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Litterfall in main forest ecosystems of Northeast China. LI Xuefengl’z, HAN Shijie1 ,LI Yuwen®('Institute of
Applied Ecology , Chinese Academy of Sciences, Shenyang 110016, China; 2Graduate School of Chinese Acad@
my of Sciences, Beijing 100039, China; *Northeast Forestry University, Harbin 150040, China).2Chin. J.
Appl. Ecd . ,2005,16(5):783~ 788.
A thre@year investigation on the litterfall of 15 forests in 4 different regions of Northeast China showed that the
annual litterfall had a significant difference among forest types in the same region, but no significant difference
was found between years. In the litterfall, leaf occupied 70% and more, while branch, flower and fruit were less
than 20% . The branch production correlated positively with leaf production, and the correlation coefficient was
0.82. According to the investigation of 5 forest types in Changbai Mountain, the litterfall was 2. 62~ 9. 14 times
higher in autumn and winter than in spring and summer. The peak of leaf fall appeared in autumn, while that of
branch and others withered evenly during a year. The litter fall of same forest type decreased with increasing lat2
tude, and the relationships of the total and birch litterfall with latitude were established. Both the total and the
birch litterfall were positively related to annual mean temperature, with the correlation coefficient 01 95 and
01 91, respectively.
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W9 X 358 AR A b 1 DI
2 Areas Forest types Coverage Forest ages (yr)
N A 017~ 018 100~ 200
B 016~ 017 50~ 60
211 BFFTH X MRS C 015~ 016 50~ 60
20111 KX BF 5T 8 A T 5 bk 8 2 BK il B g g}gN 8{1 §3~ gg
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KL T TS 7 DS I 1R A o IR 4R T SR o e e
219 e , VPR E 700 mm Z2 4. T ik R AR, £ ' F 014~ 015 50~ 60
AT 00 R b T A R T 500 m Sk U/E R AR 00~ o N -
1 100 m PAREH-21 42 ( Pinus koraiensis) Ak 32, 7613 7K 3 H A A 016~ 017 100~ 200
BOUIE B LI REM ( Juglans mandshurica) by 534 ) i - A, 0 E’ gi 2: giz gg: 28
2o N O B AR 0 b 7 A SR B b 9, B B ETHE ( Betula G 014~ 015 50~ 60
N . KX Changbai Mountain; 0 . i JL il #hE & & 45 F 9% b

platyphlla ) #1114 ( Populus davidiana) #A1 I H2 11147V AT
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2L N TR RAR I b J5 T R LRI AR IR AERR, L A
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(Larix sp. ) F=. M@ I QR E 2= K%, P iR
216 e , STV HREKE 723 mm, ZEF AT~ 8 H, THEY
120~ 140 d, 38y W5 Fe b
21113 /P K FHAR ORI X I LXK A7 T 8 VL 24 A
FTTE AT /N 24 2208 (T 3 (4D T N, 1285 E), iF ik 707
m, HiHEPE TR B 40 A BR. 12 Hi X R 2044 ( Pinus ka2
raiensis) 70 A (G R, A4 40 RERAR 3 (4 7 T2 R BL A g
FIE A g D 350 (K AR IR B AR, = I AR, 451 By %
KR 676 mm, S0 e A4
21114 KXWk L A7 X B SEIK A7 T8 BT 48 n # ik
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IH#A( Larix dgensis) R, BH I3 DL 52 19 5 b R AT AR 1A
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[X Liangshui Conservation; 0 .k % %4 [X Daxinganling Mountain.
A ZIAA[EHHK Pinus koraiensis broa®leaved forest; B: (HAHE4iik Be
tula platyphlla forest; C: LI#4iMk Populus davidiana forest; D: [
HER #7RAC 4k B. platyphlla and P. davidiana mixed forest; E: #]
HEMKAK Juglans mandshurica forest; F: ¢ i #&R M Quercus mongolicoa
forest; G: Y TEIMFARK Larix olgensis forest. T [f] The same below.
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Table 2 Annual litter productions in forests (t#hm™ 2)
S ARk B Years T R BREN
Ares Forest type 2001 2002 2003 Average S.D. C.V(.%)

0101). AH & BT W, V& A 1 AR 74 1) 46 et 2 7]
WA (1= 01215), V&M 55 V% k2 8] 2 A0 < (
= 0. 82), {HZVR M S5 A AL R Je 2 [RAH A
F(r= 01497).

