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ABSTRACT

Cryptomeria japonica (Japanese cedar) is an important plantation species in
Taiwan. According to the Fourth Forest Resources Survey Report of the Forestry
Bureau, the volume stocks of Japanese cedar plantations accounted for 18.4% of the
total plantations’ stocks. However, with the change in policies, there is less harvesting
and forest regeneration in the Japanese cedar plantations nowadays. In this study, six old
Japanese cedar stands with stand age from 46 to 97 years old and one stand of Taiwan
red cypress for 88 years old were selected, to investigate their stand characteristics and
annual stand growth in 2017 to 2019. The objects of this study are to (1) investigate
current stand characteristics and growth dynamics of these old-growth Japanese cedar
stands of different ages in Xitou, and (2) understand the annual growth, litterfall mass,
ecosystem carbon stocks, and distribution of carbon stocks in these old-growth Japanese
cedar and Taiwan red cypress stands.

The study results show that the growths of the Japanese cedar stands are 0.91-2.65
Mg C ha! yr!in 2017, 0.81-2.14 Mg C ha™ yr'! in 2018, 0.88-1.92 Mg C ha! yr'! in
2019, and the growth of the Taiwan red cypress is 0.62, 1.42, 1.53 Mg C ha™! yr'! in
2017 to 2019, respectively. Because none of the areas in Xitou were affected by
typhoons during the experiment, the mass of litterfall in the Japanese cedar stands are
lower than in the previous studies. The mass of litterfall in the Japanese cedar stands are
2,191-2,810 kg ha'! yr'!' in 2017, 2,134-3,234 kg ha! yr'! in 2018, 3,507-4,812 kg ha!
yr! in 2019, and the Taiwan red cypress is 6,814, 5,248, 5,307 kg ha™! yr'! in 2017 to
2019, respectively. In each stand, live standing trees has the largest amount of carbon
stocks in the ecosystem (229-343 Mg C ha™!), accounting for more than 70 % of the
total carbon stocks. 203-255 Mg C ha™! in Japanese cedar stands and 144 Mg C ha'! in
Taiwan red cypress stand. The amounts of soil organic carbon range between 53 and 78
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Mg C ha! and rank the second pools for the ecosystem carbon stocks, accounting for
25% of the total carbon stocks. These two C stocks account for more than 95% of the
total ecosystem carbon stocks.

The annual growth results show that the old-growth Japanese cedar stands in Xitou
are still growing. The growth of 97 years old Japanese cedar stand is not stagnant, even
higher than some younger stands. Although the tree height of each stand is close to its
upper limit, these stands will continue to accumulate carbon stocks as their DBH grows
in the future. The old-growth forest also represents a huge carbon stock. If they are not
harvested or disturbed, they will continue to absorb and fix atmospheric carbon dioxide

to reduce carbon emissions.

Key Words: Japanese cedar, Taiwan red cypress, old-growth plantations, forest growth,

litterfall mass, ecosystem carbon stocks
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HiEEHE 5 3,665kghal yr!l o AT AR P EOEESFERE 0 AL L
Be b FFATER RS (2009) e FEF AT ET 36 E AL 214k
SHE O REF AR UEHBEERS (3.95 £ 246 Mghal yrl) o pREE F 55
R % (161 £ LI8Mgha'lyr')» @ Rsrs % A3 2 & (2.80 + 1.67
Mgha' yr') - 4P 4 1 4RBER P > EAJZE EE P e A el E S E 0 ¥
PEERY2RE " F o B A ed P E e kLB AL - 2R T

Fap| ¥ e A A :Fﬂ-ﬂf‘-"] o I R S RS R E R ke frip b PF A AriE T o
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B (2008) iR LAY g2 e ES R R R E R
% 1,934~3336 kgha! yr! » xR { 370 4 therp T4 £ 5 2,556~4,281 kg
halyr!s - #7¢ 3 2~3 PRz FEEFEFE > L EEPEER LB RN
PEFSEEECFEAELATE L ERA SRR 4R B0 (2008) v T
Ll e iR S R B B % 5 6,658 + 2,010 2 3,546 £ 670 kg
halyr!; 42 (2014) 4230 % T dehfirds & I SR SRR R R
% 898 + 159kghal yr' 2 1,532 + 154kgha yr' > +k% # (2008) % ki &
(2014) 2 S5 P i e ieFr L TEELRA 2 ZRE B FLEF P
BB 4o I § o
Beh LSBT IR B ROk E 0B R R IE A
F AT K A5 < cnfp R 4 o B ARZE R (2007) ST 3 R i Ee R
B AME R LA PEERE TR R AL B2 51~T5%  FlR L g
(2018) ehF 3 @ > 2015 & 2 2016 &R h ERATF et £ 4 W7 E 5]
2,707 ~ 1,938 kgha » & 2 # 4 2 &2 66 %2 53 % o Cheng et al. (2020) 45
Wk BRI BEHFETALEL000kghal > P AL R PLBE S
zZ EREFEVEARL BRELSSN2BUL 2 PSR P ENES
B A frd R afc i %L > L AEXRL B PhELs > P 47

SRRl £ 2L DR
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-

() 2R 20k sE

o

Bm AT AR CARETEEHERLE P B PAELES

El 4
LN

co FlmA LR BARES ez A R AR ATAN B AR
FHEEZ BT BB ROREGTE (B340 2012)

AR M (2015) LB A TR S AR T AR R AR

R B AR o h R 2 2 AR G B o TN F A 3

PoRtR 2 LRI PR

i Adn (2012) WIEEE BT X8 A Hhnd A SR B 0 37~90

£ 4 prdidks o TS DBH 5 23.1~486cm > H 4 > A G E 5 164~

272Mg Cha! 5 ks % H 4 & £ @ ifs e ordf 2 > 472 ¢ 4% DBH?xH
x A% (form factor) ¢7= S\ EFHAFHETH » REH 2 LRL S
y

~-,&§ﬁ§€_ﬁ%% > M ﬂ"ﬁ e 2 Ei‘i]\:q ESEA A &3 C £ 5 50 %3% 8@ iF 4

1N 2 m =

5

AR EAAYE 2R 4% T4E D44k TS DBH i 404 cm o

Tioptd 21.0mo ARG E S 168MgCha! (24 7 % > 2010) ; g #f
BB T 81 &4 itk 0 T DBH 4 39.8 cm o T HoptE 242 m 0tk Rk

FE 5221 MgCha'; (g % 97 # 4 #7424k » T35 DBH 5 48.8cm >

TIoft® 24.5m > A FE S 263MgChal (2 ;9 % > 2011); P a

% 93 &4 ¥rii4k 0 T35 DBH 5 485cm > Tt 25.6 m o ARG G £

5 337MgChal (1% % »2009); & ""# % 99 & 4 44,4k » L 5 DBH 5

478 cm > T ofE 292m o HoAmEES £ L 257 Mg Cha'! (5% % 5 2010) ;

FokiEsEE % 93 & 2 riiE&R 0 TIODBH & 44.5cm 0 T Ionrg 27.3

mo HkAREEE S 205Mg Cha'l (2 1 9
/T/J % :i F

£ 02009); #F#E (2011) s
W Feeh36 # 2 Hriitk > T35 DBH 5 269 cm > T 9kt

F 17.9m> HAmaEE R 5 135MgCha! (3% C 4 £ 5 50 %4 §) -

v
»
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MR A R AL 5t E B 37 E 2 rdl ks TS
DBH % 224 cm > T3 21.8m > thhmiz 58 5 2755 Mg Cha! (38 =
EAeR A e > 2005b) ; 4k & BE 39 & 4 444k s 300 Mg C ha! (B =2 e
75 & #-fe 0 2005a) 5 A w B 77 £ 4 ¥4 4k 0 L35 DBH i 40.4 cm 0 T 398 E
252m > HhAREFE S 155MgCha! (% C 5 £ 5 50 %4 5) (B v 2
52005 2 2588 E A itk T3HDBH 5 23.1lcm> AR T E 5
163 Mg Cha'! (5% C 2 # 5 50 %3#% &) (Tateno et al., 2009) ; % 35 Bk 48~78
#4¥rii4k > T3 DBH 5 23.1~239cm » T 358F% 19.8~20.5m » kA
T8 5 275~365MgChal; 35 2 16~51 # 4 f#r{;+ » T DBH :
11.0~11.5cm > L3545 8.8m  thAEE T & 5 172~243 MgCha'l; #k
B 31~92 & 4 ¥4k » T35 DBH 5 14.2~149cm » T 35943 12.2~12.5
m> HAREFE S 236~273MgCha! (W A7 2 st s 238 -~ Bx® C 3
£ 5 50 %4 E) (lon 407 % > 2012) 5 Fu B 83~095 & 4 stk T b
DBH % 455~59.0cm » 35948 35.5~40.8m » HhApEE 3£ 5 292~590
MgCha' (M AF§ 2 i 258 ~ Bk C 55 50% ) (% i s
2000) ; £+ B 153 £ 4 HpR ez g mirii+k > T35 DBH 7 46.9 ~ 50.3
cm v T EoE 368377 m o thARLEEE B L 387 ~ 356 Mg C ha'! (72 A AT §
2GS R C RS 50 %% ) (R EFPE > 1999) 5 A u £ 244
#£4 fris4k 0 T DBH % 87.6cm > T3aptE 422m o HAMEEFE L 532
MgChal (W& 2tk s 2o - BRCZE550%%E)(FFNPEE

2006) °
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mE A B EE R LY 0 BN B PR RS R E R e
XTI L HE R s F i RE A ED A S HE T
#7FaF o4 o Lal (2005) 45 ¢ TR E XTI R
CRNPEE SONE LR LS R kBT 0 CHE S AL PRGN E LA
F]+ B3 o Chengetal. (2016) Rldp & # 3% e ds § < 058 (X4 3 ehj 84 2
PR F P F o R WA TR FER

AR RAEGEMM O ¢ 5 0 24 (2012) CI73 ~ CI50

CJ41 ~ CJ20 s B 0~30cm 2+ ;5 a3 £ 5 75.8~1405MgC ha' > 4
DAl A MRS WL B E g > 53 A B AR
£ ¢195%)2 +F 5 Chenetal. (2016) *t CJ73 eh £ 0~30cm 2 3 5 126.9 Mg
Cha'l; ¥ 41% % (2014) **§ B L% < 5 ehirisfh o & 0~30cm 2 4 &
85.4~1223MgCha'; iz it & (2018) ** X B % ~ 2 ¢ 4 &z x < . hijr
P4k 0~30cm 2 A 55 85 68~ 246 Mg Cha' ; 53 5 % (2006) *
FeT EEHNS] &4 Hrfikend f 0~30cm 2 3 5 97.2~166 Mg C ha!;
ER A% (2009) *HifL ~ R AT 0 20~51 & 4 frdsdkend & 0~30 cm
F I 55~70MgCha o

