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Table 1 Average stand vokime and biomass per unit area
(m3/hm2)/ (t/hm2)
56. 8/45.3 117. V 69.4 309. 3/146. 2 285. 0/ 136. 5 —
23.6/12.3 114. ¢ 56.9 137. 0/ 71. 2 98. 8/ 51.4 —
50. 5/60.4 111. 1/123. 1 135.3/148. 2 168. (v 182. 1
28.1/33.8 88.7/58.0 160. I/ 86. 6 163.8/88.0 —
16. 0 8.3 94.7/49.2 — — —
5.3/13.5 70.9/81.5 — — —
19.5/28.3 — — — —
34.8/44.1 127. 8/ 140. 4 185.7/200. 4 195. 7 210. 2 295. 1/ 313.7
Cunninghamia lanceolata Pinus massoniana- Schima supeba
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Talbe 2 Average relative stand volume and biomass per unit area
(m3/ hm?) (¢ hm?)
10a 20 a 30 a 10 a 20 a 30 a
1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
1.72 3.03 2.57 0. 95 1. 31 1. 11
0.47 0.86 1.03 0. 20 0. 39 0. 48
1.00 1.00 1.00 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00
1.68 1.68 1.28 1. 04 0. 83 0. 63
0.46 0.68 0.74 0. 19 0.31 0.35
0.15 0.47 0.55 0. 31 0. 51 0. 58
0.56 - - 0. 64 — —
3.2
3
3
Talbe 3 Growth conwth comparison betw een natural broad— leaved and man-made stands
(a) Can) (m) ¢ /hm?) (m% hm?) (/hm?) (/hm?)
1 18 16.4 13.1 1900 269. 6 94. 4 111.0
2 17 9.8 13.9 3750 207. 0 102. 1 124. 5
3 18 17.0 13.4 1900 21,9 102.2 120. 1
4 17 10.2 14.3 3638 23.6 110.2 134. 4
5 3 - 1.8 3000 - 5.5 9.2
6 6 3.8 6.5 11400 49.5 24. 4 31.7
7 3 — 1.8 3000 — 5.5 9.2
8 6 4.5 7.5 15000 102. 6 42. 4 54.3
9 16 14.0 13.0 2250 238.2 83.4 98.0
10 6 4.2 7.0 11133 63.5 31.3 40.7
11 18 12.2 11.8 2200 244.0 82.4 100. 4
12 17 9.0 13.0 4913 215.0 106. 0 129. 3
13 18 13.5 12.0 3000 276. 3 96. 7 113.7
14 17 9.4 13.5 4650 229.2 113.0 137. 8
15 12 9.8 8.0 4500 137. 6 48.2 56.6
16 17" 15.4 11.7 1280 133. 6 65.9 80.3
17 12 10.0 9.0 4050 166. 8 58.4 68.7
18 17" 15.4 11.7 1280 133. 6 65.9 80. 3
17 a, Castano psis carlesii, C. fissa
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Table 4 Grow th comparison of broad— leaved stands betw een man-made and by AMPR
(a) ¢ /hm?) Cam) (m) (m3%hm?) (m¥ (hm2.2)) ( hm?) (t/hm?2)
10 1 1700 11.5 11.7 107. 8 10. 78 43.8 76.7
13 I 2513 12.7 10.7 190. 0 14. 62 71.9 127.5
10 11 367 19.4 10.6 62.5 6.25 26.4 58.0
21 1 1170 12.1 10.6 80.0 3.81 37.6 47.2
22 1 2070 13.4 9.8 162. 5 7.39 83.5 137.1
23 I 1476 12.8 10.5 100. 3 4.36 55.0 84.8
23 1 813 18.6 15.2 163. 4 7.10 91.4 139.5
24 1 1533 11.5 8.5 72.00 3.00 38.1 54.3
10 I 4856 9.2 12.1 205. 2 20.52 91.7 103.1
11 I 6545 7.3 11.0 162. 1 14. 74 79.9 96.9
35 11 1683 19.4 20.8 492. 4 14. 07 269. 3 326.5
11 il 6788 6.7 8.6 110. 7 10. 06 57.9 76.2
29 I 1293 19.5 15.8 291.0 10. 03 152. 2 200.3
30 I 1289 19.6 19.6 360. 7 12. 02 188. 6 248.2
Cinnamomum camp hora- Ormosia xy locarpa. Catanopsis kawakamii « Phoebe bournei.
Catanopsis fargesii
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COMPARISON BETWEEN NATURAL BROAD-LEAVED

FORSET AND MAN-MADE FOREST IN FUJIAN PROVINCE
II. MAINTENANCE OF PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY OF FOREST ECOSYSTEM

HUANG Qing-lin, LI Yuan-hong
(1. Fujian Forestry College Nanping 353001; 2. Forestry Committee of shunchang County Fujian 353200)

Abstract: Comparison in landscape and stand level shows: (1) In landscape level, the volume
per unit area of Chinese fir plantation at 20 years is respectively 3.00 and 1. 68 times of that
of natural broad-leaved forest(NBF) in Shunchang county and Fujian province, but is only
respectively 1.3 and 0. 83 times in biomass per unit area. The volume per unit area of Pinus
massoniana plantation at 20 years is respectively 86 % and 68 % of that of NBF in
Shunchang county and Fujian province, and is only respectively 39 % and 31 % in biomass
per unit area. The volume and biomass per unit area of broad-leaved plantation at 20 years are
about half of that of NBF in Fujian province. Therefore, the productive capacity of NBF is
much higher than Pinus massoniana and broad-leaved plantation. It is less than Chinese fir
plantation in volume per unit area but similar in biomass per unit area. (2) Comparison
between NBF and Chinese fir plantation in the same site, pre-felling and age (3 ~18 years)
shows: The mean volume increment of NBF is less than that of Chinese fir plantation, the
variation is most remarkable. The mean stem biomass increment of NBF is higher than that
of Chinese fir plantation, but the variation isn’ t remarkable. The mean increment of biom ass
above ground of NBF is higher than that of Chinese fir plantation, the variation is
remarkable. The result in stand level is similar to that in landscape level. (3) Beside varied
timbers, NBF can provide varied non-timber forest products such as edible fruits abundant in
starch, edible wild fruits, precious medicinal plants and edible wild mashroom which man-
made forest can’ t provide. (4) The function of maintenance of productive capacity of NBF is

much better than man-made forest considering about the soil degradation.

Key Words: natural broad-leaved forest; man-made forest; productive capacity; maintenance



