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Content and distribution of unprotected soil organic carbon in natural and
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Abstract : Soil organic carbon (SOC) pool plays an important role in mitigating the rise of atmospheric CO,. Due to its relatively
unprotected (biochemical and physical) status, the unprotected SOC, be measured as either the light fraction (LFOC) or
particulate organic carbon (POC), is sensitive to management practices and could contribute highly to rise in atmospheric CO,
when inappropriate managements are employed. In South China, large-scale native forests have been converted to fast-growth
and high yield commercial forest plantations in the last decades. Some silvicultural measures, such as planting pure stands,
clear-cutting and slash-burning, have been widely applied during this conversion. In addition to soil degradation and yield
decline, there are considerable concerns about the changes in pool of SOC, especially of unprotected SOC, following the
conversion of natural forests into plantation forests. We chose a natural forest of Castanopsis kawakamii (NF), a
C. kawakamii plantation forest {CK), and a Chinese fir (Cunninghamia lanceolata) (CF) plantation forest in Sanming nature
reserve, Fujian, China, to assess changes in SOC, and those in LFOC and POC as well.

The NF had a SOC pool of 123. 88 t/hm? in the 100 cm soil profile, of which 13.43% and 23. 22% appear as LFOC and
POC, respectively. Compared with NF, CK and CF had reduced SOC pool by 14. 5% and 25. 9%, soil LFOC pool by 39. 0%
and 53.7% . and soil POC pool by 37.5% and 70. 8%, respectively. Moreover, CK and CF had lower proportion of SOC as
either LFOC (9.57% and 8.37%) or POC (16.96% and 9.11%) than NF. The maximum differences of unprotected SOC
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among forests occurred in the 0~10 cm soil layer, where the NF had SOC, LFOC, and POC contents of 29. 67 g/kg. 8. 85 g/
kg and 11. 94 g/kg. respectively. being as much 1. 52 times, 1. 70 times, and 2. 18 times as that in CK, and 1. 63 times, 2. 14
times. and 4. 85 times as that in CF. respectively. The contents of soil .LFOC and POC were highly correlated with the
amounts of living fine roots and soil macro-aggregates. The intense disturbance of surface soil from clear-cutting. slash-and-
burning . and soil preparation etc, the serious soil erosion prior to canopy closure, and the reduction in detritus input through
litterfall and fine root turnover might be responsible for the decrease in both SOC and unprotected SOC pools of monoculture
plantations. The high correlations of LFOC and POC with total N, total P, hydrolysable N and available P indicated that the
unprotected SOC can serves as a good indicator for soil fertility. The sensitivity index to changes were much higher for LFOC
(1. 27) and POC (2. 59) than for total SOC (0. 41) also makes unprotected SOC a good predictor of changes in SOC pool.

Key words :natural forest; monoculture plantations; unprotected soil organic carben; light fraction; particulate organic carbon
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B AT 1I500Gt IRELUAVRESEF T RP ARMBEBSERTEN IF. 2RAABWEN 2F.MHEKRES
EETMEENS2RIMAENCENTOL BEKRESRAM LB CEP2~315. THAEVC ERHRFEARLMEHLC
(Soil organic carbon, SOCO- B K #/NEL AT B EHMESIE RS CO, AR B HHERLRANC EIEZRRE
NMEBNHRER YRS H LRSETAN—TEELHMETHECY. AT L HAEVN CEHARVELHEERMEEENER
H.OHEEAN G LR C ENEMES. IS TERASREHITMN o300,

T MIERFPHEH B C(Unprotected SOOOHFEMFER A2 BK . S LBMT RESFENHDREAR . — Mk b+
MIERPHERY C EGHEZEHEA P C(Light fraction organic carbon, LFOC) &k WU & #1. C(Particulate organic carbon, POC)
XA EMES LHEBEERERERNASRERD, LFOC # POC % 43 9 # 1 (density ) MBI B K /N (size Y34, BES
HARSHAETEABHESHETBRBEHES HYRHEAFANFEALHEEAT 1.6~2.0g/c® HAoFH T RENE. T EN
BHERAARAEY R AR F A% 1 ~15 . REEYRESTBEE RO - I EAVUERE XFRERE ALY
FE AR, AR AN AR NN ANE, A% 5~20a, B SRS & (53~2000 pm) BIEHLC 5T A T A KL
HHREXNMEPEINCEEXRFLRERFENHDREI>REY -1, FEHEEB.LFOC M1 POC W5 4K
BESEZsEEmEms 2, UL THSHCGEAAYE A ERPRE., EXCWHBEERXAKS AT M.
BELREEDRELFE. . AED . AREETIRE " AXETREBEXREKSATHLREN C.RAFH C A
FHAENCHERESEEZR . AREFALHMC ENENRBTALEE TN HEAR C WG BE 1808 0 451 5 R B8 .

