13.0%) 18. 11 271 513 13.0 24.6
(4. 6%) 331 297 50 6.4 11.3
. 0
C
6.4% 11.3%. 10d 2
(P=0.93>0.05), (P=0.00<0.0D).
32
2
Table 2 Moisture-holding capacity of litter for different community types
., ’ / / /
1383 t°hm 75 B (thm ) /% (hm™2) /% (thm )
’ 11. 18 t°hm 5 13. 83 43 2 5.98 136. 5 18. 88
7.76 t°hm 2; 1. 18 46 7 5.22 157.6 17. 62
i 107 t*hm 2 ( 7.76 591 4.59 119. 8 11.72
2) 1.07 18 2 0.19 253.1 2.70
’ | 10d 22 C
(P=0. 00<
0.0D). , 2 ,
(59. 1% > 46. 7% > (43.2% >
(18.29). s ) )
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(253. 1% )> (157. 6% )> 136. 5% > 119. 8%).
2 : . .
. 18 88t°hm . 17.62 t°hm 1172 t*hm
2.70 t*hm .
33
3 . (1.56 t*hm ) ,
20.97 %, 18 32%. (19. 81%)
(19.63%) . ,
; 38. 17 %, 29. 60%,
(38.42%) (39.13%) . 2
3
Table 3 Moisture-holding capacity of wil in different il managements
/ (t'm ™) /% /% /% /% / (t°hm~?)

1. 40 19 81 38 42 4. O 49 19 5410.9

1. 33 19 63 39. 13 4. 34 47 19 5197.9

1. 38 9.90 31 83 3.9 41 76 4593.6

1. 43 12 34 2850 3. 68 47 23 51953

1. 41 20 97 38 17 3.9 49 75 54731

1. 56 18 32 2. 60 3.9 45 81 5039. 1

10d , 2T
3 , : (5473.1 t°hm “ > (5 410.9
t'hm ) > (5197.9 t*hm ~ > (5195.3 t°hm ~ > (5039.1 t°hm ~ >
(4593.6 t*hm ). .
(P=0. 00=0. 01), (P=0. 000, 01),
3 , ( @,

4 H5IS ‘

Table 4  Water storage of soil in different soil managements

’ / (t*hm™2) /(t"hm™2)
5464 2 5203.23
N N 5433 03 5473. 10
4610 45 5039. 10
,
b
5 .
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Moisture-holding capacity of different plant cover
types in the Jianshan River drainage area

LONG Wu's YANG Yun-hua’, WANG Ke-gin', LI Jian-zeng’, LI Bao-rong’s LI Yun-jiao’
(1. Envionmental Science and Technology Department Southwest Forestry College, Kumming 650224, Yunnan,
China; 2. Water Conservancy Bureau of Yuxi Citys Yuxi 653100, Yunnan, China; 3. Water Conservancy Bureau of
Chengjiang County, Chengjiang 652500, Yunnan China)

Abstract; In order to find forest types with better moisture-holding capacity, to logically adjust the forest structure,
and to maximize forest use in the Jianshan River drainage area, moisture-holding capacity of vegetation, litter, and
soils fiom six different land cover types, namely, a Pinus yunnanensis secondary forest, a Cunninghamia lanceolata
secondary forest, a shrub forest, terraced fields farmland on sopes, and moor, were compared. Moisture-holding
capacity of the vegetation and litter were determined with immersion mensuration, while the soil moisture-holding
capacity was established as the product of soil porosity and soil thickness of the land. Results showed that there were
significant differences (P<Z0.01) in moisture-holding capacities for vegetation, litter, and soils of different land
cover types. Moisture-holding capacities were in the following order: temaced field (5 473.1 t*hm >)>> Pimus
yunnanensis secondary forest (5464.2 t*hm ) = Cumninghamia lanceolata secondary forest (54330 t*hm *)
> moor (5203.2t*hm *)>> famland on slopes (5039, 1t°hm >) > shrub forest (4 610.5 t*hm ). [ Ch, 4
tab. 12 ref. ]

Key words. . forest ecology; vegetation types; moisture-holding capacity; the Jianshan River drainage area



