55 34 3255 21 1 2o & E2 Eiid Vol.34,No.21
2014 411 H ACTA ECOLOGICA SINICA Nov.,2014

DOI: 10.5846/stxb201302060253

M , LW, A, TR0 AR, R A X B L R B B R K AR ST L (TOC) 38 ek AR (RARAE . A 252741, 2014 ,34(21) :6297- 6308.
Yang L L, Wang Y H,Du M, Yu P T, Hao J, Li Z H.The variation of total organic carbon ( TOC) flux with rain water in regional forests of Liupan
Mountains, China.Acta Ecologica Sinica,2014,34(21) :6297-6308.

f\ﬁm #l #$$$1¥Bﬁﬁ¢7km1u\ﬁ$ﬂ K(TOC)
18 2 3 HFFE

— 1,2 3ol * 1,2 2ok | 1 1
mmmbht, BN A &Y THEAE A F FRE
(1. B B R 2 A AT 5 GBS 7, FE 5l 5 A AP 5 P T 50105 LS 100001
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FEE AT A/, Ve 6 R R AR RREH M T 2011 4E2E K ZRMRAREK 53K T K 5 8 ok 4R
FJ2(0—30 cm ) L HEB TR K A9 LA HLIK (TOC) M BE K HARRY B3 A8tk 25 SRR W 7EMe K 5 10 o il 2838 W A0 R ALY
MR BEIK BTG RE L TOC Mk B2 RRAS [RI R B ML b K 5 B SRR AR A A B3 A D/ I, AL DR i 7 bk e A 5 5 2B e s 4, 4%
FEHUAR T R BE T B A2 4 2% TOC 38 5 (kg/hm® ) (L& MHFA A T AR 132.28 LB ILAA R A AR 106.56 JHIAA A T 4K 94.10 A MK
79.49 MEARMK 66.52 AT ARBRIK A= bk 63.01) HB HEARANEEAK (53.17 ) AS [ 2 B 3 0 b 186 K 36 AAKCB Sf , MORE Y TOC I8k HH 7 e 4
MRARK, FERE I ARER TS . 7 6 FhFRAREE ML A AL Y5 M2 B e K i, O TOC Mk BE R b AH 22 AN K, P38 24.51 me/L, & TARGE 28 iF%
JKH) TOC He & ,ﬂﬁi/ﬁ%ﬁhiﬁﬁﬁkm& Lib7E ) TOC 283 (20, 4 ARG V978 TR K 19 TOC 38 & (ke/hm® ) (MEAR KA
K 84.35 HFZETHEM 129.35 AL ZRARKAEAR 79.21 JHAS AN T AR 114.93) # L HAR F K TOC &30 T, (HAE LIS HAA A T AR
HHEIFA R AR TOC 38543 B % 2 90.76 F1 104.90 ke/hm® , FEI RE A AEALTE HHFs A TMORIAE IS i AE ARG EAR R 2 (0—
30 em) EHEBIRAK S, TOC W IILFARIE PE IR K s TR/ NT S 3R B ag i, 888 T /K Y TOC &3 B &K T
Witk BBk, WM RE b2 5 2 43.04 1 66.33 kg/hm® , HEMAOKRE  MAMFRBENF AT TOC i AGE B 76 ML TOC iy A AP 5
A EZHAL IR TOC kPR IR R [ MU I TOC 3 7, A 7 4 2 oA B msiosi /> ToC M e, H B R )2 H 84
/D TOC i i i ir LU [ 52 TOC (B0 ,

KGR BRI K S R B ML ; 30 2
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Abstract; Both flux and concentration of total organic carbon( TOC) from rain water were documented and analyzed from six
regional forests growing in the small watershed of Xiangshuihe inside Liupan Mounatins in NW China during the 2011
growing season. The results indicated that TOC concentration of all six forests was increased in term of rain water under
canopy. Although the rain water volume under canopy was decreased due to the canopy interception, the TOC flux carried by
the rain water under canopy was increased for all six forests as compared them with that carrying by the open field rainfall

(53.17 kg/hm*) because of carbon exchange or wash out from canopy. The corresponding TOC flux (kg/hm®) of rain water
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under canopy was 132.28 for Larix principis-rupprechtit plantation, 106.56 for the secondary forest of Pinus armandii, 94.10
for the plantation of Pinus tabulaeformis, 79.49 for the shrub of Prunus salicina, 66.52 for the secondary forest of Beiula
platyphylla, and 63.01 for the secondary forest of Quercus liaotungesis. The canopy leaching (or wash out) effect of TOC
was high for the coniferous forests, but weak for the broad-leaved forests. The difference of TOC concentrations in the
leakage under humus layer was low among the six forest types, with an average of 24.51 mg/L, which was still higher than
the TOC concentration in throughfall. As an integrated result of the humus interception loss and the TOC exchange with
humus layer, the TOC flux carried by the humus leakage was increased than that carried by throughfall for four forests and
they were 84.35 (kg/hm”) for the stand of Betula platyphylla, 129.35 for the bush of Prunus salicina, 79.21 for the stand
of Quercus liaotungesis, 114.93 for the stand of Pinus tabulaeformis, but the TOC flux carried by the humus leakage was
decreased to 90.76 and 104.90 kg/hm’ for the stand of Larix principis-rupprechtii and Pinus armandii respectively. In the
leakage under the soil layer of main root zone (0—30 cm), the TOC concentrations were reduced compared with that in
humus leakage for the stands of Larix principis-rupprechtii and Pinus armandii. Affected by the water volume decrease and
the TOC exchange with mineral soil, the TOC flux carried by the soil leakage under main root zone was significantly
reduced, compared with the TOC flux of humus leakage, to 43.04 kg/hm” for the stand of Larix principis-rupprechtii and to
66.33 kg/hm’ for the stand of Pinus armandii. In conclusion, the TOC input flux through open field rainfall played an
important role in the TOC flux input to forest soil. The canopy of all six forest types could increase the TOC flux due the
TOC leaching from canopy surface. The TOC flux in humus layer leakage were usually increased or decreased. However, the
mineral soil at the main root zone greatly reduced the TOC flux output, thus the soil layer should be the most important pool

for fixing the TOC.