1 ARBER

R TEREE=ZHTELH, ARDARBRERIBEAEXAKNE AFEEA THKCK) ML RN THKCE) #434F
iE .+ HH S TR,
2 WMRAE
2.1 THEXE

AT 2002 FEM 1A AAE . TAGD.NOARBIESEMRSHNE N EMNES A 5 &% 0~10.10~20,20~
40,40~60,60~80,80~100cm 4 ZR LH . #HFARKES . AR RAT/ET 2mm & 0. 25mm Hfeit — 54087 . Wad B 3F 70 #/
RERBERAL , +MABRATHNA Y T RABEARKS R R EILMRIG 2L,

2.2 IHEVNCERRIUEELRIR

+MAEPC SERAERR ARRAFESMBEL-HRTEEWEE™, T MENCEOOLERHA I RAEMAN
CEHEENER,

2.3 THREAAVNCHME

@;EI‘me R F 1 5. 00g, LA 25ml B CaCl,(1. 60g/cm® ) E & , % 18 h(30 r/min) R AT ERBAF N0 Mk,
HAEBEEGERIFHREENER, AREFERREBERM 2 . REERT EWEMGRH), T 60C P 48h 5 IRE
GtH K WE) R EPBAERATANBRHAPEICER. RERANSHAMEAENC SR AR LI RBHAEIC S
B, BAAH CABRHRULNANC ARG ZHEN CHARLAT N2,

2.4 LEBRAINCHE

Bt 2mm KF £ 20. 00g, B A 250ml 38R, IR A 100mINaQH(0. 5mol /L), 6 F 4 3 min, EH 18 h(90 r/min), & 1+

BT 53um B HEEAREAKNY. EHARERT EAROYHR.EOCTHR 8L GHRECGTERAT SHA) . BAFHD
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+MENC.REAARANC IMKEH C BLWBBRERERA TR IR,

RS = CERBEAME —TRE/NE /ERE/NE

XD HMERBEFHBRE YA SPSS10. 0 G 2#H 1T,
3 R
3.1 TWEVNCETREDH

BEBIRK.EEBATHRRERALIKO~100cm 2EHRAHNCERMEVNCERMAFHZRBEZR B ¥ (P<0.0D),
BESXRKENCIRSFEBEEMEARATHY L2l EH LAFHENCEEMFHNEBERERNEARAALKY
1. 17 f5 /0 1. 35 fF (K 1),

KR 0~10cm 1 10~20cm +EFHIC E R SHER . ERATIHERBEF(P<T0.05), HLL 0~10cm + 2K
XFBBEMP <0.01), BEHEXRKO~10em LAV C ZRSFIEBESHERALARK 1.52 K8 1. 63 ££:3 MM
20em AT L EWANC S BREFHTIBF G<0. 05 FED. BEBATIHAEAAIAHRLIBELIRANCAREERY
FiEBEKF(P >0.05),

X1 FEWKS 0~100em TRIMENC 2 REFVR

w35
Table 1 C concentration and C storage of SOM in different forests at % 30|
0~ 100 cm depth ﬁ E 25 b
i
5% 4 APLCER FILCER ;;m“
r SOC concentration SOC storage TS5t
Orest (R
(g/kg) (t/hm?) E Zwf
NF 10.50+0. 70a 123.88+ 14. 02a E 51
CK 8. 71+ 0. 60b 105. 87+ 11. 36b 2 9 - 1 , . . .
Qo 10 20 40 60 80 100
CF 7.451+90. 70c 52.0618. 71c
113 Soil depth (em)
x BPHEFFRNILBEER P00, FARFHEARFE
ER(P<0.05), F#IA The data are mean=SD followed by letters; BH1 ARHKFIEIRMAEIC SREETS
Different letter in a column indicated significant difference (P<C0. 05) Fig. 1  Vertical distribution of SOC concentration in different
between forests and otherwise no significant difference (P2>0.05); forests
The same in table 2 OBEBXRHENF; @ BREBATHCK; & KA L#KCF;