VERE I S CRRE RN S R A S
] %™ > Badalamenti et al. (2019) A2 % ¥ ® /3 % b & T FIF T £ 8 &4k
SR GE A AZ TG BAT AL ARRARETEN800~%%;
Granata et al. (2016) ** & ~ f-E &% Fika" 3 fphidzhzd Y )

ik

4R AR F £ 994 % 5 Liietal. (2010) ¢ W& 3 #% T b Hr

[e=2

2

L EN0~100cm 2 31 € 5 84.4~101.9MgCha'» bty £
27~32% # = ApE T E 5 162.5~2584 Mg Cha'l » ik pt ik 5 £ 62~68
% ; Nord-Larsen et al. (2019) »t 2 & X x #Rg 4 Zik? c70~75cm 2+ #E 5
FE S 1225MgCha-1 > (b3 8 31 % 2 2 At s £ 5 229.8 Mg

Cha' > ik etz & 58 % o
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B PRITHADETEEEFHA DT RET o J G kb

§F 9T R ERRA Y TR B A DER Y AS R A R A
PR MEFARAESIE R SR 0 RA T AZE L T PR T E o Lawetal
(2001) ** B8 p M b e fefo-E #6038 F f> (ponderosa pine) A ER X T3
£ H0~100cm 4 3 w4 B 5 431533 Mg Cha' > i Spt Y
HE43%25% 4 A E R S 146 1273 MgCha'! > by £

15% ~ 61 % -
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I

CREF B RERSE
(-) ParEiIE

ﬂ\l‘fﬂ %Z‘;Jﬁ?\z f%’\f‘_/?@{b\m E;‘]f f‘-/? gﬁ-ﬁgg*#’“”%*#

FOEEE A ARKTH RN (23°40°N, 120°53°E) > 54 1,150 m > JESE ¥ T &

-

s w oG FRolieng XA B A g iR e R

Ry gt fem 5 2 (2009) ~ 4755+ % 1941 £ 1 2005 # chg % =
T JEEE AR G 165°C &0 TIop R AR A3 88~90 % 0 T HoE F
FE e 48l lmm> TiHEERE L 2,661.5mm-~ TIi5EF R X i 168 %
He M a i REVS5~01 (7 b2 aE9765% 10 % 2 & 47 7
AHER G IE SR o bR R 235% (H8E G e % 0 2009) o

EEE TG A 5 2480 201 > A& hX AR A BRSNS A

R o SHE Y AR A T 0 5B BBt 1kt R4 i ARE
BHRL & 2 #2305 RGBT (>1,600m) 22 B RO R R
(A5 1984) His 3 Fehhfn i & 0 A 3 EFAHRE A 0 SRR
¥r12 (Cryptomeria japonica (L. f.) D. Don, Japanese cedar) ~ ~ #1; (Taiwania
cryptomerioides Hayata, Taiwania) ~ & = 15(% 1) (Cunninghamia lanceolata
(Lamb.) Hook. var. konishii (Hayata) Fujita) % -* $cenie Jfg (Chamaecyparis
formosensis Matsum, Taiwan red cypress) * ¥ 3 >384 (g 7 7
(Phyllostachys edulis (Carriére) J. Houz.) % 27+ (Phyllostachys makinoi
Hataya) % ©#g% 4k > 142 /] & ff (7€ % (Paulownia taiwaniana Hu &
Cheng) ~ ¢ ## 1 (dlnus formosana Makino) * * ¢ B E#Hk (FIHH

1999) -

11
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(=) AaEwRMRE A4S

AT BAEH A I ERHRE S0 0 - £ER R R A B
12 GRS 2 - AR LA R LG S A BE o HPRD A S R R 30 45~
07 # 2 » & lrff L@ HhH SR L8 &4 » FIRBEF L ERA L EH - 3
LA AELREBH LHEZ SEE R > Wi HA W5 D CJ73 - CI53

CJ50 ~ CJ46 ~ CJ33 %2 CJ20 - _%ﬁﬁiﬂl CF29 -

Fpd TR E Wil @ik R R o L iRs 2 TR A BT

(1) CI73 5 % - HFL62-1 g b > dHhE L ARO2 & (1973 &) % 5
¥ofi 418 208 0 5 R 200 FLig ke B T AZ S50-1 5L A pTd AT 4
RS ARO0 E 9 RFvTHh BR o HRE X R HF 2.0 20F 0 AR
100 #5 iTT Egnid > grd g &R 25% -

(2)CI53 5 %2 HRFT 190 BLag thd > BhE P AR42 & (1953 &) B8 57
BAE 224 0 0 G RAHRFE Stk Bt 120 A I F S AR
BE O HRA AU RNE ST EGIERF S > 8l £ FHBE NS F B 94
ﬁ*wltlﬁifﬁﬁ%ﬁlfﬁzﬁf%;&g o

(3) CJ50 % % = +hrT 173 i R > i3 +hE A A M 39 & (1950 #) > B ¥ 5 ¥
B AE 1617 20F > A A BT AR 526381 # £ A{ES 90
ERI I EAFEGTEIAHBSHEERAE AL fI* o

(4) CJ46 5 % = HRFT 166 BLig R > ke A AR 35 & (1946 #) > B4 5T
BAE 750 20E 0 LR 40~ 41 BLiEHRE P S 2 L3R Bt 60
a2 2 F o A I § R RehTidR o Xoa BT AR 59 £
TR Z hEETL 66 £ 2 87 &5 (Fpn S (T E

(5) CI33 4 % = +hFL 116 Bid +hp > s thE A A F 22 & (1933 &) B % 5%
BoAE 705 DF 0 EFRE AR TS EFIE o EAR £ 8l TR SR
1445 > 90 & R 1 91 £ ML % T3 X AH SHERAE A2 F]*

12
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(6) CJ20 % % = +krT 30 5Lid 4hdr > EHhE A AR 9 & (1920 &) > &% 5 F o
300 2F 0 F 7 85260 2 F2 i AR REKE He S 50 i
B A GRS AR 172048 £ 25 F 5 @B > 22 £%ivh 4
BEE 0 56 & A AR R E A 0 59 &5 TR F AR ITE S 8] #E 5 (F
B 324087 &% (TR T F Mk AT 4 60 % o

(7) CF29 % % = 4Rs1 88 5Lid the » R & A AW 18 & (1929 #) > i #R4Ha
RO BB FT AT 2T Hoe 2 200 RS B RBEKR
GARE AR A4l B FRABARAFS SIESITFS 0 ¥ AR

SO~52T74~75-84 0 0 EGIE SR T A AFIE 0

e 5 A
I

N@,—‘?tui&/\éir&. /

‘ ] 48

4 \ .
A

RIAE AN E
BEE=EE5

W1 A7 2e H 2 BAAHRAZ =8 B o A3 ABPp Google map #

AW % e o 2 B F AL © 2020 Google
Fig. 1 The location of each survey stand in Xitou area. This topographic map is

modified from Google map. Map data © 2020 Google

13
doi:10.6342/NTU202004012



(Z) a2

AR E 2017 & 38 27 p >k CIS3~CJ46 ~ CJ53 2 CF29 2 & %
KEZBEALRERX > CHRFPFADATHEUEIREREF RS
(Litter tarp) 2 #+/% 4 £ 4% (Dendrometer) 2. 283k - @ CJ73 ~ CJ50 2 CJ20

2 HEFEAEE A ERD A DAL 2011 & 2 (GE A4S0 2012) -

1L %%X2 -BAEPIERF

BANEAARHAY FEZB20mx20m B AEF 0 B AT
FORER U RA LAY BERBH RS SR BRI RSP 2 R
WREE A2 AR c EFAABRFLFAD AT EZRF AR kR
PRtk A 2.3 B 474299 % £ /& (Diameter at Breast Height, DBH) » 3 & % = {3 {&

T v —4%%7“{%\ vh ;L-.!:) I»*%j—,{:_—l E4E > T L—Z""&r'x'])i B b ﬂ:?{lj}%*%!_:& ,

BEBEFRZZ B BREFY R AZME TR AT

BHE 2 R4~ FAER G2 B AR £o f ip#ic (Leaf Area Index, LAI) ;

T iy R RERES R FEE 2 EAEREZ ATAE B
OE7 S I

14

doi:10.6342/NTU202004012



Bl 2. e ZBERPERBRY o R 5 CI46 the > BT P BT {4k e 2o fh A B2 1 4
R 22 sl BAHARE N2 EBR -RYpEP
# 52017 & 11 % 3 p o

Fig. 1 The photo of survey plot. The photo is CJ46, shows an overview of trees and
ground vegetations. On the left is a litter trap, trees in the plot with a dendrometer at
breast high. This photo was taken on November 3, 2017.
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2. A BRA R
2.1 k& %R (Stand density)

AR ARG @RE FE G 7 ik B im G E 0 E T iRk
B (No.hal)e A3 2 B A+ ¢ 21X =Z B20mx20m ek & » & 5
FENE - R AR R B T2 SR @ hERA - 2

BT 2 R A BRAT

2.2 " 3 E /& (Diameter at Breast Height, DBH)
2017 # 3% 5p ~3% 11 p >3 CJ53~CJ46 ~CI33 2 CF29 9 &
oo AR et E ARIE R EEESE G 13m A AR S Hin
cm o 4o B B Acd MR A S 2 0 RIERER ALY R D TR ARl
B o R <RI A AEE R STV R WA LN E
o FRA 39 % e ff (Basal area, BA) ¢t B R AR TP 4T3 A By

HHRGFUe ol PEECa il HEa & -

23 BB ~I TR 214473 (Tree height, Live clear length

and Epicormic branch clear length)
BE® N T HREEREFRIE 0 SRS L R TIEETRSR2
B HRE? T HRATEREGHFRIE  E=S mo

# 7 % (Live clear length) & & 4pthh BT 5T 2 2 4 B3| 1 G

2 &% pEH > @ 82 4T F (Epicormic branch clear length) 5 %4 /& #%- 2
T BRRTE G DA BRIELS BT g - E R -
16
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R B TBMELEARTE SN LAAHERRE F AREFRENE

%
ok
S5

LR B BT AL AR ME RS GRRLT AR FPR

e
RE
-
<
(w
badl
Ft‘
5

7 AHRA L o BT E xgrj AR A 2 R T F
#H= £ & (Live crownratio) » B =5 % k% 2. ¢ > 304 kA B i 2 <
TR FHME TR L RRE D HBERE] 0 3 L AT RT3

ERARZ AR FERTRELEI KT ARG F-KE -

x 100 % (1)

£ #E-=T 8
x 100 % ="t %
® % H%

¥eb s 3 CJ73~CI50 2 CJ20 % » "EF PR AEA - ATl it s &
Hob kendpds (blde Bl ) @ 5F Bcpthi = > 22018 & 67 8 pipl

Ht

)

<
(w

“ﬁweﬁézﬁtﬁﬁaﬁszWﬁs’iﬁa:.imiuai@iﬁ

|
bl

B RIET 54 (1975) R M2 & = F &2 09 -5 @ GF M

\ =21

¥

IRV T P

b
o

H=3.4842 x D528 + 1 3 )
(1 # k< » 1975)
b2l
H(m)= H 2 4

D (cm)= tfk+ 2 %3 3% 2 /= (DBH)
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2.4 ¥ HA B B2 AT L 22 B 2 (Tree coordinate and Tree

crown width)

HARFLEALERE Y - R R L RE0,0) nHP - R F
P X P o ¥ -2 LF 2 FRPR TS Yt W oo LR gh b & - H xR
2R Im s F XL A NLENT HPERR I ER Y A -
TRAR A BEYL X ph2 FEYL > TR Dk A 2 XY Bk -

