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Impacts of litter removal on soil characteristics in a Pinus caribaea stand
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Abstract; The effects of human-impacted on soil properties in a Pinus caribaea stand were studied in an experiment
comparing harvesting litter and control ( no harvest) plots, in order to understood the mechanism of soil degradation in
human litter removal Pinus caribaea stands and establish basis for sustainable forest management. Resulis showed that
compared with those in undisturbed stand, the mean diameter at breast height ( DBH) and mean tree height with litter
removal significantly decreased by 21% and 8% , respectively. With litter removal , soil bulk density significantly increased
by 14% , whereas capillary porosity, non-capillary porosity, total porosity and capillary water significantly increased by
12% , 37% , 18% and 24% , respectively. There was not significant difference in pH value between the disturbed stand
and the undisturbed stand. However, litter removal significantly decreased the contents of soil organic matter, total N, total

P, total K, alkalized N, available P, available K and clay by 42% , 46% , 16% , 39% , 20% , 15% , 41% and 27% ,

ESWH ) ARE Ol RHFE B H (4400-F07041 ,4400-F06051 ) ; L HrRk $2 5% By B (2005020061 )

U545 B 34 :2008-02-18; 4&iT B #4:2008-04-07

YEE B REAR (1969 ~ ), B, BEEA, RELEMN, EENEFRESEMESL B MBI, E-mail: 2247820@ 163. com

# B INAMEE Corresponding author. E-mail ; forxue@ scau. edu. cn

Foundation item ; The project was financially supported by Foundation of Guangdong Forestry Bureau ( No. 4400-F07041,4400-F06051) , the Provincial
Natural Science Foundation of Foshan City

Received date.2008-02-18; Accepted date.2008-04-07

Biography ;LU Yao-Dong, Senior engineer, mainly engaged in forest ecology. E-mail; 2247820@ 163. com

http://www. ecologica. cn



3206 £ K5 % K 28 %

respectively. The litter removal plot showed that the numbers of bacteria, fungi and actinomyces was 50% , 19% and 13%
lower than the non-litter removal plot with a significant difference in bacterium number between the both. The litter removal
significantly resulted in the decrease of the activities of urease, acid phosphatase and catalase. Decrease in litter amount by
litter removal caused the decrease of organic matter in soil, which resulted in the decline of soil porosities and water holding
capacity , and deterioration of nutrient status, the reduction of microorganism number and enzyme activity, as a result stand

growth became slow.
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Fig. 2 Soil physical properties
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