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Abstract: To understand the litter water — holding capacity of near-mature plantations in the jinsha river
basin, studies were made of litter reserves, water — holding capacity, water — holding rate and water ab-
sorption rate in three typical forest types of the jinsha river basin. The results showed that dry litter re-
serves, water holding capacity, water holding rate, water absorption rate were different in different types
of forest, the order of the indexes above were all as follows: softwood forest litter (Alnus cremastogyne)
> hardwood forest litter ( Cyclobalanopsis glauca) > coniferous forest litter ( Pinus armandii). the vari-
ation rule of water holding capacity, water retention rate and the immersion time conformed to the loga-
rithmic equation W =a x1In (T) +b ( where a and B were constants ), water absorption rate and time

C. . —t
variation rule conformed to power equation W =a xt ™"

, and the difference reached the significant level (
P <0.05 ). Softwood forest had higher water retention than the other two forest types. Through monito-
ring and research of dynamic variation on litter water holding capacity in three kinds of plantations, natu-
ral water content of litter varied between 13. 75% and 63. 62% , water-holding rate of undecomposed lit-
ter and half-decomposed litter varied respectively in 85.05% ~323.41% and 147.66% ~251.11% , the

later varied in a smaller amplitude.
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Tab. 1 Basic characteristics of sample plots

LG = R (m) Y (°) g A P2 (a) M (em)  PEIHE (m) e (m)
1 1910 ~1 920 8 i3 =X 25 18 5.5 6
2 1 850 ~1 860 12 g H X 25 20 6 6.5
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Tab.2  Different litter water holding capacity analysis
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A (Alnus cremastogyne Burk ) 5.43 1410.7

T X ( Quercus dentata thunb) 4.46 1141.4
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Tab.3  Three kinds of plantation litter water holding capacity

table of variance analysis
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—e—fik
—=— 5K
—a— il

WK A - ke - i)

time relationship

R KE (%) 30
EwB

500

400
300 20
200 10

100

0 0

G LTI/ PN T

AATRE (%)

il

PATEFR R B AR K AR A BRI [A] ) A A LA
FEEXBOTRE: W =axIn(t) +b(HH a F1 b ¥
B0, P& ) WK R 5 I R] ) 28 A AR AT SR
FREW=axe™" (Hrha #b RHED) . RS H
(R 7 W K BRI 45 R A S R (R
=0.97) , & B F AR (P <0.001) , Ik 4 fir
No

R4 OEEMEKE(V,) FKE(W,) JKE(W,)

52 iE « H 7R
Tab.4  Litter water holding capacity ( W) .( W) water
holding rate,water absorption rate ( W,) and im-

mersion time t equation

PRI 7 R P

FaAM Wy, =1.3491In(t) +2.1471 0.9798  <0.01
Wy Xk Wy =1.3338In(t) +2.797  0.9842 <0.01
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