Key Words: representative forests; hydrological processes; total organic carbon; flux
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DOC FEATIEHE ", 445 3 [ g 7 S R AR bk

SO R TOC BhA T AR TEPE AL T R T
ER Ml XA FE AR AR A BR A 3 6 AR AR AR ZS T RE A IA R
SEH,

AWFFEAE T E S B X $E 1 7S Fh AL R ARk
B AEAE R PR T P R R K A% Al i 72
KAER TOC 1l AR, DU RE D 24 M S AL 3 [X 114
ARMOCEIAIN 55011 | [ fie 2y E S5 A O 1 i g 2t
figp F0E B AN PR AERL AR

1 HAREEEFHE

1.1 BFSEIXIRIRE A 1L

WFFEH 2 7S B A AR DR AP DX B 2K /) B
I, B AR B A S b Y R Y 3 B AT A I DX R
B BT 4 S ) R Kk b IX T KT L 2060—
2931 m, i T A4 109°9'—109°30", b 45 35°15'—
35°41", Ja Wiz il ity R Bl 1 2 XU, AR 4 < 5.8 C
AR 770.7 mm, 2T 6—9 H, /MR
R R, AR 32 58 ik 72.9% , T2 KRR
R, TR Fb AL 518 1L AN ( Pinus armandii) 3L 7R Bk
(Quercus liaotungesis) .FAME ( Betula platyphlla) LK
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( Betula albosinensis) | 11145 ( Populus davidiana ) 55 ; H
N T 53R N 23.6% , £ 8 NAEILTE ML (Larix
principis-rupprechtii) MK FIH AL ( Pinus tabulaeformis )
Mo IARBHYE 73 A B B2 HE PN 5 w55 134K (2700 m LA
) M DO A3 A S L R AT . R LUK+
N E LRI AT —E R R e, IR R
B2 AR BN TE Bl | U K A KA G AR
PRI ARY)

PEHE T HACKR M AL AU T A N AR AR L
AR HEARYCEMR ALARBROC SRATI A N AR
AL TR 30 mx30 m AYREML A 1 A, R AERF AT
( Prunus salicina) #EMNHESE T 1 /> 20 mx20 m A9AE
M, AEACTEIT AR A 1L FABRFIHE A IRAE 353 A5 T
P -, B2 AR b 43 A T YR i, 1L
B SR VY o 5 (R NI EC R RS R e e ¢ = |
78 A AREE L, AR AT N R AR 50 WA 2
B ALV HF AT ( Fargesia nitida ) | ¥ ] 3 ( Rosa
hugonis ) %, W K F B FH L It H H ( Carex
hancokiana) Wk ( Pteridium aquilum) 3§ . B 1LFAIR =

AR AR AT /D 5 1) I HE 2T A AT 1 TR R R AR
Homii %, £ JE 2% (Lonicera japonica Thunb) %
F(Corylus heterophylla) KA 1% ( Rosa omeiensis) .
VKHL (Agropyron cristatum) | & % ( Carex ) %5 . MEA K
SRUR A PRHEE 1l Hy AR R /D it 2T HEZH B, PR A E R
FEARK L FEA = HFE L% (Spiraea trilobata) |
®i1T ( Fargesia spathacea Franch) &1 /N T #
( Sytinga microphylla ) 254 5k .3 3 ( Smilax china
L)%, WEFHEARMEHMM T mA R R 2, £ 4
HIOKBCLH L, AL AR BRUC A AR S A P A= R R 22
FEH A LA kAR ( Tilia paucicostata Maxim )
S HOMR B HE R A A B Z2 ) 2 B T 1L A
( Crataegus Kansuensis ), 7K #¥] -+ ( Cotoneaster
multiflorus ) \F2 554824 ( Spriaea pubescens) , | T
( Eleutnerococcus giraldii) | i 77 4% HE AR LA S 85 4
TP AR b A B 53 245 1 B — B Al bR, AR B A
EAEBWHE, MEKRZLZ UUKRTER ( Fragaria
orientalis) (7 H VKN FEACHFN, 2050 EEA
FHIEWLR 1.3 2,

R 1 FFSTREMREY S ANAE 4 B AR

Table 1 The site condition and vegetation characters in sample plots

B

WA FAY  RAE AR

. TR I LA : AR i y .
AR “ @? , g’frﬂ Slope ff‘“ Tﬁ %?ﬁ' MEE o g mE
Sample plot evation ’ npet gradient/ i "’tf.’e i m/l danozy density/ ~ Mean tree  Mean tree Shrub
" aspee (°) postiion aeera sty (#/hm?)  DBH/em  height/m  coverage/%
AEALTE TR
Larix principis-rupprechtii 2320 N 30 W 23 0.8 1125 15.6 13.9 5
plantation
1k W’ <
n‘l_l.lﬁ AEM\ 2280 it 35 YT 43 0.8 675 12.14 6.81 60
Pinus armandii secondary forest
1Yy /¢
FEAER 2380 It 30 i 45 0.6 725 18.3 9.34 65
Betula platyphylla secondary forest
ZFHEMN
S, 2230 [} 39 U 20 - - 257 1.96 50
Prunus salicina shrub
\T/ N /\‘{”
Lij:ﬂ_l\i% . X 2080 K 34 WF 41 0.6 625 16.16 9.23 60
Quercus liaotungensis secondary forest
TR
{HWA}\IM . . 2155 K 7 Ll 32 0.65 2275 14.85 9.41 10
Pinus tabulaeformis plantation
H7& 2R Thickness of humus/cm gy 2 E R Weight of humus/ ( t/hmz)
FEALFR MHE LAL - A I Bt £t R o et e
Sample plot Canopy LAI  Un-deco Half-deco Decomp " Un-deco Half-deco Decomp "
Total Total
mposed mposed osed mposed mposed osed
Ay PN
+j,t§ HVLJ\I% .. . 3.16 1.0 3.5 1.0 5.5 1.82 18.25 2.76 22.83
Larix principis-rupprechtii plantation
| P T A B
FILRAICE R 2.94 0.7 22 05 34 1.54 12.68 10,51 24.73