#1515 (Tree crown width) 2 HR AR S R =BE2Z TR > B ®© 975 +F
AEEREFAFER T s me 2P R AT B2 B oG R
TE o RRUEFNGHPIEREFRE > P E R PIIERIZ P ik A2
FREE > r0 A AR 2 fRoh BR R SLA R A B s 0 FFE 45° 2 FRIE 0 F Bk A -
ERIE 8B 2 T AR Bt 8 BATF LR R T35 18 WE DK
Az TEFLIE S F 2T LT e

EABAPAAARFLIARAREZ T ERE 0 TS L Y AL o

2.5 ¥ & fiip#k (Leaf Area Index, LAI)

bR E ek AR 2 o MEREG LR 2l om
m2> A AR TSN A S 250G o o B 4y ik
AR R AHRARFAREF > FEA N Imm?d 3 A 3mPm? o £
AT RS ER AL FF IR -

AR Y LALI2200 R € & B ikt chE G fidpdic o J1* RE D
AREIFRRE  LPEIHE TR ORRFERS T2 HRT
Foom kR TR 0 2R - 1E20m T AR 0 12 Om AF heF S5m
SH - X ZBEERTHE R P S BR R SR 10 B
o ENERTLEG gk AT Iz BRAAKRTTRRBL D ERT

?ﬂﬂ!ﬁﬁ:la » B fd D Kﬁﬁ;mlijm FR Z’Hi/w Z_ tg.\y;fp;fﬂﬁﬁ;
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I HAZ2EEZHEEFED L (Tree growth and Litterfall

production)

B P3R4 4 A 4 (Aboveground Net Primary Production, ANPP) 733
B BFRBEWAFTY - XV AL BMAKEEPE RS Aud
&4 £ & (Tree growth) ~ 57% = & (Litterfall) ™ 2 kT = 4tju 4 A &
(Understory vegetation) (Clark et al., 2001; Curtis et al., 2002) -

B2 AR BB A R EE R R A L fheniE o sl
ARy 24 AF503~07MgChalyr!s <9k 2a BHE 7 EMeE
MEA ot 4 D3~8%  frif A2 R B2 fpE BV FAREFZ AR
B BB T AT P o R s A B ARA Ak A e TR R
(% F 4w 0 2012 5 gRiv 440 2013) -

Feao AP RAAEFTOERPN 02017 &3 8 12020 & 3% > &
Ted et P2 P RS B B TR 2 B4R B PP S e gg B ¥ S
ZeEFE oA g F I AN EREFES F R II RER (Bl
B h o~ f) PREA SR (Fledefrr 2 & 0 20055 % ARz R
2007 ; +kF4% 52009 ; = EE > 2018 Flw » 2018 ; Cheng et al.,
2020) - F]ptAod A KA T P enfrii s i £ 1.9~3.9 Mg C hal yr! w42
GE &A% 02012 5 gRiv4% 0 2013) > 23 T B2 EEF Edcdpiprt 22 T

Mz s o« Flpt oo B 583 %H7 2 B kAL L £ 3 457

«:m’g
g

LT

B2

FoEA st 4 kPR o VA F o BB BT R s
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3.1 BHiE 4 & 43k (Dendrometer) 7E3X % B &

BHES EMTR S d HHBIRZ EE w3 ] b N4 KRR s o LT

BB BRI EEHRANE L BT ) EF A AFE PR R
FS RET TS YR SRS L By TR EL PSS
G ERIUBBIE 8 Y - p T o RIe R 2 PR AN
T o SRl E chk gL, ‘T*U'«ELE’% % 4~ ) 999 = % ] (Cattelino et al., 1986) -
CJ73 ~CJ50 ~ CJ20 % % 2- BHE 4 £ 483k ¢ » 2011 & 2302 =& > H
& CJ53 ~ CJ46 ~ CJ33 2 CF29 7>t 2017 & 3 ® 4= 4n > 204 7 20 p & > ¥
R o FRE - FLTEREFWLAIEEIAL I T FFE RS 001

mm) PR KR IEYA deds v SRR ST W A A R £ 0 £ F

BREIZL R R IR M SN PR T RRE
A2 B2 R4 S BE T IR A PIT @RS 2 2K
+ o

Fobo BCIT3 ¢ FA & BHREFPRAKERS 2 BHER? ¥R T 25
- LA ERANS A B4R A & CI20 ¢ %A Rk F] 5 8 & 24
BHE o R H RN T RS B BRa O I N G 3 B R MR
FREEFER O §HEY U RFE B RA DT IEE Bk b F g X ER
L KB AL 2L E o B CF29 ¥ FlikA A RN > {04 B EHHE ~
By P o WERR AN FRERM O RT3 3
CRBEAKA BN SETRMEHHF R R - R R
BRLFEREFESRES AL L6 TR E Er £ F R 304

€7 -
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B 3. #Hic4 £ ‘Iﬁz (Dendrometer) P& 5 o + = H Ep AT %&%"’ﬁ}iéﬁiﬁ‘“‘%m&”
,lffﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%i,”’@ﬁﬂf feni=¥ o R IpHED B S

Yo B
2017 & 11 7 3 p > gL ELFESH G S 15mm

Fig. 3 The photo of dendrometer. The arrow at right shows the initial position of the iron
ring end, and the parallel arrow shows the elongated position after tree grows. This
photo was taken on November 3, 2017, and the elongated distance is 15 mm.

W 4. =7 & % (Litter trap) ° 4 CJ53 1‘% o mﬂ}r e a3 RS
e fi Imxlm &+ F lm> = k%—fkﬂMr w0 BRY dp ik
pHp s 2017 & 11 % 3p o

Fig. 4 The photo of litter trap. This photo shows the litter trap in CJ53. The area of litter
trap is I m X 1m, and above ground for 1 m. Collecting litterfall once a month. This

photo was taken on November 3, 2017.
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32 EHxh ® (Litter trap) ZER % FH ik

EF 2B e e * PVCRER= Imx1mz2 3
Ao P B4 ImmItp 2wk ER YR A e e FE A BT
TR AR G 120em RS £ F i 0 3P R RRE E AT R

e 2
BRI G R R KT AR G Im e R R RPRERS B A
| w4

b Bl M RgERT ¥ e d FEEgEK 1m L (%) » 2018) -
EZH20mx20m 0 H 4 7 D BRE R E BHRAE 6
Bl jcbe  EXTHTIBHELAL L IBFS - EPEFL Y 2

CEEESLHEE S S SR S Lt E R RS R ]
TN EEE TF EUCHE S

CJ53~CJ46~CJ33 2 CF2O B2 tai5 4 >+ 2017 £ 3 7 20 p 2
BWHEREE & 720 ERRFCIT3CI50 2 CR20 255 4 2 5 41
B (Chengetal., 2020) > o 4 B A+RA FTH R T E R E4 2 20p B
e F BT R - I endEE S 0 22020 40 10P 50k E 4k 36 B
D o B e A 2 WIS 42 P 02 65°C Ep T
—EY o FEREFALED PRSP SERE REMSREF IR H
BufE et w2 EE o

ABATEREHA BT 3B TSRS (017 E40 50 2 67

i) WAL REL T p RS RESREF 2R - R
kA 2 0 A iR 0 FORE R LS RS R R o B Tk
= dogs 0 £ 0% & 471Kk (Perkin Elmer 2400, Waltham, MA, USA) 4 47 & &
[IRARCHECES: &3 SLETICR NN S-S S/ S SEA Ey N i

B EREr R B bl 2
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4, 4 i & e 3 £33 8 (Ecosystem carbon stocks)
ARG E B CI53~CJ46 ~ CI33 2 CF29 £ 4 kA » %A A B¢ & (7

B AR 22 ik K FE o SR A2 /Fﬁ;E BNy ! Nmﬁl\'m £

EEHEMRAE AP AR ARREZEGTER . AT - ZRENNT 6 Bk
B (R &40 2012) 0 ¢ 3
(1) A3 g - ¢ 2 E - %2 193k 3 £ (Living trees including
foliage, branches, stem and coarse root) (Cr)
(2) + #4524 (Understory and ground vegetation) (Cu)
(3) ¥ * (Snags) (Cp)
(4) =® A~ 2 *FA - 7225 (Dead down-timbers and woody debris) (Cwp)
(5) # % +-4<F £ & (Forest floor) (Cr)

(6) 2 3% 5 4 (Soil organic carbon) (Cs)

4.1 +k~#4# £ (Stand volume) 3§ :

HAZHHED L7 RAEOH RN E R o e s
*d F R E (1975) #rik diehd < ?%Jfﬁﬂ“%iﬁﬁi&fﬁi‘i;ﬁﬁ?ﬁ ; :jﬁ
Pl § LW (1977) “t# i ep s % % = HRFle & Jf?ﬁ Hif e i Xaieir

FE o FRAELEBIkANF T (DBH) AR AR fES e

P

FENERRA AR L BERY AL MR BHERE

N - —

R kR Gl G BT A E 2T E
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it a5
log V =-4.193148 + 0.9333828 x log (D* x H) 3)
(1 % £z +1975)
oo
V()= thh 2 iR A
H(m)= tf* 2 #3
D(cm)= k4 2% % & /& (DBH)
ER A
V =-0.00908 - 0.00046 D + 0.00135 H + 0.00004 D* x H (4)
(F L@ 1977)

#e
V(m) = A 2§24 1A

H(m)= k42 43

D(cm)= ++2.%9% & /& (DBH)
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42 AR FE (Cr) 3+ ¥

HATREFEN Y BN EFHRY  RpmAFy s F Fmaste
FMT A FEMEATC R R R oo AT A R R G R
PR AR s A (FRAE 2000 FRLE 2004 2
2007 ; Flav4sfr 3 2vda > 2008 5 E 24w 0 2012 5 Cheng et al., 2013) -

e R Rt A R 2 BRIRE R B R 2R LA
L RRMAR LA PR RABRE S HRARAIFE RERAFE
Frd A B R BT T I A R G E (Cr) e
LR GE G B 5N

*fp.,}; : CT = Vstem/ha x EF x BD x C % (5)
ad ’Kﬁ : CT = Vstem/ha X thole/stem x VW x C % (6)
H ¢

Cr(Mgha')= kA& 2 F 2 stz s &

Vitemna (M” ha'!) = oo & 252 B4 # £

EF = kA #2303 £ - > fkic £ % & % (Expansion factor)

45 1 1.545 (% 245 > 2012)
BD Mgm?®)= t+k~2 A # % & (Basic Density) » 2 HAIFIMizE/HA 2 H#
a0 45 1 0.416 (27 = 5 2010)
Vuholeistem = A 323841 fff - 2 P41 A7 3 T dic

24 165 (2 FE % » 2004)
VW= € 2 & e, € B2 2R e

24 1045 (this = % » 2002)

C%= thApty i il

¥ris 1 49.03 % (+h48 = % > 2002)
A ¢ 48.64 % (+k#8 = % > 2002)
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43 ¥ ¥ F$ (Understory and ground vegetation) k2 s ke 5