3 3
Table 3 Production of different litter components(t#hm™ ) ( Datain the
parenthesis ar e percentages)

N A 31887 31990 41202 41026 01160 01039
B 31833 31656 41023 31851 0109 01025
C 2915 2849 31149 21971 01157 01053
D 31330 31703 3153 31523 01186 01053
E 4974 51336 S1154 51154 01181 01035
0 B 31245 31194 20913 31117 01178 01057
E 448 4603 4198 41410 01203 01046
F 31863 4039 31764 31888 01139 01036
G 2177 2041 20278 21165 01118 01054
0 A 31543 31300 31628 31490 01170 01049
B 2661 2792 2816 2175 01083 01030
G 145 11936 11847 11909 01054 01028
0 B 11087 01833 11065 01995 01140 01140
F 11198 11243 11412 11284 01113 01088
G 11782 11409 11398 11529 01112 01073

4 3 AR Ao B R I, K X A
MU S bR A4 53 (P < 0105), 18 )L AR AR A
AT N2 7K B AR AR RIR 262218 T
8 B IX AR P AR A W3 (P> 0105).
12 FFWA K R 3 v LA H, 78T A b sk
K0 AR AL Y5 R YR Wb BT Bk, AE
70% LA b, A SRR AR R 7 - R ) B Bk
(82% VAL, S dTRARIIT o LBl dse N 75% B ) . ¥
FeAEPR R e BT e 4% ~ 17%, 5% A bk
RIS 7 e 0 B B K (14% BL L), SRk 45,
15 6% LAR . 1 55 SR A RIS 1 Bk 1R 2B 4 2 R e AT
I BB UAS A At K,k #3 BCRDIR S, A
Ty A SR IR LN, VR TR VR S R T
el />, A, S AR TR L A 22, 1R 20k e R
AN T T B A 4% b, DB AR T 58 AR
Ty A I L T AR TR IR A, A
LX) R TR B R I L ITE 4% ~ 12% Z 0], £0%
AL N s I - W S T O 1B = 3N
(12%), FIHERRAESE R 5 2% oy 1 begg] e, 30 il
TEHERF 8 T X R R, A BRA L
AT, TR . T Z0R BRI AR 208 2ERK ZRI V4
RE BRI, BI0 T 409 725 S (1 L . A SO it
FUE 15 ANFRMEE P, A 11 WA BRI
L2 KT AR S ).

B3R 3 ] DL, AN [ AR AR S 2R 0] 95 BRIYE 94 1R 4
J Sk A TS R L) 2R AR (P>
0105), T 4B A IR EE 15 v (A SR 1 S5 )
T R ) P A9 2 TR AEAE 2 S 3K (0105< P <

WIFCXIR AR P79y F A Years TEME
Areas Forest Litter Average
types camponents 2001 2002 2003

N A W Leaf 2189 (74) 3109 (78) 3112 (74) 3103 (75)
ki Branch 0154 (14) 0141 (10) 0156 (13) 0151 (13)

164 Others 0145 (12) 0149 (12) 0152 (13) 0148 (12)

B I Leaf 3126 (85) 3108 (84) 3137 (84) 3124 (85)

ki Branch 0136 (9) 0142 (11) 0153 (13) 0144 (11)

TEH Others 0122 (6) 0117 (5) Ol11(3) 0117 (4)

C i Leaf 2153 (87) 2147 (87) 2164 (84) 2155 (86)

ki Branch 0121 (7) 0123 (8) 0128 (90) 0124 (8)

16 Others 0116 (6) 0114 (5) 0122(7) 0117 (6)

D I Leaf 2174 (88) 3108 (84) 2195 (83) 2192 (83)

#% Branch 0123 (7) 0150 (13) 0141 (12) 0138 (11)

165 Others 0116 (5) 0110 (3) 0117(5) 0114 (6)

E I Leaf 4144 (89) 4153 (84) 4158 (89) 4151 (87)

ki Branch 0119 (4) 0121 (4) 0120 (4) 0120 (4)

e Others 0135 (7) 0162 (12) 0138 (7) 0145 (9)

0 B I Leaf 2166 (82) 2158 (81) 2130 (79) 2151 (81)
B Branch 0132 (10) 0143 (13) 0141 (14) 0139 (12)

164 Others 0126 (8) 0119 (6) 0120 (7)  0122(7)

E I Leaf 3150 (79) 3154 (77) 3144 (82) 3149 (79)

ki Branch 0158 (13) 0174 (16) 0153 (6) 0162 (14)