Pinus armandii secondary forest
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V&4 2 IE B Thickness of humus/cm sy 2 E R Weight of humus/ ( t/hmz)
FEHL AR MOESE LAL KoM % EYiy £t RO LI ok et
Sample plot Canopy LAI  Un-deco Half-deco Decomp N Un-deco Half-deco Decomp "
Total Total
mposed mposed osed mposed mposed osed

AT
FEADA:A , 3.32 0.8 3.3 2.0 6.1 1.72 13.19 10.95 25.87
Betula platyphylla secondary forest

T2
ET%¥2E# — 2.7 0.7 — 34 2.62 3.34 — 5.96
Prunus salicina shrub

‘T/ N /;‘/" us i Sis
LARHRKERK Quercus liaotungensis 25 3.8 22 8.5 3.30 18.14 10.12 31.57
secondary forest
A AT b
AT 315 20 2.0 1.9 5.9 1.59 20.36 10.35 32.30

Pinus tabulaeformis plantation

= B TR EEBR AP R Te A S A B

R2 WIRAEMETEMEBLZER
Table 2 Soil physical and chemical properties of sample plots

L

BEH T i}%’]}}fg“ Soil bulk JLHE P i Element content/ ( g/100g)
Sample plot oldeph” ey, M T &N 4P &K

o (&/cm®) Organic C Total N Total P Total K ta Me
At RS N AR 0—10 0.88 7.15 3.88 0.29 0.08 0.35 0.47 1.33
Larix principis-rupprechtii 10—20 1.00 7.35 3.45 0.26 0.09 0.38 0.65 1.33
plantation 20—40 1.02 7.32 2.97 0.25 0.08 0.35 0.68 1.32
40—60 1.11 7.45 2.83 0.25 0.09 0.31 1.17 1.27
60—80 1.31 7.45 2.79 0.24 0.09 0.37 0.86 1.38
80—100 1.45 7.57 2.02 0.18 0.09 0.33 0.85 1.40
0—100 1.13 7.38 3.04 0.25 0.09 0.35 0.78 1.34
AR 0—10 0.70 6.95 7.92 0.68 0.10 0.40 0.72 1.05
Pinus armandii 10—20 0.74 6.89 6.78 0.61 0.10 0.29 1.00 1.06
secondary forest 20—40 0.73 7.08 6.67 0.61 0.09 0.29 0.89 1.04
40—60 0.78 7.16 3.76 0.36 0.08 0.24 0.71 1.15
60—80 0.94 7.25 3.18 0.33 0.08 0.19 0.72 1.16
80—100 1.11 7.31 2.79 0.26 0.07 0.15 0.65 1.16
0—100 0.83 7.11 5.18 0.47 0.09 0.26 0.78 1.10
HEARY AR 0—10 0.69 6.95 8.54 0.64 0.10 0.27 1.32 0.98
Betula platyphylla 10—20 0.75 6.78 7.97 0.62 0.09 0.29 1.15 0.96
secondary forest 20—40 0.86 6.65 6.92 0.55 0.05 0.14 0.99 0.64
40—60 1.17 6.95 5.28 0.44 0.07 0.25 0.91 1.04
60—80 1.24 6.94 4.85 0.39 0.07 0.24 0.94 1.08
80—100 1.41 6.98 3.40 0.27 0.05 0.21 0.77 1.13
0—100 1.02 6.88 6.16 0.49 0.07 0.23 1.01 0.97
Lige s SHN 0—10 0.98 7.77 2.62 0.22 0.07 0.27 0.61 1.39
Prunus salicina shrub 10—20 1.07 7.72 2.20 0.20 0.06 0.25 0.49 1.38
20—40 1.02 7.87 2.02 0.18 0.07 0.23 0.66 1.44
40—60 1.18 8.08 1.95 0.15 0.07 0.22 0.57 1.44
60—80 0.96 8.28 1.80 0.11 0.06 0.20 1.86 1.65
80—100 1.20 8.19 1.11 0.10 0.07 0.22 1.54 1.64
0—100 1.07 7.99 1.95 0.16 0.07 0.23 0.96 1.49
TLARBRUCE AR 0—10 0.74 7.22 4.21 0.34 0.04 0.14 0.72 0.93
Quercus liaotungensis 10—20 0.86 7.29 3.48 0.28 0.05 0.15 0.76 0.91
secondary forest 20—40 1.08 7.37 2.62 0.21 0.04 0.11 0.57 0.99
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FEHLA R jﬁmg fﬂﬁ%ﬁf JEZ & it Element content/ ( g/100g)
Sample plot Soil depth/ density / pH HHLC 4N 4P £ K

o (g/em?) Organic C  Total N Total P Total K Ca Me

40—60 1.15 7.15 1.71 0.19 0.03 0.10 0.51 0.99

60—80 1.15 7.34 1.91 0.19 0.05 0.13 0.49 1.14

80—100 1.27 7.53 1.10 0.09 0.06 0.17 0.41 1.31

0—100 1.04 7.32 2.51 0.22 0.05 0.13 0.58 1.04

AN AR 0—10 0.99 7.51 5.81 0.53 0.10 0.27 0.80 0.97

Pinus tabulaeformis 10—20 0.99 7.86 4.07 0.40 0.10 0.25 0.90 1.04

plantation 20—40 1.12 7.95 3.20 0.30 0.09 0.19 0.71 1.00

40—60 1.02 7.99 3.02 0.27 0.10 0.17 0.74 0.98

60—80 1.00 8.08 2.74 0.25 0.09 0.17 0.62 0.98

80—100 1.13 8.22 2.40 0.23 0.09 0.16 0.72 0.99

0—100 1.04 7.94 3.54 0.33 0.09 0.20 0.75 0.99

1.2 Wik
1.2.1 K MK R 4

FEMRAN I T il B — & | B AR (32 H,
Weatherhawk 23 7)) , BC A T 45 B8 1 mm A9 4 3)-
AT, 2011 4F 5—10 H 8 22 00 I 4 7K & R K
R R B LA — 5 0 A T A — A A o
I, TC A 0 S PR O R B e R B W A AR, AE AR AR
T 3AP4%E 20 em B9 [ R R, BT AR AR
SR FRE A

AR ZEF K, RS TR ARARAE o P, AR B8 - 7 bk
56 (LA By RMEAR ) R B, e A R P Ml s AE
FRHBTAT 20 cm AR, 3 A i 6—12 NI, B
YRR S I K i THEH AR YA 1R A R A
TR T B K,