EEER RO T 2 R RS EET S o R AR T Y ¥ L e a1
B E Y% (Elatostema platyphylloides Shih & Yang) ~ /4 F ¥ (Elatostema
lineolatum Forst. var. major Thwait.) ~ #5 F B (Gonostegia hirta (Blume)
Miq.) ~ ¥ & 5 & (Strobilanthes flexicaulis Hayata) % 1 & * 7 » 11 % R4 eh
4z % % (Alocasia odora (Roxb.) C. Koch) ~ B3 AL (Angiopteris lygodiifolia
Rosenst.) % < A1+ et > IR0 %% F ~ =& [« % (Brugmansia suaveolens
Willd. Bercht. & Presl) ~ 2 47434 (Ficus erecta Thunb. var. beecheyana (Hook. &
Am.)King) * %% (Smilax china Linn.) % & # 2 @ o

AT EPCIS53-CJ46 ~CI33 2 CF29 £ 4 ks > ik A AT Y
FEERAB2mx2mo FARESF RF Y DR OFTE o Bt RBP4k
e o e 5475 I A P AR R FRRES B R 0 PR 2R X0
e d 2T 3 PR EL -

e efE r E P A fE R EEARD v &R T Y 65°C i 750
APt PRI R RS GGEHFL S > I gL 2 R EF RS

ENE BRSBTS RICE 6 BRI 2T 2 B RE 6

WA FEFNE N B AR REGE (Cu)r B2 s Bt b4

YR AT TR > 14164 %E A E (A4 0 2012) 0

¥$ | Wi*Ri 2500
CU:<IT)XC%XM (7)

Cu(Mgha'l)= Rk ¢ & 2 Fu et 2 5 £
Wikg)= BIcET Y 2 2 ¥ itfi B e
Ri (%)= BHicE /PR > 5o & 8¢ i ik

C%= et m 7 £ Gl =41.64%
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4.4 4 +» (Snags,Cp) # & % B3+ :

B Az BANERIEC AR ELBRTRY e AdE D T
WAEECREENFESE NG HREERREAS KBRS » w
FALZE 429 Lp it 2 R E oY B2 RkA PR T
FHEF 23 5 R 216kg (PREM 0 1981) 3 @ @G $02 THIRETA 2
Ao R HAGF SR MR IR E A D TN SR 2z 23
% RiB{TIE SRR HE LSRG E (27080 1978) 0 E I H R
At Rt A2 R ARG Z BHRFIOLG AR S E g

B AR ¢ E - 2R AREEE (Cp)

45 txE* 2 A F AW (Dead down-timbers and woody debris)2_

AL -HERERBEFE (Cw) 35 ¢

HEAZ ATABREY 7B L2 > W ERHRF 20 - £ 20m2
FARM > IR E Y w0 24 AR S0em Bl - & A 20mP 0k 2 AR 4
FE O CRDBAEIER VAL REY N OREEAZ E ATAY > &
BH®? BT XFTAERDE o

BEAZAERD AL E- > B3 4oF RRRIE- 55 A o
AIRIE B 7 AR AT B2 DB ISR i A B AFFIP 2 B R > BT
ARE VA LFEFL ARSI A FEER =L ome T 24 H

A2 ChERR L 2 B RTRIR D B R A s AR R~ BT A B
RBREFHLE D BAPBARIEUEFIET - BERA AR REF v R

BEAEAE ST FETRERSFE M ERERERIS AT RS o

27
doi:10.6342/NTU202004012



FEZAFHRSEM65°CiFRIT- 2P 2R EEE B
ZRERE BORE PR BRARSSATRY F RNFYYR2 Y EE
PERY DT F SR o Zkokarkii Y o 5 AR R 2K
P g FRIEATRENZRE S TPEERSZHEAE O TEIRTRREE/RS
WA FEIRR LD TN HENEAZRETE 0 = BRI

AR G E R TE SR A HESE R F2 8T TR SRR

SRt A E (Cw)
CMD:§anLxBDxC%x1m0 (8)
H v
Cwp(kg)= HthfzE A 2 A FTADZREFE
D(cm)= & F 42 B [T
L(em)= t#H A3 A FFP 2 & R
BD (gem?) = ¥ 52 % B = Hf&icE £/ SH

C%= ERHE2Z iz 5] #ri2 =49.03 % > :§—4864%
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R S R A F R E LS LR SO E T
BlaEAEENA LSS (%7 Gunnetal, 2014 12 %)
Table 1 State description, decay classification, class definitions, and number of dead

woods in each class (modified from Gunn et al., 2014).

B A BB Ak g it L
1 B R R A AN R R Y R R 4
2 FFIT R S E AL B RSP s S

3 BHEL  EHS B & LS RERFPI EHIALIR 9

oo iR }gﬁ;q;}:}&m?»ﬁ a1 o
d

4 AL EH e RERPIEFRA AT G o wHINA TR 5
7z /}?’@ﬁr/#bzg—%ﬂz"
5 AL EMECSHTERERTERS B F > & 225 EH 2

EFITINAH o AL e g R PRI o

46 ¥ A4 EER (Forest floor) 32 #ek 3 E (Cr) 3+ ¥

R B RIS AR o EBA B 50 cm x 50 cm R 4F AR R
e | Bhoo %) B B A 2N T ER 0 f g REME L
AfRNENEE CRKIES > N R SRR T SRR RL AR
Hen- A A EAN AR I REHEEE B

EREFT - LA HRE - BHAE3x4=128 o EF P F
PRE L 65°C T Rir- A TE > P00 PR RS RS
L RAGELE mRps R ABfEETLL e 2 FE o E AR A
R OPIERSATE VS P EENE 025 mP R EAME R 0 KL

o

BwRY Bdp o2 8 RHESE OFTT R g
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A7 2 BEHR BT RZZIRRSTE (C) +#+§

AFTE @ CI53~CJ46~CI33 2 CF29 2 2 3 ¥ S /) f 1 (Sandy
loam) » 2 #enT3opH @ 5 42~53> tha ¥ LiFRZ I HEET pH B4 2
PR RMERBAETIEE 056~096gem> ~ FEFLIE T~27T% > ¥ 1Y
A A ELIBMIGFRM e B T ER AV TIL 1.99~6.74 % >
WOLA K R BRE IERAR A R GReBRE LA 2) o

DAY E - B20mx20m I E Y IS ER 3 BB U4ET
BOEREL O 30cm A AL 2 G FEEE 2 10ecm L - A
> A~ w 5 0-10cm ~ 10-20 cm ~ 20-30 cm = & -

(1) 2 EEWEM %R (Bulk density) :
LR EE 100 om® REAE 2 A dhd R 2 TR B - BRI GS ER

S SRITAME R RA  MEEF P RS L KEHES 0 0

=k

Hizd e

g

105°C #FFwicr - 228 mEt JhyuEpEe > I
BV EAIRAMEIARA
2 *EHEH - FErF2RF IR

EEFA R SERE > HRE 0ecm - ks FeimsE > 5 K
Bt Ed 3BAEINGHEELREEY > ¥ LR ATHRFY DA FRL
FHEPHF - B20mx20m i REHFEIRIF - A AL E B E
AR Ee 73 3 HRE3x3=9 K 7 % F (%) 4+ Munsell Soil Color
chart ¥ 2. ¥ Bl > HBRHFHRI R e @0 o mEPIEF v ATHE

FRRAE S o AR b e EHEFHE P ARREC 0 B et E2

mm U 2 G FE A YN 2 IR R LR BRI A GEE Y mE S
M EWSaERIEg R R TfE e 8 E 0 1 F A 45k (Perkin Elmer

2400, Waltham, MA, USA) » 1718 3| 3 E a5t 7

\F‘lﬂ

L’I}'J °
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IEFPREIZEIEFPRBEEEZ AT LI LR SR T 2
FHRMEGE P O BD(RMEFFABRR) 2 R%(F %) F
- FREARG LA AR E A 2R PR ER A Ty
Eo R I BETE RIS T ERY G BT 2B RA
SP-T 30 L kA 2 2 G BRLE o

Cs = Depth x BD x (1 - R %) x C % x 10000 9)

(% Bdw 0 2012)

b2l

Cs(Mgha') =tk @ & 27 4 5 st £
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2. EEp R E B AHA L 2R o Table 2 Soil properties of stands in Xitou.

Stand  Depth (cm)  Sand (%) Silt (%) Clay (%) Soil texture*  Soil pH®  Bulk density (g cm™)  Rock content (%)  Carbon content (%) Nitrogen content (%)
CJs3 0-10 cm 69.8 27.7 2.5 Sandy loam 5.1 (0.1)¢ 0.66 (0.06) 10 (2) 6.74 (2.01) 0.54 (0.17)
10-20 cm 61.6 34.7 3.8 Sandy loam 5.0 (0.1) 0.75 (0.06) 17 (6) 3.54 (0.51) 0.29 (0.03)
20-30 cm 59.1 36.0 5.0 Sandy loam 4.9 (0.1) 0.83 (0.17) 26 (8) 2.65 (0.08) 0.21 (0.01)
CJ46 0-10 cm 57.5 40.0 2.5 Sandy loam 5.3 (0.6) 0.63 (0.17) 73) 3.64 (1.54) 0.26 (0.16)
10-20 cm 61.3 35.0 3.8 Sandy loam 5.2 (0.5) 0.84 (0.24) 12 (5) 2.47 (1.44) 0.19 (0.09)
20-30 cm 58.8 36.3 5.0 Sandy loam 5.1 (0.4) 0.96 (0.18) 19 (13) 1.99 (0.42) 0.15 (0.09)
CJ33 0-10 cm 67.8 29.8 2.5 Sandy loam 5.3 (0.1) 0.56 (0.11) 10 (5) 6.03 (2.21) 0.45 (0.18)
10-20 cm 60.0 37.5 2.5 Sandy loam 5.1 (0.5) 0.86 (0.34) 18 (3) 4.49 (2.41) 0.31(0.14)
20-30 cm 57.6 37.4 5.0 Sandy loam 5.0 (0.5) 0.92 (0.31) 24 (2) 2.97 (1.57) 0.20 (0.08)
CF29 0-10 cm 60.4 37.1 2.5 Sandy loam 4.2 (0.4) 0.61 (0.06) 7(5) 5.19(0.32) 0.93 (0.44)
10-20 cm 47.9 49.6 2.5 Sandy loam 4.7 (0.5) 0.80 (0.09) 15 (9) 3.65(0.18) 0.63 (0.09)
20-30 cm 50.1 43.6 6.3 Sandy loam 4.5 (0.2) 0.80 (0.07) 27(7) 3.24 (0.33) 1.06 (0.46)

2 Soil texture was measured by Bouyoucos hydrometer method. ® Soil pH was measured of soil water ratio at 1:2.5 by glass electrode.