F [A] the same below

3.2 THRAEINCEERRLNR

BEEXARK ATIAMEARAIHAN EIRBAENCSR.ERFHZEHABEERP<0.05), HPHEBMEAMKO
~100cm LtEHAMPHAENCEROJRBESMERA LN 1. 64 5H 2. 16 F. BFRBATHKBELAKALHKEY 1. 32 &
(£2), HEBERKITEBEHANC ORELBABER THEEKENERA AN P<0.01), R A T HkiE L2 4G F L C
AREHLAERNAR X P>0.05),

BEEXRK . BEREATIRAEAAIALERRHAC FRAE 0~20cm L2 RBFE 27558 FKF(P<0.05). HEA
0~10cm +BEZRB X . ZEBREEXAKLIRBHANC FEIH B EKBEMLARATHKEK 1. 70 58 2. 14 ;™ 20cm *
BUTHESHHABEP>0.05)(H2). FE0~20em L ER BEBEXAK.BEEAIRNEZEAALIALIRRBHABNC
ABUEAFEHZAYNERBEP<0.05(E2), f£20~60cm 1 ER . MEEXAKLIRBHENCHIRLAN SHES
MEAATIHNEREER(P<0.05) (BB EKEATKSEZEARALREMXEXER(P>0.05),

3.3 tHEREANCITREREHK SR

BICHEXREK ATHAMEARATHK 0~100cm HRBEENC FR.EBEESRKARRZENE B & 2R (P<0.05),
R R a5 R R A TR 1.65 f5.1. 60 58 1.37 5, 3 BB AR AN THRE 3.59 £%.3- 43 f5f1 2. 55 f& 4%
FCBE A T AKED U 4 5 B2 K A TR 2. 18 £F.2. 14 571 1. 86 f5(R 2),

BMEERXZRZHF BEREAIAMERALIHALREBEREC SRE 0~20cm 1 ERAZEYEREE R (P<C0.05), HIL
0~10cmtBEEZRB X ZEHREEEXAAK L NERN C XRSMNEBERAEAEZ RN LKA 2. 18 5 4. 85 5, i 4£ 20cm + 2
LFERAREP>0.05)(E 3). 0~40cm BN 3IFAST LMBEEN C HREEFHHARZEEREF (P<0.05), HE
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0~10cmt BHESFBR XK. ZEHREKEXRAKRLIMBMEANC AR LA R REBEKEREZ KA KM 1. 43 58 2. 99 F(HE
3);40em +RUT BEEXAKOBRBATHARZEN L RMEEH C AR EAEZERKEBEKFP>0.05) 8 KEX
RH BEBALIHBERATHRYERTE 40~80cm £ 2 H A E EAKF (P<0.05),

B2 FEKSG0~100cm Lt BRERFPEANCEE . LEMSELHN
Table 2 Concentration, storage and proportion of SOC in unphysical fractions C in soil profile (0~100cm) of different forests

LFOC POC
% P . | 84 5 B H i 88 4 oK A
Forest Concentration Storage Proportion Concentration Storage Proportion
(g/kg) (t/hm?) (%) (g/kg) (1/hm?) (3%
NF 1.41+0.11a 16.64+1.0la 13.434+1. 14a 2.44+0.19a 28.771+2.11a 23.224+2.23a
CK 0. 83+ 0. 06b 10. 13 £ 0. 89b 9.57+1.03b 1.48+0.13b 17.9541.13b 16. 96+ 2. 57b
CF 0. 621 0. 04c 7. 701 0. 56¢ 8.37+1.11b 0. 68+ 0. 05¢ B. 381 0. 68¢ 9.11+1. 72c
10 a 35
2 = 30 |
o 8- 8
m ? — — E 25 B
-ért§ 6 L el
= =
23 5 ’£§
EE 4t R
wE 3 §_§ 10 |
E 2k = €
: 2 5|
S 1r &
0 0
10 20 40 60 %0 100 10 20 40 60 80 160
12 Soil depth (cm) 112 Soil depth (¢m)
2 ARAHKSERLPWLFOC AREARLPAEE S
Fig. 2 Vertical distribution of concentration and proportion of soil LFOC in different forests
a. Concentration of LFOC; b, Proportion of SOC as LFOC
. 45 -
-~ 12 & 40 b
=0
il =
¥ 0
ag s el
= = § 25 -
=S 6 K. 20 F
a
2 4 SEf
& £ g w0h
2 2 £ st
o
o 0 0 1 I I 1 I |
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1K Soil depth (cm) 12 Soil depth (¢cm)