SN SE T, FERAAR BRI 768 Hh S A, B4
FEHL N RS 5—6 BRAMOR I EAR 2.0 em MR 2059
BHRETR R AER T, MW+ 2 m @b A L T igiE
EGETA T I, SRS 55 KT B2 & 300, B
JBE 8 AR T 5 T ) A 2 B, PR I A 5 T A B B
HIBRL 2% . BF UK RN I e Ik 7K B | 34 3 AR et 45
5 TR0 5 A BARR R 23 B8 TR

SRR ZE AR D E B TR K, TS AR
KA 15 0 J2 IR S5 A0 I 25 1, B R b N BEE S
AFERL 0.5 mx0.5 m {4 SRR AN Vi ) AR RS il 21 38
B T, BRI R Al 2 B K 5 LA
BRI I R T 8 e K A IR KRR LA
FETCEWRE

S AR R JZ 0 B TR K, AR AR LT A

MRFIAE LLAAMREE 3 P BEMLAG 3 7 > G AR 20
em MIZEIBANL, 2B AL PRI T R AR 2l A bk + 45
HAZRE R 30 em, & AR R RAE UK A M
JEUA A V5 W 2 B T REA: e A R AR R /N R S MR
B, TERRRIE RN A 1R, I 2598 U fa oA 1Y +
BB lwK i, I REMF I PTHIKEE,

BN W 2 RUREE BRI IK DL R 454
My 22 SR AR ZE K T R 75 1015 e /K A 1 38
BlIsKIE A, 43 0E BUR & K RE; 55 56, fE ke | &
KR/ IN IR A B R AR B KK, AR B KRR )
PRFR 500 mL, F7f T UKAE Y, B i) 3 Tl b 5t 1 52 56
EIATROEE ARAER ST, AE 2011 AR (5 H 24
H—10 A 20 H), L% 22 YpFEmF 14, B 528
KR,

1.2.2  JKEEALFRAfL 450 Hr

TEEF AN 2 P UE 4Rt uE KR I, S B i
W w0y pH HHIE L pH S T 3, TRV
KA BT SLI0 =, R AR B AL - 4 T L0 A il
2,005 B HLAR (TOC) HRBE
1.2.3 TOC #kEHHE

FEAKRELEAE K ZE TP TOC Ve BT E S 4% %
A A N K B AE (X (1) )

c=ici-P/iPi (1)
Krp, ¢ IR TN HEIOKEE (MANEK FEK T
WL BIEK) B TOC SEMRE (me/L) , C R IR BN
JE I E 9 TOC e BE (mg/L) |, P,k By 4 T A i 5
FIKM K (mm) , P oA K ZE N RO B
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S

34 4

(mm) ,n A7 RE B REK IR

MR B K AL 45 Rl 28 358 7K 0, i L 4%
TR KA TR Z A, H TOC ¥ B 72 2
BRI RE Y 2E 5 /K 5 R B TOC R B A K 2 A
BIMH.,

ARG KBRS RGE A AT AR R 3
MERZ, Bl 2 (MOE 2+ 2 ) MiEwzE .+
AR )Z 32 (0—30 em) |, TP Bl R 7K 5% AL 38 1t 4%
YEFJZ TOC sk T X (2) 115

F=C-P/100 (2)
K, F OB EAEHZE) TOC 38 5 (kg/hm?) ,C K
TOC (V-S4 B (me/L) , PRyl o &4 I Z 1Y ok
#(mm),

FEFEGE 13 4ANME 2, 258 TOC /YR 22
e Ve AEVE AT RE  DATTE & A K f AR Ak 1 ) B,

KA TOC WRIEAL 2R AL A VE FHZXT TOC 3 &
A2, s T (3) A SR RZ 8 ToC
W (F,) A AR AR AR 2 A TOC i &
(F) AL (AF ) BRIZAE 205 FTH AR 4B 1 2
A

AF=F, - F, (3)

2 ERENH

2.1 DM BEAE R A oK e e AR Ak

TER A /N A 2011 A=K 2= (5 A 24 H—10
H 20 B ) WS IATE], FL000 2 22 YR FERR , SR
5 724.3 mm, HARSBEIZESBKR(EI3) . ES5H
rFEE R 0,6 A FEmEAK, 8 7 A6 2
Jalsgn, 8 Ayt 7 AR FEA BEAR,9 H A th T2
AT R B K, 7E 10 3 43 s s b

F3 2011 ARKFMEZARRE L FERAEME KBS EEHE

Table 3 The monthly redistribution of precipitation during the growing season of 2011 in the main forests at Liupan Mountains

FEM 44T py i i Tl SFIBHER ORI A
Sample plot Months Precipitation/ Interception Stemflow Throughfall canopy leakage/ Jeakage/
" /mm /% /mm /% /mm /% /mm /% mm mm
AL MRS A AR 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Larix principis-rupprechtii 6 83.3 192 23.02 0.1 0.09 640 7688  64.1 76.98 34.7 32.4
plantation 7 188.0 379 2017 0.5 0.29 1495 79.54 1501 79.83 104.7 23.3
8 171.1 25.0 14.60 0.6 0.34 1455 8506 1461  85.40 112.7 107.8
9 232.3 36.6 15.76 1.0 0.4 1947 8380 1957  84.24 135.6 59.4
10 49.6 6.2 12.58 0.3 0.65 430 8678 434 8742 19.5 21.1
5—10 724.3 1249  17.25 2.6 0.35 596.8 8240  599.4 8275 407.2 244.2
AR A PR 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
Pinus armandii 6 83.3 14.3 17.13 0.3 0.39 68.7 8248  69.0 8287 40.8 32.8
secondary forest 7 188.0 40.1 21.33 0.4 0.22 1475 7845 1479  78.67 100.5 29.4
8 171.1 14.7 8.58 03 0.20 156.1 9121 1564  91.42 119.7 123.3
9 232.3 24.9 10.70 0.5 022 2069  89.08  207.4  89.30 143.4 61.0
10 49.6 8.4 16.98 0.2 0.31 410 8271 412 83.02 20.0 29.0
5—10 724.3 1023 1413 1.8 024 6202 8563  622.0  85.87 4243 275.9
HEARWHEAM 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Betula platyphylla 6 83.3 178 2133 0.1 0.11 654 7856 655 78.67 34.8
secondary forest 7 188.0 35.1 18.66 0.3 0.17 1526 8117 1529  81.34 95.9
8 171.1 31.6 18.47 0.4 0.22 139.1 8131 1395 8153 101.1
9 232.3 524 2254 0.5 0.20 1795 7726 1799  77.46 115.8
10 49.6 8.8 17.81 0.1 0.11 40.7 82.08  40.8 82.19 20.7
5—10 724.3 1456 20.11 13 018 5773 7971 5787  79.89 368.3
W2 HEM 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Prunus salicina 6 83.3 11.6 13.98 0.2 0.21 1.5 85.81 71.7 86.02 452
shrub 7 188.0 2.4 1244 1.2 0.63 1634 8693 1646  87.56 136.1
8 171.1 18.6 10.86 1.4 0.81 151.1 8833 1525  89.14 139.1
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HEM 44T g M LR itk b o LB
Sample plot Months Precipitation/ Interception Stemflow Throughfall canopy leakage/ Jeakage/

