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11.92%, F¥) 5 23%. BN RERBIAFE N 2 986 92 GJ hm 2, %41 40 (704 T (43 30% 0> HR(24 109>
(13, 60% )>> 2 (10%)=> /M (6 60% > Filiki (1. 60%)=> (0. 80% ). HE= MIAILE N 294 56 GJ ~hm 2, 1% [l & & A
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Studies on Energy of Casuarina equisetifolia Plantation on Degraded Coastal Sand

Zhang Qinghai'  Ye Gongfu® Lin Yiming’
(1. Research Institute of Tropical Forestry, CAF  Guanghou 510520; 2 Fuyjian Academy of Forestry — Fuzhou 350012;
3. School of Life Sciences, Xiamen University — Xiamen 361005)

Abstract; By buming samples in a GR—3500 Oxygen Bomb Calorimeter, the caloric values and the total amounts of energy of
Casuarina equisetifolia plantation planted in 1989 were detemined at Chongwu forestry centre of Hui an county, central mastline
of Fujian Provinee. The standing crop of biomass, net produdivity and litter production of the C. equistifolia plantation were
152.60 t *hm %, 10.17 and 14. 17 t*hm *a ', mespectively. The goss calotic values of various components vasied from 19. 26
kJeg ' to 20.53 kJ °g71, with the weighted average of 19. 70 kJ °g71. Ash content ranged from 1.20% to 11. 2%, and
averaged 5. 23%. Total amounts of energy of plantation was 2 986. 92 GJ*hm 2, the rank order of various components was stem
(43.30%) = root (24. 10%)>> branch (13.60%) > bark (10%)>> foliage (6. 60 %) => dead branch (1. 60%;) = fruit
(0. 80%). Energy return through litter and net eneigy fixation were 294. 56 and 196. 80 GJ *hm 2, respectively. The enemy
convesion efficiency of the photosynthetic active diation was 0. 90 % on the whole stand. These results demonstrated that C.
equisetifolia is a good tree species for silviculture in east-south coastlines of China because of its high energy conversion efficiency
and ecwlogical adaptation.
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2 000 mm, AR BRKTHWRE, TEEWE, EF0—9 )26 XNMER, AKX, 8 4L E KK
105 d, SEHIXHE 7.0 m°s s TR B, FEE LA, B3935 M KB v+, ¥ +)2 5 80 ~100 cm.,

TR, 1989 4EiE, B 2 mX 2 m(2 500 ¥kohm ~ ) IRZFFER 1 648 ¥k hm , “FIIINAZ 10. 77 em, T3
T 12 97 m, A8 A KT 0.90. MRHLP EVEWIIE S 3 ~ 5 em, 70fif RUF. RN EER AR . < U HA0E
HENT T AR RS e SR L BRI N 82 A T AR IR.
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2.1 EYENNE

FEAR B BT 25 m>< 25 m FEHE 3 B, A AR AROR BEAT BEACAS N, ARHE B A I 5E PO 4 AR v 2L
TR AR, 4% 2 m X 73 BCEAT B AT, i SR 202 Wk, 1R B3R H1 23 23500, B PR ke
AE LRy HBEIT B, FRIURER] 506 257E 80 ORI T I HUNMIELE 105 CR BT sRE /K3, MRAES A5 18
IKE, R Ao TV B AR Iahr AEA B T HE5E B AR 0 A i, W) Zd 2677 DR Al N 256 A5
In W= a-+bln (D" H)THE . BEE RERE 01 472 IR HIxd BEVE o A A0 el 2 4, 3% o A b 51T AT
HOBIF FT R R (M Tl s 45, 1996a), W3 1.
2.2 ORISR #1 BESEVMEBHERY « T

TETER) I 45 S W AEHE Y, B RE AR FREHL A B 9 Tab.1 Coefficients of @ and b to count biomass

of various components

MR, MK T m, 58 1 m, IR 15 an, £LA2 0.5 mm MBESLF  —p—o . b

SEW, B2 BT 20 emy B 15 d R 1 IR, RETEEF, B A % Bole — 10785 0.647 8
B2 YO ATIC i 20 I OB VB R AE, 3T R W Bak T07%48 0.8%25
7 80 CRAT, #ALH IS BAE 105 CRACTHIEE, ¢ Cames e
BOMANE 80 CTHMt THEIEE, REFHEEMHE 2 Coe —0 /56 0.69% 2
O R M BENC A A B E ORI IS, 2001 ) E WA Ko —23408 0.916 9

V% Phnat — 1872 0.7% 4
2, 1996h). aton

2.3 AERNE

FITH R AR e 80 "R, B R AL L5 1 6 5 R0 A7 H, SR 5 Y A T s AL, A AR F K WD AS
J A K GR—3500 R i S IR R TE. A i AVE DA SRR RVE (B 5 T W) L AE 58 A R be 2k A T PR
TR S ARG, TR GOV RN IR0 B (AFCV) Fom . S P M e A58 20 G AR A 2 0K, R 2 18 HiIME
10,20 kJeg s BRI S8 FH 28 s 2 RELTGIRIL 1990; MR2E B34, 2000).

