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extensively researched. In the present study, we investigated carbon storage and allocation in an 8-year-old Erythrophleum
fordii stand (PE) , a Castanopsis hystrix stand (PC) , a Mytilaria laosensis stand (PM) , and a mixed E. fordii X C. hystrix
X M. laosensis stand (MECM) in subtropical China. We showed that the average carbon contents of different organs in E.
fordii, C. hystrix, and M. laosensis ranged from 509.0 g/kg to 572.4 g/kg, 474.2 g/kg to 553.4 g/kg, and 512.8 g/kg to
556.3 g/kg, respectively. We determined significant differences in carbon contents among different organs of the same tree
species. Within the same organs, the average carbon contents of different stands were ranked as follows ; E. fordii (539.3 g/
kg) > M. laosensis (532.7 g/kg) > C. hystrix (515.3 g/kg). In the shrub, herb, and litter layers, the highest carbon
contents among the four stands occurred in PM, followed by MECM, PC, and PE. The carbon contents of the 0—10 cm,
10—30 ecm, 30—50 cm, and 50—100 cm soil layers differed significantly among the four stands and were the highest in
PM, followed by PC, MECM, and PE. The ecosystem carbon storages were ranked as PM (308.0 t/hm’) > MECM (182.8
t/hm’*) > PC (180.2 t/hm*) > PE (135.2 t/hm’). We determined significant differences in average carbon contents
within and among stands (P < 0.05), but no significant differences in the total ecosystem carbon storage between MECM
and PE (P > 0.05). Our results indicate that the mode of afforestation can markedly influence the carbon storage and
allocation of plantations. In mixed stands, C. hystrix and E. fordii will benefit from an increase in aboveground biomass
carbon, but not from accumulation of soil carbon. On the other hand, in monoculture, M. laosensis will benefit from the
sequestration of aboveground biomass carbon and from accumulation of soil carbon. Therefore, the afforestation mode for
carbon sequestration forests should be selected according to the carbon accumulation characteristics of the representative tree

species.
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TERA, B2 B EEER Y N T SCRIE & CO, Fe s 28 4Bk A% A5 IR 45 7 1 & 4445 &
BAEM I H AR5 DR AT 26, 8 T R R 208 1 07 08 BRI AL, 5 XA R 285
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He 1 Wang %5 A RFFE A 0 2140 x 5 R MR SEMR 3R I ek 2 1 R AR LMK 14, o o F 20 AR i ]
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PRI R 2 3 T AT T AR AA R S A S [ AR S N TEARBRIE S AT 5T, AR SO e A v [ AR
FHEE AR AKX 8 AEAE RS A ZLHEFOK ZHEA IS N T A AR SR AE 28 R GEORI i B A O RFAE R4 T T BF
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1.1 AR IXHEN

WFFE DA T P GERE T H MOl B0 5 e #ai Aol 32 55 vty (106°39750"—106°59'30" E,21°57'47"—
22°19°27" N) , J& 0 #0722 KU DX 10 VG pg 3, 5 Jb 3 U R mit 48, S iR 2 el At . FiB R
(10—324F 3 A T4 ,4—9 A i) KSRGS 439. 61 kJ em™ a™'  4F H AT 4 1218—1620 h, 4F
IR 20.5—21.7 °C , Heii =i 40. 3°C , Hm i —1.5°C , =10 °C FHE 6000—7600 °C , 4E/E/K & 1400 mm , FHXHE
JF 80%—84% ; M LI 1L FEbs i 3, HEAR 400—650m , Mt 1k + 338 R 1 ki 5 kK B A L b 21358 | + 2 )5
FEFE 100em DL L,