" /om /% /mm /% /om /% /mm /% mm mm

9 2323 28.2 12.14 15 0.66 2026 8720 2041  87.86 185.9

10 49.6 44 8.91 0.4 0.86 448 9023 452 91.09 18.7
5—10 724.3 86.2 11.91 4.7 0.65 6334 8744 6381  88.09 525.0

TLZRBRUCAE bR 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Quercus liaotungensis 6 83.3 15.8 19.02 0.2 0.30 672 80.69  67.5  80.98 29.2
secondary forest 7 188.0 444 2361 0.7 0.40 1429 7600 1436 7639 119.3
8 171.1 418 2443 0.5 0.31 1288 7526 1293 75.57 46.0

9 2323 4.8 18.43 0.7 0.28 188.8 8129 1895 8157 118.3

10 49.6 113 2284 0.2 0.37 38.1 76.80 383 7116 18.1

5—10 724.3 1562 21.56 24 033 5658 7811  568.1  78.44 330.8

THAR A TR 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pinus tabulaeformis 6 83.3 2.6  31.94 0.8 1.02 558  61.04 567  68.06 34.6
plantation 7 188.0 430 2287 2.5 1.35 1425 7578 1450 7713 125.6
8 171.1 377 22.04 2.1 122 1313 7674 1334 7796 50.1

9 2323 37.8 16.29 2.7 1.18 1917 8253 1945 8371 170.9

10 49.6 12 2256 0.5 0.98 37.9 7646 384 7144 21.6

5—10 724.3 156.3  21.59 8.7 120 5593 7721 568.0  78.41 402.6

« A 5 A 24 HFFER, 10 H 20 HE5H

KK ARG HEAT T — 3% & B PRI, TE AR
TR | EAREE N T AR Y e KR -
BaB oK, PR B RRAE 25 57, 25 46 i1 B B 43 Bic A7
S, hFE3 05,2011 FEKZE (S H 24 H—
10 A 20 H) MR &t (32) TEMAN N AR R, 15 %)
156.3 mm(21.59%) , HR R i R BRI A AR 156.2
mm(21.56% ) HEAR KA MR 145.6 mm (20.11%) |
ALK A N TR 124.9 mm (17.25% ) AEILFAIR
AARAY 102.3 mm (14.13% ) B2 T E) 86.2 mm
(11.91%) , HHETENFROMEHE R RZH T
10%—35%""+"" (H— Lol XA i 25 50% "7
A FE R BE SR AT T AR I 72 45 2004—2005 4F
Az Z X 7S A L B e S T (MR 2 A R A R

F BT TR A R, T E
it 3 T 284 K v, (H TR R & S TR
IR RRZ ALFEFD TR B R R T
PR AE . FEAAEHLIY T & CR) , LUhAA A T
WA, IEF) 8.7 mm (1.20%) ; B2 FHEMIR Z | 1K
4.7 mm (0.65%) ; HEAR K A M A/, B 1.3 mm
(0.18%) .

H % 3 I, £ FE LAY H 2835 K 2 B AR A1 R
IR G K, HAE 4 K O e ok, 4%

FEH Y 235 K i (mm ) AR RBP4 F N (633.4) >
AEILAAAR(620.2) >HEAL T I FABR (596.8 ) >HEA MK
(577.3) >IL B (565.8) ST (559.3) , 7051 5
[ 31 W 7K 5 A 87.44% . 85.63% . 82.40% .79.71% .
78.11% 77.21%

i 75 05 I 7K KN 25 PR3 B i R il 7 ) it
FG3 fif AR 0S5 A 5, KB /IMK IR B 2% -9 A
(525.0 mm) >TE AR (424.3 mm) >TEJL I A AR
(407.2 mm) >JHAAHK (402.6 mm) >HEA B (368.3
mm) >IL AR AR (330.8 mm) , IRl A5 H FEK R K
[[0E: IS

3B K 5T AR R R AR KRR | AL
WA RS 2 A R R B UIAR G, TR SOl |, A2t
P& I FA R LI ASPRAE 2011 A K 22 9 1 3 (0—30
em) BIRK N9k 244.2 F1275.9 mm,

2.2 #FKK3LGER TOC WREEAR{L

M 4 AT FERE K G 1 R AR 2 R A AR
o TOC e BE S R A T U8 T2 KA 7K % TOC
XM R (7.34+0.098 ) mg/L; i T R Kl i ko
it AR A2 i A A R EAE T, TOC W B2 W S 34 I
FET IR B R, T8 5 R H A 75 P2 35 T K
(1) TOC ¥ J3 Fe MO 5835 /K Ak S B, AE 48 &
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R, T e g 1EH , b A AR
A ARG 8B TR 7K TOC W R T HAG K Y5
Ti7K TOC e, TEA SCRIFFE B AR MR IR, V& Ak 32 22
JETZK S B 38 5 I8 100 38 rb g AL I 4R 1
BEIK IR TOC Ve FEI AR T ARSI K, ud B 1 B 58
Y TOC i UEMEH . 75 B A g, % 4 TP BBsEAk
AN TOC X B %oF T AT B 0 — FF | 45 R
X A IK TOC W B Sk 25 A b BT 7F - 3l i K 52
YIE.,

