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PMEEE. M SN T REE AR
TiESEE R
iR, EEEY, & B e ', R, hRaEmtd,
BT, WAL, Al

(L ZRAtMll K2 b2k T 5 SRR 24 BE , BIRTL /R 1500405 2. ZRAUMOL KRS BMAE YA S E T
R E, BRI BRI 1500405 3. ZRdbMol K2 Mok A= W dil 28 3 TR .G, BT BRI
150040; 4. bl K 2% BIRITAMIEGE Y BAESA R E SRS, BIRIT BIREE 1500405 5. L FHITE
K2F LR AP, 10T YRBA 110000)

WE: (B8] LEAABEZ LEMAEDATHREKGFFREEY, st R. REAHET2EA. KA S E0
RBRAEE B LIER AR, [ FE ] AR LKRF TN A RAN, RI0~20 cm &9 & & L3E,
M E EEF HH (Glu). BEF U (Gal). REAE B (Mur) & 23 SR (TA) REH54, i+ AR AR £ 403
HARB A ERAL, BIAARSH . TESI . TESMONMARAH T LEREBN EZR EZRALTREE,
[#R] OXEFHHHE. DEFE, LERER, DEIAABR IS LELARAEsH. LELFEPLER
MBERE,HRFEHX (P<0.05); QI EHHH. LEFIE, LERER, LRIAABRESHE 2 bBH

5 3 a2

Pinus tabuliformis var. mukdensis € 202 % fiAA% (P<0.01); XER 4., LEF B, LBEERLABREIH S EE
M Quercus mongolica € Z{A 2. % A%k (P<005); XEHHHE. LELZRALBR TS HE & 5 Phellodendron
amurense. &4 %4 Lonicera maackii. #MM Juglans mandshurica 143 B & EAR % (P<<0.05); EIEF 4. L3R
BB RN AN 5 H 5 TR Acer negund B4 R F EAR X (P<0.05), AW LI Zihmk, EEHER
A TFRABERE, mE8, Hob, 2RBL AMWA A TRERABORE, OF L5 M5 AN A ERAix
R RIRARRF 5 B TRAZL (35.4%) 233 T AT S Ik (6.4%) Ao ZIEIALIIT (17.2%). [ 258 ] @it 3§ hoik
rhl . BRZA . R ERBMERAT R A BB B O S, PR RRA TR BRSO R R, dEmE
THERRB AR, B2ET 524

KR AP S AR, AP E SRR REIACKHT; RHARAE
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Effects of tree species importance, diversity and soil physicochemical
properties on soil amino sugars
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Northeast Forestry University, Harbin 150040, Heilongjiang, China; 4. Heilongjiang Provincial Key Laboratory of
Ecological Utilization of Forestry-based Active Substances, Northeast Forestry University, Harbin 150040,
Heilongjiang, China; 5. Experimental Center, Shenyang Normal University, Shenyang 110000, Liaoning, China)

Abstract: [Objective] Soil amino sugars are specific markers of soil microbial death residues, and play an
important role in soil carbon and nitrogen sequestration. This study aims to explore the impact mechanism of
tree species diversity and dominant tree species importance on soil amino sugars. [Method] The experimental
forest farm of Northeast Forestry University was taken as the research sample, and 0 — 20 cm surface soil was
used to measure glucosamine (Glu), galactosamine (Gal), muramic acid (Mur) and total amino sugar (TA). The
diversity index of tree species and important values (IV) of dominant tree species were calculated. The main
factors and contribution affecting soil amino sugars were determined through correlation analysis, redundancy
analysis, and variance decomposition analysis. [Result] (1) The contents of Glu, Gal, Mur, TA were
significantly positively correlated with those of total nitrogen (TN), electrical conductivity (EC), and organic
carbon in soil (P<<0.05). (2) The contents of Glu, Gal, Mur, TA were significantly negatively correlated with IV
of Pinus tabulaeformis var. mukdensis (P<<0.01). The contents of Glu, Gal, TA were negatively correlated with
IV of Quercus mongolica (P<<0.05). The contents of Glu and TA were significantly positively correlated with
IV of Phellodendron amurense, Lonicera maackii, and Juglans mandshurica (P<<0.05), while the contents of
Ga, Mur and TA were significantly positively correlated with IV of Acer negundo (P<<0.05). Redundancy
analysis found that Pinus tabuliformis var. mukdensis and Q. mongolica were not conducive to the accumulation
of amino sugars, while 4. negundo, Phellodendron amurense, L. maackii, and J. mandshurica were conducive
to the accumulation of amino sugars. (3) Variance decomposition analysis showed that the contribution of IV of
tree species to changes in soil amino sugar content (35.4%) was significantly higher than that of tree species
diversity (6.4%) and soil physical and chemical properties (17.2%). [Conclusion] The rich diversity of tree
species maintained by increasing tree species such as A. negundo, L. maackii, Phellodendron amurense and J.
mandshurica can better promote the accumulation of amino sugars in soil and improve soil carbon and nitrogen
sequestration capacity. [Ch, 2 fig. 7 tab. 24 ref.]