IS T 2005 4F 4 HEE TR OKEHE, S ARLi (PE) , KR EHELEAR (PM) |, £LHELEHK (PC)
FRE AR XEZLHEX K HEIR ZS AR (MECM, LT R FRIEAS AR ) S 98X 42, 4 Bk 53 24152 7EAZ K ( Cunninghamia
lanceolata ) N TME KRN , PR BE s H N T AR, EMOYEFERAEL IR 1 IR, B2 A0, B AT
ARG AR, 25 MR PIAE % BE YR 2000 #E/hm®  IRASHORAT N AL IR AC LU BIARE A LD KR EHE=1:1:1,4 Ff
N TR 208 AR 2 MRS BE R T  ME LR 36 B R 75% ; R IR ASAR, 55 B2 R 15% kg AR K%
HEATMPE B 35 BE 5 /N T 15%, AR A 8% UL #E 25 1l ( Maesa japonica ) | TR B T ( Embelia laeta) | £ M 45 46
( Mussaenda pubuscens) , F.15 1% ( Miscanthus floridulu) %5 ,

2013 4F 9 H 7E 4 B Mg v, BB RN 50, N R 1 P A X A 20 1) X3, 48 3% 67 23 il B AL 1% 4 4>
20 mx20 m FEHE, 2ot 16 AMFERE . X REME T N BUREAR BEA T R ARG R, I A AR A SRR bR, AR BE A
B 1,

£1 TREMENX A THEE RS

Table 1 Basic characteristics of 4 plantations with different afforestation mode

oy 2eHY W/ (°) B JF/ (trees/hm?) AR A B Mg4%/ em B/ m
Forest type Slope Density Canopy density DBH Tree height
ARG PE 26.8+2.3 1725441 0.9 7.1+1.8 6.6+1.2
ZIHESEAR PC 31.4+2.7 1548+27 0.7 7.7+42.2 8.4+2.7
KEHeAIAR PM 27.1+1.8 1693+36 0.9 13.6+4.8 13.6+2.9
FEARXLLHEX K B HHR A MECM 24.4+2.1 177247 0.9 9.7+3.6 9.5+3.0

1.2 W55k
1.2.1 ORI A KAy m il

R R A R 485 5 A 0 A R a3 B 28 0 A1 (8] AR T AR D53 A 15 DL, EAG AR | £1HE FOK 2 HE b 4% K
o N 3 ARG IR IR 3 bR (BRI 9 MR IR R 27 #R) - ARREDFZE 8 4
PR R T  He A B e T R R B FIRAR A (RIS R R AR ARBIR BT R i A%
4 oy B FE D 400g, 445 FISEERE A 65 C UL B PR TR, 1 KRG B4 28 B 10 & i 53
TR, S TEARS 2B AWt 3 MRYCE AL E T SR B e B In AT
1.2.2 AR AR AR Y AR 75 Y BT i D

FEREA 20 mx20 m AE 7 ZE E AR T AIEE 2 4~ 5 mxS m /NEEJT T8 5%/ INVEE P TE A RN B A )
BN, JF R T WO D b b A &8 43 AR W i (B ARG 3 4 20 mx20 m #E 5,3 6 1~ 5 mx5 m /PETS
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FH R A R R 2 ) o [ R 4 A [R) 25 B TR A BURE 300g A2 AT, BN AH DA i B 4 4035 1] S0 56 2 1
65 C FUET | E & AR TR, IR S/KR)G K P s T, R 20 mx20 m FE7 TR 4 4
VEASTEE LA 1 mx ] m /NEEDT  FER AT 1o, I S5 A &, 4R AS R 4 50 BURE 4% 200g 2247, T
KRR S = I
1.2.3  HHERERIRSE

TEASFETT BEALIZ I 3 > 438501, 3% 88 0—10 em . 10—30 cm .30—50 em H1 50—100 em ¥f + 35> H 4 4>
2 (P 3 E > 100em) , IR JJHRE , e 45 +)2 H3EA &, 45 12 BARA, B 200g FHF & ik 1)
5E
1.2.4 ks i Fes e o

PR T 65 C LT, HIEFER B TR AR, BEIE, AR YA HERE 5 25 R F 3 45 IR 1 K B 44
UL SR R

TR it = A7 HLAK B B x B AR ) i
IR = A LR S R I < R

1.3 HdEab

K HH SPSS 13.0 AT BRS04, I 250 BT Fn 22 7 B R 59 (2= 0.05) o SR Excel 1 PS 4k
HAEE, EREEE -8 e hnifEiR

2 EREHS

21 AFEANTHAESRGAS ARG 5
211 FAREkRS &=

T 2532 AR A RS [R]85 B 2 8] FUAH [3) 25 5 A [ 2 (] 47 7 B 3 25 5% (P<0.05) , AN [A] AR
KA B i S AT A PR R] A AR R 2% 5 B & S A HEZI T g T > BEEL > WA > Bz > et 21
HER R > A > BT > B > BHAR OREHE R B > BT > RIAR > R > Bk, DR BE i i
HIE AR AR (539.3 g/kg) > KEHE(532.7 ¢/kg) > £14E(515.3 g/kg) .