FEKEAL TR 9 TOC R E (me/L) ARk X AL V%
AR TN ARANE K (7.34) <+ 3B K (17.63)
<EEIBEIK (21.92) <HhiVE W B IR IK (22.29) < T Uit
(56.89) , WHAEILIFAMRE I A ARIMEK (7.34) <ZFiF
K(17.11) < HHEB I K (24.04) <l % W18 T 7K
(24.72) < Tt (25.68 ), XiF A A Bk Ky #k 41 B 7K
(7.34) <ZBK (11.47) <M IEWB WK (22.9) < F
T(23.57) , XFIH A MO MRAMEE K (7. 34) <ZE 8K
(16.23) <AHIEYB K (28. 55) < T (37.9) , W B
ZETRENNIRANEEK (7. 34) <ZE B K (12, 41) < Tk
(18.12) <Hi & W8 i 7K (24. 64) | XF 1L Z AR AR Ry Ak
AR (7. 34) <ZEBK (11.05) < T (21. 04) <Hi 7%
YK (23.94)

KA IEAFEM G TOC e FE 3G, 2 H Rk

Xof P T i B2 A AL A o e ok DR et J2
ZER R BRI K 2 7RI H 6 Fh AR
Hirfr, 28 1% K 1 TOC ¥R BE (mg/L) A db 75 i Fis i
(21.92) > AR AR (17.11) >TMAA K (16.23) >HE
(12.41) >HEARMR(11.47) >ITHEERAR(11.05) , £ A
BEIEARAT TOC ke sl bk v g 1 2 e AR | 3X R[]
TR HAE XL 3 Bl 2 BRI AT MURR Mk
R FE 25 5 | 3X AT g 5 B MR 1 56 2 i G
AR 55 AN ) Hl 500 [ W R AR 25 5 A O0 A R IR A
SERAFSE

R KAE Y Bz v 452 B3 I [i) R0 B B T 2 K mT ¥ 1
TOC &5 50 T TOC WRBER E BRI Z 20 4
A (L AL J% i Fs A ) B R — RS | 5
AT IG5, WORE G B A T W KRR K )
[, Jr A3 TOC e B B 08 3 - [ A o, 55 1
AR B H A K SO AR IR Y T TOC YWRIEAE 3
AR A S R R B Hoi b XT3
AR AR, PR B AT WK B8 T A A 22
B LA TOC Mk BE AR, S50 i5 T /K AHIE

Mivg B3 Ik TOC W BIRT H KT8
K, FR IR DRXT A 9% 0 0 IR R RIS 1 R, AN TR
H ARG TE P98 T 7K TOC ¥ B3 14 Jin & B A7 fF — Sb 22
S, 3K A VR ) ) SRR AR A O

F4 2011 ERFARRWAERAF MK TENLIEFH TOC FHKE (mg/L)

Table 4 The mean TOC concentration in rainwater flowing through forests in growing season of 2011

AL ikn EARW A SN I ARBRIR A bR ,
FAE g AR g ORBRICERR e
> /AN N . . Betula Quercus .
JK S K L. Pinus armandii Prunus X . Pinus
Larix principis- platyphylla . liaotungensis .

Water components . secondary salicina tabulaeformis

rupprechtii secondary secondary .

. forest shrub plantation

plantation forest forest
MAMEIK Precipitation 7.34+0.098 7.34+0.098 7.34+0.098 7.34+0.098 7.34+0.098 7.34+0.098
ZF%5 7K Throughfall 21.92+0.200 17.11+0.209 11.47+0.084 12.41+0.259 11.05+0.124 16.23+0.169
T Stemflow 56.89+0.285 25.68+0.229 23.57+0.131 18.12+0.171 21.04+0.146 37.90+0.436
R 481w 7K Humus leakage 22.29:0.304  24.72x0.210  22.90£0.213  24.64x0.217  23.94x0.206 28.55+0.345
FHEB IR IK Soil leakage 17.63£0.200  24.04+0.175
&K Stream water 3.88+0.087 3.88+0.087 3.88+0.087 3.45+0.069 3.59+0.057 3.59+0.057

2.3 MRNSAIEHZER TOC i

FEE 5 AT, 2011 AF A= K 28 bR A1 B K 485 4 1Y
TOC i K 53.17 kg/hm® , £ PR3 HF b AR T 5K
CEEBKATI) BEHF A0 TOC 18 5 2 5 TARAMNE K
VLA 2 HA TOC vtk BVER . 25 RE b AR K
FHTFFEK TOC 38 &2 1K/ (kg/hm®) He 7 Ry 2L

TEIHHA AR (132.28) >4 LI AA AK (106.56 ) > IH # bk
(94.10) >HFZ= 7 HEM (79.49) >HEARI(66.52) >1L
IRERMR(63.01) .

& FEHOAGVE P 5 K (1 A4 K 22 TOC 3 it (kg/
hm® ) HEJF 4 725 0 A (129.35) >THAABK (114.93)
SPEILAAMR (104.90) SHEALTE I HA bR (90.76 ) >HEA K
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(84.35) >IL ARBEM(79.21)

2t FRAR)Z IR 9B Tk A4 K 2= TOC il

(43.04) , X Al ge AL LA AR - e S50 LA B As A K

ENE 2SS

i (kg/hm?) R 48 1L bk (66.33) > 4B L 7%

£S5 2011 FERKFARBWERFMMERRLPEEREN TOCER (kg/hm?)
Table 5 TOC flux with rainwater flowing through the forests in the growing season of 2011

ML HEARW A

TLARMRUR AR

AE AR A bR Lig St N AR N bR
s NTH . . Betula Quercus ]
KISy L. Pinus armandii Prunus . . Pinus
Larix principis- platyphylla .. liaotungensis .
Water components B secondary salicina tabulaeformis
rupprechtii secondary secondary .
. forest shrub plantation
plantation forest forest
MRANEIK Precipitation 53.17 53.17 53.17 53.17 53.17 53.17
25175 7K Throughfall 130.82 106.11 66.22 78.63 62.51 90.80
T Stemflow 1.46 0.45 0.31 0.86 0.50 3.30
MFF#7K Rainfall under canopy 132.28 106.56 66.52 79.49 63.01 94.10
W75 Y1205 7K Humus leakage 90.76 104.90 84.35 129.35 79.21 114.93
+ 2B K Soil leakage 43.04 66.33

2.4 AAEMJZIE] TOC 8 i 22 5

TR KA B R 2 T A 5 4 A0 s R 2 &
2 TOC AR IR B AN IR WA 25 e A, iz K i 284k
BT TOC B AESAEHIER 220 (£ 6) .