¢ Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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o BE
() &8 Rtk 2 HARE
1 £BAHRAZHRARE L FAITH
SRR AHA L A R TAA L 30 HhA 2 &R R R
;,lﬁfﬁ-ﬁ-f’r Pl -ﬁi (7 51J » CF29 @f;éﬂ:riﬂﬁﬁ;—‘-*grﬁg‘]\iu_, -ﬁ‘@) R ’Hi/w\ %&fr*#—gﬁi
B RS APH (RP=072,p<0.05): @ T3 F 5 /£ (R*=091,p<
0.05)~ T8 (R2=0.78,p<0.05)~ ¥ A T3t s & (R*=041,p<
p:O‘07) ’fr%#&:imiﬁaéﬂ'ﬁi #EF&@ o ll—l-‘ .'7]~ 9 —},’\j&jﬁﬁz\a Fﬁ“‘—‘l,’--‘;: C’ R 1H§A,\H;]

3455 f (R2=0.003,p=0.83) frtkes2 [ & & & 7P & cnfp B 12(F 5) -
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% 3. CEERE R LB A RA 2 LR

firm AL (2017 #)

S F

Table 3 Stand status of each stand in Xitou. (2017)

CJ73 CJs3 CJs0 CJ46 CJ33 CJ20 CF29
Stand age 46 64 67 71 84 97 88
Stand characteristics
Stand density (No. ha'!) 1058 (88)* 542 (101) 492 (80) 425 (43) 408 (88) 308 (58) 258 (38)
Mean DBH (cm) 27.8(0.3) 38.4 (0.6) 42.2 (4.0) 41.1(1.4) 46.0 (2.2) 52.2(0.7) 40.2 (3.1)
Basal area (m? ha'!) 68.4 (6.8) 64.8 (12.0) 73.0 (17.6) 59.5(5.7) 72.9 (17.2) 68.2 (10.5) 34.6 (0.6)
Mean tree height (m) 20.4 (0.4) 25.6 (0.9) 27.1 (0.6) 26.3 (1.0) 27.4(1.9) 30.6 (1.3) 20.3 (2.0)
Stand volume (m® ha™!) 617.6 (62.4) 676.0 (116.3)  819.1 (182.5) 642.8 (65.7) 807.9 (222.8) 811.2 (93.9) 373.9 (6.3)
Stand live tree biomass carbon (Mg C ha™!) 194.6 (19.7) 213.0(36.7) 258.1(57.5) 202.6 (20.7) 254.6 (70.2) 255.6 (29.6) 144.4 (11.1)
Individual Tree
Individual tree volume (m? tree™!) 0.58 (0.30) 1.25 (0.51) 1.67 (0.90) 1.51 (0.79) 1.98 (1.19) 2.63 (1.09) 1.45 (0.83)
Individual live tree biomass carbon (kg C tree™!) 183.9 (94.1) 3933 (161.3)  525.0(282.2) 476.6(249.0) 623.5(373.7)  829.1(342.2)  522.7(300.4)

*Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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1200 60

(a) ] Stand density y =-13.374x + 1495.1 (b) Mean DBH
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"-f '-,.. ’a\ N T .
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=N R SENNUNRVPRPILE + ---------- = 3001 Re=04176 | | [
2001 e ¢ g <0.05 T
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= 2604 o | -
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] ] & o
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2 y=12243x+ 14222 ]
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3 50 | R*=0.1938 £
o p=0.07 g
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WS EEEEBAANA EAREE R FRM G A Y 2 BT 4
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biomass carbon, (f) Individual live tree biomass carbon

Fig. 5 Relationships between each stand status and stand age. The black points are
Japanese cedar stands and the red points are red cypress stand. Linear regression is only

calculated Japanese cedar stands, not included red cypress.
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2. B EHRA 2 AT

S BB AR Z LI EBE R4 45 CI73 ~ CIS3 ~ CIS0 ~ CT46 -
CJ33~CJ202 T3k T % 2 H Tiapm £ A ws 139m(32.5%) -~ 17.8m
(29.4 %) ~ 15.7 m (43.4 %) ~ 16.0 m (38.7 %) ~ 19.2 m (30.5 %) ~ 18.7m (39.0
%) > CF29 Bl % 13.0m (34.3 %) T 3otz g A % % 39m~3.7m~50m -
40m-~4.6m-~53m>CF29 Bl % 6.5m

Ko FARE R B TR 557 o otk h 2 Tons L frH# 2R &
AP (RZ=0.78,p<0.05); @ +hA Tk T3 (R2=046,p<0.05) -
#zE (R?=0.33,p<0.05) 2% =15 (R2=045p<0.05) P& it &
WP RRMIARM B E T4 TR (R2=0.14,p=0.13) % 5 & &
(R?=0.06,p=0.34) frtkétz B Rl & 5P B aip 1 (B 6) °

A ONAT T AT 2 & 9F Bdh % & fotk A T 39 DBH g 2 [ chdp B A W)
SO fcHB EMBARMIAAME (R2=087,p<0.05) fric T F ~ fH7£& 1
2 pFEg R BRI M (R2P=040R?=0.46 - R?=0.53,p<0.05) > e
feliatsd 78 (R2=0.09,p=024) % 5 £ & (R?=0.12,p=0.15)
PlE TP A cin b 2(B 7~ B 8) -
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24 FFHF R EBFA S ZHTELT 0T (2017 £)

Table 4 Canopy characteristics of each survey stand in the Xitou. (2017)

CJ73 CJ53 CJ50 CJ46 CJ33 CJ20 CE29
Stand age 46 64 67 71 84 97 87
Total tree No. in plots 127 65 59 51 49 37 31
Stand crown characteristics
Mean tree height (m) 20.4 (0.4)* 25.6 (0.9) 27.1(0.6) 26.3 (1.0) 274 (1.9) 30.6 (1.3) 20.3 (2.0)
Live clear length (m) 13.9 (1.0) 17.8 (1.1) 15.7 (0.9) 15.9 (1.5) 18.8 (2.8) 18.6 (1.3) 13.0 (0.5)
Epicormic branch clear length
() 10.5(0.5) 10.7 (1.2) 9.7 (0.9) 7.1 (1.5) 10.5 (0.8) 12.8 (1.5) 10.9 (0.8)
m
Crown length (m) 6.8 (0.8) 7.8 (0.7) 12.0 (0.3) 10.4 (0.6) 8.6 (1.1) 12.3 (2.8) 7.3 (1.8)
Live crown ratio (%) 32.4 (4.1) 29.6 (3.1) 43.2 (2.1) 38.8 (4.1) 31.2(5.5) 39.8 (7.1) 34.7 (5.6)
Crown width (m) 3.9(0.1) 3.7 (0.05) 5.0(0.4) 4.0 (0.4) 4.6 (0.06) 5.3(0.2) 6.5 (0.5)
Leaf Area Index (m? m™) 4.2 3.5(0.2) 3.2 3.8 (1.1) 3.3 (0.6) 4.0 2.2(0.4)

*Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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Fig. 6 Relationships between each canopy characteristic and stand age. The black points

are Japanese cedar stands and the red points are red cypress stand. Linear regression is

only calculated Japanese cedar stands, not included red cypress.
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Fig. 7 Relationships between each canopy characteristic and stand DBH. The black
points are Japanese cedar stands and the red points are red cypress stand. Linear

regression is only calculated Japanese cedar stands, not included red cypress.
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5. JEEEE R L BB AHRA T 2017~2019 & B 2 H kA HAER 4R (m’ tree! yr!) 2 H pkiRApGEFH e (kg C tree! yrh)

Table 5 Annual individual tree volume and carbon growth in each stand in 2017-20109.

2017 Annual volume growth

2018

2019

(m? tree”! yr'!)

Annual carbon growth
(kg C tree! yr'!)

Annual volume growth

(m? tree’! yr'!)

Annual carbon growth
(kg C tree! yr'!)

Annual volume growth

(m? tree”! yr'!)

Annual carbon growth
(kg C tree! yr'!)

CJ73
0.008 (0.008)°

2.52 (2.54)

0.007 (0.007)

2.05 (2.06)

0.006 (0.006)

1.77 (1.88)

CJ53
0.013 (0.010)

4.16 (3.23)

0.009 (0.008)

2.72 (2.43)

0.011 (0.009)

3.55 (2.98)

CJ50
0.011 (0.011)

3.41 (3.52)

0.008 (0.009)

2.57 (2.73)

0.006 (0.007)

1.88 (2.28)

Cl46
0.007 (0.010)

2.13(3.19)

0.006 (0.007)

1.90 (2.35)

0.008 (0.008)

2.40 (2.57)

CI33
0.008 (0.012)

2.47 (3.67)

0.011 (0.013)

3.37 (4.00)

0.013 (0.016)

3.98 (4.99)

CI20
0.021 (0.022)

6.63 (6.99)

0.012 (0.010)

3.91 (3.17)

0.017 (0.019)

5.27 (6.13)

CF29
0.007 (0.008)

2.41(2.93)

0.015 (0.015)

5.48 (5.27)

0.016 (0.016)

5.91 (5.74)

*Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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44
doi:10.6342/NTU202004012



020 0.20
(a) CJ73 y = 0.0026x- 0.0505 (b) CJ53 ¥ =0.0025x - 0.0627
R:=0.5583 R?= 04594
0.16 p<0.05 0.16 p<0.05
L]
0.12 ® 012 1
L4 ®
0.08 -+ o ® 0.08 4 . °
e o . ® g."
[ - ® K]
e co {o @
0.04 1 b YR ) 0.04 - ° o Gala%
o & ?’ o o
05 o B
@ 588
0.00 o : : 0.00 oo B ;
20 40 60 80 20 40 60 80
020 0.20
(c) CJ50 y = 0.0015x- 0.0388 (d) CJ46 y=0.0017x- 0.0508
R:=0.3648 R2=0.43502
0.16 - p<0.05 0.16 p<0.03
w
£ o012 012 1 .
o o
'—“ ]
[5] [ o
S 008 - 0.08 -
= @ ®s o @ °
2 o @ .
e .
é 0.04 - d’§’q,.-~-" . 001 | ° .%__.Q A
& e ® O
E s By 0 .
g, 000 e ‘ 0.00 000 8% o570 %
- 20 40 60 80 20 40 60 80
g 020 0.20
_— e) CJ33 y = 0.0024x- 0.0774 y = 0.003x- 0.0995
g (€ R*=05614 (H €320 Ré = 04353
8 0.16 - p<0.05 °* 016 pe 0.05
s .
o °
2 012 e 0.12 ¢
< .
2 L] - e -
= -8 e .
S 008 A o o 0.08 e
-
: ® e o% °
0.04 - o : 0.04 1 o 05" °
o, o e
° \.n‘ . [ ] . L ] ...- - [ ]
o o® ® : o
0.00 oot Jas 05 0.00 . R
20 40 60 80 20 40 60 80
0.20
CF29 y = 0.0032x- 0.0918
(® R?=10.7686
0.16 - p<0.05
0.12 |
® 9
[ )
0.08 - 00
. "‘ ®
0.04 1 &
S
f" o
o
0.00 oo afby :
0 20 40 60 80

Individual tree DBH (cm)

W10, E5FH % & B3 AHRA 3 & (2017~2019 &) B B ¥tk ~ 4 4% 4 40 £ e
853 B E2 i M T o (a) CIT3 (b) CI53 () CI50 (d) CI46 (e) CI33 (f) CI20
(g) CF29

Fig. 10 Relationships between individual tree total volume growth during 3 years

(2017-2019) and DBH.
45

doi:10.6342/NTU202004012



% 6. CEEEE T & BB AHRA 2 2017~2010 # B2 kA HAR S B~ A PR AR SR E B H 4T AV

Table 6 Stand volume growth, carbon increase and increasing ratio of each stand in Xitou in 2017-2019.

