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Abstract: The objective of this study was to clarify the ecological stoichiometry characteristics of leaves and litter in
different plant communities in the Yongli colliery reclamation area. Leaves and litter were collected, and organic carbon
(C), total nitrogen (N), total phosphorous (P ), and total potassium (K) content were measured.Plant nutrient values
and restriction factors for the reclamation area were determined and nutrient cycling between leaves and litter was
investigated. The results indicated that: (1) There were significant differences in leaf C content among the different plant
types. C content was the highest in shrubs ( Platycladus orientalis (1.) Franco, 537.96 g/kg) and the lowest in herbs
(Astragalus adsurgens Pall., 423.73 g/kg). Leaf N, P, and K content did not differ significantly between plant types. In

contrast, there were significant differences between plant types for the N and P content of the litter. C content was
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significantly higher in Hippophae rhamnoides Linn. (417.84 g/kg) than in A. adsurgens and Caragana korshinskii Kom. N
content was the highest in A. adsurgens (20.30 g/kg) and the lowest in C. korshinskii, whereas P content was the highest in
A. adsurgens (1.57 g/kg) and the lowest in H. rhamnoides. K content was significantly higher in A. adsurgens (6.31 g/kg)
than in H. rhamnoides and C. korshinskii. C, N, P, and K content were higher in the leaves than in the litter. The
resorption efficiencies of N, P, and K was in the range of 5.17—50.16%, 4.19—6.41%, and 11.27—23.24%,
respectively. N resorption was significantly higher in H. rhamnoides than in C. korshinskii and A. adsurgens, P resorption
was the highest in A. adsurgens and the lowest in C. korshinskii, and K resorption was the highest in H. rhamnoides (23.
24% ) and the lowest in C. korshinskii; and (2) Shrubs and herbs had an N :P ratio>16. This finding indicates that the
growth of these plants was primarily limited by P. In contrast, macrophanerophytes had an NP ratio<14, which indicates
that growth was primarily limited by N. Combined with C, N, and P content in the soil, leguminous plants should be

planted in the early stage of vegetation restoration, followed by shrubs or macrophanerophytes.
Key Words: vegetation restoration; nutrient cycling; leaf; litter; ecological stoichiometry

A AL AR % (ecological stoichiometry ) &M Z R~ JC B AR AR 25 R 58 P AR B AT TP 1) — 1 DB %
BHY, FEHIES RGP IT R AR A B AR R R T A o) 3 K R ik i A8 Ak AT, O 434
ARG . WA B (C) VR(N) FIBE(P) 2 3 Fh BT, IR EALY )
WIBURL A, =3 Z I LU RE A 35 S b o 2 AR A B AN T W o) T L TERE S ROKE 1, C NP
SEEFRICR Z A AR AR T LA 5 0 SR 4 06 ZR L [l B A i A K R B B E SRR, C/N A
C/P ARFHYWI C RES Y N/P BERIE HHEFR S MR B R TR Z M M sh 74 . fY N/P BRI
TSR 22 P TARAS RGN, i AES R b A S F R R TR R,
Bl AR N P i K N/P AR RE B HS i R O A 2 R BRI R R
[ X3 ORTEA A RE R R IR A B B S A AT R AR A B 2 ST (E TR ST R BREE A
[F) i P SR 2 AR T I A 25 2R 45 21 43 3% 43 1 PR LR BF 5 1t S A JE 10 A DL S T4 (K) 1y B o 1
FEU MR RA S RGN EEA Y A A TR AR W R AR Y AR A A 2R A
TR LSRG Z IR ISR MR, B I R GE AR 8 PR LU S et A A A A i A BE i A e A
R,

