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Abstract: Effects of continuous six-year N addition on the quantitative properties of plant and soil microbial communities in
alpine Kobresia tibetica meadows were investigated experimentally by using field surveys and phospholipid fatty acid
(PLFA) analyses. The experiment included four manipulative treatments involving both N and litter; added N (+N) with
the litter removed (LR), +N with the litter left intact (LI), LI without N addition (-N), and LR with -N. Soil samples
were collected at the depths of 0 - 10 and 10 - 20 cm. Aboveground biomass ( AGB), litter biomass, microbial
community composition, and nutrient content were measured. The results showed that (1) fertilization did not have
significant effects on AGB and litter biomass. (2) N addition significantly increased the abundance of the microbial group

PLFAs at the soil depth of 0—10 c¢m, particularly the abundance of the bacterial PLFAs (B PLFAs) and gram-positive
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bacterial PLFAs (G" PLFAs) , but decreased microbial abundances at the soil depth of 10—20 ¢m. (3) The ratio of the
normal saturated fatty acids/monounsaturated fatty acids and B PLFAs/fungal PLFAs (F PLFAs) increased with the
increase in the soil depth. (4) G' PLFA and F PLFA contents were significantly and positively correlated to pH, available
phosphorus, available nitrogen, and soil organic matter contents at 0—10 c¢m soil depth. The contents and abundance of
fatty acids were mainly regulated and affected by initial nutrient level in the topsoil after short-term N addition. These results
indicate that microbial communities in this alpine tundra are sensitive to both litter and N inputs, and that the vertical

structures of these communities are particularly vulnerable.

Key Words: Kobresia tibetica meadow ; phospholipid fatty acid ( PLFA) ; microbial community; n addition
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A MR AR RO AP A AR KA R it N BRI T A O it N B T R A
BN AR R (PLFA) fHE MY PLFA RAZJ6 N S2m Y Rk, SMIEPE N A S (SR i 0 b e v 40 9=
PRI RS R G R IER A N R AR O, T R 5 e - SRR W R 2 A S L S R Z R

A IAEY WM AP N BT, AT EEEHL N v R AP WOSCE LN BE T LLAR R XA L
N WS A LR S R T T IR0 B9 B A o FE ) ARl 5 R, R HEA L N BB R AL, AT R
FATEHLN BYHERAS L i IR A s & R i [ S EER ", BRI N B T 5 N -
fei 2 R R SRR A A R G P, AN E R AT N R AR A 22 N 2 ek RS
PRI A A SR N 28 35 i 2ok e %t H ikl i N 3R B A — Fh Pk iR

N 4 A - SR P 1 5 o) B 22 b S IR AE S WD RV O 25 K AT RE b T S A= s Bk W v sh A
TETE 25 R 1) AR Al NS 30  MUE JRYE 0 o0 IR RUFH AT C N G A 55 1 22 110 38 AR 28 R S D e A R A i
W R4S BETFE WAL (phospholipid fatty acid PLFA) A= F2% (Biolog) H14» T4 (PCR-RFLP .T-
RFLP \RISA 45) LR & VRAN TAESGEIG IR 7 0N 2, AT DL LGS A THT T M AE 45 Tl 2528 T TR W i v 45 1
AARIE DL BEBRR TR (PLFA) He—Fh bt w] S5 ] 80 o At - Sl b M BEVE 25 F i ik, mT
TRACAERCR o5 P 3o O ReE Y DRI, AR ST LA 1oy JE s ) S A ST X 42, B PLFA 2R
A Hr 3 PLFA & 50 R AU, B T AN ME N OIS oo AR B | 3 i s ) S 3R
YN BRERFEDAAETE SRR LIRS = R ks R IRRMEYRE s Y= WY A
RIS 5 LR Z MR W = FE R AR S R G0 N e A TR BB AR