Key words: species diversity; important value of tree species; soil properties; soil amino sugars

TEVIAERSN R, ASUH 6 PR W R A Tl A s sl B A ALY BTk, JCI% e S 3
et/ DO R SRy IS ISR (S I &S QR TG et 7/ PS8 2 ks o e w2 S VWA e A (e o A B /L T 3 A S
Xt A LB ] [ A7 AR R A BT S, ASREAL LA 20 T ML T ) A i A i ol A et I LR
KBTI . AW P R E B T AR IR R R S A AR . RN B O A, AT
5 PR YT AR AL S IR BE S, G AR YR T R B AR DB I, R A
BE TR R B 25 5 R E 0 2 IR E MR B R B U, JOERGENSEN “5 5 i . 76 R 3ERUEY)
B S RE ) 26 FESENE, ERZEIFERAL T B MOBERR | HERHESE 4 Fh e 5
B, ELASARE £ 2 T H AL T B, MRERR 2277 T 20 R A B Y ISR

RNV A WU A7 T K 4% B BAEHID . e e o L B A LN AR AAE /e ie sk, i
/A 1) A HUBORIRT RIS TSR, Sy nT AR B A AR SR T, DA T e 2 4 1€ (] ik
WA R, FER A LA RE AR SIERCEWAH AR R R R RO R
FCH S, WEYRE AR TS, XS R EOR LR I AU A e . A, fE SR
SRRz iy, EIMR RN A AR R Y A AU BEE i E AR B i R e, R E
BEVE N AR SR I T TSI REZ W o PR, 2 B E O TP 25 AR S RGP R B vt
LIAHURY ST, (HESER RS . AR R Z A LG AR SARIBCAL ] i A, 5 Jeik
A 3 31 R — R M DR B R N - R
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ABETORG B T A1 | DS b T (R R T MU ALK Rk, SR AR R b 2 4
Ph AN TE DS b B S S AR PR IR 30 M REHLAY T A M A R 452, CIRT [l 5 LR R 2]
R OB FhZ AR LRI AR b o 2B AN o] 52 ) LS e B 0 B @5 LI PE U LE , 2Rl 2
FEVEIL S AU ol B 2 (R0 L S A S B AR R 0 DTk B 7

1 AR T %

1.1 AR R BUAE 7 ik

FE 1A T R R VLA IS R T 7 D X R Ul R A7 SE 3 bk 3% (45°42'~45°44'N, 127°35'~127°39'E),
MK 136~140 m, AL FEIRAFEIRIEE T 5K, SR A 3.6 C, HFHIEKEN 600.0 mm, JiA4:
TR A Ulmus pumila SRR, T 20 tH4D 60 4RI AT N TAME, & BRI E S, AARIR
AR o TSR R N E A IR A Larix gmelinii . 55 T ¥ Syringa reticulata, Ty
Pinus sylvestris . W BE Phellodendron amurense. Wi . KMl Fraxinus mandshurica. 1 8k #k Juglans
mandshurica. 5¢ Bk Quercus mongolica. 2 IM¥S Pinus tabuliformis var. mukdensis . 448 2%.4& Lonicera
maackii . W Acer negundo ZEFTHEA 20 Z R,