K2 TRMHEREHRSE

Table 2  Carbon content of different organs in different tree species (g/kg)

#%E Organs A E. fordii ZL4E C. hystrix KEHE M. laosensis
BT Stem 561.7+10.2Aa 526.7+14.0Bc 540.2+11.6Bb

W Kz Bark 534.8+8.5Db 553.4210.0Aa 522.2+9.5Db
#H; Branch 549.8+7.4Bb 487.1x11.2Cc 512.8+12.6Eb
Wit Leaf 512.4%9.1Ec 534.8+14.5Bb 556.3+16.0Aa
FHAR Root 537.7£5.2Ca 474.6+16.8Dc 531.9+10.1Ch

ANRIR S P REF R AR IR T AS 5] B 10 22 57 S35, AR [/ N5 b R A ) g A TR A o ) 22 e (2 3

2.1.2 MR HBIR S R

F& AN TART M P45 2 T340 5 2 LA RYE W2 s, HEARZ TR IR, BEAR 2 IR HER 2 RN R AR 2 b -
BRIk & i 1 e T T BB A3, AR B R T Yk i e TR R T e, S [RIAR R) ER R EOAS E RN
T E0 B B DK HE AR d i, TR ASHR R IR, £1HE s AR Sl bR e 1%, L 4 PR3 18] Mg )2 S i it 25 57 28K
IRE I E K (P<0.05) (£ 3) .
213 HHEEmREGE

4 TR 33 S X A E )2 (0—10 em) e, 76 20.8—28. 1g/kg Z 18], Bfids + 2R (880, +
e A RRAIR(P<0.05) 5 1 AR [RIR BE 14+ 2 v, A [ A A 2 8] 9 1 380 75 7 25 5% 3% (P<0.05) ,0—
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10cm, 10—30cm, 30—50cm Fl 50—100cm -5 7 i 4 LK S HESIR R = , £1HE SRS I A% AR SR RINR 52
AR R B AR, KB HEA RN ZL HE 4l AR 0—100em 3835 5 B 43 S SR IR S ARG 1.8 F5 A0 1.3 A%, ThiHs
AR GEARFNE SEMOT34) - 48 e 5 7 2 (8] TG i 2 22 5% (P>0.05)

£3 TRAKSHTEENRAENRSE

Table 3 Carbon content of understory vegetation and litter component in different stands ( g/kg)

JZIK Layers 2143 Components AR LM PE LI HELEAR PC KEHL M PM T2 AR MECM
TEAJZ Shrub layer Hb b 494.4x10.3b 488.7+9.0c 512.5+17.7a 501.3+11.4b
R R 445.8+7.4d 454.9+10.1¢ 486.3£9.7a 466.6+8.7h
HAZ Herb layer i R4 476.3+11.2a 437.5+6.9¢ 477.1£10.1a 468.7+7.9h
R R 411.5£12.1b 407.8+8.8b 424.7+7.9a 427.8+14.2a
TRV Litter layer Rt 517.2+9.4a 504.1+11.8b 523.8+6.4a 520.4+4.7a
3 fiek 471.4£20.3b 452.4+14.7¢ 490.1+17.2a 473.5+11.8b

PE A& AU, PC . ZLHELEMR, PM K EHELIAR , MECM : 4% A x £1 #E x K E HEIR AR ; [Fl — A7 A 8] 7 B /R AR R AR S [ Bk 7 B 25 57 35 (P<
0.05)

x4 FRKSTERIE
Table 4 Carbon content of soil layer in different stands ( g/kg)