1 HRMXEER

ABFFET 2005—2010 4F 8 F e R Be b = FE R fa) AR 28 RGUIT e Sl L 1k 4T, 37°37' N,
101°18" E,*FIJIEK A 3 200 m AP 1.7°C, fem Gl h 23.7 C Rl N -37.1 C AR IR i
9560 mm, FEFEKEERE 5—9 F 6, 21 HAERE KR 85%

ik 2 B TR AL B8] ( Kobresia tibetica of swamp meadow ) , #7548 ] B (A A —)2 | BV FI & B 10—
25 em, BEVR S 15 B 80%—95% , ML P 32 2 J2 587 5 ( Kobresia tibetica) \WAK/RE H ( Carex pamirensis) , IX
PEBFFILEA FR A 18 s BR L ( Blysmus sinocompressus ) 2248 & 5 ( Carex atrofusca) - K ( Poa spp.) &
(Koeleria cristata) 55 , H 4= Tl A7 /1N G FEAE ( Trollius pumilus ) . H 7 4R % ( Primula tangutica ) | B 4R R 4§
(Saussurea stella) % , F IR AN FEGRIE G+ 0 O FER ) 5P R N IR R 14.45 o/kg, B2 N ¥R
B2y 31—39 mg/ke, AlZS N MBS 69—114 mg/kg, HETLHL N i8N 19 0.7%—1.1%
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2 MREFE

2.1 R R bR AR

Ve 2—3 hm HAAE K 5] ORIB A IS B fe) (A5 50 ) TR AR, 2005 4F 4 H ha)7E IR
PEFRIEAR R 50 m x 50 m AYHESATSEAE DX, 43 Al 2 A PATIRERAE X IR AE X [RIFE R 2 m B AR X 6 A~ TR
4 m x 3 m B/MEX NREXTAIEE A 2 m, A4S/ NEEIX DU A FHARBERRIC , B/ DEEX I E 4 S T m x 1 m
FERETT AETTTRIEIRE 0.5 m, DAXUR 2R BEAILIX 20 S 3 i AR B AR h A T AT AL 3. (0 g/m® 20 JR 3R (46.65%
N) g/m*) FUTEPIALIE (P79 Bk DRI DA G ) , 36 24 AT AE 24 A% P b BEAE J7 . 2005—2010
AR EHE S H TR (JRER 46.65% N)1 WK,

2005—2010 4F  BEAE ) 11 A I 75 P9 50 bR e 5 i T 50 B bl A 75 - ( BRAF L) 5 VR V& W0 AR BB A 7
2005—2010 4FEAf AL 7% - I0AF 1 Bt Fon H A,

WIS AL FAFE N BIN (+N) + AEETE M-SR (litter removed (LR) ) : +N+LR; N #01(+N) +A5 KL 75 1A 51
I (litter left intact (LI) ) : +N+LI;N RIS (-N) +A4E7% 515 (litter removed (LR) ) : LR+(=N) ;N AREHN
(=N) +A5AEL 7% ARSI (litter left intact (LI) ) : LI+(=N) ',
2.2 BEEINAE SRR
221 FEEEA AP

6 > 1 m x 1 m FEHHATHYIRERFRIE (ITA R P Fh 0 53 55 5 v BE RS, LA A ) e 5 1) B 35 ) )
Ar, SR 5 55 HTH A3 Fh B R (RIS ) | BY A B 535 7E 1 mox 1 m A7 P X 50 em x50 em FF
I, TR B 5 0, BT A FEIAE S AE 65°C MRS 48 /Na b+ 1 FREUAE ) (LFGAS BRI ) |
222 LHEFER

2008—2010 4, 7EI 2 i s EA B AORE T R 25 em x25 em FET R EMR YL FAR R (0—10 em
10—20 em) BY[EIEE, U5 H 35432 R 0—10 cm 10—20 em + )2 +3EFE S 3 2 mm 7, DU4F 26 3 4>
500g TRESNLFIY , — 1y VoA 0] SEI 28 AR AE T - 70 °C AR VKR , T 005 38004 90 PLEA 4347 ; — 1
5 SR 2= KA I E A HUST, BN B AL N R, 58 pH ] pHS-3 BREETFINE (1:2.5 £
KEE) P
2.2.3 3 PLFA U

IS T 6.0 g A THR 0 H 3RS R FHERIE Y Bligh-Dyer 75 15135 3 1ot 420075 - P s 4915 R 28 W i 4R
PEEURR , 2o rk A J2 AT 20 s A5 2B A6 i 107 1R , K 45 2] i i B A 7 R P A1 , 2R J5 R I HP7890-HP5975 #IS,
M B (GC-MS) S Mg AR D R i 4 s o Al o FHEFR 7 an R JEREJS 76 50 CAAFF | min, 22
JE L 12 °C/min B9 FTFE] 180 °C,454% 2 min J5 L 6 °C/min AYHRTFE] 220 °C 458 2 min J5 LA 15 C/min
B R TEE] 240 °C 4 FF 1 min J5 LA 15 C/min AYERIR B EHRZGRE 260 C , FFREFF 15 min,