MOEIRR R E K, — 2 A FE K e MO JZ 1
TOC R BEAE AL 58 % (A2 i B3R 1 T e
AIVEIAE T , 3 5 E0R e % M TOC i ARG < U5 £
Mo TEARWIFEH, 2 AR H R ARR Bk #54F TOC

W (kg/hm?® ) AH XS ARAM R K 344 A () 72 B A 384
Horpr A b 75 b B bR i 05 K (77.65) , 4 1L B AR
(52.94) M AA K (37. 63 ) R =2, 2 B 41 4k e 2
CEFmE B S TR F ) B TOC ¥4 bkt 1 AR 3 5 AR
2T, HEARMRANIL R BRARAY TOC s AU 3G K T
13.05 F11°9. 34  BLHI A i MO 2 (9 TOC itk 4
AN B 25 7 NS TOC i 2 5 iRt A B AR K
(25.46)

Fz6 2011 FAKFHBRHERFEHNAEIERZH TOC BEE =5 (kg/hm?)

Table 6 The difference of TOC flux of rainwater at each forest layer in the growing season of 2011

UERIEIN

HEARR AR TLARBRU AR

HEILFA R A Lig St N MAA N TR
™~ , ANT M . . Betula Quercus .
LeE e A2 X L. Pinus armandii Prunus X . Pinus
Larix principis- platyphylla L. liaotungensis .
Layers to be compared N secondary salicina tabulaeformis
rupprechiii secondary secondary .
. forest shrub plantation
plantation forest forest
TK-MREMEEE ]
PF‘FI% KARIEE K . 77.65 52.94 13.05 25.46 9.34 37.63
Rainfall under canopy-Precipitation
e B R K 5
TR I K ~41.52 -1.67 17.83 49.86 16.19 20.83
Humus leakage-Precipitation
AR R . s
Soil leakage-Humus leakage
HEZ B R K-
+HZ BRI K 1012 .

Soil leakage-Precipitation

Filiva W22 K S AT oK #5174 TOC i8R 2
22 , AR 7R ) JZ 0 i AR TOC 18 AT
FHEAEARAL 7 A MRRIAE LI RA AR PN 225 B (EL, 15 )
HAGTEP)Z BA TOC 1 ¥ B ol i 77 1) 307 1
F L B PR ZR AR NS0 A TOC 360 32 2205 T R
KRS TSR IRE o TR FA DU A 3 B G T ) )= 8

7K (9 TOC 38 R TARR Bk, 1l W IX JL A AR bR
FEHL AR, vE D))= BT e AR TOC i AT 119
U AERL

ARSCALIME T ALy AR LI FA AR 2 Fif 2R
MR EARRZ LB R, HAEH 1Y TOC il 2
(kg/hm?) FXS Ak 7 8 T 7K B AR 1, JC IR R L
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ARHEE AR 47.71 1 38.57 U 382 X
MR JZ M TOC 3 1t ELA M B 1 90" VR

M EHR R JZ B TRK K TOC 3 1 5 o
7K TOC Y22, W] LA B AR ARAE 28 R e X MRS
KR TOC i VEM , TEARTFTEH, R R 4E
e AR AR S R G (0% BB ER R ZE R 0—30
em) XF FEK A A TOC 38 & %[5 VR, HAH R
10. 12 kg/hm* ; A AR AR A 25 R 8 X B 7K 46 A TOC
A IR, FLE R 13.16 kg/hm®

3 iHefngit

TE T E S X, AR 9 TOC ¥R (7.34
mg/L) BB 5 T — e HAb b X A HGEE (£ 7) , g
ARG (2.4 mg/L) " P E A K IIE (4.7 mg/
L) 1l — 26 [ ) i RO 5E 45 R (1.0—2.9 mg/
L) 110200 3] RN A T 5 b XA S 2 LK
e

*7 —LemihRBEKEL TR DOC BF TOC K E (mg/L)

Table 7 Concentration of DOC or TOC in the rainwater flowing through forests at some study sites

| - | - ) EHBK ok |
i WESA AW WK mEK T Soil leakage N2
Site Ttems Forest type  Precipitation  Throughfall Stemflow - References
0—15 cm 15—30 cm water
SEERB A R
Hubbard Brook, poc ENLigiS 1.1 339 59 3.0 3.1 [21]
New Hampshire, USA
§ IS FAH
ﬂ[@mmﬁ.é AR DOC &N 2.0 12.3 47.6 18.0 [22]
Mont St, Hilaire, Quebec
5 [ AR R B DL 50 el
Olympic National Park , DOC LA RN 1.5+1.1 10.5+17.9 25.549.3 [23]
Washington, USA
BEARRMAR 1511 73+55  263£163  9.0+4.6 2.9:1.1 1.0£1.0
WL TR 1L
D 1. 2 1. 1
Luquillo Mountains, Puerto Rico oc 0 6 9 [10]
[ B SN A B A
Lower Wisconsin River Valley, ~ DOC JeE A 2.9+0.2 11.8+0.9 [24]
Wisconsin, USA
B .
Westland, New Zealand DOC PEAM 1.4+0.7 16.0£12.3  35.6+68.6  55.7+37.6 4.5+1.7 [25]
H AR A, DOC Bk 1.0 43 115 (9]
Kumamoto, Japan LN RN 1.0 3.1 7.1
6 15 Eh B SN VA B AR PR DOC Bk 1.8+0.7 24.7+3.2 (8]
Harvard Forest \
’ T A e .8+0. +6.
Massachusetts, USA AT 1.820.7 29269
THE AR DOC AR 4.7 7.0 30.8 8.8 7.7 2.7 [20]
Guandaushi, Taiwan, China WA 4.7 9.9 10.0 15.5 13.5
KRR AR 4.7 8.3 7.2 21.3 11.0

