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Hfects d Different Measures on Biomass and Productivity in Broded Red-soil Region
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(1. Zhangzhou Tenf u Tea College, Zhangzhou, Fujian 363202, China; 2. College of Resources and Environment, FAFU,
Fuzhou, Fujian 350002, China; 3. Bureau of Soil and Water Conservation of Changting, Changting, Fujian 366300, China)

Abstract : The research was carried out in the severely eroded granite area located in Changting County , Fu-
jian Province. There were two kinds of management measures: whole hillsde coverage with Bahiagrass
(WHCB) and the mixed forests of multi-tree species (MFM TS). The research al so set two check measures:
severely eroded region without restoration measures (CK:) and geomantic forest (CKz). The effects of eco-
logical restoration were discussed in the aspects of biomass and productivity. Results showed that the aver-
aged biomasses of WHCB and MFM TS were 23. 03 and 23. 13 kg, respectively , which were dgnificantly
higher than those of CK: (6.02 kg) and significantly lower than those of CK:(582.87 kg). The productivity
5.30 t/ (hm* - @ and restoration degree (RD) of productivity (0.40) of WHCB were low , 0 its biomass
was a0 low (28.26 t/ hm®) and RD of biomass was 0.11. The productivity 9.19 t/ (hm’ - @) and RD of
productivity (0.78) of MFM TS were higher. Its biomass was (39.88 t/ hm?) and RD of biomass was 0. 17.
The difference in RD showed the different effectsof WHCB and MFM TS.
Keywor ds: soil erosion; ecology restoration; biomass; productivity

[3]

20 , ,
80 )
2000 ,
[4]
[5]

:2009-02-09 :2009-04-23
: (0608537) ; (2000 —2009)

(19799, ( ), Emall : jiang.fangshi @yahoo.com.cn

(19625, ( ),

,Email :yanhe-
huang @hotmail.com



5 13
8] , (L espedeza bhicolor Turcz.) (Myrica
rubra Sebold et Zuccarini) ,
el (Liquidambar formosana Hance) ( Schima

superba Gardn. et Champ.) ,
(Castanopsis f argesii Franch.) ,

, 30 cm, 80 cm, ,
0.25 kg, 1 hm? 2025
1 500 , 150 , 150 ,
1 150 75 2006 ,
1.1 , ( )
(25°33 —25°48 N, 1.2.2
116°18 —116°31' E) , 19 7 ,
39.8 , 76.6 (1983 1, 20mx20 m 3
7 23 ) 1628.2 mm, 4—6 2(
52.2% , 1), 20mx20m 2
, (>1 (1) 1:
mm 5% ), (21 1,
1.2 (Arundinella anomal a
1.2.1 2006 Stend.) , ,
; B ; ;
: , 20 mx 833 /hm’,
20 m, 3 ( 1) 2.8m 2.3cm
(1) ( Paspalum notatum (2) 2:
Flugge) : : 2( 1,
2000 ( ) ) ,
, 30cm 65 a, A 20 cm
, 30cm , , 163 /hm?, 21.5m 0.41
,30 cm m, 175 /hm?, 19.5
2006 , m 0.29m , ,
, ( Dicranopteris linearis (Burm.) Un- (Acmenabuxifolium Hook. et Arn.) (Am-
derw.) , 50 %, mopi ptanthus pubescens Hook. et Arn.) (Li-
gustrum sinense Lour.) (Camellia oleifera
(2) , Abel.) ( Gardeni a sootepensis hutchins.)
2000 (Raphiolepis ndica var. indica) (Aphana
( Pinus massoniana Lamb.) , mixis azedarach Linn.)
1
(o)/ T /(g kg ")
13 10 20 90 0.10 0.65 3.48 7.64
13 10 20 90 0.10 0.75 3.43 5.86
1 12 10 15 15 0.10 0.10 3.55 3.95
2 12 100 100 0.80 0.80 — 25.25
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2.1