CJ73 CJs3 CJ50 CJ46 CJ33 CJ20 CF29

2017  Stand volume growth 8.41 (1.15)*  7.14(1.24) 5.14 (0.41) 2.88 (1.49) 3.20 (1.51) 6.49 (1.61) 1.72 (1.06)

(m® ha'! yr'!)

Stand carbon increase 2.65 (0.36) 2.25(0.39) 1.62 (0.13) 0.91 (0.47) 1.01 (0.48) 2.05 (0.51) 0.62 (0.38)

(Mg C ha! yr'!)

Stand increase ratio (%) 1.38 (0.30) 1.06 (0.07) 0.65 (0.14) 0.44 (0.19) 0.40 (0.13) 0.80 (0.21) 0.45 (0.26)
2018  Stand volume growth 6.78 (0.69) 4.68 (0.78) 3.80 (0.38) 2.56 (0.90) 4.37 (1.36) 3.83 (0.69) 3.92 (0.87)

(m® ha! yr'!)

Stand carbon increase 2.14 (0.22) 1.48 (0.25) 1.20 (0.12) 0.81 (0.28) 1.38 (0.43) 1.21 (0.22) 1.42 (0.31)

(Mg C ha'! yr'!)

Stand increase ratio (%) 1.10(0.17) 0.69 (0.12) 0.49 (0.14) 0.39 (0.10) 0.54 (0.08) 0.47 (0.11) 1.04 (0.17)
2019  Stand volume growth 5.86 (0.63) 6.10 (0.89) 2.79 (0.10) 3.24 (1.36) 5.16 (1.65) 5.15(1.13) 4.23 (0.93)

(m’ ha” yr')

Stand carbon increase 1.85 (0.20) 1.92 (0.28) 0.88 (0.03) 1.02 (0.43) 1.63 (0.52) 1.62 (0.36) 1.53 (0.34)

(Mg C ha'! yr'!)

Stand increase ratio (%) 0.95 (0.18) 0.89 (0.03) 0.35 (0.08) 0.49 (0.17) 0.63 (0.10) 0.63 (0.15) 1.11 (0.22)

*Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.
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27 PG r RLBALHAERTHORESFE (kgha'!yr!) 2 52 F MgCha'yrh)

Table 7 Annual litterfall mass and converted carbon stocks of each stand.

CJ73 CJs3 CJ50 CJ46 CJ33 CJ20 CF29
Litterfall
Carbon content (%) 53.15% 49.32 49.25% 48.72 50.69 48.86% 49.28
2017 Litterfall 2,809.8 2,438.1 2,190.7 2,694.4 2,254.3 2,394.5 6,813.7
(kg ha! yr!)
Litterfall carbon 1.38 1.20 1.07 1.31 1.13 1.17 3.36
(Mg C ha! yr'!)
2018 Litterfall 3,234.0 2,645.7 2,670.0 2,608.7 2,134.4 2,198.8 5,247.7
(kg ha! yr!)
Litterfall carbon 1.59 1.30 1.31 1.19 1.08 1.08 2.64
(Mg C ha! yr')
2019 Litterfall 4,812.3 3,664.1 3,507.0 3,787.6 4,012.1 4,298.9 5,307.4
(kg ha'! yr')
Litterfall carbon 2.36 1.81 1.43 1.84 2.03 2.11 2.73
(Mg C ha! yr')

Litterfall Carbon content was referred from % & 4+ (2012).
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Table 8 Ecosystem carbon stocks of each stand in Xitou.

CJ53 CJ46 CJ33 CF29
Live trees 213.02 (36.66)° 202.55 (20.70) 254.60 (70.22) 144.44 (11.12)
Understory 1.43 (0.49) 0.94 (0.13) 1.29 (0.19) 0.57 (0.11)
Snags 5.16 (5.14) 1.96 (1.97)  6.95(12.04)  2.91(5.04)
Woody debris 3.93 (2.23) 0.87 (0.71) 3.63 (3.76) 6.17 (2.90)
Forest floor 1.62 (0.29) 1.12 (0.26) 1.41 (0.44) 1.76 (0.87)
Soil organic carbon®  77.58 (9.84)  52.83(20.10)  74.98 (9.55)  73.12 (2.79)

Ecosystem
carbon stocks

*Numbers in parentheses indicate standard deviation.

302.73(38.96) 260.28 (70.87) 342.86 (31.63) 228.97 (8.79)

®Soil organic carbon was measured in depth 0-30 cm.

%9, X RLBAARSAHELS B AR BETEZE A (%
B 3

Table 9 The ratio of each carbon pool in ecosystem carbon stocks.

CJ53 CJ46 CJ33 CF29

Live trees 70.4 77.8 74.3 63.1
Understory 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3
Snags 1.7 0.8 2 1.3
Woody debris 1.3 0.3 1.1 2.7
Forest floor 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.8
Soil organic carbon 25.6 20.3 21.9 31.9
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Fig. 15 Stand status of each stand in 2012-2020 and the Mistcherlich growth model
from Cheng et al. (2013). Bule line is the curve of the Mistcherlich growth model, the

black points are Japanese cedar stands and the red triangles are red cypress. The red

crosses are data from Cheng et al. (2013).
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2. A2 AR B
ARG P HRA T oRR ok IR T RIEAR M 0 O
Mistcherlich -3 4p 1t sl % (B 15) %5 - CI73 2 #f% 75 & ¥4
LFBR2ZZE o AAdRA 2 8 R e ABT I RCAITE R B R o
FEECZE (2005) AR E RAAT T Bt s 2 K 0 R

i 4l ! - Mistcherlich #% # & #3] » & Mistcherlich # £ #-3] 2 ¢
2 AL B2 BB R AT AT

#E  H=40.5276 x (1-1.0355 x exp(-0.0178 x age)) (10)

(7 2 £= % > 2005)
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Table 10 Mistcherlich tree height models of Ishii et al. (2005) and Cheng et al. (2013).

Age 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 Reference

Tree Height (m) 26.1 27.4 285 29.5 30.5 31.3 32.1 328 335 72 &= % (2005)

Age 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 Reference

Tree Height (m) 26.1 26.7 272 27.7 280 284 286 289 29.1 Chengetal (2013)
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Fig. 16 Photo of litterfall samples. Left side are Japanese cedar litterfall, most of the
litterfall are branchlets. Right side are red cypress litterfall, most of the litterfall are

small, fragile leaves and some long branchlets.
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o5 A 4 > 2005a 0 2005b 5 E E 4w 0 2012) > @ FEAH %0
LS| 2ZBE (Caietal., 2016; Qi etal., 2016; Qi et al.,
2010) -
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AP 6 B FRA HREL 43 46~97 £ 4 » 4 = ApiEG#
% 195~258 Mg Cha! » % £ 45 (2012)37~90 & 4 frf kA 2 4 =
AREEFE L 165~272MgCha'!; 5854 B H 8 & R&%iky » R E
WA EFRLEE- EPEETRELE N AFETZRETSN VB
KCZ7E:-50%HEmFA - ARBETELAYE 2 AT 74
E A4 s 168MgCha! (2 47 7 % > 2010); B AP ¥ % 81 &
4 ¥ri4k s 221 Mg Chal ; JXsp s % 97 & 4 #7454k 5 263 Mg C
ha! (2 4 9 % > 2011); P9 ¥ % 93 # 2 ¥#r4s4k 5 337 Mg Cha'! (%]
£3% 52009); & # % 99 & 2 ik s 257 Mg C ha'l (i %
2010) 5 F-kEMEH F 93 & 4 frii@Es%y 5 205MgCha! (2 4 9
%2009 HFEE (2011) W EHFAFEF L Gy B30 &
4 ¥k s 135MgCha! (BB C 4 £ 5 50%3% &) -

EEER R L LD REHRFFL L5 O HRATHFE L
DBH? x H x A #c (form factor) 1 ;8 73+ 8 > fo kT g #74 * ih

HHEFaS R 223k 2 RPR%RE mgdke i) 2 gl

s
[

AR Bl A - D FH 2T R T IR L
ARG REF GO F G e B R R E A
TERB A I @S o

AT 2 B 5o AT 0 Jod B AEIE B R P ek
ﬁi?i%%%ﬁwk’ii%w&&%g,m & 4 h1CJ50 ~ 258
MgCha' 112 97 & 4 51CJ20 ~ 256 Mg Cha! » # @ CJ50 chT 354
ZAREEFER SR LAY TR dR o 2 T <
B R g R A CJ20 2 AT Y HiL B kA 0 ol

PRSI AEGE S 8 T H R R RO P u s F ke
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AR A RGO L R B e 1 $ 3782
¥rii+k i 2755 Mg C ha! (B iz & frj5 A 34 » 2005b) 5 » & Raw
1% 39 # 4 ¥tk s 300 Mg Cha! (R i= 2oy A Fqr
20052a) ; Ao Big =4 % 77 & 4 g4k s 155MgChal (% C 3
T 5 50%4E)(E FEE 2005 ; 2 2R 88 & 4 itk s 163
Mg Cha'! (3% C 7 £ 5 50 %% &) (Tateno et al., 2009) ; % 5 Bis i+
ﬁﬁﬂ4’%~78§iﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ2%~8ﬁh@Cha;pi%mkv%ﬁ
# 18> 16~51 & 2 ¥ris4k 5 172~243 Mg Cha'' ; # I fids indpdic
17 > 31~92 & 4 Hr454k 5 236~273 Mg Cha! (1 27 5 2 B i 5 2
N BRCZELELB0%EE)(me frd £ 5 2012) 5 Few Bhg =1
2 % 83~95 & 4 P4k s 292~590 Mg C ha'! (1 A F7 1 2 BLRE 5 2
A BRC IR L 50%IEE) (% LAt E > 2000); &L B =]
3% 153 # 4 #rii4k 5 356~387 Mg Cha'! (2 #7717 2 B E 5 2 5% -
Bk C 78 5 50%35) (MW F % » 1999) 5 # 0 B4 244 & 4 i’
i 532MgChal (A5 2 B 258 ~ B3k C 2 £ 5 50 %3
) (5 B EE > 2006) -

R A R N - A IR S YOl
A A BAE B CEFHFECLZEEF 0 FEp IR EES
dpthiEdy o FIMR- AT ERETRET P B R R AT
B2 S dop Aenprdiam g Apy > Eudko G E e &

-

>R

_.‘El\ “\

FE AT A R AP 23 B4 £ 4 T R RE T ey
the ofedes 1 & 2 B4 T B iRt 42 $iv KGR S g
JE o

R % FP% (1999) fod FIPF £ % (2006) H%7 5 ¢ o P AR F
BAEN PR T F R s R R Rt 3 B S ek
OpER 0 TER A Rk THE 0 4 R F L R

o FAFT Y 20 BB ORI JEEE R T ol HRA R o HRA R+

ST AR L EFETAG T Y F L

1:*411 o

&
bl

o A 2 AR TH R R R e a1
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2. KA AFAMY HAREFEH A REEERAES
£ (Cob~Cwp~Cu & Cp

