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Litter carbon stock and spatial patterns of main forest types in Tibet. YANG Yang WANG
Genxu  RAN Fei CHANG Rui-ying ( Institute of Mountain Hazards and Environment Chi-
nese Academy of Sciences Chengdu 610014  China) .

Abstract: Litter is an important linkage between plant and soil in nutrient cycles because it is not
only a key component consisting of forest ecosystems but also is the essential carrier for nutri—
ents. Thus changes of carbon stock in litter can directly affect the carbon stocks in soil and forest
ecosystems. In this study Abies georgei var. smithii Picea asperata Pinus densata Pinus yun—
nanensis Quercus semecarpifolia  Cupressus funebris forests in the Tibetan Plateau were selected
as target vegetation types and a direct harvesting method was employed to collect litter in the
study sites. In general carbon storage of litter showed a tendency of higher values with increasing
stand ages. Additionally the carbon storage of litter firstly increased with increasing elevation
and then a subsequent decrease in carbon storage occurred with increasing elevation. The largest
carbon storage value was observed in sites with elevations ranging from 3200 to 3600 m. Spatial—
ly the largest carbon storage value occurred in Linzhi followed by Shannan and Shigatse and
the lowest in Changdu.
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Fig.1 Sampling site distribution of main forest types in Tibet
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Table 2 Site situation of the investigated forest types
(E) (N) (m) (°) (m)
94°34—98°40" 28°48—29°34" 3600 ~4000 0.7~0.9 8§~11
88°54—98°27" 27°23—29°49 3300~4000 0.6~0.8 15~19
93°34°—93°35" 29°33° 3800 ~4000 0.7~0.8 10~18
94°00—98°40" 28°49—29°47" 3200~4000 0.5~0.9 15~50
85°18—97°40" 27°25—29°59" 2700~4200 0.4~0.9 22~51
91°07-—98°38" 28°05—31°35° 3200~4200 0.4~0.9 5~24
94°44-—98°35° 29°44-—31°38" 3400~4200 0.5~0.8 10~26
94°27—97°37" 29°18—31°13~ 3200~4200 0.4~0.8 15~35
94°27—97°29° 29°18—31°22" 3200~4300 0.4~0.7 9~40
94°03—97°36" 29°45-—30°52" 3200~4200 0.6~0.8 25~68
93°32-—97°21" 28°19-—29°43" 2900~ 3300 0.3~0.8 16~25
93°06°—95°53~ 29°02—29°56" 2600~ 3600 0.4~0.8 20~28
93°06"—95°51" 29°09'—29°56" 2600 ~ 3600 0.5~0.7 24~31
93°06°—93°58" 28°19°—29°46" 3200~ 3600 0.5~-0.8 26~34
97°16—97°23" 28°05—28°37" 2100~3200 0.5~-0.7 6~14
97°20—97°21" 28°37—29°02" 2100~3000 0.5~0.8 14~22
97°09'—97°24° 28°35—28°37 1700~ 2800 0.4~0.6 16~24
97°07—97°17" 28°34—29°04" 1700~ 3000 0.4 27~-30
93°10° 30°12 4000~4100 0.5~0.6 3~18
93°18—96°30" 28°41—31°33" 3500~ 4400 0.5~0.8 4~19
93°18—97°42° 28°41—29°51 3600~ 4000 0.5~0.8 8~19
97°41° 29°45° 4100~4200 0.7 10~19
93°10~—97°41" 29°45—31°33~ 4000 ~4200 0.7~0.8 10~25
98°41° 29°14- 4000~4100 0.6~0.8 4~4
93°38~ 29°54- 3400~ 3600 0.7~0.9 12~15
93°39° 30°52° 3200~3300 0.8~0.9 6~10
93°52—93°53~ 29°48° 3300~3400 0.5~0.5 11~15
93°00° 30°00” 3600~3700 0.5~0.7 9~10
93°6” 29°9° 3500~3700 0.7 15~20
91°43- 27°49° 2800~2900 0.7~-0.8 28~31
94°54~ 29°30° 3300~ 3400 0.8~0.9 20~36
88°20—88°54~ 27°28—28°23" 2800~ 3000 0.3~0.8 13~25
88°58~ 27°23° 2800~2900 0.6~0.8 28~47
95°24- 29°55° 2500~2600 0.6~0.8 11~20
85°59° 27°59° 2600~2700 0.8~0.9 18~20
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Table 3 Carbon storage of the litter of main forest types with different age classes in Tibet
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Fig.5 Carbon storage of litter of the main forest types in different regions
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