KA S B R T R AL, £ S AESAE Y 550 CRIKAL 5 h ARSI Ky & . Ry =
TR AL (1 — By i) . 25005 B T LA BR 2 AN R PR T 4K 48 AN [RIG 22 5 6F AR 1) 500, B i R
AR P %20 73 P 5100 OPR 23 45, 2001, A5 Sl I B A BILEL oK BHRE R S

A B B AR 252 20 1) P38 AVEL 5 4% 200 A 0 DAY AR S 2N T A5

3 AR50

3.1 £¥s
AW R VA R — i TR) P B TR L R 5 B, S SR U AR A S L b R BE ROAE 0k CRRIS
4, 1999),

MFE 2 AT A0 MRy RS LH AN AR A 152 60 tohm s FL R 1A R R KN 67, 2 tohm C,
AP BB 1 43,94 %, TR IR BN 116 thm oy 5 BN MRS SR 0. 76 %0, &4H A3 AR IB LA,
T-(43. 949> 1R Q4. 14% 1> H (13, 745> F7(9. 40%4 1> (6. 42 %> Kk (1. 62% > (0. 76%). A
FRAME W S B F AR A L, EUES L 17 4R AR T 5 M B (dcacia mangium) FK 124, 23 t*hm ~ (5570 %
251998 ) B2z R AKIZ 15 AFEA ARBR B 123.76 tohm * CHI & 25, 1996a )« B[R 3.5 4 7k () bl 2005 R e
b 15 4R BN BE 5 R (Dalbergia sissoo ) 5 1k 4 W ( Rhodomyrtus tomentosa ) &2 4K 118.10 t*hm ° (Lodhiyal er
al., 2003)  FHs OBk SIREM 36, 47 thm ~ CBFZRZE, 1998) 1 . AH EL 53 LK) #E 5K (Castanopsis chinensis ).
LS 75 (Cyptocarva concinna YR TRA (Schima superba) ZHL R R SRFK 292,98 t *hm - Gk 2%, 1997). B2
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20 FAARIRR BN TR 194,31 t°hm ° (5455, 1996) . I #4520 A MK (Sassafras zumu ) FK 586, 93 t°
hm * (HIVEZE, 2002) B %, Hi BFB40 5 1R 32 B L N 3. 14 41, 1 BB R 24142, BA B i
&, S L% K (Erythrophleum fordii ) IR 14. 41 % (IR FRAE, 2000) A1 52K 8 FARIRIPIX 45 4F A4 14 B kR
(Quercus variabilis )Pk 22. 29 ¥ (X1 T %45, 1998) . McConnaughay 25 (1999) A1 Odum (2002) HF 7T YN HEY) A&
SEEAEAE YR AT T 2 R ORI E B b, b bR I AR AR AR MR LU E GO D IR A0 A A
FEAR R AR AR — > TR PRIER, AR RS AL ZIUE A v A IR MR AR SRAE L o AR 0 97 7 sk . R
REEAR 270 AR %, AR A BARMI AR AR I8, AR EAEY &, G R EVER . S AR R 7R BB 1L
(D 1 b A e PR A AR B AR R OIS Y0 AT ARG 3 S g

®2 AKREAIKREFENE
Tab.2 Crop biomass of C. equisetifolia plantation

T it m ¥ W ® R TV

Item Foliage Branch Bole Bark Cone Root Dead branch Total
EYE Biomass/(t *hm 2) 9.80 20.96 67 2 4. 35 1. 16 36.83 2.47 152 60
[Ep Percentage % 6.42 13.74 43 U 9 40 0. 76 24. 14 1. 62 100

3.2 BHMEEFH
{FHIZ LT 71 (net primary produ ctivity ) f&Fif A3 R 25 e A= B ShA QU MBSl P g £ 2 A, B AL T AR B far
IS Ta] AR 73 BiTi S A AR R S R R R R AL 1] GE 7 70 R 3.