AT R AR B RES B AR EA G4
BRE GG E LTINS B ARARBETEN39% 27
~ a2 5+ (Cp~ Cwp) =+ % 8K E R =R (A P
WREHRM28% > 2h1 424 (Cr) 12 2 et (Cy) 2
A R R

FRETRifed 2 AR 2 PBRGEE R A o R AR
rg 2 aig s R (Cu) BEMA G F SRS Ean blE" > &F
x4 kiR RV L A% A3 (Lietal, 2010) -

KATF P CI53 ~ CJ46 ~ CI33 v CF29 » 4 1 Hh A ¢h-T ¥4 42k & 4
AR R S 1.06MgCha! » T35 k2 % Smes s £ 41036
Vo B AR RS BRI ATIRE T LIS R g R L
LR S e Skt TSNS B R

BT REEE T > B4 5 A S A S KT A
PR o RERYET CAFE Y ESE RS AL k3
EE @G YA A el ATRERERE 2SR E o 2 AR
ERFHEBRZ RS @A 145% 2@ T
FrEbpRy 2 a2 R C AHE SRR B R

HEE o LA - LREE R P OEERS 2T 0 B S

ARG R T EIS% 2 BILFRERAEBEE 0 2 2 A S
5 Ei & eplik s B (Peichl & Arain, 2006) » i3 1B % % # L = R &

BRIt 2 AREEFA L AR EL LR -
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g e ez ih (Co~ Cwp) & 2k sr &= 2 ahaigis
B4 BikA a2 gl At 38 5 2.8~10.6 Mg Cha'l o Atk
AR kA SRR E S A FART RE L BRI

o o~ AR & 4 0T 5 4 Foag L 397 o Vandekerkhove et

al. (2009) e S d4n d > W F AR R S A4 L F etk P gt L
REEGRE G { Feafei @A HED Y 2 EAEHFEA D
T3 500mPhal @ ke P mAdkE C AHEEL AR

DB AR E BB AR A S EBEREE T (Castagneri et
al., 2010) - Hoover etal. (2012) &g % 45 218 RARA 3 B T] £ #4+k
A TodE S A B AR G OARGH e IR R o ST PR T RS R B

BAg o HhA Y iRk ABRF § FIA g A s s pAT N
Ko h XEREFE oD RS B EA o FPt A Eehfp
B A W AAR 5 R A kP eh— * 3k (Greenberg et al., 1997;
Hoover et al., 2012) -

AFEE A 2o B AR G E #%CM6ézmwgcm4
iz b > Hep34ka e 3 CF29 2 452 B ARBESFTERI-H5 9.1
~10.6 Mg Cha' » fe frH @ 5 & Ed A pRenpl k57 7 A2 B30 i
Mg o P ETFIZEHFr Renfkr v FHEFFE 7]
Aéggwﬁmw,ﬁgéwﬁimxgﬂggaﬁﬁw,*w#

REF IR ER AT B4 0 B E BRI

PARRREELR (Cp) w4 Bas? 2 sE 13 L1~1.8
MgCha'» 2 ¢ 12 CJ46 5 5™ ~CF29 .8 » Taib4 i ki
B F R 054 %  Friifricigg e 2 i FEAMB T E 2
AR Gl RS o 3 B kA d 2R FER TS AR
BAGET R 046 % @ fths e A EFERRG 077% - &
Bt 4 R R AT 5 W el g e 4 A fRERE R P L2

*r/phﬁﬁj;%”’%_ﬁ °
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1P £33k (2008) % HhiEE (2014) T3 o JEEE F iriiin
W fad s 117 (Aes s HhA) 40 0.65 GE s RA) @ 4 T,
afird) A et b A R R 0267 0 A RV DL B 0 7
GRS ECHEE LIl (a FR §L S ek | RA R N
BLF R AR o A P T RET %gréﬁm% 23 - K
.fémﬁ'wrﬁév’ﬁ%f»?#’ﬂ}éa d Hrdsad s ks A RBR RO &S a
AR G e b gy TERENETATLAEESORE 0
@R g e E B R RIS o R F e A B e e
AfRE R GRS BB S AR EAMRSE -

BABKEEER (Cr) i3 R #1 ) W bl et b awt g o
£ 3% > Qietal 2016) h? FE &R FHE S L HEKFER
MR ETER 21 MgCha' » b4 f % i p k% £ 6% ;5 Granata
etal. (2016) #7 3 & ~ JIiif A4k I X SR amlEE 5 - # AR EE
ARG A3 O~11MgCha' » iztkA 4 B 7 e crg oA u ik 4

i

5 IR

W

|

B A BT E 13.8~5.6% -

SR RGP 0 E AR (2012) EEEE RA L ARG R
oo H A RREERREEE A 2~3MgChal ; HRR&F (2009)

PRSI LRI 2 gk 45 F 4 7.8~10.6 Mg
hal > 2 C 78 50 % Bz stk s €595 4~5MgCha'l -

AL B E B GRS L1~1.8MgCha'! > foi L F7 %
ARG R SR TR R F GEERE oY RAAN R A
PEARRFELFIAE Rfcd B M LA RS B
HAR A RRREERRGRORT L EF FRS 20 il
AFZ AP EFPRT R LIIRE 2 BH » 200 i & iR
A PREET > RAFT RS ZREFE R M FS
EA REHRAS S R FEL Ol 2R R EE R
B4 % (2009) + HPIHA P # A REEEA L HFEEEHEH 0

A fedeh 2 B 5T B o
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287 BREFE (G
LR RS E S 528~77.6 Mg Chal v 1
a%&@\m%éﬁsoﬁﬁéx’iﬁjﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁwzﬁ

EmAFTE Y o Btk G PR E SRR R
EX T HEF L ARE bks ~ F0F TR A AN
FEEFE ARG ATLR o

Badalamenti et al. (2019) 3 3 ? 3 % b HHRA TR I ¥ &
Hrepi gy 0 0~30cm 2 3 F WA £ 5 70.8~163.3 Mg C ha'! »
ik gl s £ 85~41 % ; Granata et al. (2016) »* & < ] -E & 7% £ 4k
SR LI GO B ek 2 R G AR G 1755 Mg Chal o ik ek
WH R 42%; Lietal (2010) % ¢ Mo s 4 Fh H2 75 @0 0~
100cm 2 35 s % 5 844~101.9MgC hal » b3 pt ks £ 27~
32 % ; Nord-Larsen et al. (2019) *t2 § & % #k8 & A4k vd h0~75
cm 2 3 A E S 1225MgChal s biaeE s £ 31 % o

R B E RO EAROTRT S TR 77 R

Eend e LR ORFIERD N F LR ERSAS RS
7 ¢ (Gorte, 2009) > Badalamenti et al. (2019) % Granata et al. (2016)
g ? o H G AT T RE S b s fRE S DL R 2
T

WAkl B SR E S §REAHA 5 > 1R L F 54
E gt B R BRI E

PRt
%’E;ﬁg%“¥%ﬁﬂﬁﬂ¢”% ﬁﬂ$;i$$%ﬁm—
A

B Pl AR T R A AR A AR Bk S g e
PEFERNA it o AT RDIERIHRE o L AR BN
R AP RS kA F L TR R R )T K el
SRR DS TR T PREST R T
LA (9 1% F 0 2014)
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O WA Y PR GETT S g2 R
dotr AR E LT E AR ERI R ORI 0 G PR AR -
PRANELR - ROEFE  foii L A8 AR B R FRE
B fa (9 A% % 5 2014) o fdiEfmentks @ > 33 SRR G B AT
LGy o S A F o PR ADFREF AR H A HE
PEOEFHRASEBFRE AR KA AREIHE G PRETE -
Law et al. (2001) =t k@4 p 1L fie & ér;z'fr% #ehd § > (ponderosa

&

PN
IR
e

pine) A EiEFE > H 0~100cm + EF WRE T E A YW
43.1~533MgCha'» b3 € 43 % ~ 25 % » Qietal. (2010) ~
Qietal. (2016) ~ Badalamenti et al. (2019) ~ F # d14p o chff B B ¥
it % o 8w Lawetal (2001) 87 7 % % IL'F,- » 2 B F A
FHEG WA FNL BT R FH R IR IR o
AR PR B LR RS 0 3R R Bl G e N
» g

B
S0

_g_

{17 e ST o

e

TG AT R Y 0 A (2012) HuE

~.
:‘-}:"\

3 & 41 CI73 ~ CJ50 ~ CJ41 ~ CJ20 % B 0~30cm 2+ 3 W EE s
¥4 5 5 140.5~75.8 ~ 81.8 ~ 78.9 Mg C ha'! ; Chen et al. (2016) **
CJ73 éh4. % 0~30cm 2 3 5 126.9MgCha' ; v £~ & (2014) >t
Bl X~ Sfrdidk s 2 & 0~30cm 4 3% 5 85.4~1223 Mg C ha
Poiaf e & (2018) »v+ 88 ~ 3¢ 4 Rk X v Sanriithd g O~
30cm 4 3 A B 5 8568246 MgCha'l o H i 5 % enirii4hd 3
WG EF LY o EHTE (2006) eI F £ T S] E 4 s
Hhehd k5 0~30cm 2 3 5 97.2~166 Mg Cha' ; 3% 4 % (2009)
AR~ FARE S T L 20~51 & 4 friiiRend & 0~30cm 2 3E :
55~70 Mg C ha! -
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A ROETR S LRI R BRI f 20 F KR
2RAFO0EF T RR BERPH 20 0 FF L) RPN A
LA d - AR N AR IR PR ALy 0 2B
T2 40% g R O(FRE 2 0 2001) 0 AET Y TERFR 4 B RA
FEFE Y LR FHES (Sandyloam) > 5% ¢ 2 CJ46 2 1 3G AL
58 52.8MgCha' 28 » Hep= ko chi % X RApF o foi £
By Ap o A F B eni % o Z4s (2012) 0 CI50 ~ CJ41 ~ CJ20 -
LA E (2018) ek B Y A Rz 4G WA AR L0 e
FeCI73~ Bl X < Sk 4pt i I o 800 @ A T 7 fo kT
LTETEZBRTHR PR P OiriiRs B 235 Bl s E it
P2 FRGAT > AAHRRE DR o A RFIRZ N CIT3 ) Ak
BiEREZ THE R TEF 100MgCha! 2+ o

Bt AR R FRREEAN - R A2 R B R
BRIV EA BT OHEGWER S FRAE W AR A L
TZaXkd (B 22 5 ~CIT3 ¥ 3R HARRE 2L wE &

PR RERTRIRESBES I PMELF L IHAE
FAFH Aod B4 (T S0 ¥ > 2018; Tsui et al., 2013; Wang et al.,
2013) > Flptd B end MG A G E PRI TE (20060) #
NI BRETEEINFVHR LT HARTEOREBLIFA