TEHE/em

Soil layer k& A4k PE LIHELIMR PC KEHLM PM IR3CH MECM
0—10 21.4=1.4c 25.1x1.8b 28.1%2.7a 20.8+1.7c
10—30 12.720.7¢ 16.8+1.2b 23.242.0a 10.420.8d
30—50 8.2+0.7¢ 10.2+0.9b 18.9+1.7a 7.8+0.8¢
50—100 5.8+0.4d 8.7+0.7b 10.9+0.9a 7.120.7¢
38544 Mean 12.0+0.8c¢ 15.2+1.3b 20.3%1.9a 11.5+1.0¢

) —A5 A Al FRER R AN R bR 23 [l Bk 22 53 W 2% (P<0.05)

2.2 FEARNTMAES RGS At i K H A e
221 FeARERN MR

TR JZBI - DK B HEAE MK, R 87.2 v/hm®, TRASHRIE IR, £ 4k SRR I o /DS | 48 A i bR I o 4
CLAEAIARR (R LLIRAS AR (32 5) o TRASHRERIT i 2 K ZHEAEAR Y 45.29% , 2053 772 A% AR FILLHE LAY 1.8
%nz LA AU R EHE 5, AH b5 H T A R AS, 8 R sl A R T IR AR A 4 09 A K i R 1)

R5 FAERHREBRPERESE

Table 5 Carbon storage of different organs in tree layer (t/hm?)

SEE Organs Fa AL PE LTHREEH PC K Sk PM fi {ﬁggﬁfcﬁﬁ
T Stem 10.2 (47.3) 10.8 (54.5) 60.1(68.9) 25.8(63.1)

W Kz Bark 1.8 (8.3) 1.5 (7.7) 5.0 (5.7) 2.9 (7.0)
R Branch 3.7 (17.4) 1.3 (6.6) 4.6 (5.3) 2.9 (7.0)
BT Leaf 2.7 (12.6) 1.1 (5.6) 2.7 (3.1) 2.3 (5.5)
PR Root 3.1 (14.4) 5.1 (25.6) 14.8 (17.0) 7.1 (17.4)
11 total 21.5 (100.0) 19.8 (100.0) 87.2 (100.0) 41.0(100.0)

155 RO A5 A B BRI o TR AR B 1 0

AN [RIPR 7325 5 B BRI AR T AR 2 9 3 O3 LU e ey, A8 BIRIE B A 4 bk o3 Hh i) 3 BC Y 28 < K HE
AR > TRIIAR > ZLHELIMR > AR AU AR AR B S0 1 (4 70 BE R/ MU FH ), BRSO I 7 75 AR BRI
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T S BCUT AT i AN [R] A% A MBS RIS I I 0t 76 T A2 A 5 m 1 40 L, 43 501 o5 TR AR 2B 5t 1Y 17.4%
M 12.6%, SE E&R AEISRG &4 BT ARJZ 8 5 0 5 BOWUT A [R] AS AREACH  BT > B > B >
BEOE > Bz 5 EHERDR B HEAEM R AT > BEAR > Bz > BB > Bt s IRASHMOR AT > SR > Wiz = Bk
> Wt TR SRR K FIRASAE TS AR 1 40 Bl 25 AN i 3 (P>0.05) .
2.2.2 MO HUBE AR AT

M 6 AT, N TAKR Mg it 2985 /N AE 2.439—11.077 v/hm® 2Z 8], H R 40 23 A [a) AR 43 6] L KA
[FIARAT AR A A AR 2 22 57 (P < 0.05)  E R 2RI R/NIUT R « LLHESIAR > TRASHK > & AR 2l
> KEHELAR, TATEZ 0 KR EHE > IRASHR > AR ZlAR > 20 HELlbR; Hobl 2 it & 8 8 /NI K HE
gk > TR > LLHEAERR > FEARLIM,

x6 MTHWMARLE

Table 6 Carbon storage of ground cover (t/hm?)