B3 ARIHSPERNLIPPOCIRESPEHANERES®
Fig. 3 Vertical distribution of concentration and proportion of scit POC in different forests

a. Concentration of POC; b. Proportion of POC

4 it
4.1 TWANCEERERDH

EFFEPIHAFZLRANCERSKTREFAALINFIGEE R (19355 t/hm?) f i 7 + 98 F 28 8- & (189. 00
t/hm?) 0 {7 5 o 46 i 3¢ B KRG 4 R0 R (108. 00 +/hm™YAHIE Y BB F R i LB KA BR AR (70. 03 «/hm®) #IEE K A T HR(48. 64
t/hm)) SHEEFHMMATHHE BEEEXARKOLIRAINCERYB T BFELHBREBATIARTEARA LK. R
F 33 SEA MR A TH(102. 818 t/hm?) .27 SE A MR AR WK AR R 324 (80. 281 t/hm® ) FIEZ AR A T H(68. 616 t/hm?) =%,
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MR ICE R KRR AIBEEREAA TR G . TMENCERNSIERXARKE 17X R 35% . BERR LR P 0~20
cm TEANAVC SRBEHEEXME D, ASEATIHKSZERRE TR (BE &KL . BROMXAKSAIRC HERERX. &
RSB HEEEHE(SRERAYC EMERR, I Galdwell B AV EH ARG HEEHEHRAK 6.1~17. 98
t/hm? R E AR SR G E K EER 18 /hm®WBRIER, ZETMANCHAERNESEERTHR L. B
EBRBEHLTEPEZARL A 0~ 10ecm L BEYEREMRT 6. 64 % BHREBMERER LMW NIE L NBHERANE
WMIESTMETANEMN GBS, S0 . 8KE 3~Sa AN HEHTRITEXR . ABRBE - METRELRAENHRK S
W, BIEY B TR EER AR IR fee L A T4k K LA™K . KR C i BAEmEERR ML . mElE
% 1EEKRGHBAEAYC AL 283. 87 kg/hm?*; 7 75 B4R /- IR K $E 1a J5 + (0~ 60cm) A Pl C & Xt B AR b £ IR
fi£ 25 t/hm’ KPR DA A 4B 2 bl B A0 T A #L C Hi R B3k 280 kg/bm®™ . “TI B A M7 B4EHER M CO, B 14. 48 1/
hm?, L AR & 37. 9% 5 T 20 cm A VLR GRAHL COEBM 0- 8% Kk, AN T AL ARRH AT, Akt 3 52 98 3% By
AR EH C HEHR A, BN 33 AT (33 F4), 8 KRR K A TR0 3% ¥ (9. 537 1 5. 468 t/hm?) 1 4 3 40
H(5.148 A1 2. 492 /hm ) AR W EE N LA RIFE EFMF RAAH 1. 008 1 8. 632 t/hm®)I '8, Had A T k00 % H F1 28
BHITRERFETFREAKH N FATHKGFEREDAARC WERFREHARFETFRAKNO NTEH T LA C K
Mk, MARKEZZLBEINCENrB#EBEERTAIARN . BEAIARRE LR TREXAXAKREAEDHERERSA
X REXBRHRELIRABRAEREBNFSHKLABNERMEREZEARAR AL BEERA L. MEBEKERMZAA
IHITRNANEXRE I MENCEAZRUSH I HHPOAED MAAERNCHERAEXZ I RARERBERIRESR
;él”»lﬂln
4.2 ITHEBHAAMNEICIRESNR

AHRPAFEASG 0~100cm +ETWEHAINC R RELANHBE THREBW M XRKAEMKO. 23~0.35XHFHM AT
(0. 307~0. 4O XA S B . W EASH KL UREFFX. FHRFLENPERFSEFABR BE. FHHRPIE
RPRESCHBATRLBBHNES BAR . T FHEBAENC ELNTHRRED .3 MK 0~10cm +RBHEHFHC
SR B 22.9%~30. 2% K TF Douglas-fir A THHK 0~15cm £ 2 @0V KR P 0~100cm +EPREFILC 4K
AR RN E D)BEA Garten SMBEMNFEHAK T HIEAN C P REABE N~ ERBHHRRKE
(19%~23. 1% BE BARTESEWHHETHATHN28. 9% ~32.80 . 5R E+RFBEEH CRBEFNC SEESE
HECORR AW RFARARRT EAKBMD T REREANCERNBEERTIRBHAFNC IR . XAESERKRPEH
ERFERERRAX.