FESCE M I O X S ST 1 B 7.2 hm? (300 m x 240 m) A7k Ak, 3T 2018 4F 8 K5 HAl 40
720 MFEJT (10 m <10 m), BMEDT T A RAREY) (W2 =1 em) Befhor28, it mk . MES
JE L TR TR R MR DA SRR B REAR AR 2B N TR AT 720 MR 40 R
9 M OCHERIFRARSCHY AR AL . 2018 4F 8 HTEREAFEr Ol FHFZ 7 CHLZ 1 m IR R m Ay 4%, R
£ 0~20 om IREE LIEREAN, T AL 20 B 30, 52 K0 T WOR AR YA A RS R HTB REAILBE
it 60 H -0, RO, IS R aE AR AL 1 30 AFEHL Y HAE, I T I A A Ak
A pH KT,

1.2 TEBAERMESERENNE

T A PR (SOC) R FE K IR F AN AL, IR (TN) R AP PR E Bk e, g
B (pH) IR EE T E OK R R 50 1), 3 5K (EC) SR A HL Sk "),

I SE B BCR oK, 2alifb)s, AU EIERENE, % 0.4 ¢ HHEFEA S 10 mL 6
mol- L™ #H/2 T 105 °C T/Kf#, i IBEANA 100 uL LB (NAR), THRH pH W £ 6.6~6.8, BL.OI LT
W, FHRET IR oK B sk Y, B.ORERRMAN, 7845 C FTHATN) W+, A1
mL HEEK A 100 uL P47 2 (N-FAEZCEHIATHE . MGIeN), Vi TR EATRTAE LA SOR (5 ke 27,
R MRS b5 LR W AT (Glu), PSR (Gal), MUSERR (Mur). BLGUIEHE (TA). ATH)H/8 SUA
(GIWTA)., FFUBH S A (Gal/TA) . HIEERR/ 45 30 (Mur/TA).

1.3 MR ESHEERMNMEZENITE

P Hy v - SE U 5 7 T A b ) Shannon-Wiener 841 . Simpson #5841, Patrick 3= & & 15
#. Pielou ¥ o) 4. K4 WANG S5 (9 07 b H B AE Jy i A A A S A0 . ARG 22 B8 L RH X A3 FAH
PORTE i
1.4 HiESH

B Gt 5#r % A SPSS 22.0 #kfF, 218 A Origin 2018 F1 Canoco 5.0 #{f. v F Pearson #H5& 7
223 B A e S N o i 0 B0 R e PR R B AR OGP o R U7 22 43 1 (variance partitioning) . TUAR 43 A
(RDA) F1ZE K P K56 (Monte Carlo Hypothesis Testing) ff bt T3 HAL M . AE ZFEPEFE R . 9 MR
() AN IR R ST 5 &

2 HERGHT
2.1 TEBEAMRNFHSEEEGRNTESERERESH

& L. 30 AR L % 0 pH. A LA AT 4 & 4 5 A 30.69~101.43 ps-cm™'
4.87~6.71, 14.42~100.31 g-kg' Fl 0.34~2.31g-kg™'c #F Hi "' Shannon-Wiener 5§ %L . Simpson g %1 .
Pielou ¥4 5 #& 45 #UFN Patrick & B£ 45 #0535 24 0~2.12, 0~0.86. 0~0.92 Fl1 1.00~10.00, ¥J{H 535 K
1.24, 0.61., 0.73 #115.63,
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Table 1  Soil physicochemical index values and diversity index values of tree species in 30 plots

. Shannon- Pielou Patrick X Shannon- Pielou Patrick
R/ -Vl i . R/ | 2R i
RS (%S_Eli:, pH fiwi (%kﬂ,l) Wiener SI%H;I;;(OD W FEE | BT (%sij') pH ﬁ?{Lﬁ?ﬁ (%jk : Wiener sim ?bﬁﬁ( R
i - S O i AR T