JZIK Layers #H4¥ Components AR Gb PE LLHEATBR PC KEHELM PM TR M MECM
TEAJZ Shrub layer i F 0.220£0.073¢ 0.698+0.159a 0.076+0.012d 0.354+0.037b
N 0.094+0.028¢ 0.295+0.067a 0.019+0.005d 0.164+0.014b
/it Subtotal 0.314£0.086¢ 0.993+0.189a 0.096+0.013d 0.518+0.045b
A JZ Herb layer M- 0.021+0.008¢ 2.380+0.681a 0.002:+0.001d 1.257+0.242b
N 0.030£0.008¢ 1.513£0.236a 0.001£0.000d 1.307£0.317b
/N Subtotal 0.051£0.012¢ 3.894+0.788a 0.003+0.001d 2.564+0.510b
JVEYZ Litter layer ARGyl 1.393+0.237¢ 0.691+0.087d 6.945+1.144a 2.419+0.314b
I 0.682+0.170c 0.333+0.042d 4.033+1.275a 1.263+0.208b
/Nt Subtotal 2.075+0.284¢ 1.025+0.109d 10.978+2.087a 3.682+0.481b
M2 B3t The total 2.439+0.441d 5.911+1.004¢ 11.077+2.090a 6.764+0.913b

[T AR INE FRE R R bR S [ 22 53 8.3 (P<0.05)

AR 3 45 4153 B 43 BE 3t A BT 25 57, A& AR SRR S HE SRR NIBT R . SV )2 > HEARZ >
TR LLHEAEMOR AR > FEYZ > HERZ MBS REDZE > AR > HERZ, HHEARZET,
B2 1197 /6 =3 NG L N1 50 o S N =7 7B B O 1 0 /L = =8 0 N a5 b ) = e S o A S|
TR b I 3 1 T SR 20 R e R TR I R Y 2 A%

223 s XA

AR [R] 2 R B ) - 4384t I ek Bl - J22 R B3 i BRI, A2 e 345 - e & 0 il )2 TR B 9 AR
—3, LRI i FEAEAE 0—30em 3R )2 M ARG, 2L HELIAR , K ZHELEAR TR AR 0—30em 1k
W43 5 0—100em - 3EERIC 1) 44.7% ,43.7% ,42.0% F1 41.3% (W% 7)

®7 AAHKELETEHRIE
Table 7 Carbon storage in different soil layers in different stand (t/hm?)

fﬁ”‘pﬁ/ om FoAstbk pE ST HEH PC K HESE b PM fs gﬁfgﬁﬁﬁf
0—10 19.6+1.8¢c 26.9+2.8b 31.9+3.4a 27.2+3.1b
10—30 30.1+3.5¢ 40.6+4.1b 56.3+3.9a 28.7+4.7¢
30—50 20.1+4.1¢ 26.4+3.7b 50.0+5.7a 23.8+2.5hc
50—100 41.3+5.5d 60.5+6.3b 71.6+7.1a 55.5+4.7¢
471 Total 111.1+12.7d 154.4+14.5b 209.8+18.4a 135.2+13.3¢

[F)AT HAS [l INE - BER R M gy 7] 25 5 .25 (P<0.05)

F 7 WL R RG] R i 25 5 1 2 0—100em - SR fit LIOK & HESlib e 55 , 21 4 Slibk
JEUC M ARG AR, 2% 2 BRI RN R EHEAEM > ZLHELIM > TRAH > A8 AR LMK BRETHELIAK
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HIRAH 0—10cm 1 30—50cm 12 #EARLIM SR AT 10—30cm F1 30—50em 1225 5 A B E 4, HE
2% MR ] £ HERRI i 25 S5 343K B 2K - (P < 0.05) .
2.3 N TMAB RGN 5 i

K& ARG, LTHELIAR R ZHELIMORNTR S PR A A R Getie b it 43 712 135.2, 180.2, 308.0 F1182.8 t/hm?, iR
SRR 35 1 TAR AR, Rk ARl bRaR I 19 1.6 1%, 50 R Tk 2 HEAMR (0 oK 32 HE Sl bk it 2
(.06 5 , MR S5 21 HfE Al R S B T 3 22 5 (P>0.05) o AH EL 208k Slibk , TR SR B 1 e Adik
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Fig.1 Carbon storage and allocation of ecosystem in different stands