BMEEXRKEIIAIKE T HERBAFAICHEBERANCHSEFEESREAHBERRK . XS5ATIKLEELR
PO RORID T MERPHAICEIMAANTIHRENYRELERRPAL:FN 5XAAKEEL ATHKEEY (A%
PRAE IR RV R BEREAEHREHADT SN ML NFRANBEANC EERBELRHDEES XA T K
FEPHEENCHBNREZ—. ATFAIKEZETEPEREEN AL B0 AT EESAOEA. BRLRALECR
ST MBS Z AR AR ENFERPHEANC. TRAEEEAAXRAEERIA LG E LR
AU CHIEHEN.FAIIETESEHRBEG L NEFHAN CHSZRIATMERLTERPENERENCEHEXY, XS
EXRARERF—EXER. _

BESAEAATIHABRAAMBNAIINCERERSHMBEYHHIEAREBEET X . R4 MBK AN C R LANE
RUAERSKEASYAATARNAREX. ATHRBAZYHNTEARES RS FHNEAERLANTHY
BATKMBAZME AN C EmMBFESRLAER.

4.3 TMRAMNBEENC 9% X3 FTEHSEIMLFOCHPOCAREEFRAMESRE X

B EREHNEEAENCELRY HAHHERTE Table 3 Correlation between concentrations of LFOC and POC and

S5RRMLBEBBET EDEH ALK %H XK. 3 Fhsk  Hving fine root biomass

SIMBHABEEANCSR. VBN AT Y LFOC POC
M X S AR BIRS REMT, KR% O R BF#SE K 2 ¥# Sig.
HATLHK+) IWHEILCSBRArERKERERE NF 0. 802 0. 016 0. 848 0. 009

— o - % CK 0. 779 0. 020 0. 852 0. 009
RE 0~ 10em X5 HZ IR B T B R CF 0. 204 0. 369 0.276 0. 285
W HI AL SE AR PR MK ERERAL

HBAABRANC oHZRMEESHARAHTRARYHERANEREEIHERAT R,
MRS R LW HNME AN C WEEXRC", AR RFREHXAKAAIRAR L ERATENAIC I EN
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FHASOLKA LTTHEARENRS A EABAEE. MZRKATABHANRAEN C 515884 Y B 60 E H 5 A6 [ U X3
BHXEGE D HIEHER#E—LHIT.
4.4 +HEA PHNANCS5SLIREMVBEHNXE
TEAMBEANC TR LR ROKBERNRSBERNBEARHETHAX MUS 2~5mm MAKBEARKZ BREXHR
FoHHBRLHANC MR KBEARKEHEXRER R O XKW LMBHAFILC AINNAN C 5L KRERAREKR
ERAER, L MARHERARMEEYR FEARAFTMNAYE, X5 Six FNFREGRENT, FEefKS4EF Rk X7 #4t
~EREMNPERKFME L RRANEEE N CHITHHEES, XAKIIATLHKE B FLRKBERREBEERE
. DIRARGEHIZIN"HHER (R O MNMASEHLMZAMNBERAINCHMEST BT CREL X5 Six FHPAR -,

X4 IWERPEANCABS L MANEAREHXMG

Table 4 Correlation between LF-C concentration and water-stability of soil aggregates

1E b7 %8 Size (mm) 4 B A B
Indice >5  2~5  1~2  0.5~1 0.25~0.5 >0.25 >0.5  >I >3  Destroyed ratioof ped
LFOC R? 0.305  0.882  0.615 0.016  0.203  0.409  0.454  0.733  0.724 0. 709 -
BEMSE 0.148  0.003  0.040  ©.391  0.712  0.102  0.08  0.019  0.020 0. 022
POC R? 0.682  0.987  0.689  0.268  0.183  0.576  0.682  0.895  0.949 0. 805
B¥E¥Sig 0043 0.000 ©.041  0.293  0.398  0.080  0.043  0.004  0.001 0.015
SOC R? 0.273  0.802  0.559  0.021  0.220  0.399  0.408  0.691  0.690 0. 687
% ¥ # Sig 0.105  0.006  0.054  0.398  0.768  0.106  0.095  0.025  0.025 0.023