JAR AL TOC DMK 24+1.2 129+7.9  52.1x25.6  12.8+44 12168  5.1:5.3 [12]

ESR N 24x1.2 14.6£12.2 18.6£9.7 10.8+8.3 5.5¢1.5 2.0£0.5

TRACH 1 2.4x1.2 14.2£13.6  21.5£10.7 13.6+4.3 10.2+5.7 1.8+0.7

TRASH 2 24x1.2 13.2£13.1  23.9+11.8 11.9+5.3 54229

# DOC I PP HLA

P T TR KR A 28 T A oA 20 A e O AR
AR SRy 2 3 K RN i B v, TOC kB3 B i 34
Ko XS B AT A MR R, TOC e B 3476 T 3
IAFN R, AR AE 18.12—56.89 me/L, W& T H &
X300 5 BV BBl (7.1—52.1 mg/L) 120 0 ox o

Ly 32 8 2% AR 28 U 258 3 [ K 1Y TOC ¥k B A% 4k 7
11.05—21.92 mg/L, F-¥7 15.03 mg/L, f4/& T7 &
BB (12.9—14.6 mg/L) " T rp E A b
KJTEE(7.0—9.9 mg/L) > [HAE HAth Hb IX i 25 4k,
JEFE(3.1—33.9 mg/L) Z N, X EEHh X 2250, 7] GE
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RE S5 AR R S AR AE A 56, B X SR AR - IE A 56

FEMCT B K e i 3 ) 2 8 e K o #2 v, 3L
TOC ¥ B AE Ak SRIFRAE il 7 085 et 2l il A=
PGSR ST N gl B ARSI R P
B/K I TOC We AR U 22.29—28.55 mg/L, A &
ZERNAR K, AR R AT 2R 0 1L i o R FA Ak
(31.7) EIREIRACHR(28.3) FIFEXbR(25.5) ) i n]
FiE 55 7S Ak 1L b DX IR FE IR 25 4 3 g A G

TSR IRK TOC &5 HIEA LR & =% VA
5, I iR bt - A R R B T AR AE S AL
R , HIEB TR 7K (0—30 cm) BY TOC
(mg/L) AL TE 17.63—24.04, & T 77 4 & 1
(5.4—12.1) "R E G TR (7.7—11.0)
X AT fE 5 O A LT R AR ™ SR
A WTRIEA K,

FEAS B KRN RIS F I A IR K
TOC YR, A8 AL TE 3.45—3.88 mg/L, &K
T BRI K 2] + 2B T 7K 0 45 6 0 R4, 16 A IR
JZ T 50 TOC W RH2 AR AR A 2, x5 FE N Fh
HoAtb b 5 BIF 5 485 SR AR ] 10202 220 3 4 A MG Y
BB A

ARSCHEZS B PRI 5E R B Bl 2 W 7K 2 2o bk el
FAE B fih, & 2E TAE RN TOC 281k,
FEAEA RIS Z [ AT 35 22 500, AH X F AR Ak
KK Y TOC 38 1 (53.17 kg/hm?) |, H1 28 % [ K F1 T
TLALRLAIAR T FEK (4 TOC 3 5 7E TG A3 s AT 44
KT, R BRI B MGE)Z B TOC ik
YEF, HAEIRTE A R A TOC etk AR FHZE SR
ARPIAR T, 7 R o A5, JHL D P ] 68 2 5] ot 11
I T 6 T R0 LM 5 A A S A L e L A2 4B s A7 K
T UORE B R B T A AR B v DA T

AR R NS B LSRR S 4 7 018 Tl K 1 TOC
AR AE 79.21—129.35 kg/hm®, SF- 4 100.58
kg/hm? , TEWFFE Y LD ERARFE 3 | (LA L 3 A
N TARFIAE AR EE AR A V5 P05 7K 1Y TOC T8 &
FIRFAR T BEAK I TOC 38 H , 156 BH 3% P Al R ARAE b 11
M P52 5 G E TOC 5937V FH 5 i He At 7 Fof
FRAREEHL A TE 42 TOC 38 2 v TR FEK, i
FORGYE P2 TOC 3t 5 i Hh i < J5 1

A AR JE D AR SCFE 6 AR |l b AU & T

ARG TE I RS AR AR 1L AA AR I 2R R )2 £ 4 (0—30
em) B I K 194 K 25 TOC &, — F 50U 4 5k
43.04 f166.33 keg/hm’ , EA TR KA T A& 905 T
JKI TOC 3, 156 B 4= 8 23 16 2 f 7 2 1) R A 31
TOC I VB K H B TOC & 5 %3] T 3.45—
3.88 mg/L AU MARAMEK TOC &8 — 2K A4, X
ViRH 39 2 25 3 s AN E 2 TOC A RAEH

PRI RKSCF i B A TOC ¥R Fnam A8 1k,
A2 IR PN 0 A B T 7K B b e A B G B e R
ATLAAR  FES B X, AT J 22 HL A S AR AN R 7K i
A TOC 38 1 A7 38 I (bR Fbk ) VR s W v 9 12
AT WA T BT A TOC T8 8 98 /0 s 04 v
FI R FEFNAR EE Y 92 v /R T, BIFEAR R B K TOC
g S o A0 v R 2> [ B 3k A 2% oA FH AT R R
ANTR] FRAMRSE TR (A 75 0 %) B P o R e 2 5
A 5%, HELARVE F AL AAS 1) PR 25 0 53 ik #0834 A 1%
AT HFRR)Z (2 T R KB )
JZB K AR TOC HH A E S EER,

LRORTE MO O ARk A 25 R A T A
BRCER TOC (R AEM) o X TFARMES RGN

BlFEAK KA ) TOC Ak &, /E 8 “TOC 1 PR AR
e JZ HA BN TOC 3 5 i« VRV FH 5 R < TOC 3E
7 HAGVE )2 ARSI TOC 3 5 Y I8 V8 F 5
A TOC & B I AE . TR HE 382 (0—30
em 2B UE7K) (19 TOC i 38 AL F AT Bk F
HivE P50 /K ) TOC Hy A &, PR U 2R bk 1 B
KA E TOC W " VER
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