3 Fit5iTie

8 ARAEAR A LLHEFIR B HEAS S B 0k & B - F- (B2 301 539.3,532.7 g/kg M1 515.3 g/kg, 55 1) PHELJE
Fi ( Eucalyptus urophyllaXE. grandis) (475.2 g/kg) FIFAR (497.0 e/kg) [28-31] , W5 T E Br o FH i ASE Y e 2
HE0.5 g/kg) B 32 MR35 Bk (444.0—494.5 g/kg) ™, MILZ R, 3 AR R & 1k F 39 (10
KNF RAEAR > KZHE > LLHE, 7T UL, BRI E [F]— X A8 A 2% 3 B e 7 2t /DN PR AN [i] T A7 7 22 57
T35 AR ol B AN [R] 68 B 0 35 4 22 57 38 (P < 0.05) , AN [RIB b 22 [, 53 B ik 5 5k (8 HE S IO Pt A i AS
], AT DA R e I A B Bk i Y E PR R 22— 3K ] RS AR A B 1 A BRARRPE AR OC

ANRIBR I3 8] HEAZ FEAS 2R Y ) 2 0k i ) R/ NI S oK E HEAIAR > TRASHR SELHEAIAR > A% A4l
MR 3X 55 AN [RI AR 3 TR 98 e e S U 5 0 0 2 A0 88 DDAH DG, K B HE AR rh i RERE 0 PR AL R B LUK 2 HE
4R T IIE D DK R R 0y ROR A HE A8 5 R R (556.3 g/kg) Y, SR LIRS HEL I ol 2 1Y
MR FE RN DI R v o TR v R B i B AR R

ANTRI R S3[] Y - e 1% 1 25 7 W 35 (P<0.05) , LIOK B HESt R iy, 2140 SR Uk, A% AR SEAR TR 28 pK 1
Heme s AR . R EHRAEMRFNZLHE SAR - 3k 5 B e 10 IR DR ol T BAT B A R A . K& HE
SRR 1 B 22 R T R0 SR T ZLHE SRR R Dy B SRR B0 AR, B 22 D B AR A R R 1Y

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



14 WIZEW) 25 AR 3 ol ] i B b N T4 e bk S GRS AR Y U5 187

A 2 [ AR AR R AR AT AP A K = 6 AR W A et g i 1 5 B AR A TR SRS AR ZiAR
AR BE R MR M g AR RS2 PR, A R 8 i PR P ) i, DRl ke = 3B me 5t , 3 pl - Sk 35 AR Tk 2 4E
FLLHESTR,

AAHFE R RIS RS R G 5 AN [A] K HEZARTE 4 FobRorh B B s it &, = TIR A
MBI 5 S 1Y) 68.5% ,— 7 HHE K ZHEEMR PR EHEAE KB IV, AR Y3, 1T TR AR 2 R E B2 ik
figh 1 v o I O R AR N T AR R A ) AR O — T UK R HE SR AR TR NG T b
JERI T H o RO T R IE M A PRG0S % SRR 5 T TR S AR R MR R 4
PS5 BETTARZ A i A K B AR AL, 3 > BT AR - 15 28 i BOK B HE 2R/ | T 3 BUR 2SR T
KW BRAR T EHE LM, X —4518 5185 2 ABFIE TS A0IR S AR A BRI K T4l bR 4598 91 A —
R B AR SRS AR RRIT /IS TR T B 5 MR R A O, I AR TR A PR R BE R 2 T
gk,