IR F R —FR R B AE S R G, E AN AMTIE TR E B 0505 LB T AR, B0 A Rl Fp e 5
AT R AR LT R, SR I 1 2 % T A 1 o S AR ) > (B R A 25 ZR G0 58 2 1 5t X A
FE IR X T IR F 5 R R ELC R IEA T, T8 LI 5 . E AR -5 R v ) 1) 3 0 R A O R
MRFTEARA 2 AR S 2A T2 W] U T S IR S AR KA R AS B 5 A KOR 3 KA 5
B XN F AR S i P E IR0 4 aa A A 2t 2 T B P AN R B B i i S5 A v
W3R oy A A AR E SRR SR AN RIS AR L 5 3t v i) B PR, O B I RS % 0 9 20 B
ARBUFL PRI S I, iz B Y % e 2 RGP e B2 S B i 5 2%

1 #MR57FE

1.1 W5 IXHENL

AR (110°12'E ,39°43'N) fi T 58K 22 Wi it AR IR T 5 22 0G5k & a7 pRE 55 B BH YA A DX 08, L 1 T
TR 3.567 km?, R 5E RIFR A BBE0°, Ik 1324—1423 m, J& TR By PR 2k T 2R =i, T 50
W, F ARSI 7°C AR RUR 3000°C , 4F H BRESLE 3000 h LU, 2 4EFE KR 294 380 mm,

W DX T i B YA AR A X, 6 T HEAS SRR S 3 2] B ab e, h S SRR, Y i
Wb E FAFLL AP S PR A, MR SO PR PLEOE A K8 R sl AR T ki e
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AR, HE 130 BRAESR IR SRR IZ B 1 5 BAER 5—10 48 52 B 7 AR R XN T A AE 7
A FEERFRIEIMFS ( Pinus tabulaeformis Carr.) MFH ( Platycladus orientalis (L.) Franco) %) JEAR ( FEER
$ ( Hippophae rhamnoides Linn) | ¥7 5% ( Caragana Korshinskii Kom.) %) | KA (£ B J& VW T 0 (Astragalus
adsurgens Pall.) B T& (Medicago) 55 ) , AN R A 16 RUAH & IX 4 DIAE T LR &R
12 FERCREE

2013 4F 9 HAEN S RS /R BOK AR 2 B DORFERLYI I - ALY T RERE i, AR SR SR AR A A
PR bR R ) A, VR O (3R 1), AR HRAEHBBEALIE 3 MR DT  HE TS TRIEE 100 m, BEJ5 K/N A BE
AHT 1 mx1 m, EARMT 5 mx5 m, FeARMET 10 mx10 m, B AEEEETT AR LET AT N EEARRE T |
TEREARRE )T WIERERARE T o FERET AR AR TG 2 (3R 2) BB W EVE T L S Al i A CR PR B, AR 31 AN )
TibL JZ BT R R, TERE DT N 22 R S — W AR Y5 ) R B 08 74 ) |, B e D SR B A 75 )
R2, My RAEE 2V i ( Hippophae rhamnoides Linn.) VPFTHE (Astragalus adsurgens Pall.) FrE&=FEY) .,
SRACRIRYI I 7 BTs K290 300 g 2247, AT 105°C R AT 15 min, SRS 65 CHLT HIHE . LFHER“S™IE
A CRAE: 2 SR BORE , MOIRTE TR /2 (1) 9 BRFEHE FURE 0—10 em, 10—20 em RAHE T IERE M

®1 RELER

Table 1 The information of sampling points

J¥5 Serial number  FHAHEVE Plant communities PR E Location WK Elevation/m
1 VPETREHMAS+IAG (FEE D DT 4 B ) 39°41'49.21"N [110°17'3.38"E 1402
2 YR+ VDT RE 39°41'52.11"N . 110°16'54.97"E 1402
3 ATHE+E 75 39°4159.43"N . 110°16'59.83"F, 1406
4 VHATHE 39°41'58.24"N | 110°17'18.54 E” 1405
5 B+ TRE 39°4157.09"N . 110°16'32.18"E, 1397
6 YHATHE 39°41'20.03"N . 110°14'48.16"F, 1422
7 i 39°41'41.88"N . 110°14'42.12"E, 1429
8 YR+ RE 39°41'23.31"N ., 110°16'5.95"E 1413
9 R 39°41'20.78"N ,110°16'10.48"E 1403