4.5 THBH BENAEHICS5SERMFEFHXE
TRAENC.EBRAHNC.HNANC.RELECHMEDEYRCARHE5LMEN. 2P KBENMEXP SRR
BEHXP<0.0DERS) . RUAFRL WAV C ESHRE —ERE LR L WF 50 KE IS B B0 RgE
PEYRC 5 LMEARSTHIENEXBERET XS5MANTFRSGREA B, HMME . L RBAFH C BB A H C
FREREL BT KPFREVEABRTEERSC.XS5ERIABHANC IMEANCHARESRMC/N.C/P B
HE oM BPEEENPREEYEE EE T HRIE LML KFEDE XD,
x5 ARESIMAHNC SRS T BRI EHHEXE

Table 8§ Correlation between different nutrient indices and different forms of SOC

+ 1% ¥ 4+ Soil nutrient R Index S0OC LFOC POC OXC MBC
4 N Total N R? 0. 936 0.912 0. 926 0. 939 0. 948
B¥H Sig 0. 000 0. 001 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

4 P Total P R? 0. 830 0. 791 0. 807 0. 818 0. 962
REMN Sig 0. 006 0. 011 0. 009 0. 007 0. D00

K #% ¥ N Hydrolyzable N R? 0. 87% 0. 829 0. 789 0. 838 0. 947
B ¥ ¥ Sig 0. 002 0. 006 0. 011 0. 005 0. 000

XM P Available P R? 0. 929 0. 809 0. 919 0. 928 0. 964
8 %4 Sig 0. 000 0. 001 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000

* OXC B %A #l C Oxidizable organic carbon, MBC ¥4 %74 %7 # C Microbial biomass carbon
4.6 THLZHAMBRAENC SERIEHEFHNCXE

ARG ERN T REHANCTRSPRANCEIEREHAX (RO . XIEZWFHEMEINCHER . L MEL,. HZHRAE
FHEW, X 5 Haynes IR R —F" . FEKF LT HMBHENC IR INANCIENSLMANCARERBE
HEEO.ZHLMBAAMBEAICEARERESIHANCEBXME XS AR LREHAENC MIBNEIC SR
FEHEAGNRSLREFEAECHEEDEYRCIEEREEM X (RO . ZFHIMBHFAIN C.HRANC —ERE LA
KB AR C HERES,

H: HLC BB AEN C WS EEHBRE T T 8R . FHa 3 LAV C EEAN Y HRFEHRI2S K
RS % ,0~100cm tEITHENC.BHAENC MMEEN C BAANEBERIRST AN 0.41,1. 27 1 2.59(F 7). KER
HAHC SRS T HIREIL C X 5 Bremer MR WERBMUZ BN EH C HEBRERTRAFN

C.XE5LMEBANCHBmELRTRABGZREA X, FRLE 3 FEBERFEHEL 0~10m 2 EHWEBER.X5XRE X
FEME T IR R AH R,
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o ITHMEGPHCSIMANCHLIIEEERI CEMNEXXR
Fahle 6 Correlation between unprotected SOC and SOC and active SOC

B4y LFOC~50C POC~SOC LFOC~POC LFOC~OXC POC~OXC LFOC~MBC POC~MBC

Forest R B¥MSe R B¥#HSg R BEHSe R E¥HSeg R BFWHSyg R B¥fHSe R % %% Sig
NF ©.9852 0.001 0.937 0.00F 0.9%4 0.000 0.992 0.000 ©0.993 0.000 0.978 ©0.000 0.976 0. 000
CK 0.929 0.001 0.939 0.001 0.986 0.000 0.989 0.000 0.983 0.000 0.985 0.000 O0.991 0. 000
CF  0.857 0005 0.986 0.000 0.944 0.001 0.986 D000 0.931 0.00] Q.98 0.000 0. 987 0. 000

5 & %7 TEANCREAHENCHBREENCELONRIENS
BEMAXEAHKLAIBREKERMERALRE . LRFHC Table 7  Sensitivity index of SOC, LFOC, and POC te forest
FEREETH . HBRHEHENCHEMEEIN CHTHNE conversion

R E HXMTANBEXABESLSEEE O~10em £ B A, 1 B Soil depth(cm) S0OC LFOC PO
p PN 33 S4B RN X2 30 TokY £ o oAl b %5
0~140 0. 59 2.14 3. 85

WoALHRBAMSHBKEIAARERAEYD HARRDER
HUOEEHEX., LTRREFHNC MBRAN C Al fEN AL C BB ERGER IR HEALWESNE. BT, E
REET KRN MENRFRXBERMIKERRRT HDE B, MR HEEATIHREERE R AL R%5), DIk
MEERDLLER K TR R CO, HERGRFMEMAERLRERC ERNREFRFEFILC EER.
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