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Table 1 Amount of small litterfall(t « ha—'a—!)

- : Reproductive :
Branch Leaf Trash Total

organs
Aug. 1989— 0. 657 3.415 0. 443 0.234 - 4.748
Aug. 1990(a) (13.83) (71.92) (9.33) L (4.93)
Aug. 1990 — 1016 3.685 0.720 0. 291 5.711
Aug. 1991(b) A7.79) (64.52) (12.61) (5. 09)
b/a 1.6 1.1 1.6 1.2

* EEREFHRK.

Values in the parentheses are %.
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Fig. 2 Spatial variation of different organs in the litterfall H ﬁzﬁ—g%i%
x; K% branchjo. M leaf; A : TE SR reproductive

~ organs.

= RERER

BAFREE RN 6. 545t » ha='(1991. 7. 15 i) , KA 3, 275(59. 06 %), £ 1, 618(29.
18%), 7B 0. 131(2. 36 %) (3R 2), FMAEBEML, R FRHER T 0 LB =, T H N
K. WFHE 5K BREXEEF, UAnrERELED, HK I ERAEK.

« 109



%2 BEARRMELR

Table 2 Litter standing crop of the forest

Reproductive
Branch Leaf Trash Total
organs*
In 15 plots(g) 1213. 395 2456. 204 98. 223 390. 682 4158. 504
;(,95% 80. 893+ 163. 747+ 6. 5483, 416
confidence limits 26. 576 18' 585 i
t.ha—! ’ g 1. 618 3.275 0. 131 , 0. 521 5. 545
% ' 29,18 59.06 2.36 9. 40

* TR TTRBR LA, H oy — & R B/ R L P T e

Values were lower than exact ones because of difficult distinction of some from the trash.
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SRERY 113, XRMEET BRI . SRR TARED ),
%3 AER.ABREBRVENRNXR
Table 3 Relations between litterfall (LF) , litter standing crop(SL) ,and biomass

Leaf LF/ SL of leaf/ : Leaf LE/ Totat LF/
leaf biom. * ) leaf biom. SL of leaf total SL(k)
0. 238 0. 210 1.125 . 1.030

* FEERERHTEWE.

Excluding the leaf biomass of herbaceous layer in this item, biom == biomass.
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Fig. 3 Decomposition course of the litterfall (the bars v ‘(H % % X\j' ﬁ% EE ‘j& § % é(] % ﬁﬁ 7Y —'* 5}
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Several tropical and éubtrdpical forests in China (a. Hainan Island; b. Xishuang-

banna, Yunnan; C. Dinghushan, Guangdong; d. Heishiding, Guangdong; e. Jiande, Zhejiang)

iR 2 )/

Fig 5 Monthly Variation of Litterfall of

S5 B Total litterfall; — — — - {{#% & Leaf litterfall
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STUDIES ON BIOMASS AND PRODUCTION OF THE
LOWER SUBTROPICAL EVERGREEN BROAD—LEAVED
FOREST IN HEISHIDING NATURAL RESERVE
VII. LITTERFALL, LITTER STANDING CROP
AND LITTER DECOMPOSITION RATE

Chen Zhanghe, Zhang Hongta and Wang Bosun
(Zhongsha University Guang Zhou 510275)

Abstract

Litterfall ‘and its monthly vatiation, litter standing crop, and the litter decomposition rate in
the lower subtropical evergreen btoad-leaved forest of Heishiding Natutal Resetve, Province
Guangdong, were studied from Aug. 1989 to Aug. 1891. the forest is at 400 m above sea lev-
el, which was dominated by Izonanthes chinensis, Artocarpus styracifolius, Ormosia glaberrima , Cryplo-
carya concinnag , Calamus rhabdocladus , Cibolium, barometz, etc. As measured, amount of sthall litter-
fall including leaves, branches less than one centimeter in diametet, flowets and fruits, and trash
was 5. 230 t « ha~! per year (mean fot 2 yrs. ) among which leaves, branches, and flowets and
fruits were 3. 550(68. 22%), 0. 837(15. 81:%), and 0. 582(10. 97%) tespectively. It was
obvious that the littetfall varied monthly. Greater leaf litterfall occured in the wet season, with a
peak in Aptil, while flower and fruit litterfall was mote in Autumn and Winter. Blg branch (di-
ameter over 1 cm) litterfall was 0. 34 t » ha~!per year (mean for 2 yts. ), with sighificant year-
ly variation. Litter standing crop amounted to 5. 545 t + ha=!, among which leaves, branches,
and flowers and fruits were 3. 275 (59. 06%), 1. 618(29. 18%), and 0. 131(2. 38%) tespec-
tively. Leaf litterfail and standing crop of leaf litter wete about 1/4 and 1/5 of the leaf biomass
respectively. It took about 5 months for the litter to lose half of its weight in wet season. The lit-
ter decreased to 19% of the original weight in 18 months.

Key words; Heishiding ; The lower subttopical evergreen broad-leaved fotesty Litterfally Lit-

ter standing crop; Decomposition of litter
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