R2 REWEWIT
Table 2  Species lists of collected plants

T Species H: 3R Life form Bl Family
VBl Hippophae rhamnoides Linn. HEA [iE R
¥r4& Caragana Korshinskii Kom. HEA =X
YPATHE Astragalus adsurgens Pall. ZAEERIK SR
1% Medicago SRR 2R
WIHI Platycladus orientalis (L.) Franco FrAR Pt
AR Pinus tabulaeformis Carr. FEAR WARE

1.3 A& E
FB AL AL M B DL R R A& R 6 0.15 mm BORS R T I 8 e A Al A8, Y A
Skl T Wy ) A b HT E B IR R AN IR DN 5 2 A Wk PR ] H,S0,-H, 0, T, TH A 53 0 BIL IRV D
SR (KDY-9830) , HUAH 5 L (0 2 2 4 (UV-2450) , JOEERE B a4 7,
PSR mcie 1SR4 BICR (R) FR, ATRLEHOE SOl - FERKR R IR , TR 5 A K2 B 5 o0 O it
SR SRS I 2EE, R EYTERE B FRa, F25r BT 4% T 5.
pe T - —T A

Tt x100%
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U R TR IR, %o 5 Ty R IR A A R IR 58 g/ ks Ty 9 WV 1IR3 B B g/ s

A ROR P AR IR AR SN INERIE DI A 5 4 BRI PIL RS A (KDY-9830) T 5 4l SR FH frp Sl - 1 11
FRRAR AT e ak (UV-2450) Til5E >
L4 HdRAb sk

SR SPSS 20,0 B2 FAMHTHK P RE RS HI S HE M7 525 2 J5 22 51 BT ( One-Way ANOVA) BLEZ T It
5,18 ] Excel 2013 #E4TREAL B, 32 ] Origin.0 1E&

2 HR55%H

2.1 A[FEHEYH R FAEY) C NP K Sk

2 3 AT LR ARSI R C & B8l 423.73—537.96 ¢/kg, F-HI{H N 483.16 g/kg, B 5t B EH
10.04% ; N & 7481030 Fl R 15.96—29.01 ¢/kg, YA Hy 23.36 o/kg, 5 R BN 21.18% ; P & A5 (L6 H N
1.13—1.94 o/kg , I N 1.43 g/kg, 2 RKN 20.22% ;K S 8ALILE N 5.18—10.52 ¢/kg, ¥I{E N 7.93 ¢/
kg, 85 RECH 25.54%

MEEGARTE P F C B BRI MIAG SR, VAT RE S/, YOIy 45 A A 2 3 v T Y04 TRE VY
15 (P<0.05) ;N it RV K AR e/ s P BRI MRS K A7 S5 i/ s NP & i 2R R AR
A ZERARE, K SERINETE SR, M SN, B8 0% & T,

*3 AEEHHECNPKEE
Table 3 Nutrient contents in leaf under different plant ( g/kg)

Hi%) Plants M Total C BA Total N B Total P JSHP Total K
VPR Hippophae rhamnoides Linn. 492.28+20.89a 29.01+8.56a 1.44+0.59a 6.88+0.63ab
¥r4& Caragana Korshinskii Kom. 502.49+2.99a 27.01+3.43a 1.13+£0.10a 10.06+0.86ab
VPFTHE Astragalus adsurgens Pall. 423.73+32.98b 21.93+7.02a 1.40£1.10a 7.78+2.80ab
E 15 Medicago 424.32+36.89b 26.32+10.10a 1.18+0.48a 10.52+4.71a
g Platycladus orientalis (L.) Franco 537.96+11.65a 19.95+0.08a 1.94+0.01a 7.16+0.25ab
WS Pinus tabulaeformis Carr. 518.20+68.88a 15.96+0.16a 1.51+0.06a 5.18+0.34b

