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Table 1 The climate factors of Cupressus chengiana forest in different geographical populations
* o ) (mm) <108 )m )
mm m
1 7 (mm) 5~9 0
11. 0 0.6 20.5 492. 7 76. 6 1113. 02 42. 26
11. 3 0.6 20.5 590. 6 69. 4 921. 12 45. 32
87 —0.8 16. 4 760. 9 80. 3 892. 89 54. 39
12.0 2.2 19.9 613.9 78. 0 1182 19 55.33
12. 8 2.5 20. 7 616. 2 82. 0 932. 81 51. 44
14. 2 4.4 22.2 593.9 83. 0 1441. 39 53.49
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Fig. 1 . Distributing map of soil sampling plots in different geog raphical populations
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Table 2 The outline of Cupressus chengiana forest in different geographical populations
(m) @) ) (Na /hm?) (m) (cm)
MX 1685~1730 NEI1~NW6 35~37.5 2125 310 4. 00 0.35
LX 1910~2060 NE19~NW61 40~ 42 836 503 11. 02 0. 48
MR KI1920~2560 SW40~ NE46 23~38 1515 515 8 71 0.53
XJ 2310~2485 NE5~NW64 34~45 5050 3.78 53 0.58
JC 2260~ 2420 SE64~NW45 30~ 32 1375 6. 47 10. 05 0. 57
DB 2310 NE28 33~35 2438 8 35 8 97 0.58
150 4 O 0~20cm
2 ] =2t
% 100 4
21 5
’ B 5.
. 2, B
0~20 ecm. 20 ~40 cm 40 ~60 cm J
38.55 ~221.88 g/kg. 11.22 PTIXTLC MR X1 X DB
~81.39 g/kg  7.79~65. T7g/ ke, HIE R B
90. 06 8. 72 g/kg. 38.31+4.25 g/kg 32. 58+
6. 99 g/kg. ) 5
0~20 em™> 20 ~40 cm> 40 ~60 cm Fig. 2 Means and standard errors of soil organic matter under
, 0~20cm 20 ~40 cm. 40~ 60 cm different cupressus chengiana geographical populations
(p=<0.05). :
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Fig 3 Means and standard errors of concentration of total N (a), total P (b), and total K (¢) in soil under

different cupressus chengiana geographical populations
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Fig. 4 M eans and standard errors of concentration of alkali hydrolyzable N (a), available P (b), and available K
(e) in soil under different cupressus chengiana geographical populations
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Fig. 6 The correltion of total N (a ¢/ kg), total P (b, g/ke), alkalrhydroly2abke N (¢ mg/kg), available P (d,

mg/ kg) and CEC (e, cmol/kg) with organic matter in soil under cupressus chengiana forests
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Characteristic and Population Difference Comparison
of Soil Nutrients Under Cupressus Chengiana Forests

PANG Xueyong, BAO Weikai
( Chendu Institute of Biologys Chinese Academy of Science, Chendu sichuan, 610041)

Abstract: The study was conducted in Cupressus chengiana forests in western Sichuan (6 counties) with rela-
tion to geographical distribution. Soil organic matter (OM ), total N, total P, alkali-hydrolyzable N, available
P, available K and cation exchange capacity (CEC) in topsoil (0~20 c¢m) in Cupressus chengiana forests were
the highest in Barkam (M RK) population, and Jingchuan (JC), Xiaojing (XJ); Danba (DB) populations
were in the next place, Lixian (LX) and M aoxian (MX) popalations were lowest. Yet the change trend of soil
total K and pH were reverse with other nutrients in all populations that is to say, soil soil total K and pH were
the highest in M X population and were the lowest in M RK population. Other nutrients except total K and pH
were higher in topsoil than that in downsoil. Soil total N, total P, alkali-hydrolyzable N, available P and CEC
were significantly correlative with soil OM, soil available nutrients w ere mainly controlled by soil total nutrients.
Soil nutrients had significantly spatial difference in all Cupressus chengiana populations. Based synthetical analy-
sis on soil nutrients, soil integrated fertility in Cupressus chengiana forests was the highest in M RK population,
JC, XJ, DB populations were in the next place, LX and MX populations were the worst. Spatial differences of
soil nutrients under Cupressus chengiana forests were mainly affected by conditions of vegetation, topographic

condition, measures of protection and management and conditions of human-induced disturbance.

Key words: Cupressus chengiana; soil nutrient; geographical spatial difference; dry valley