HEH Others 0135(8) 0132(7) 0126 (12) 0131 (7)
F Wl Leaf 2194 (76) 2187 (71) 2182 (75) 2188 (74)
ki Branch 0154 (14) 0172 (18) 0149 (13) 0158 (15)
164 Others 0139 (10) 0145 (11) 0145 (12) 0143 (11)
G I Leaf 1178 (82) 1169 (83) 1182 (80) 1176 (81)

#% Branch 0117 (8) 0118 (9) 0121 (9) 0119 (9)
1658 Others 0122 (10) 0117 (8) 0125 (11) 0121 (10)
0 A 0} Leaf 2194 (83) 2167 (81) 2183 (78) 2181 (81)
ki Branch 0125 (7) 0117 (5) 0136 (10) 0126 (7)
16 Others 0135 (10) 0146 (14) 0144 (12) 0142 (12)
B I Leaf 2121 (83) 2140 (86) 2131 (82) 2131 (84)

B Branch 0124 (9) 0122 (8) 0128 (10) 0125 (9)

16 4L Others 0121 (8) 0118 (6) 0123(8) 0121 (7)
G M Leaf 1146 (75) 1143 (74) 1146 (79) 1145 (76)
ki Branch 0131 (16) 0135 (18) 0124 (13) 0130 (16)

HEH Others 0118 (9)  0115(8) 0115(8) 0116 (8)
0 B Wl Leaf 0186 (79) 0169 (78) 0181 (76) 0178 (78)
ki Branch 0115 (14) 0114 (16) 0118 (17) 0115 (15)

164 Others 0108 (7) 0105 (6) 0107 (7) 0107 (7)
F I Leaf 0192 (77) 0194 (76) 1104 (74) 0197 (75)
ki Branch 0117 (14) 0120 (16) 0127 (19) 0121 (17)

1658 Others 0111 (9) 0110 (8) 0110(7)  0110(8)
G M Leaf 1144 (81) 1117 (83) 1120 (86) 1127 (82)

ki Branch 0123 (13) 0114 (10) 0112(9) 0111 (7)
4L Others 0116 (9) 0110 (7)  0107(5) 0116 (11)

WS 4E B2 1, 4 AN X P A [A] AR MRS 7R 2 1)
- R (P < 0101), 1 9% M8 (R AR AR 1k 2
SEAEZE(P> 0105). o, KA 1IX 5 Bl A
Z AV B 2 A 3 (P < 0101) , (HAEEAR L 22 55
ANEE(P< 0105); 18 )L AR A & W I 4 Fh
AR 2 W) P i 22 e 35 (P < 0101), A7
2 FANBE (P > 0105); HK AR X 3 Flk
PRI RIR DL 2208 X 3 Fhgp AR Y 0] Y5 4 2 e 2
F(P<0105), A ZE e A WE (P> 0105). KH
X5 Bl ARAR 2 22 Ta) ) Lol A bR A2 25 WF0 3 1
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Litter production (t = hm")
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Fig 1 Litter fal produced by same type of forests n different locations.
A: ZIFARE AR Pinus koraiensis broadleaved forest; B: [1HE4 AL Betw2
la platyphlla forest; C: 114 2li#k Populus davidiana forest; D: [
2 #%IBACHK B. platyphlla and P . davidiana mixed forest; E: HABEM
#K Juglans mandshurica forest; F: 52 f ¥k Mk Quercus mongolicoa foR
est; G: YA AR PR Larix olgensis forest.

Table 4 Litter dynamic of different components in forests of Changbai Mountain

A VR 45y 2001 2002 2003 HHEFE  KEF T {8
Forest Litter SEIAE RSk T value
types components SS AW SS AW SS AW ASS AAW
A M Leaf 0142 2147 0148 2161 0146 2166 0145 2158 5173
¥ Branch 0131 0123 0126 0115 0138 0118 0132 0119 0158
J it Total 1103 2185 1112 2187 1117 3103 1111 2192 2162
B M Leaf 0122 3104 0124 2184 012 3117 0122 3102 13172
¥ Branch 0121 0115 0118 0124 0116 0137 0118 0125 1138
M Total 0159 3125 01 54 3113 0144 3157 0152 3132 6138
C M Leaf 0113 2140 0110 2137 0111 2153 0111 2143 22109
¥ Branch 0112 0109 0113 0110 0121 0107 0115 0109 016
i Total 0135 2155 0132 2152 01 46 2168 0137 2158 6197
D I Leaf 0111 2163 0120 2188 0114 2181 0115 2177 18146
¥ ranch 0113 0110 0133 0117 0122 0119 0123 0115 0165
Jo i Total 0133 218 0159 3109 0147 3106 0146 2198 6147
E M Leaf 0125 4119 0126 4127 0130 4128 0127 4125 15174
¥ Branch 0110 0109 0110 0111 0107 0113 0109 0111 122
it Total 0147 4151 0157 4179 0149 4167 0151 4166 9113