AEENGFRAEE C NP K B HAEA YT 2 A7 7 835 22 5 (P<0.05)

3R 4 WTLE 3 P& C & i ALl 320.23—417.84 ¢/kg, ¥R 359.9 g/ke, B R
BN 14.25% ;N 5 FN 15.19— 20.30 g/ke, (EH M 17.53 ¢/kg, B 5 R BN 14.74% ;P &R LIE
Bl 0.96— 1.57 o/kg, PIMH N 1.22 g/kg, 2853 RECH 25.99% ;K & &1 ARILIE RN 3.91—6.31 g/kg, ¥I(EH N
4.85 g/kg, B 5 RECH 26.43%

Witg ) C & RNV R R by S de/ N, TP 35 1 TP ATHE 745 (P<0.05) 5N & it RN VDT HE A
KPSt/ IR WP FTIE Ay 2R Z A 22 57 (35 (P<0.05) s P & i SR BNV TRE SR, Vb i/, YD IR VDT IE |
Fy 2k Z ) 22 7 i (P<0.05) ;K & RPNV ATHE SR, VRN VDA THE 2 5 TV 7 2% (P<0.05)

®4 FEEWHEY CNPKIE
Table 4 Nutrient contents in litter under different plant ( g/kg)

FHY) Plants SR Total C BA Total N S Total P ST Total K
VI Hippophae rhamnoides Linn. 417.84+29.01b 17.09+7.52b 0.96+0.73a 3.91+2.28a
VPFTHE Astragalus adsurgens Pall. 341.64+32.41a 20.30+5.69¢ 1.57+0.67¢ 6.31+1.94b
Fr4& Caragana Korshinskii Kom. 320.23+2.28a 15.19+2.051a 1.12+0.12b 4.33+0.67a

RFEENG FRARE C NP K F 7R A R A YA 5 W) 2 [ A 7 35 25 57 (P<0.05)

2.2 TR AR 9010 25 A 2 R
T 1 AT A R R H B2 25 AR 25 SRR E C/N /P N/P RS L Py 18.32—32.44 276,
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18—457.54 .10.24—22.53 & C/N G AE M, C/K N/K  P/K 7284638 Bl 23 51 o~ 46.10—100.57 ,2.57—4.64 |
0.11—0.29, C/N FRI AN, B 15 I/, RS B3 & T E A DB 7555 C/P RV T IE S5 K, A 5
AN R AR TR AE D ATHE VDR 7 5% (AR RIS sN/P RIS iR, Ml /N, TR AR 2 I 2%
TUEAR FEARZ ) C/K BRI, B & e/, VI A 3 KT ETE DB 45 N/K BB U i
K, BT TN VD 3 v T A ) 5 P/ K SR BATIAA R  Fr A die /IS, AT TR B35 & Y0 4T RE U0, v
FTHE VD 255 T HTE Aok,
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15 + 200
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100 |
5 L
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BAE WITIE VB & MM whia LA S a1 T Y T i ST 17t B 7 /3
120 + a T a a
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a
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M b & 15 |
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w0 L 10
20 + 5k
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BAE W VB M& MM whi [EE R 2 TS ST i S 17 N 7 /3
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a 0.35
a
S 030 | a +
b b _I_
4 L 025 |
b 020 |
v
- SIS S u
015 b ¢
2+ c
0.10 |
L 0.05 |
0 0.00
HiE VIR Y &k furs WA EfE VITHEE OV A M Wi
A [I#E4) Different plant

E1 FEEYHRESEETEFEHE
Fig.1 The characteristics of ecological stoichiometry in leaf under different plan

ARG TR CoN:P K TEARFY | 2 A 35 22 57 (P<0.05)

