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Abstract:In order to exploring litter yield and dynamic changes of monsoon evergreen broad-leaved forest,

we set collecting nets to gather litter at regular intervals in different restoration stages and analyzed litter
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yield. The results showed that: (1) The annual litter yield was between 8 133. 1 and 8 798. 3 kg/hm?’ in dif-
ferent restoration stages of the communities,and the annual litter yield from high to low is 30a community
<Zold growth forest<40a community. We also found that leaf litter is the highest in litter compositions, the
next is branch litter,the contribution of leaf and branch litter is more than three-quarters. (2) The dynamic
trends of litter with time were approximately consistent in different restoration stages for monsoon ever-
green broad-leaved forest. The highest appeared at February,and it was decreased with time;the lowest ap-
peared at September, and it was increased with time. The unimodal curve and polymodal curve were the
main forms for litter changing with time. For different litter compositions, the main form of leaf litter with
time was unimodal curve,the branch letter was also unimodal curve for restoration communities, but it was
polymodal curve for old growth forest. The main form of bark litter with time was unimodal curve in 30a
community and old growth forest,but it was the smooth curve and there was no difference among different
months;the form of propagule with time was polymodal curve for 30a community and old growth forest,
but it was unimodal curve for 40a community;the main form of half decompose with time was unimodal
curve for 30a community and old growth forest, but it was polymodal curve for 40a community. (3) For
three dominant species,Castano psis echidnocarpa , Castanopsis hystrix sand Schima wallichii ,the highest
annual leaf litter was the C. echidnocarpa for all communities (53. 93% for 30a community,47. 83% for
40a community and 28. 32% in old growth forest) ,the second was S. wallichii (8. 45% for 30a communi-
tys10.71% for 40a community and 31. 69% for old growth forest),the lowest was the C. hystriz (6.1%
for 30a community,7. 53% for 40a community and 6. 36 % for old growth forest). The leaf litter dynamic
change of C. echidnocar pa was unimodal curve for restoration communities, but it was polymodal curve for
old growth forest;the form of leaf litter of S. wallichii was unimodal curve for all communities;the leaf lit-
ter dynamic change of C. hystrix was unimodal curve for 30a community and old growth forest, but it was
polymodal curve for 40a community.

Key words: litter ; component; species richness;dominant species; monsoon evergreen broad-leaved forest
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Table 1 Annual litter quantity in communities of different restoration stages(mean4 SE)
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A. The annual total litter;B. Leaf litter; C. Branch litter; D. Bark litter;

Dynamic changes of litter with different months

E. Propagule litter; F. Half decomposition litter
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Table 2 Annual litter quantity for three dominant species

Pk 52 1) [ S % il k% AW N )
Restoration time C. echidnocarpa/(kg/hm?) C. hystrixz/(kg/hm?) S. wallichii/(kg/hm?)
30 4F 30 year 2 644.99+266. 36a 299.17+37.41a 414, 58+88.52a
40 4 40 year 2 786.11£145.13a 438. 60E£56. 43b 623.914+102. 44a

W Old growth forest 1 499.58+98. 45b 336.94+38. 23a 1677.98+152.75b
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