SS: HZFMEZFRPET & Litter production in spring and summer(t#hm™ 2); AW: FKZERILZ I8 & Litter production in autumn and winter ( t#
hm- 2); ASS: HZME Z VK w3 41T Average litter production in spring and summer from 2001 to 2003; AAW: HKZFF & JV% & 3 4F
[f)°F- 344 Average litter production in autumn and winter from 2001 to 2003.
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Bray 250U 5} 4 Bk 3 B R A L) ARK UR T
HHAT Gevk o3 A, G5 RARWT, ARbR v bt 26 15 189 i
BEAR, IR HEST T R B 456 R, TR g 7 %
MUV 5 LRI ARC C R TR Y= 917937 -
01113X (r= - 0177, n= 93). 2\h, Y Wi ¥kE, X
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ANHBIX SEAT 43, BT LAIE G0 T AR 1 0 9 5 R
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DLRHFRE0E. ek B 2 5 26 B
HRK R, HT HE K RAMMH KR r HKTHR
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Table 5 Relationship between litter fall and latitude

KA [EVZPrpE R?
Type Regression model

DI i v

Regional average litterfal Y= 106818¢ 1 o168

ll%efizjailgaiiﬂgi; leap fall Y= 113115¢ OR7e or7
b Y e e

Eeﬁfﬁiphna literfall Yo - O1343x+ 181547 0191
L - -

Eefﬁf;]uiphlla el Y= - 012943x+ 151749 0191

* P< 0105.

o M5 5 VR R I R TR B Y A S )
(RIAH DG BT, AH G R £ il 2 0195.0191.0194
10183 VRt E B il AR 1 B3 T K TR R R
B

FIHE 1) ) v i o B FLR R (R B e R IR e
M 2 )R AH DG & 204 70k 01910199, 0189 Al
0162, BLHH BEA WL 7 v, I MERR IR A7 385 11
AT IMEVR I B AR A0 R TA] (AT 6 RO,
VLS T it Pt ) A7 R E AT B S I e 1
FH, 0 B A (1) 52 Wit /).

4
41 FRMRETIEFE

FRARALE G B V5 1 2 A 390, M3 I8 Bl
BB, AR AR J5 i I R R R . AR RS R
PRFARE T ) A4 2 R PE R R, 3 305 B AR AR S A

FIFE 8 R B R4 8 AN TR, 2 DA BH P AR Ok
(1) R ST ST B S B (1 41068 G LG DAY AR
PR 100 4E LA b, 4E 88 b5 A AH R 1) 2 oAbk 25 7Y
Z TG IEHEAT ERAE . IR I, W IR S A X SO [ R
PRI A ) P 1 22 5 I, I LRAIE L 5 56 1) bR Ak T
% AR .
412 ISR A3 TR ) R R

SRR, V& 5 557 B 5 2 (R AE W A
KK EFZ(r= 0182), 5 ¥ W46 R J 2 A1 A R PEA
W (r= 01497), J& ki 5 WV AL R B 2 1A AH ¢
PEANEE (r= 01215). IX Al g et i Sk A K 2
A A, AR KA LG, W R A
S T O VA RV 3 . R A
PR VA IR A i T I 5 BH AR (RSBt A KR 3208
IR AR IR .
413 AS[RIFR RIS B Ta) JR7% A AR 22

F T AN ) AR AR IR v A0 A A ol A ), 7 i
FERN IR S FEAAH R 2 2F 1, BRI 1) 45 T8 %
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Sl & 1315100 S A o B ) A R 2 2 S
[F] S ABDX S P A R RIS 28 ) v 7 AR X 3 7
(1 B B AL
414 PRI T 12 B FE R AL

TEANBZIK 5 FA G255 BRI IR B8 4% 14 1, ARARIA
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