Hi1& 2 AT LA ARGV WD A= A 2 R 22 R N/P R B VDS VD AT HE S 4745, N/P B AL 5
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12.80—17.28;P/K \N/K .C/P .C/N C/K MZE{bE H 4 51k 0.21—0.29 . 2.73—4.70 ,236.63—632.67 ,18.49—
31.08.,50.52—148.38 , RIMUPFTHES VMRS 45, TEARIMEPIREE THGTEY) C/P C/N C/K RIL VD i 3
B TVTIHE #7 4k, N/P . P/K. N/K ZRARZE,

40 -~ b 250

800 b
35 F

700 200 L .
30F a j 600 | \ [
25 { soo L @ 150 +

a
20 b » L 3 }
% I g 400 g

- 100 |

300 | a .
10 + 200 - s T a

sof | 1 T
54 100
0 0 0
VHTHE Vbl iv 3 IHTHE Vbl i 3 IHITHE Vbl % 3

20

0.50 -

T °r 0.45 -
|

15 L 5 T 0.40

1 035 @

e
N
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_t e
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e
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N:K

3 L a v 025t
[=9
020 F

N:P
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0.05 -

0 0 0.00
DITE P Frsk DT i w3 DT i Frsk
A [ A4 Different plant

<

E2 AEEHENESUFITEFHE
Fig.2 The characteristics of ecological stoichiometry in litter under different plan

AEBNEG PRI CoN P K AR RIS ) Z 04775 2.3 22 5+ (P<0.05)

& 3 WTLIE 9 A0 30 e N ISR AR [ 5.17—50.16% , R A VDS Fr 46>V FTHE, P
ISR ARE G ] 4.19%—6.41% , I RVPFTRES VP> A7 25, K IR 11.27%—23.24% , F 0 R0 B> V0T
ME>H7 4%,

2.3 MY R FIREY) C NP K & 5SS AR O R

S iTLUEH Y R C RS C/K HE MR E A, 5 A H (B 2 2 TG EAHCHEAR
W MY R RS RS C/P C/K HERE A, HAHCHAR 2% (P<0.01) ;YA P &85 C/N A
EWMBERHELER, 5 N/K ERBENIEME(P<0.01) ;P K &85 /N BB ERIHE(P<
0.01) .

% 6 nTLIAEH  MYHTEY) C &5 N/P N/K BB EHIE(P<0.05) , 5 HAD U AE Y 5 A G A&
N &5 C/P C/K B E T (P<0.01) , 5 HAL A 2 AU M5 P &S C/N C/K B0
FAASE(P<0.01) ;475 W) K i 545 HEZ I 2 ARG, Hh 5 C/N C/P 24k 2 A AR DC (P<0.01)
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9 #A BRI A KA B X AE YT 7 A I A A A R T i 2R 7
3 iFig 50 o — N
/1P
3.1 A[FEAEYI R AR C N P K &Rk 40 | <4

ABFEFEARRMEY T CFEADGE R TR
FIREAAE Y Aoi & i, SRR T BRI M P2 C
T (464 g/kg) o TEBIE T AN R AR A0S BRI A9 3
RIS T B R C & LA R EAR, K
BB TRIHT AR A5 2 HE AR R A A By et
N S s TIREMY A N & (20.2 ¢/
kg) BT ARMAR TIZME, XSO A A FEAFTA
TR HUAE, i 2R A s PR A e 8 SR Al — 3 B
i L A PRE A KRR B e N S R T A A Y
KA R HEARREARE Y R P
AR TAE M R B P P i (1.5 g/kg) 2 TIAR AR
W T2, AFEREYT A NP &SRB 22 R T g

W
S
T

F43 BB
Nutrient recovery%
)
S
T

—_
S
T

A [FA4 4 Different plant

B3 FEEWMFEAMEEY NP.KFSEgE

Fig. 3  Nutrients resorption efficiencies in leaf

different plan communities

and litter of

T2 TR FIZE B SR S (A2 0 LA RO 3703 R RO A 22 5 IR T AR ) A= % B A 4

XEBEIRFI AR ]