R3 AKKRBEAIKWEORE~N
Tab.3 Net primary productivity of C equisetifolia plantation

I H Ttem IH- Foliage 1 Branch T Bole 2 Bark B Cone #2 Root SR Total
77 77 Net production/(t *hm ™ 2a 1) 0.98 1.05 5.72 0.83 0.12 1.45 10 17
T 4 % Percentage %4 9.82 10 30 56 24 8 12 .21 14 31 100

AR N TAREESE 72359 1017 t*hm “a 'y BB 10 4R AR BREE 7. 97 tohm a ' (H- B R 25 1996h).
BT B AR Mk 4 SR M 10,10 thm “a | CEFZRZE, 1998) . B B3 (4005 (Toona cilata )FK 8. 40 t *hm “a |
(Ares et al., 20000 &, S5t LA (Pinus taimanensis) Fk 10,18 t*hm ~a AT (BRIBZE, 1999), LLEQ
B R 1L SRR A E BRI AR 14, 18 t*hm “a | (Lodhiyal ef al., 20031, T 0L AR B2 BAT B
7507 KT BP0 ek A R, BRSO RV MU E R MR B, W AR AP OK 5 2 tohm Ca L 5 R
56. 24 %, BAEFH AT I/ 0 12 tohm Ca |, AR 1L 21 % & 414 I BARE LI R T (56 24%6)> H)
(14. 31 % > £ (10.30 % > (9. 829> [ (8. 12% > H (1. 21%).

3.3 JFEYATE

PRTEN) A iy 2 G0 R B VA Y R RE J i E 2K, R 2 AR v R G 5 M e MV T . e =
R M EE A

VECE ACIRR N bR B B VR VR R B 14,17 tshm Ca s BGEREZ 15 FAE R BE 2 17 thm Ca | (B
D45, 1996b ) « B[ B0 5 1 b 3 30 R 0R A b 15 4522 1 B B AR 4,37 t°hm “a | (Lodhiyal ef al.,
2003) « B A LR D 5 PR 490 tohm “a | G2/ BB, 2003) ) . MK 4 WAL 5—9 HIHIE KR B
R 1) 58.65%0, 5 Srivastava (1995 W7t 855 (5 H A& A8 B SO ML X AMHELR & K2 KIZE
9, TR i A PR AR K RV IHE B [FIR & R TR R JRE ). TR i i), 15 S0 Rl
A B RZ, AR R KBS AEHEA . EEY R M, IR RN 1023 t*hm “a |, HEA
A 72 19%, L Strivastava (1995) AT 58 25 5 87 % ~95 %% JL VK 2%, EHIE 3 32 t°hm “a |, A
VR ER 2343 % FEUGRHL0.38 thm Ca | 5 B 2 68%0; JLARET0.24 tohm Ca L ME 1.69%.
3.4 ARREBEALHKRREAEYSENHRE

A ST S A LE R R B R, SE A AR TR SR A, T A o I BV 2 % 0 T
PR AN SR B W T T 58 AR 8 TR LI e, SR BR T = A, DA R ST B AAE B F TR =
B, AR BRI b, 76 A4 B BV Ll B RTDOR SRR MOLF RE . WA #VE 2y &
W) e e R FFILAE = J1 AR < — (PRIIBSE, 1999),
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Tab.4 Monthly litter biomass dynamic of C. equisetifolia plantation

HF—H - Fo]iage/ 53 Branch/ H Cone/ 1. Flower/ gy Total/ Hoar%
Yearmonth (t"hm™2) (t"hm ™ ?) (t*hm™2) (t"hm~2) (t"hm™?) Pementage/%
2002— 11 Q72 0. 40 003 0 115 8 12
20— 12 Q 46 0. 04 Q0 04 0 0.54 3.81
2003— 01 Q16 0.30 Q01 0 0. 46 3.25
2003— (2 Q15 0.10 Q01 0 0.26 1.83
2003— 03 Q 40 0.50 Q01 0 0.91 6.42
2003— 04 Q68 0.70 Q01 0 1.39 9.81
2003— 05 135 0.30 Q02 0.22 1. 89 13.34
2003— 06 13 0.14 Q0 01 0 1. 47 10.37
2003— 07 158 0.30 Q 05 0.02 1.95 13.76
2003— 8 121 011 Q 09 0 141 9.95
2003— 09 113 0.39 Q 08 0 1. 60 11.29
2003— 10 1M 0.04 Q002 0 1. 14 8 05
K5 Total 1023 3.32 Q38 0.24 14.17 100