%§m+:k%&ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ’wﬁ%%ﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁ

o

R g e B F > Chengetal. (2016) 4y :'z”éi%g tgtE L2 3D
T T EILH L z$’ﬁ@i%$%ﬁ%ﬁ R

/3\
ot AR AN RS TEL T IR

i
Fo30 A 5 A BT R AR T 0 B A SR B R Y § BT

%
3

FaX PRSP E REFIEMIEHRT2 S CIT3 8 R F
¥

Moo %4 ﬁy ﬁﬁﬁy\'vql L B b > CJ46 ’f#ﬁi'vq E
AR AW AR FHRE GRS RET R F B
ﬂ@%fﬁjﬂﬁ%mﬂﬁ,ﬂ%%4g3ﬂ%\j}§§’§$

ﬂ
=t
uxs

T,
-

X
et
(\x
14
¥
ps

Ny
|l
\}\

(22) >R EFWEE I ED

—=\

R R
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IR ARREREEALNG

AT 4 BA LIRS A AT E 5 229~342 Mg C ha
Dot 2 AptiE (Cr) 58 & B (63~T78 %) 2 4 i
Lk R 95
1.2~3.3 % o

BO(Cs) RIZ % A2 BmE (20~32%) &
%1t o Hapind AR B AR R RS
B G A BRREGIHT LED s Atke g BiEmY o 4
TPE Y G R B B AR S
SRAFAORE c EEWHRASZEFE > HRANE FREBL L
o2 2 A EBATIE I WA SR B RE c EEMR
AAFIREA S AFTABES

\“‘b -ml-t

gppEe Lok A A R 9IRS

N
AotkA 2 RiEARY A2 R E SRR G e A dedE
R o R EARA RS 2R Y AL G R 28
Ao BB A 2 G PR T E o
Fpt o EPBERFAFL T 2R AERERE- BE AR o
Panetal. (2011) B3 & 3 MT it ARkenT 304 & L A3 £ 9
2 280MgChal s & % renT 395 223 Mg Cha'! « #5775 HhA #7
Bz 2%l TiaEspit > CIS3 2 CJ33 chis % B3t g2tz
FINTHHERTI0E ;@ CJ46 2 CF29 - A u|FH kA 4 3§ #
B A 2 ARERDAE S HRA M A AR FERM - & Panet
al. (2011) ewa g ¥ > 2 3G WA TR FR 5 £ K 0~100 cm >
fORFTY TR R AR 0~30cm c AR TR 2 T e
B R T RO B B CI46 2 CF29 2 fi 5 supt il i B ise
RSP WAL N & %ﬁﬁﬁ%’@%f% f %04 AR

ii,@,,j" “Uﬁ’ilpqu _Ebbr’gﬁ?ﬁ'%%*#il’igo

"‘I

= »
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-$

BEEE R SRS Y o AT e T £ 5 40ecm # 2 50 cm 1t o
HAFFL L AHAEGTE T L6 9oy o BB LR 2 5 © i

Hr, A RN BB Lhd £ o B kA T B R ﬁggﬁg@g .

kA du E A E RS 0 2017 EHribka 2 EE L 091~2.65
MgCha'yr! 2018 # 5 0.81~2.14MgCha' yr'! » 2019 & 5 0.88~1.92 Mg
Chalyr' > 2Pz priidha 0 s fand £ A FaEs ) 2 & ks
BHERE G 0 4 AL AT W A B AR BREGE 70 %
MR E RS B RN G REFEE DRAVEFR G § ¢ D
S F MAARSTR ALY o SR sy TR
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54 2 e

EREE AR Y YL zw(mu)»w%&_ﬁ4ﬂﬁﬁawﬁﬁﬂ%
%irﬁ*éf7F“ Rt FA P T RELERIHRINTT FE

ERE ‘%3?}‘?‘3. fi &~ FAGE (2010) %Ep= = Ariid £ 8 2 B G B 0C
$2P7 WA R EIFFTRELERIRHRFTTEHFEL 24 157-
167 -

& T HRER 53T FPT (201]) EFRE S YA IR HA L £k
HEE R ER T AT RELERY %ﬁﬁ 34 25 67-80 o

iﬂ?‘%ﬁ‘%%%@%%i'ﬁ$ﬁﬁk/ ¥R R SR A KRR AT

LA CFAFTRELERT %ﬁp;ﬂ%23m%4%o

2 % (OW)V@Wﬁ%%w%ﬁuewﬁ%éiﬁﬁowigﬁ%%%ﬁ&
BEFTRE L o

éﬂé\ﬁhl\Wﬁ% MJQ\mﬂi(mM)g,as\p T A AR 2
RRER P A I HRE A2y PR EELE AT °i%?%
B 17 :37-49 -

AR AIRIR IR E S FRE (2018) o £ F R RN FIERLE A L4
AL SRR o ¥ FHRF ] 510120

£RIR (2008) EEEHrY) ~ VA F AP A IR B RIZ W LA G
e EA B2 B F - A T EHRBTETHE A LH> -

FP (A %) (2010) THRAAEEP o Fr R EL R § Ak -

3318 (1978) 7 b #airiithe 2 2 A2 F 22 2277 - W2 o §
HFHEF LT HRF eA L%z -

ZRE RS B FE (2000) 544 LR RS 2 B A Ao E A oo
SHHRESE 15 115-123

FRIL &S 2R SRR (2004) & < FERARGIL L KT RPiRe Sy
RG22 BPT 22k c 22 FAFFTRELERF BRI LFE
18 : 261-272

B 5B P R (2011) A G2 HAr{S A LR P TN S o
BE o P EHRE E T 441 401-411

hB e (1984) S+ PSR ABERTEEL L2077 c W24 8+ 5 51458

2y m'r;g.x W2 o

H? g (2008) Find RS e P R N SR LI 2 B+ -y
ﬂ?ﬁ%%ﬁ”*ﬁﬁﬁﬁa%éo

& 2 (2001) JEEFH HF T RR K2 T AR IR o ¢ ER Y RFE SR 32
261-270 -

ﬁﬁ%(mw)glﬁwﬁﬁﬁ#§$r°ﬁnhﬁiiﬁg$§%o

R BiFE -~ F 5% (2009) 5 S #5015 4 1 E ot L R ER o
B¢ ERF F 7] 421 595-607 -

s =~ B R d A (2002) SR RA R L EmA G ERIT e S
EHE 17 :291-299 -

4R (2014) * T L Hpr g L AR - BB REF LB T F A
HEPRATRE tE 2@k -
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%4%‘ﬁﬁm(NH)”ﬁi?ifﬁiﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬁ%%&1%£ﬁﬁ\%
ERHRfr 2 B 3 £ o HREF T 7] 37 1 259-268 o

R4 (2012) JEEpHr B8R B ASLRPT R R E A B kA A4 o B2 4R
B AEHRBERETRE LA LG o

sa;zﬁ CHRE R S ER A (2006) &K A INEEL A 1 HR G R EER e

i:ﬁ#ﬁé&_;}i% 21 : 383-393 -

J‘éi;‘?&% rﬁﬂl‘ P~ Z A4k (2010) ¥rs A 1 R &SRS EEZE 277 o ¢ F
HE % T 43 1213222 -

PEEP (1981) 7 dbspriiffa s P3N 2R AR o WM o B B
HEF L frEiRemism o

L# (1977) _ﬁu.ﬁu DHFT o P EHREZ ] 10 95-109

1‘5 HET (1975) 48~ %ﬁ'%%ﬁ wn dEERETFY R4 FLRER
F AT HRL 116 1 1-1490 -

%w%‘4*h(m%)uﬁﬂ B E ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%4lﬁﬁw&ﬁ
EorHAEL P TIRET 4135450

’iﬁwmw)ﬁwbﬁi?%ﬁ%%%ﬁﬁiﬁ#@#?A'%ow 5 A
FENRERBETETRE VAL H o

FIRE ~ AR~ 257~ SR PR 3P (2018) iEE R RRT B R

IHREE P I ER AR RE S E S Bl R o ¢ B E T
51 :231-250 -

Pl HIS 2L T AL ~ 3RF P (2009) JEEE o friid EE R - F (L EET S
E%E2FAT RN 2B B4 T RELE R R HFE 231 189-
200

FIGA (1999) EFH T A5 TR LI T2 54 fok - M2 f 42 8
i#p,/ﬁr%ﬁﬁl‘% T g swzp 13 : 101-117 -

ERH D HRRA - T (2009) ARSI R A LR G R R

B oo L HRESE 24 103-115 ¢
#he o~ 2T o FPY o #RE g (2010) & < F RARIEFE F HF T BRI
ig\"fé_’fgm B = %‘_/? g4 J@Eﬂ%fma%?’f’]‘ﬁgiaﬁﬁ% 24 : 169-

BB BN AT PR AR EP Y (2010) JEEEH R A 4 1 HiRA 4 £ ek
HREEARE R FFLPTRERERTRHFALIES 241 147-
156 o

BB APFE S 3T T EP AT AT (2014) EEE B E D AR A L
BT RN R R AR E A S TRELE R R
2 28:17-29 -

B MR (2009) R 28+ 45+ FRELERF R D L1 &

2§ % (1941-2005) - W= £ B+ F2 F T RTELE R %Rk d Taw
¥ HEHT)E 26 5 o

Bilede s 2232 (2005) B R RS A BEAR RS A T Ho WA T fR B E
PofE N2 EAF - FAFFTRAELERFTH LIRS 191217230 -

B A Py s RAIT (2006) KB EFRA AT EE AT o P EHRE S
T 39 :303-314 o
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BREE (2013) JEEE A L& EFREA B A A EE F M W L8
EHENBRBETRE AL o

XA R A R W R R A~ B R (2000) FLa g
TEREINELZBELAFA I HhOF L0 - p A4R%E 435 821 179-
187 o

IR 2 R RAT ARG (2008) AEE A KT R EfpRL LT YA Y
NA MDA EHEHT IR F4R 149 150

AR L H o ARze (1993) B/ FA1HRICB Y 2NBEASEROES D L,
PARFELRE LMHe F 21 157-158 ¢

TR R - cw W S FE R FARE S FREE 2 (2000) A K R R
FrLADUA REIOTH + 22 08 LEEKEILOVT o iR
F3o9(1): 155-158 -

BEES S FER (2005) ARG AP - EE N ITE TS AFA I FEHIFORFE
oo LA HIRALE LR 1004144 -

FHEZ CFHET T LA (2005 4GS B A AN G OZRFFE OS>
Foai%ﬁi£%87ww4mo

(2004) R ¥ « b/ = BHRE L BT o bkt E 41 08-13 0

2 (2005) R ¥ BE A IHITET IR L L t%ﬁﬁﬁﬁaoﬂﬁ
%ﬁ323873%4mo

ApARZE s A ERE- ~F KT (2007) SR ICLAE/ FAIHRDEFERT o
PoA&RE 435 891 390-394

B ARz s A Z AT (2003) A FBE AT HORF S E o P AHE 4R 851 121-
126 -

FTEME ~FUITA - §FE L2 (2006) A B3 (TBTF2BH I AXFHOE
Qﬁm&$«®ﬁ%° PA&tR¥E L35 88:8-14-

3] p\

a:\- a:*
k2 \“4'

o

J\\

|

H

@%@\@%ﬁ\ pE (2018) SR FH AL SLME I Y M- DHROR
Ik~ ;z;—_g@ a‘w HHRANEFAT AT RE 1713253320
FrEE ~wmoa g (2002) AFBEARICE T2 EHDEL o HikR*FY

1:39-42 -
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