£S5 EWAHHA C NP KSESESUFTTEFHEAXES

Table 5 Pearson correlations between C_N.P (K nutrient and the characteristics of ecological stoichiometry in leaf under different plant

TiH SRR BA X0 et MeA  EREELL BREFLE ARk AM BEE L
Ttems Total C Total N Total P Total K C/N C/P C/K N/P N/K P/K
SR Total C 1.000 -0.104  -0.180  -0.254 0 0.052  0.548**  -0.089 0.219 -0.036
A Total N 1.000 0.533**  0.571"*  -0.937""-0.758** —0.461 ** 0 0.348* 0.210
S Total P 1 0.062 -0.526 ** -0.879 ** —0.139 -0.783"  0.418*" 0.870**
S0 Total K 1 -0.535%*-0.291 -0.854** 0.283  -0.540"*  -0.402"
WAL C/N 1 0.715** 0.552**  -0.052  -0.32 -0.219
ML C/P 1 0.267 0.621** -0.389* -0.646**
WA C/K 1 -0.231 0.580 ** 0.315
AW L N/P 1 -0.284 -0.820*"
AP N/K 1 0.657 **

WP L P/K

1

w AR 0.01 K (CBUI) E RIS, . 7E 0.05 /K- (UM | A

R6 HEWHEY C NP KSESESHFTEZFEREXES

Table 6 Pearson correlations between C.N.P K nutrient and the characteristics of ecological stoichiometry in litter under different plant

WiH Sk A pER T A AL BREEEE O BREPEE Ak AN WA L
Ttems Total C Total N Total P Total K C/N C/P C/K N/P N/K P/K
S Total C 1 -0.445  -0.653** -0.702"* 0.612**  0.667**  0.758**  0.520" 0.589* -0.144
A Total N 1 0.867**  0.708** -0.821** -0.616** -0.656"* —0.267 -0.017 0.245
JH Total P 1 0.688"* -0.668** -0.785** -0.633** -0.605"* -0.224 0.559 *
S4B Total K 1 -0.708** -0.694** -0.879"* -0.444 -0.664 ** -0.125
A C/N 1 0.612**  0.875**  0.172 0.164 0.052
B C/P 1 0.777**  0.858**  0.576" -0.443
A L C/K 1 0.463 0.616 " 0.119
AW N/P 1 0.657 ** -0.0560 *
RAFLE N/K 1 0.182
WA P/K 1
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WFFEE R R A R C NP K S TRV A, 3 nT B DN O 28 AL A v i e A LRI 7 )
TEEAHT 2R T8 53 35 43 B BB AL 40N vh 25 SO0 T S50 AR MOBORI Y L LU S5 A 94 € N
P K S DU /R A S R G A Z (6 B IR IR R LA . AT A A S B NP K [ R 22 S R
(B 3) PR N i DR A o AR %o T AR ] A2 3% 2R 37 7 DR R B R AN ], 56 W AR 4
FEHAE TR RIAR I I 5 I F R, K Y@ T T R0, ZERY K 53 se 4l 5 s /e
AW K DR AR T2 8 5 (3 M 288 K RGBT 60% ) AFFE 45 R . X T BEH TR
WFFE XK IR B 22 52 BT S B0 . RIS ASFFERAE T ]S 9 H 43, BLIF i F ol BEC T HR e B 57 00, S B
MR T R iR
3.2 A[FEREIM R AR Y AL S SR AR AR A

P C/N AL C/PAREIE R ACE FROCR I T REIRIAL C RYBE ST, 16— € R L L m] S R AR ) 1) 37 )
FIRR AT TEACRIRA C/N 5 Elser JJ % X425k 398 Fhli A= A4 B & 45 AR 22 A K, [l 42
FIRTIOA TR C/P S ME S e 4 Ry —BUE B F T RA AR, AR5 BAREAR C/N &
TR TR, FAREAR C/P BEMTIA U T HA BERSTAN N P A HRCRARE , tola 2300 T 5
A EARSTRARTE N P Tk LR ER,