AT 5 T 2 A IR 280 °C, T4 Z A (1 mL/min) FEERAR, Bk B FHL B (ED)
a0, HFRER N 70 eV, PLFA A9 PEAR S I3 b v P A0 2 A A9 AR DG HRGE "), LUIE A+ JUbe iR I R P s Y
PR T R

BIHTR & BT E AT .
PLFA (nmo Ig™") = 1000 ( PPLFAXSxV )/ ( POSTDXMxW )

A H, PPLFA 1 POSTD 4333l A% bR HER 3 (W 18T AL, S A HER T A MR B (wg/mL) , VR i 198 3000 5 1
FL(ml) M AR B I8 MG R A9 BE JR B i (g/mol ) , W T H A9 iR (g) , PLFA SR RS BR 198 H a2 5
%0 PLFA 0] LR b A Wi Ry 45 F AR A AR IbRic o F . MR B A BT 45 1, 38R e e
YY) PLFA ‘Wb ic N TR (% 1),
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*1 SEEA1IE PLFA £9Ri2Y

Table 1 PLFA biomarkers for indicating the type of microbes in Kobresia tibetica meadow

e/ WERE AR W bR ic itk
Microbial group Phospholipids fatty acids signatures Reference
— LN General Bacteria (B PLFAs) 11.0, 13.0, 14.0, 15.0, 16:0, 17:0, 18.0, 19.0 [26, 38]
B G P i14.0, i16:0, i17:0, i18:0, al3; 0, al5;0, al7:0, al8.0, brl5.0, 139-40]
Gram-positive bacteria ( G*PLFAs) br16:0, br17.0, br18.:0, brl19:0

i;1§f§:§viﬁbacleria (G PLFAS) 16:107t, 18104, 18:1w7, 18:lwll, 18:1wl2 [26.39-42]
FLF Fungi (F PLFAs) 18:1w9, 18:109t, 16:lwll, 18:1w6t [43-44]
R ARG VTR ' (18:109, 18:109t, 16:1wl1, 18:1w6t) + (16:1w7t, 18:1wd, 18: (37, 45]
Monounsaturated fatty acids ( MONO) lw7, 18:1wl1, 18;:1wl2) ’
R R (110, 13:0, 14:0, 15.0, 16:0, 17:0, 18:0, 19:0) + (il4.0,

i16:0, i17.0, i18:0, al3: 0, al5:0, al7:0, al8:0, brl5:0, brl6: [39, 46]

Normal saturated fatty acids ( SAT) 0. br17:0, brl8:0, brl9:0)
, br17:0, br18.0, brl9.

2.3 Bl dr

WA i 7 IR 5 D 7 PR T AR A A BR £k . PLFA & 8 ] nmol/g 7R, ASSCEEIZ F Microsoft Excel
2010 AbFE%HE , SPSS(19.0) T HHERUEY) PLFAs 54 J5 2253 Hr (ANOVA) Duncan (P =0.05) OGS
( Correlation analysis) Pearson (P=0.05), Canoco for Windows(4.5) T A=Y PLFA & & 19 3 570

( Principal components analysis, PCA) ,

3 ZBRE5S

3.1 M bEAYE AR I

TEEE 6 AL AL T A 3EDG 1R S S B R A BV M AR RS ARE T A an 1 1 FER 2, B
P& EAE Y ETE+N+LR +N+LL LR+(=N) LI+ ( =N) Zb B R [Rl4E 4y S HAE BAE I A 555 4246 (0.05<P <0.
10) . ANBIEMAE A 552816 (0.05<P <0.10) |, T 7645 A0 R IB) A A8 HAE R 22 558 3 (B &) |
3.2 HEERUEYIEREM AR L

N [F R A AT 5 FE 0 v A 45 R RE MU ) PLFAs &5 F PLFAs S22 5 W . fE+N+LI LR+( -
N) AbEEH,0—10 em + )2 AV IR PLFAs S8 25 T 10—20 em 12, LI+(-N) AP R G* PLFAs
Ah, HAB B #E 0—10 em +)2 PLFAs 45 T 1020 em + /2 HE+N+LR #1,0—10 em 1)Z 5 PLFAs B
PLFAs & #/&TF 10—20 em +J2(K 1),