1 46.92  6.14 2465 0.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 17 39.12 552 3243 178 175 0.80 0.90 7.00
2 46.74 617 1763 0.71 0.67 0.48 0.97 2.00 18 76.15 6.60 24.66  1.13 1.17 0.63 0.84  4.00
3 41.65 576 2310 092 1.07 0.65 0.98 3.00 19 64.39 580 48.87 153 0.41 0.24 0.59 2.00
4 4490 596 26.14  0.67 1.16 0.56 0.72 5.00 20 75.88 622 6129  0.59 1.59 0.69 0.76 8.00
5 97.67 548 4192 101 1.77 0.76 0.77  10.00 21 9536 6.24 6842 178 131 0.68 0.81 5.00
6 3079 586 1442 0.70 0.24 0.12 0.35 2.00 22 7070 6.71 28.81 211 1.58 0.75 0.88 6.00
7 43894 5.06 10031 1.79 1.70 0.79 0.88 7.00 23 10143 623 5675 154 1.19 0.65 0.86 4.00
8 4331 579 3880  1.50 1.25 0.70 0.90 4.00 24 4939 628 2731 1.37 121 0.63 0.75 5.00
9 36.16 502 3823 1.6l 1.44 0.65 0.74 7.00 25 56.65 596 4560 134 0.73 0.42 0.66 3.00
10 57.18 538 3756 116 1.20 0.62 0.75 5.00 26 76.50 621 57.60 178 2.00 0.85 0.91 9.00
11 3069 586 1979 0.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 27 68.02 552 69.13 182 1.59 0.74 0.76 8.00
12 5774 487 3429 097 1.30 0.68 0.81 5.00 28 4771 589 3118 167 1.14 0.46 0.49  10.00
13 55.11 528 4261 120 1.47 0.71 0.75 7.00 29 6048 623 4027 231 1.84 0.82 0.88 8.00
14 69.02 632 2948 192 1.81 0.77 0.82 9.00 30 5649 598 4695 192 212 0.86 0.92  10.00

15 5543 565 5068  0.34 1.66 0.79 0.93 6.00 | B 59.54 587 4122 133 1.24 0.61 0.73 5.63
16 79.58  6.08 5778 120 0.97 0.87 0.54 6.00

WA TR WA E M (R 2), ik EE(EHEATT O AR, SRR AN . BB M
B KR, BB . SEER . SRS . SARZAA . M. AT WS X 9 Rl AR )
FHAIEHR th R B AMKU K I 0.17) . #4E (0.14) . S #R (0.10). BBk (0.10). B (0.09). 4
LA (0.08), FRHEZIMAR (0.07). FEFHS (0.06 ). BRI (0.04),

T2 0N HEMMAEBHHEERE

Table 2 Important values of tree species index in 30 plots

PSS TR if K o wmx z;m ks BB B BT Tﬂf Kb 5 ff%nﬂmz %;M@ ikt SR
1 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17 0.00 0.00 0.14 030 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.26 0.08
2 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18 0.00 0.00 048 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00
3 049 0.00 032 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.87
4 0.07 040 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20 0.00 0.00 029 0.23 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.11 0.24
5 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.11 020 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.00 21 0.00 0.00 0.00 043 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.13
6 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.00 22 0.00 0.00 047 0.00 0.11 0.10 0.00 0.24 0.00
7 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.07 0.00 0.00 23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 039 000 0.17 0.22
8 0.00 0.00 031 0.00 024 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 24 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29
9 0.52 0.00 0.12 0.09 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.12 0.00 25 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24