AR BN TR A5 IR K O & & 222Ky VIl LR 5, MBI 28 18] 3 A s 0 oN . B2 M i
20,53 kJg ' HUCNH R, 2007 K g s RIE RN 19. 44 k) g L S IBCT BB 920, 01 kJvg . G
P ARk 3 B RS HROR BRER SN _EAE N IZ R s . R gk S A RS B E RN,
19.26 kJ°g ' R E KL FERRK, BACTF SRR S e S AR D A 19.70 k) g s
ELE A bR HOARAGN ( Salix disolor) WK 19. 2 kg ' Salix petiolaris /) 19. 59 kJ°g '« &0 (Salix viminalis ) ¥R
19. 21 kJ°g ' (Labrecque e al. » 19973, & 415> BB IR A: (2023 Keg ' > Q0. 01 kJ°g ') > Kl
(19.83kJ°g "> #R19.56 g D> K (19.51 kJog ' > F(19.41 kJ5g > F(19.29k]°g ).

KAy S YA To R R AR, R R & BIn R, KKy SrE R, 11.92%, TRy &&=
BN 120 % AR 5 23%, . (1L92%)>  (6.84%)>  (5.50%)>
(4.58% 0> 4 402%>  354%)0>  (1.20%).

,21.98 kJ°g ' . 19.53 kg . . (22.15k]°g >
Q1.48KkJg D> QL 40kj°g ) > (20.56kJ*g ' > Q0.47kJ°g > (2034 kg >
(19.53kJ°g ).

5

Tab.5 Gross caloric value, ash content and ash free caloric value of various components of C. equitsetifolia plantation
Hor TR EHRIE

Component Gross cabric value/ (K] g 1) Ash content/¥} Ash free cabric value /( kgD
Upper foliage 20 53+0.13 6. 6110 06 21 98+0. 12
1 Middle foliage 20 07+0. 06 6. 98+E0 21 57+0.07
it Under foliage 19 4+0.06 6. 930 2 20 88+0. 06
T 351{H Weighted average 20 01+0. 04 6. 4+0 03 21 48+0.08
4% Upper Branch 19 26+0.06 4 34+0 13 20 13+0. 04
"k Middle branch 19 4-+0.06 4.48+0 08 20 35+0.04
% Under branch 19 55+0.05 4 2+0 0 20 56+0. 04
IR $41H Weighted average 19 41+0.06 4. 58+0 07 20 347+0.03
+ Boke 19 294+0.13 1. 20£0 10 19 53+0. 12
K Bark 19 51+0.07 1L 2+0 ¢ 22 15+0.09
R Cone 20 23+0.08 5.50+0 M 21 40+0.09
2 Root 19 56+0.12 4 L+00 20 47+0. 14
ik Dead branch 19 83+0.02 3 544011 20 560,03
155 Total 19 70+0. 41 5 53+2 64 20 87+0. 80

SPSS10. 0 X} #AH 5 K 4 & & 43 H1s :
—0. 71, P<<0. 05; .7 N0 74, P<0 05,
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1 £E IRTE P02 275 P O 2 45 B 0L 3% 6. 2L 11 kg |,
21.33kJ g '( ,1995) 1989 kl°g ', 19.91kjg . 209%kJg ',
( , 1995).
6 . .
Tab.6 Average gross caloric value, average ash content and average ash free caloric value of various litter components
i H Ttem /N Foliage % Branch R Cone 1€ Flower
F 5 HE Gross caloric value (KJ°g—1) 21 11£0.42 19. 89+0. 2 19 9140.70 20 9%6+0. 14
K4y 4 Adh content/ % 4 9040 41 4.7040. 72 3 2040 54 53324013
F RSB Adh free caloric value/(kJ g ) 22 19+0.38 20. 87+0. 28 20 63+0.77 22 18+0.24
3.5
( » 1997); (standing crop of energy )
9 ° 7 —ﬂ%u:
2 98.92 GJ “hm s . 129315 GJ “hm s 43.30%,
23.28 GJ°hm . 0.08%. . (1293.15GJ*hm > (72057 GJ*hm )
= (406,98 GJ *hm >)>  (297.87 GJ *hm ~)> (196.16 GJ “hm *)> (48 90 GJ *hm *)>
(23.28 GJ*hm ), (Aaicia auriculiformis)
172GIhm "5 5 & o o o 2782 GJhm ~( , 199; ,2003)
1057.51 GJ *hm *( ,2003)
3177.95 GJ*hm *( ,2003) . ;
) s ( ,2003).
3.6 7
(net energy pwoduction, NEP) Tab.7 Energy distribution of various components of
14 iy T A B G A 1 BT R - C_cquietifolia plantation
i EAE) Component fie & Energy/( GJ hm ™ 2) Percentage/%
He B, Foliage 196 16 6 60
( , 1998). i Branch 406 %8 13 60
( F Bole 1293 15 43 30
JZ Bark 297 &7 10 00
) B Cone 23 R 0 80
2 Root 720 57 24 10
Fit Dead branch 48 9 1 60
’ S Total 2986 2 100 00
196.80 GJ “hm " a ' , 1090.82 GJ“hm “a 55.81%., ,
2.43GJ°hm ‘a ', 1.23%. . (55.81%)> (14 41%)>
(10. 36 %5 > 9.96%)> (823> (1.23%).