AR Z M3 Z NIy ETRIE , 3 AR AN TS RS0 96.3%—98.2% , AR JZ 5
A2 PR T2 BRI 5 BT o5 LB < 4% . SRRSO AR R4 A i It 2 7R AR 28 R G5 B A T AS[R], TR 2 Akt
BAEAES RGBT Rk ZHEAAK (28.3% ) > TRZEH(22.4% ) > M ARLEAK (16.0% ) > 214 4l bk
(11.0%) , 31X 5 BH 2 K6 K HEFAS A B TR AR 2 (28 -4 ) Bl I B 76 N TR AR 25 2R 48 0 10 0 Tic 245 R B 3
A (28 4EA K Z HE RN 29 AF A48 RN TARTR R Z Bk & 4 20 51 o5 AR 8 R G i P i B i 1 51.8% Fll
52.4%) T 5 27 AEAELTHE N TMRTT AR Z BRI 5 7 5 Lo 3] (32.8% ) A TR TR ik AN TORRBR I i
S RS R GURRI i B T 43 TS B UTAE G | Bl MRS 3 I, TR R 2 i fE AR R R G W 4
Bt Bt 2z 3

4 AT B AR AR i /N, R 135.2 v/hm, {OH 24 Tk Z HEAEARBR T 5 (308.0 t/hm*) FITRAE
MR (182.8 v/hm®) (9 43.9% F1 74.0% , EZEJFRA ., —JE AR T 20AEFOKR EHE A8 AR KBS A )5
ARG, TR AR Z I S5/ s % BT AR AR TR Y 8k & i, B0 T 38 ) 2

SER BB TeARJZ I RN K HELIAR > TRAEM > ZUHESIR > A ARG, 1M 38 2 b 2K/ )N
B R oK EHELAR > LTAELIAR > TRASHR > M ARZlAR, H 25 5 835 (P<0.05) , HIbnl WL, @ AR X0t X TAk
T 6 B FLA AT db 250 ), A SR FH A AR A 3K TR0 o i YA, 398 PR AR = A R b b e )
SRR T B [ 5 i oK HET 7, B R AMOR U F A W s il (9 WO, A 1 1 3 1) 3R

L PRI, R R TR 1 MRS 2 A 3 438, o7 AR I AR o 2 40 2 % [ e e 1 T

Brigh . h MOl BB B bRl 256 0 BEEE T, ERERR R A TS S SN T B AME A AR I,
Pty Je 2 I 1 9280w R it A SRRV B BT AR, T MR R 52 53R L A RS D3 15 B 5 1 45 B30

52 3L HR ( References)

[ 1] PopeJ. How can global warming be traced to CO,. Scientific America, 2006, 295(6) : 124-124.

[2] FangJY, Chen A P, Peng C H, Zhao S Q, Ci L J. Changes in forest biomass carbon storage in China between 1949 and 1998. Science, 2001,
292(5525) : 2320-2322.

[ 3] Caldeira K, Duffy P B. The role of the southern ocean in up take and storage of anthropogenic carbon dioxide. Science, 2000, 287 (5453) .
620-622.

[ 4] Norby RJ, Luo Y Q. Evaluating ecosystem responses to rising atmospheric CO, and global warming in a multi-factor world. New Phytologist, 2006,
162(2) ; 281-293.

[ 5] Brown S. Present and potential roles of forests in the global climate change debate. Unasylva, 1996, 47(185) . 3-10.

[6] LunF, Li WH, Liu Y. Complete forest carbon cycle and budget in China 1999—2008. Forest Ecology and Management, 2012, 264 . 81-89.

[ 7] Hoover C M, Leak W B, Keel B G. Benchmark carbon stocks from old-growth forests in northern New England, USA. Forest Ecology and
Management, 2012, 266 108-114.

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



188 JAE = 35 %

[8]

[15]

[16]

Pan Y D, Birdsey R A, Fang J Y, Houghton R, Kauppi P E, Kurz W A, Phillips O L, Shvidenko A, Lewis S L, Canadell J G, Ciais P, Jackson
R B, Pacala S W, McGuire A D, Piao S L, Rautiainen A, Sitch S, Hayes D. A large and persistent carbon sink in the world’s forests. Science,
2011, 333(6045) : 988-993.

Woodwell G M, Whittaker R H, Reiners W A, Likens G E, Delwiche C C, Botkin D B. The biota and the world carbon budget. Science, 1978,
199(4325) . 141-146.

Post W M, Emanuel W R, Zinke P J, Stangenberger A G. Soil carbon pools and world life zones. Nature, 1982, 298(5870) : 156-159.
oG, RS, BUBBLL. A E ST I A ML MR AR A T AT PRI Iy MOl R7 2005, 41(5) : 139-143.