SR Ab B — F i RS 105 B2 /B0 AS AR RN IE 7 R ( SAT/MONO) | F PLFAs 5 B PLFAs (F PLFAs/B
PLFAs) ) FCAEL Y B - J2 38 T iy 384 s e AR FAG AP i A AR 248 & T 10—20 em )2 G* PLFAs/G™ PLFAs [
FEAE (T 1) o e FE 50 B i ) 3 2B PLFAs % 1 fifi R I Z U ImBs o, F8 02 B PLFAs, BN R4k
P NS )2 00 P 2 b9 & A B R ARk
3.3 PLFAs ER535 47 (PCA)

Rt — 2 T AN R A B - U E DR SR 25 57 RS R AR B AN (] - J2 s 8 T v o e ) - S A
NERE M BRESF (PLFA ) #E4T £ (B 2) o S5 R &I AR AL BE S F T 7 PC 3l _E (%) 43 A 4776 B i 22
5o 7E0—10 em 12, BH—F WA (PCL) FIZE 4 (PC2) I BTHRA> 5N 53% 1 29.5% , Bit ik
7 82.5(8 2a) o 7E 10—20 em L2 54— F s (PCL) B TTIR R 54.9% , 25 — F 5 (PC2) I TTRRA N
24.0% , BT TR FE N 78.9%

TE0—10 em +JZ, LI M1 LR 403 R, +N+LR FI+N+LI 43 5147 F LR+( =N) Fl LI+ ( =N) A0, +N 341 17
C14:0.C19:0.a15:0.C11:0.a18:0,C17:0.i18:0.,16: 1lw7t Fl C15.0, FI+N AEGH I i E W £ & B,
HZHTN B PLFAs #1 G* PLFAs &, HT+N+LR 5 LR+(-N) 7€ PC1 #l F /KR B /N F+N+LL 5
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= B(+N)+LI @8(+N)+LR LR+ (N OLI+(-)N
5 250 160 -,
g a b
mm§ a 140 -
4o 2 200
2 8 120 -
= 5
B o 150 |- 100 -
< ¢
r ) b 80 |- a
500 -l ¢ : d
# 2 60 | L ap b
g2 i
=] -
= 7 C
E dl Iy | ] m
3 ] ) 0 é /L= é Y Ll
a2 Total PLFAs F PLFAs B PLFAs G+PLFAs G-PLFAs Total PLFAs F PLFAs BPLFAs G+PLFAs G-PLFAs
18 - a 18
16 - a 16 | ” b
14 14+
12 |- 12 |-
2
§ 10 |~ 10 |
I
EN 6 b
4
2
0

GG~ SAT/MONO B/F G*/G™

SAT/MONO B/F

E1 SEHSEEARRLEMENREE PLFAs REHEX
Fig.1 Changes of microbial group PLFAs contents at the 0—10 (a), 10—20 cm (b) soil depth in the Kobresia tibetica meadow
B PLFAs: 4l bacterial PLFAs;F PLFAs; L} fungal PLFAs; G* PLFAs . ¥ >% [GBH B Gram-positive bacterial PLFAs; G~ PLFAs ; #5 >% [ BH P B
Gram-negative bacterial PLFAs; SAT ; — i FBE IR normal saturated fatty acid ; MONO ; BUE AR FIHE IR monounsaturated fatty acid

LI+(=N) , i, LR 7E+N 23R, 34/ B PLFAs F1 G* PLFAs IR B8 T LI, 7E-N 43 LI {7 F LR
2o ZE+N AR BRTR LA T LR A, ) DL+N b BT SR M RE VS S5 B2 R T LR RS20

£ 10—20 cm )2, +N FI-N BT, LL AT LR A0, B I8 75 90 R BR A5 R T N IR X 436
A RETE SE R R, JE IR F PLFAs(18: 109t) Y ZFENE
3.4 MR

A2 2 AT B AN AR RIAL 2 AT pH 4 N AL N R A 3 MU S R
R (P<0.001) , Kb BRI+ 258 B AR AR B 520 pH F1 - 5EA ML (P<0.01) ,fAX) £ 484 N 28 33 N
R 52 HEAEFABA (P > 0.05) .