10 0.53 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.14 0.00 26 0.00 0.00 0.16 042 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.00 0.11
11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 27 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.09 0.00 0.19 0.05 0.15 o0.11
12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.30 0.00 28 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.13 0.05 030 0.00 0.06 0.05
13 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.32 0.27 29 0.00 0.00 0.00 039 0.11 0.14 0.07 0.00 0.13
14 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 020 0.08 0.00 0.14 0.05 30 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.29 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.14 0.06
15 0.00 0.40 022 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.12 0.08 Y 006 007 017 0.14 004 008 0.10 009 0.10
16 029 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.14 0.09 0.10 0.00

e 3 Frs . 30 ANFEM - A A5 /0 50 0.41~1.15 g- kg™, 2EFLBER 0.13~0.49 g-kg ', iU BE
2 h 0.02~0.1 g-kg ' MEFHE N 0.59~1.74 g-kg ' T IEGEIME . LT . JOBE IR R A TR 04T
IEIE M 0.79, 033, 0.06 F11.17 g-kg'
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Table 3 Values of soil amino sugar indexes in 30 plots
RF b BTN U MRER S aUH AR RN RRERRY || AR LR PR S A PRI TRERR/
Z (grkeg (g kg gk (grkgh) BEHRNE LEINE DA T (ke (g ke (gkg ) (grkg) MEHNE UL R
1 044 014 0.04 0.62 0.70 0.23 0.07 17 063 023 0.03 0.89 0.71 0.26 0.03

2 041 015 003 059 069 026 005 |18 077 034 006 116 066 029  0.05
3051 021 004 076 067 028 005 |19 096 044 006 146 066 030  0.04
4 042 017 003 06l 068 027 005 |20 105 041 005 151 069 027 003
5 076 036 006 1.19 064 031 005 |21 104 042 007 153 068 028 005
6 044 013 004  0.60 072 021 006 |22 105 049 007 16l 065 030 005
7097 048 009 154 063 031 006 |23 091 032 007 130 070 024  0.06
8 079 037 007 123 064 030 006 |24 094 043 007 144 066 030  0.05
9 099 037 007 143 069 026 005 |25 092 039 007 139 066 028  0.05

10 069 028 005 102 068 027 005 |26 103 040 008 151 068 026 005

11 047 014 005 066 072 021 007 |27 100 039 008 147 068 027  0.05

12 051 019 005 075 068 025 007 |28 08 037 007 133 066 028 005

13 081 033 005 120 068 028 005 |29 115 049 010 174 066 028  0.05

14 089 043 007 138 064 031 005 |30 103 046 009 157 065 029  0.05

15 050 021 002 073 068 029 003 |¥MH 079 033 006 117 068 027  0.05

16 070 027 006 104 068 026  0.06

22 TEBAUMRSTHESEERESBEXEST

H1E 4 I 3R ELRE M A LA A0 S e % 3 S HILAR T i SO 3 AU T )
BRI IEAE (P<0.01), 3B ZUREAIIREE IR 5 4398 S0A HLAR 0T 1 43 B0FN 38 4 UM i
Wl 2 IEAOC (P<<0.01), 513k 3R B E IEMC (P<0.05). 13 pH 52 FLHE+5 R34 0 W 3 40 ¢
KFRo

x4 TEEUERSTESERERESHREXME

Table 4 Correlation coefficients between soil amino sugar contents and soil properties

TIEPALIERT  EAEAIRE EAREILE MOBERR  SESENE EURAINE SRS RIS MR A

R 0.486%* 0.448* 0.367%  0.476%* —0.264 0.305 -0.199
PR 0.196 0.197 0.075 0.194 -0.053 0.104 —0.155
S LR 0.566%* 0.534%*  0.528%*  (0.563%* -0.301 0.318 —0.145
£ 0.780%* 0.773%*  0.791%%  0.791%* —0.457* 0.427* -0.070

PEEH . * P<<0.05; ** P<<0.01,

23 WHEHEESHESREERESBHEXES T

H# 5 A% : Shannon-Wiener #8405 &L MM . ZLFFU0E | B SNE RN & 3L ZUIE/ B E S
T TEARDC (P<<0.01), 55 M ME IR R 2 8 4 W/ S 20 M 00 35 TR AR OC (P<<0.05), 55 MU BE MR/ G 2 FEWE I
EAE (P<<0.01), 5205 4 i/ M S e bl B 2 TUF 56 (P<<0.05)., Simpson 8405 & L2 bl . & K
UBE . PR R A S A B B A OG (P<<0.01), SEILHE B MR
SR U E (P<<0.05). Patrick 5 FEEARECS 2R FUME . B R EIEMA G, SR A
/R IR B 3 UM OE (P<<0.05), S FEPFUM B AN B EASC, SRR B S 2 T
K (P<0.01). Pielou 55X R SL A0S . 23 ZUME . B 00 FN 20 3L 21 ZUBH B A S A (2 3 1E A ¢
(P<0.01), SHRERR R EIEAC, 05 SLH A 02 I 2 35 0 ¢ (P<<0.05).
24 WMEEESTESEBERENHEXESH