REBLL, /N4, 2R, CDM BEAREEE AR H AL . Mok B2, 2006, 42(4) : 112-116.

Wang H, Liu S R, Wang J X, Shi Z M, Lu L H, Zeng J, Ming A G, Tang J X, Yu H L. Effects of tree species mixture on soil organic carbon
stocks and greenhouse gas fluxes in subtropical plantations in China. Forest Ecology and Management, 2013, 300; 4-13.

Wang S, Chen ] M, Ju W M, Feng X, Chen M, Chen P, Yu G. Carbon sinks and sources in China’s forests during 1901—2001. Journal of
Environmental Management, 2007, 85(3) : 524-537.

Salimon C I, Putz F E, Menezes-Filho L, Anderson A, Silveira M, Brown I F, Oliveira L C. Estimating state-wide biomass carbon stocks for a
REDD plan In Acre, Brazil. Forest Ecology and Management, 2011, 262(3) : 555-560.

Laclau P. Biomass and carbon sequestration of ponderosa pine plantations and native cypress forests in northwest Patagonia. Forest Ecology and
Management, 2003, 180(1/3) . 317-333.

Specht A, West P W. Estimation of biomass and sequestered carbon on farm forest plantations in northern New South Wales, Australia. Biomass and
Bioenergy, 2003, 25(4) : 363-379.

Jime, HORAR, BUOCHE. AR B AR TARBR RS A F o i, Mol Bhe4, 2002, 38(3) : 14-19.

AR, Tt RIBREE. AR N AR RG A Yyt B B BRI KA. Aol RLF:, 2008, 44(3) : 34-39.

T, BORE, WO, FR5 K. NFES RN TR R BUR S 0. WrimerBissi, 2003, 20(4) : 374-379.

SREPR, BGE, S1E, X8, ATy, AR 8RR A N AR A 35 R G Rk it 1 25 (B A3 4 SRy Wi mfolk BH, 2007, 27(6) ¢ 10- 14,
XURE, XIHER. B LA K B HE N TARBRI B KA. AR 352741, 2012, 32(16) : 5103-5109.

Yy, WK, BEE, SR, REZ, W VR LA T e LR SOMBRIT R TR, AR AR, 2012, 32(23) ¢ 7586-7594.
He YJ, QinL, LiZ Y, Liang X Y, Shao M X, Tan L. Carbon storage capacity of monoculture and mixed-species plantations in subtropical China.
Forest Ecology and Management, 2013, 295. 193-198.

FBER, T8, AutE, B, BN, SR IARE KSR DS BRI TR A B 0 A5 2E R, 2013, 24(5) -
1263-1268.

SROCHR, SEIEME, BURSE, B, DT ARBHATARE RAEAGBESE. Mol R£BE5E, 2006, 19(5) ; 585-589.

WIZERI, BR AR, FatG, Bhisk, Tk, pocte, SGEME, DAER. RBHEN TAEER R R AE XL R R, A 4240k, 2012, 31
(11): 2730-2735.

BN, B4, AL, WG, pane, HGENHE, IER, . AR ARN TAR B i S BURRAE. N AR 24, 2014, 25
(4) : 940-946.

sk, JAse, HALEE, BREW, R, BPHIH. RPN THESRGEMRE R RSB, Mol R, 2009, 45(9) ; 151-157.

BEvK, XIHESR, geilm, A, G A AR AR A R GE A Wi R S AR R O S A AR, Molk R 2009, 45(8) @ 147-153.
PR, R, RIE, BRRE, WHEE, FRER. &R R BRI T ARG S 5. RS2, 2009, 29(8) ; 4242-4250.
Elias M, Potvin C. Assessing inter-and intra-specific variation in trunk carbon concentration for 32 neotropical tree species. Canadian Journal of
Forest Research, 2003, 33(6) : 1039-1045.

XU, FME, IR, m B N [RIAR A 2T AN TARBRIE 1 S50 [ 5 il AR %M, 2012, 23(2) : 335-340.

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