F2 FALEBEATEERSEEETERUER(0—10 cm, 10—20 cm) FESH

Table 2 ANOVA for Soil physical-chemical properties in the 0—10 and 10—20 cm soil layers under varying urea N addition and litter

manipulations in a Kobresia tibetica meadow. Data present mean+SE. n=3

HH pH 134 N TN/ (g/kg) T 1L TP/ (g/kg)
Items df F P df F P df F P
AL Treatment 3,24 15.354 < 0.001 3,24 33.139 < 0.001 3,24 0.187 =0.904
+J2 Depth 1,24 4.139 =0.059 1,24 65.131 < 0.001 1,24 46.996 < 0.001
AbFE x +JZ Treatment X Depth 3,24 4,992 < 0.013 3,24 0.740 =0.544 3,24 0.311 =0.817
WiH FIEHRL N AN/ (mg/kg) IR AP/ (mg/kg) AR SOM/ (g/kg)
Ttems df F P df F P df F P
Ab R Treatment 3,24 5.633 =0.008 3,24 6.353 =0.005 3,24 10.861 < 0.001
+J2 Depth 1,24 38.577 < 0.001 1,24 59.036 < 0.001 1,24 127.538 < 0.001
AbF x 4 ) Treatment X Depth 3,24 0.974 =0.429 3,24 2.052 =0.147 3,24 4.383 =0.020
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6 A F E MR 37 4%
1.0 18:1012 | +N+LR .0 € LI+(-N)
brie:0  [{17:0 1.0 R PRGIE)
18:109
brl5:0 18:106t
X N
Q 18:1011 3’_
a NTLI N
N Cl40| «
S 18:104 C190 oo g al5:0
bri7:0 () Lilo
16:1w11 alS{O SNALI
- brl5:0
16:107t
i14:0 ® c1d:0
18: 100t 18:107 aed Ci5:0
-1.0 C16:0 -1.0
-1.0 1.0 -1.5 1.5
PC1 53.0% PC1 54.9%

B2 AELEEFHTEERSEEGTEMEN(0—10 cm, 10—20 cm) PLFA M2 51
Fig.2 Principal component analysis (PCA) of soil microbial phospholipid fatty acid ( PLFA) signatures detected in the 0—10 top (a) and

10—20 cm bottom (b) soil layers in treatment plots with urea N addition and litter manipulations

3.5 BEEAYE S EIEHE PLEA MG T

XS 2% FRE PLFAs 5 35800 ATAHOCHE T (36 3) o 452REW].0—10 em )2 ,G" PLFAs it 5
pH (P=0.028) AP (P=0.011) SOM (P=0.008) I 3Btk i IEAH G (P<0.05 B¢ P<0.01) ;G™ PLFAs & it
5 TN (P=0.011) BFGAE;F PLFAs 5 TN(P=0.012) AN (P=0.002) AP (P=0.004) .SOM (P=0.
011) I 3 it i 2% IEAHE (P<0.05 T P<0.01) ,

10—20 cm )2 ,F PLFAs 555 AP(P=0.045) 3 IEAHC; BR G™ PLFAs (P=0.333)4},B PLFAs (P=
0.015) .G" PLFAs (P=0.000) .F PLFAs (P=0.033) fil & PLFAs & & (P=0.000) 5 SOM % & i 2 ot . % 1E
5% (P<0.05 5 P<0.01) ,

®3 ARALEZGTSEMEEEALTERSS PLFAs S EMHEXES
Table 3 Correlation between soil nutrients and microbial PLFAs contents in the 0—10 and 10—20 cm soil layers with urea N addition and litter

manipulations from 2008—2010

Bl + R HMEN SR RN R AR
ltems Soil depth/cm ol TN TP AN AP SOM
407 B PLFAs 0—10 Pearson correlation 0.026 -0.369 0.090 -0.014 0.373 0.279
Sig. 0.936 0.237 0.780 0.965 0.233 0.381
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
B2 [ A Pearson correlation 0.630* 0.414 -0.163 0.181 0.699 * 0.723**
G* PLFAs Sig. 0.028 0.180 0.613 0.574 0.011 0.008
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
o2 [CHIME Pearson correlation -0.143 -0.582" 0.147 -0.157 0.173 0.069
G~ PLFAs Sig. 0.658 0.047 0.649 0.625 0.592 0.832
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
HH F PLFAs Pearson correlation 0.334 0.695* 0.001 0.785 0.755** 0.704
Sig. 0.288 0.012 0.998 0.002 0.004 0.011
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
S Total PLFAs Pearson correlation 0.204 -0.133 0.036 0.107 0.542 0.467
Sig. 0.525 0.681 0.912 0.740 0.069 0.126
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
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2 TAREE 5 EUNEIRINX S FE RS 5L (Kobresia tibetica) THVPRALELE) -+ HERUAE IR 1972 7