23.03

(582.87 kg) ,

1(6.02 kg) ,

2

% 3.97 %

kg

kg

% kg

12.60 408.39
8.91 211.84

2.11 35.05
6.47 28.09
8.32 35.97
70.07 536.10
45.01 336.33

34.55 6.02
18.24 23.03
16.47 23.13
8.02 582.87
28.54 470.64

14
1.3
1.3.1
8a ,
[10]
1.3.2
2)
1.00
, 0
Ro = (Xj- X
' Ro
X1
2
kg
1 0.76
3.70
3.69
9.73
14.60
2.2
3 ’
530 9.19,
2;
2
1

77.98% 64.79%

59. 05%,82. 81 %,

1

(hm? - @)

100 %

2
21.30%

6.52 t/

16. 87 %,
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( 3, , 2 ,
1.37, 0. 34, 1.02, 0.93,
0.40; 0.02, , 0.78
3 t/ (hm? - a)
1 2
0.10(0.01)d 0.52(0.03) b 1.21(0.05)a 0.20(0.01)c 4.20 11.10
0.10(0.01)¢c 1.06(0.07) b 1.92(0.09) a 0.91(0.04) b 1.19 2.25
0.09(0.01)c 0.16(0.01)c 0.49(0.02) b 0.76(0.04) a 0.10 0.60
0.28(0.01)d 0.92(0.06)c 2.73(0.11) b 3.98(0.19)a 0.17 0.66
0.28(0.01)¢c 0.47(0.09) ¢ 1.26(0.06) b 1.63(0.08) a 0.14 0.73
0.85(0.02)c 3.13(0.08) b 7.61(0.32) a 7.48(0.36)a 0.34 1.02
0.00(0.00) ¢ 0.00(0.00) ¢ 0.03(0.001) bc 1.76(0.09) a 0.00 0.02
0.23(0.03)¢c 2.17(0.08) a 1.55(0.08) b 1.65(0.08) b 1.37 0.93
0.00(0.00) b 0.00(0.00) b 0.00(0.00) b 0.65(0.02) a 0.00 0.00
1.08(0.08) d 5.30(0.20) ¢ 9.19(0.30) b 11.54(0.18) a 0.40 0.78
(P>0.05)
2.3 ;
8.70 %, ,
(8] 4 , 95.96 %, : 2
5.73 201.13 t/ hny , 7.40 %, ,
2 75.73%
1 4.57 6.45 , , 10. 00 % ,
2 13.02% 18.39%, , , ,
1.41 50 %
(377. 52 t/ hm*) : :
(108. 77 t/ hm?) *4 , : ,
(26.20  36.98 t/ hn) ,
3 , ,
80 % , : :
1 4.15 6.42 , ro]
, 1 6.68 2 40.04%,
, 1 2 ;
, , 1 9.39 2  56.29%, 1
, , 2 ; :
, , ( 2,
[15] 1.00,
1, 0.10,
2 1 , , 0.10
7.78%:; 1.00, (0.93) ,
16.56 %, 0.53
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4 t/ hm?
1 2
5.26(0.15)d 21.86(0.56)c 33.76(1.40)bc  186.25(8.87)a 0.09 0.16
0.00(0.00) b 0.00(0.00) b 0.13(0.01) b 10.30(0.49) a 0.00 0.01
0.47(0.06)c 4.34(0.15)a 3.09(0.15) b 3.30(0.16) b 1.37 0.93
0.00(0.00) b 0.00(0.00) b 0.00(0.00) b 1.29(0.04) a 0.00 0.00
5.73(0.20)d 26.20(0.41)c 36.98(1.55) bc 201.14(9.48)a 0.10 0.16
0.31(0.05)d 2.07(0.26)c 2.91(0.42) bc 5.17(0.25) a 0.36 0.53
6.04(0.25)d 28.26(0.14)c 39.88(1. 14) bc 206.30(9.73) a 0.11 0.17
(P>0.05)
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