HI 3% 6 AT . T A A S HE A 5 R A RITRRTARS 3 2 Aol o 1 B 2 (1 2 T 00 3 AR Ok o AR R A
Wi RSP EUNE . M RERER RN S R I NE S R R A T B R A B UM OE (P<<0.01), R LA ANE S E
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Table 5 Correlation coefficients between soil amino sugar contents and tree species diversity indexes

R AL FAAER EAREILRE MEERR SRR EULATRE SRR R IR S MR SR

Shannon-Wienerf& %% 0.560%* 0.588**  0.399*  0.570%* —0.452% 0.573%* —0.474%*
Simpsonf§ £k 0.473%* 0.508**  0.333  0.485** —0.458* 0.574%* —0.461*
Patrick =+ & BEFR 4L 0.356 0.423% 0.182  0.374* —0.455% 0.601%* —0.540%*
Pielou) 5] B 484K 0.572%* 0.577*%  0.452%  0.577** -0.397* 0.475%* -0.341

Pl * P<0.05; ** P<<0.01,

SERAA . BRI EE Y B A E (P<<0.05), 55 HRE EE 2 B AU (P<<0.05), &IPE
W55 R4 I B BB A 3 IR AR O (P<<0.01), 558 AR E(E A 0 3 1A OC (P<<0.01). HELEERR 5 R4 I
AR B EA G (P<0.05), 54 AL EE(EW W FE IEAHK (P<0.01), MEIHHSHEEE . it
B AR HIHRRCER T S E A G (P<<0.05), 555 R A N SE AR B A 40 ) S M Y A A
5K (P<<0.01) A2 T AHKE (P<0.05). MIBEMR/ SN FNE (5 5% Mk B B MR B 3 IEAH G (P<<0.01), S5
by 8 R} Fof ) E B X TG 3 AR S o

*®6 WMHEERESTEISEEERAEXRMES T

Table 6 Correlation of important value of tree species and soil amino sugar index

e (TR A <357 /AR 1] TG PRI GERAA EuE S iy kAR
G -0.122 —0.515%* 0.150 0.442% 0297 0.460% —0.417* 0.056 0.370*
IR -0.162 —0.491** 0.262 0.303 0.471%* 0.349 —0.489%* 0.026 0.360
iR —0.114  —0.466%* 0.012 0.359 0.432% 0.466**  —0.188 —0.084 0.150
JsE-gre i -0.137  —0.513** 0.181 0.400*  0.365* 0.432* —0.435% 0.040 0.362%
AT L 0.092 0.262 —0.397* 0.142  —0.715%* -0.025 0.514%* 0.048  —0.125
LFLE DI -0.079 —0.260 0.479**  —0.085 0.605%* 0.030 —0.678%* 0.046 0.234
B S -0.004 0.081 -0.351 -0.105 0.060 -0.021 0.607**  —0.234  —0.333

. * P<<0.05; ** P<<0.01,

25 WHEEREE.MMSHEENTEELER TBESERERESHT MO

T T . AR IR A . AR 2 R I P A X - 4 S R AR R Y TR AN
A g G B IO A o AR 22 S KO A3 P R B (R A R, MR R R A B 33.4%, HLKUE - R Ab M I
(16.2%) FIR Fh Z A (4.0%)(E 1), 3 HINEREA BEAEHBEMR 18.7% ) L IEE S ndiE 7. 34
A g X} - A S T i A B A 25 5 B R R E] 72.1%
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Figure 1 Variance partitioning analysis between important values of
tree species, tree species diversity and soil physical and

chemical properties
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