TiH TIERE BEAN AR REEEEN SRR LA
Ttems Soil depth/cm of ™ TP AN AP SOM
/M B PLFAs 10—20 Pearson correlation -0.183 -0.303 -0.084 -0.139 0.043 0.678 "
Sig. 0.569 0.338 0.796 0.666 0.894 0.015
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
H2 MR Pearson correlation 0.175 0.209 -0.110 -0.074 0.503 0.866 **
G* PLFAs Sig. 0.587 0.515 0.734 0.819 0.096 0.000
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
2R Pearson correlation 0.422 0.239 0.170 0.319 0.013 0.306
G~ PLFAs Sig. 0.172 0.455 0.596 0.313 0.969 0.333
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
HIA F PLFAs Pearson correlation 0.439 0.517 -0.077 0.071 0.586 * 0.616"
Sig. 0.153 0.085 0.812 0.826 0.045 0.033
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
i Total PLFAs Pearson correlation 0.157 0.143 -0.096 -0.057 0.436 0.890 **
Sig. 0.627 0.657 0.767 0.859 0.157 0.000
N 12 12 12 12 12 12

% MICHEAE 0.00 ACE B, + AICHETE 0.05 KT 3

4 WHiEEHEE

RAEFF R A IS R GG VA AR R RS | i NETE [ b — 2L B Ol KR R R 2 208 —TUE
FUR A RS T R, ANIR N S ACKE TT REEAR KRR B L B R AR S R G TR N R ARG, A
X B A S RIS ) et e A S, AN N IE S N RE A3 i b A N Er s, R
SERA P REAE I FH AL N 5 i A 0 A K B - e LR AR 2R AR N IR i eT LA
PR A D0 i BERE N N OAE D) 25l 3 —AR kB SR TR A, i - R Ak, X AE A 7 T R R A
PR = A ASFIREMR 0T BN N IR AS R T i ) FE A R A 4 R R A R R Y L N
ANt v FE R ) bR AR e R A R T R T BB P i B4 S TR e 9 ) B A A Rl
B WA PR R pH AL AN 3570 S AN R A OG . AF9E A B, 980 ) LA 2 AR AR YR RE
B A3 Fh R R i 5 FLESE 6 A il N X oo % i v B e B v b L AR i RS T A 5 i AN B
i, T SCHEE G ) 7 R N AR SE R B, Y B R AN« R B e R SR
XF = N IES RS AESAARAL, XA FEIEAS N 2R RIS 5o W2 A RIS 400 D Fh oA B FREAE AR
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Fig.1 Aboveground biomass (a) and litter biomass (b) over six years in experimental treatment plots with urea N addition and litter
manipulations. Error bars indicate +1 SE. n=12 for each treatment.

HMEFRERRTE P=0.05 KFETERARE

Mk BEMEE(Kobresia tibetica) EAIARRIRIELIE AEEMIM LEYE HEEHHNNEAFHFEDTER
Table 2 Results of the two-way ANOVA showing the effect of experimental treatments ( Fertilization, litter) , years (2005-2010), and their

interactions on the AGB *) and litter biomass in a Kobresia tibetica meadow over six years (2005-2010)

Source Dependent Variable df F Sig.
JbFH Treatment i 2B AGB (g/m?) 2, 144 2.782 0.065
FAE 9% M Litter biomass (g/m?) 2, 144 1.399 0.250
4 Year HiEZEHR AGB (g/m?) 1, 144 2.016 0.093
AHA4 I Litter biomass (g/m?) 1, 144 2.002 0.095
AbFH x 4Ef Treatment X Year i EZER AGB (g/m?) 3, 144 2.467 0.065
FAE 7% Litter biomass (g/m?) 3, 144 0.957 0.415

a): Hi_FAEYIEL; Aboveground biomass
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