5 09 45 2 1 H = 2 Eire Vol. 29, No. 2
2009 4£2 H ACTA ECOLOGICA SINICA Feb. ,2009

SR S E TR B R BT 5

—1 1, N w2 — 22 2
2 OW L, AER NAE L EEFL,NEH
(1. bR R TRILE M T SR BRE TP E AL, b5 100083 ; 2. Jb 5t w55 IRFLL BRI & 0>, b5t 100029)

R BTSN K SRR B B/ TR RIS R A E B, SEX E ISP RIS R, K 20 Bk
BB T BRI PR AR BB . ARRY G EN M AR R RS ERE R WE R, WET
BRI L BARGS RRIER BEE R, 5 MRV 2k BB B 3K 0. 16g, (T HABBRIR/KAT B B 81.22% , T 3 MHEARII4S
ZEBERIOY S MARSEERN 172, PRGEZEREESHERELMEIEMRKR, X THEEET, B REREM
L, B RS . B 3a MEIPEB TR B 14em RHEZ B ATIA 1. 05Smm, 857 6cm WA 24 0. 48mm, 7EMEBY B R
AR LT , A FRERFR B FEIF R R & A RZRREE (P <0.01) #1H 3a FEIF LR 1a WEIFREEEESH
Ky AEME T 6em B ,3a A FIPREE Y 0. 48mm, T 1 4RAE ROSPEAEE 1 0 0. 38mm, I HFEE B 5T = B A3 I, R R4F
PR ) 8 B kY 2 SR 2, 22 (LB K AT 3 0. 44mm,

KW B R PARS%E

CE4i5:1000-0933(2009)02-0669-07 HESHKS:Q143,Q048  STRKARIRAG: A

Capability of canopy interception of turfgrass ( Zoysia sinica Hance)
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Abstract: Rainfall interception by the canopy of turfgrass ( Zoysia sinica Hance) has important effect on water use
efficiency. In this paper, the capability of canopy interception for the individual and population grass was measured by
using wet-absorption method. The result showed that both leaf number and leaf area had remarkably effect on the
interception for the individual and population grass. The interception increased with the leaf number, the weight of
intercepted rainwater with five leaves was 0. 16g, which was almost 81.22% of fresh weight of leaves, while with three
leaves that was only half of five leaves. The interception increased with leaf area. For the population of turfgrass, the
interception reached to 1.05mm for 14cm mowing height, while the 6¢cm height was only 0. 48 mm. For the same mowing
height, the interception varied from different turf established years, three-year turfgrass could intercept much more water
than one year, three-year turfgrass was 0. 48mm for 6¢cm height, while one year turfgrass was 0. 38mm. The difference

between growth years was significant with increased mowing height, the maximum difference can be up to 0. 44mm.

Key Words:; turf; canopy interception; Zoysia sinica Hance

I TR R /K TR RE AR 2R 3T B Se b 2R B Kk BRI ATE k. EEE
B B S M B K b T R K A3 R, AT LS MK 437 3 LA RS TET (SVAT) 2 [ B9 12 et R A 7K
GG, TR, 3 TR R B — BRSO K ST M R

ELWHE: HEK HARBEEE B H (50679002)
1% H #A:2007-09-04 ; &1T B #1:2007-11-27
* W ifAE#H Corresponding author. E-mail ; suderong@ 163. com

http ://www. ecologica. cn



670 £ F ¥ W 29 %

WG TEM AR ERENTRES, B TRESEEE SHK BB RD ™ ka8
O IR ATAREE 3 ~ 10mm FR K, T PY XU 4N HH AR OE £ 4E U B KB BB B X
89. 4mm"' " FEHFH T ERGY T UBRI E KER BE RRAE , 7E VD X [ T 2 LA AEET T A IR /KR K TR
RFETE XK RIE A T M PE R B AR . E R S F#EikE: WWM 8L /hERK
TEEBE RN lmm, Lamm Z5R50 L9, TR UG , MK RN 25mm KALT, 28 E N 1. 8mm,
Li 5102 B, MK B 30mm B, & /NE R E B AT 12mm (AAEE AT RBIHE KK E) BB RN
40% ,FERANEBT N EZEE ] & SEBKE 24% ~28%

HIB AR BE KA TE SVAT HR— AR T] ZBS 8, X LUK R R RESHRAEEEAY , Eha
RESBUNUER A EER AR o T AR S Al Bl w2 5t K BB K R B, X TR Ak b
ASRKERBEAEER X, RNAB) THEAF SVAT REEHEXF H80K 04000 3R L3R P 5 R RE
501 KR, SRR, X G R TREMRAR K S Z R E SRR RS  BRX THE BB
N T F A 190 B (%) R it R P AR A I 58 1 R L SCHR AR . FEFE R K AR BB, B R R B
FREAK 1A ZOF F DA B BEFE SR . A ST X h B B5 26 58 ( Zoysia sinica Hance ) BT BB e, 43 31N
BMRABEAACE L 3EFT T SEIRI , SR T s AR GE 2 BN [RIME BY B8 2R 1 B R R AR AR R i AR AR Bt |
AWy Exf K o B HE BRI R o
1 #R5H®%