T A 1 A 0 %o B SE 3 17 BE ) I SRR TR] , BT LS 190 5 03365 B SR 22 S AR, TR R R R
RHEY A S ARRABHE Y 55 A 16 B2 [ N ik P fil N/P 22 S R W K7 5 Rt i
N/P Il S AR A A T AR Shy 4] 7 PR 58 X A 400 A A 1 35 40 (I R AR 0, S W B o 5 4 T 24 (1) B AR R
N/P<14 If, #1932 3] N JCR R N/P>16 I AHY) 32 3] P OCR RS, N/P AERIE Z [, W) 32 N 2 P ul
N/P g™ R A G R i e N A P A 22 S R BOE AR R A I i N/P P 83 5 T Han
S AR BARE T RE R SE R, T ARSSEEAAMIL , PTRE A T L5 2 bR () PR 45 BT S B AN ] AR 0 A
[BIAZE 50, FEABTTE AR (WITRE (7 ) HEARR (VIR 7 25) N/P> 16, R EASE JEASA K324 T
P FRARZEMIA GRS N/P<14 R ARZA K AZ 0T N, 35 HOBE SR N/P W] 822 J T 4518 R —
B IX T RE R AR E I (B B 5—10 a) XF 3 RAE BN IR

TEANRFEPIZRIY P AL Y) C/P | C/N C/K HARR BN TR 2 5 TP FTIE Fr 2%, 0 il T U0 iont v sk
FEILE TYATHE Frdk SURM(NF 4)  HYWERGI N P R4 TR ERE MR CER D 4545745
A N/P IR (K 3) 3 R Al vE Y N/P H2e e AN B3 BEWIRE I XA R 35 70 9 IR RE AN TR] MR 3k 1
SR HAPERT (3R 7) AR XA L5 N 5 5 N S ORI RS R IR IR, S5 S T AR A R
TN RSO, IR HATE B BRI A . 7E8” 1L R S s A G v | SR ) b — B 4 IR R AR - R -
ARAAEY BT HEA T4, Ferb ERHE P AR 2 G SRR R Y DR AE AT 52 B B R 2 R
YA Sy, BEE T HEE T 4R R B AL R AR TR

&7 XkFLECNPEESHMARILE
Table 7 Comparisons between soil C_N.P across Yongli Colliery reclamation area and other studies( g/kg)

ENEIES=

5T X3, . . EERIRTs BE JEx B IR
Different soil .
Study area Organic carbon Total N Total P Data sources
layers/cm
ST KRS 2 B IX 0—10 5.5680+0.3968 0.249+0.108 0.421+0.021 5T
Yongli colliery reclamation area i
ongl colliery reclamation area in 10—20 2.9632+0.1654 0.205+0.078 0.403+0.002
Inner Mongolia
22 1 i 44 #b Rangeland i
N 52 W & Rangeland in 0—10 16.930.97 1.01+0.38 0.1100.018 SCHR[37]
Inner Mongolia
10—20 11.48+1.31 0.77+0.049 0.083+0.019
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AWTERY], a) AFEFPI A C NP UK S BB & TR, W ik R R B TR RIS (A A
) AR (VDB A7 2%) 8 R T AR (VATIE (B A8) o NP S AEA- A T v 22 57 A 38 TE A%
Wb 2E 5 3 AE A AU R IR 22 5 ULV X AN R SR 2 B9 IR RE A BT 2257, b) AP eV T A4
HH N/P HCRBUNHEARIE (VIR A7 2%) e, T AR (A AR ) e ik, BEARSR (VMR A7 4% ) AR (UD4T
HE VB A6 ) N/P HERT 16, TR ARIE (AR JAR) N/P HE/INT 14 FRIIBEARZE FARARKZH T P, ARLKAERK
2T N, ghia R C N P i @I H TR B BoRi i SR A S S AR ), B - HIE T B P
BAFHEAEAR FEA,
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