3.7

8 TN AR FRTE VIR B R BB N
204 56Glhm a. ', 215.80 GJ<hm "a . 73.26 %, 66.06 GJ *hm ‘a ', 22.43%,
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1

1292GJ°hm “a 's 4.39%, 502GJ°hm ‘a '» 107%.

294.56 GJ *hm ‘a . 215.80 GJ *hm “a ',
72.99%, .7 B K. 33.01 GJ *hm a s 15.30%, 2 A 43 f/s
3.08GJ*hm ‘a ', 1.43%, :7 A (15.30%)>5 Hin (13.46%)>6 H 4
(13.14%)>8 A4 (11.65%)>9 A4 (10.85%)=>10 H 4 (10. 45%)> 11 F 4 (6. 96% > 4 5+ (6. 74% >
12 A4y (4. 47%)>3 A6r(3.96% > 1 H 43 (1. 61%)>2 A (1.43%). 6—38
H97H{§J\HE§T%J—? 6_8 Hﬂ:jﬂ(?ﬁ&’ ) ) ° ’
H 1 EE V‘] gE'f’tKj(a D
8
Tab.8 Returned energy of C equisetifolia plantation
T I Foliage Branch Cone Flower Total
Year-month [(GI *hm 22~ 1) [GI hm 2a™ ) (GIhm 2~ 1) /G hm2a™1) KGI hm 22~ Percentage /%
2002— 11 15.01 8. 06 Q0 59 — 23 65 8. 03
20— 12 9. 64 0. 81 Q0 83 — 1127 3.83
2003— 01 3.47 5.89 Q18 — 9 54 3.24
2003— 02 3.08 1. 96 Q19 — 523 1.78
2003— 03 8.55 9.83 Q0 20 — 18 58 6.31
2003— 4 14. 55 14. 06 Q0 20 — 28 81 9.78
2003— 5 29. 05 5.94 041 4. 0 40 00 13.58
2003— 06 28. 35 2.78 Q0 20 — 31 34 10. 64
2003— 07 33.00 6. 06 1 00 0. 42 40 50 13.75
2003— 08 25.13 2.19 1 85 — 29 17 9.90
2003— 09 23. 41 7.70 162 — 32 74 11.11
2003— 10 2. 54 0.79 Q0 39 — 2372 8. 05
HIME Average 17.98 5.51 0 64 2. 51 24 55 8. 33
BUE Total 215.78 0. 07 1 66 5. 02 294 55 100
3.8
(energy cnversing efficiency » ECE) (NEP)
(solar radiation energy , SRE) . ECE %=NEPAREX 100.
s (photosynthetic active radiation, PAR)
. ECE=NEP/PARX 100%.
0.47, PAR=SREXO. 47, ( ,1999). 20 4 134 K FH 4R 5T o
fEH 4 2 GJhm “a ' ( ), 196. 80 GJ *hm “a ',
, 0.90%. 6. 54 GJ *hm °
a ' ( L 199) (Larix gmelinii ) 0.38% ( , 1999)
4
D 152.60 t “hm °, 43,94%, 24, 14%,
13. 74 %, 9. 40%, 6. 42 %, 1. %, 0. 76 %4. .
68. 08 %, .
2) 10.17 t*hm ‘a ', 56. 24%, 14.94%,
70. 18 %. .
14.17 t*hm ‘a ', 9.27%.
3) 19.26~20. 53 kJ°g ' 2 i 19.70 K °g

b b b

1.20%,~11.92%.
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4) 2 986.92 GJ *hm °, 196.80 GJ °hm °,
294. 56 GJ°hm . 0.90%. .
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