1.1 AT aEsl

R HLAL F AU ARRR 5 57 IR T BARTF & A0 WU B b, b 3AF-30 TR, O B8 Gl XUk B 47, ik
. bt ed-F Rt (N39°34" ,E116°28") , 4k S0m, iy 7Y fry % 1R 7 11 1 Rt 1 2 RVSUA% , 4R
FIHRIR 10 ~12°C, ZEF-BFEK BAE 595mm,75% &£ H1E6 ~8 A,

TR0 b B PP AR A BR 4351y 2006 4EF1 2004 4R, BEF BOR Oy th A S5 26 5L ( Zoysia sinica Hance) , BEFFIEFH
BN 25y/m’ o RRFF AR 1L BB BT R B R R T B AT A RS B = B 3, A B R it
—2,

1.2 WENERITE

MG 2 AR B B I X T RS B SR Ui LB PRI A, [ P — e R ge S SR 11 5 ok ik
NEMBEEBEE. XIS EASHSHEY BT T , € B ARG B E 2 2k E PSR MR K #
HESSAERER S . T REPE, AR E e I RN R E B T, BB R TR (FE 0.01) b
FREE, SRR AIKH Smin B, SR FOKERAE B FHRIRE , FIRE BN ZEI RSB &, Bkt
BAKXWT:

I=M, -M, (1)
=M 009 (2)
Ml

KT R KRBER(g); I ABEZ(% ) ;M IHEMRERE (g) s M, MR KIEE (g) o
1.2.1  FpREIPEE ER & e

— BB T P, R AR M B — R R R Y . B T DR AR A R e S
FEEMRR MKIE B B Bk R 430 3 Bk 4 R RCAR A S 7 I RAR S 2B, 4 T SRAE T S B AR
HIERE ,BEAECH 50, B BT R B 6em , 8RB B E ik n b [RIESH 8 S AP R ) i TR, 7 O W AR R
A PRERTE 1mm x 1mm B 54848 L, 38 53 4% T AR R A T Ao
1.2.2 FEIPEFHAEE R HNE

TESET X N A K B AT A — B0 5T, BEYLA BRI 39 T M 3R TH BY T 10cm x 10em F£77 B EEH
FR4r, B BN E [F] L, 2B A4S R RO 2 8 B (mm) , BEAECh 10, BURETERS R 31T, R RME B

http ://www. ecologica. cn



2 Hl 4 FIPAISE A RO R EE R BT 671

TR J3E B B B R ) I R B R R BE 439311 6..10em AT 14em FEEF
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2.1 BARREIPREERE PERE

FIFR R SR — P E LA ARA B AR, B AT 40, B 39 855, 1F i v B = MR A, A
RSP IR T BHACH ZEA AL , R IE , D8 T SE AP B T AR R ST R R B TR R, A 0 B R R T R A B TR R
f— ST
2.1.1 BRGEFEBERESH A BENKLR

BRGZE AR A BRI R E BEREREE (P <0.01) (K1), HEM FENNES BEE
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Table 1 Comparison of interception and interception rate in different leaf number for individual plant

PIE R G T BKEE o R
Leaf amount Fresh weight(g) Water-immersion weight(g) Canopy interception( g) Interception rate( % )

3 0.11Aa 0.19Aa 0.08Aa 69.81Aa

4 0.16Ab 0.27Ab 0.11Ab 71.82Ab

5 0.18Bc 0.34Bc 0.16Bc 81.22Bc

FPAF /NG FRRRERDEF,P<0.05; [ AR KEFRHERERZEFHEF,P<0.01 Lower- case letters in same column represent

significant difference at P <0. 05 ;capital letters in same column represent very significant difference at P <0. 01
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Table 3 Comparison of canopy interception rate under different mowing height
#R B R Interception rate( % )

158 5 B Mowing height( cm)

P 1a BEEE Annual turfgrass Pl 3a B LY Three-year tufgrass
6 40.67Aa 51.58Ab
10 44.92Ba 65.26Bb
14 50.52Ca 78.61Cb

[T A /NG B R AN IR A A AR R ) RSP AR B B 22 5 B35, P < 0. 05 5 RS AN [l R 5 B3 AN [v) s BY v 8 [ B S R B A 2 5 B 3%
P <0.05 Lower- case letters in same row represent significant difference between different growth year at P < 0. 05; capital letters in same column

represent significant difference between different mowing height at P <0. 05
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