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RO AT D a5 o3 Xk e U MR Y B A

RN PR T5 40 gt 1 5 Wi DR 5 4 Ak 2 1 ol
(25 AR, TRV P ot L sl
Ay U, EL SRR T Se AR i IS ek 22 O oy O,
Fang 607 (AFsE R, Aaomn @ E8ma +
& RTINS ) B A QUG sl S
BRI, {2 1 DOC B LAY IR I, I s
Yo TR E LRI . B FASFRIES TR A
XIREYD . Bl R A MU e AR 22 5,
FHLA. THLA, #8E (NH,-N), FESE (NO;™-N)
[ SR A5 ANAR RS20 n 0L, I R — T A s
Al B XA ST X G I R 25 5, BRI R UTRE X 2R
R A S R M 5 0 s A kT 1 e ) 2 R Y
KR,

TE A S Ak R A e 22 5,
oy A RN T A A2 KRR UIRE R 2w, A
B, A5 RN 3 e N TR e AN R] . AR
FFE LA FRrs AR i ORI N T AZ AR - R v
Phxt g, RAZMRBERIETREN T, R
&Y -5 U - S f PR A e, 4B

TR

R R TR E

AR B SRR XA, T 4 R T (27°03'
N, 118°09' E), %M 58k UK SR I %7 7% 4%
( Castanopsis fabric, CAF ) M1 T &F 042 K
( Cunninghamia lanceolata, CUL ) k" Jy x4,
T 2018 4F 12 HED PR A ARMAEHLAY [,
Y 3 AL, 43R BT A L T T R RE 8
Bo BASAIHTE 5 em, K 25 ecm ERGER TR
J# 0~20 cm 32 2 kg, PGk AR
wY, oriRAE, A BN HAEEEE
JIT it A SR S BT 4 C vKAR IR AR, T
10 HJe Je WAL Hnii 0 7 1) ( B2 FRL ) .
(i) Fsf 1) FH 2 70 SR BRUEURR A DA A 4 30 A oK i
(WHC), —#4r L35t 2 mm i, FHF 0 3
ARIAMERT; 5 —8B o HIEH TEAERAR. +
SRR & HANE IR 1,

1.1

F1 TEMAEMERYER
Table 1 Basic properties of soil and litter
I Lo A WA VR P
Sk o] EX3 2R e AR THAR BIEMEA A
Fﬁzﬁﬁe S:i?jes Total carbon/  Total nitrogen/ Eﬁcf‘Nth NH, *-N/ NO3™-N/ DON/
(gkg™) (g'kg™) (mg-kg™) (mg-kg™) (mg-kg™)

P -3 Soil 27.78+013a 212+0.02a 13.12+0.06a 1505+046a 1355+031a 26.80+0.17a
Coniferous forest Y Litter  498.32+1.62A 4.77+020A 10669+062A 216+023A 007+0.02A 20.12+0.17A
W +3% Soil 3544+014b 265+0.03b  1338+0.16a 6125+1.88b 4590+224b 5335+577b
Broad-leaved forest iy #Litter 49316 +060B 9.74+032B 5066+1.69B 4.28+014B 047+002B 16.19+2.22B

TE: AFEVNG FRMUEAFE MR L3R 2 [ Z R B3 (p<0.05), NFEKSFEMEAFNRRHEDR G A ZR S (p<0.05). A4

HMIRIZAAR, A AR 2 M (T 2 E bR HEZ, n = 3)

Notes: Different lowercase letters represent significant differences between soils and different capital letters represent significant difference
between litters (P < 0.05). In this study, coniferous forest is Cunninghamia lanceolata and broad-leaved forest is Castanopsis fabric (mean+SD,

n=3)

1.2 K@it

FHWHEZE (HEDAA ) FEHLX AR5
i, it 6 N, ARlh: FEYEY (L), HIE
(S). W%y + +3 (LS). JH7%% + N (NL),
T8+ N (NS)., JH7EY + 14 + N (NLS),
AMEFE 3 EE

TR LW AR RERY, i 8 mm i,
F 350 mL {FEF AR RHEABN 19.63 cm?, JIEHE
BB B RS TR VPR RS e, BR
FH 60 HJe Jo M F g AR Al OIRHs ), i E IR

BT HESA 10 em &, HIEEETY 196.35 cm?,
A 3 B (EHmAk: 1.2 g-em™; REIHAK: 1.0
grem™), TFEOZIR R £ BT R O B e AR
196.35 x 1.2=235.62 g, M #H 196.35 x 1.0=
196.35 g,

T HRRIRVE I IME R, RN IR s
i, AR R AR T AAR R Y5 W B S 3 AR
el /R Ny I s QR -7 B W o = L o N
4.82 thm=2a™', [k 6.57 thm2a @ i
B3 EAIMATEY T R AT A 4.82 x 19.63 x
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0.01 x 3=2.84 g, R #kH 6.57 x 19.63 x 0.01 x
3=3.87 g, MEW (Eit) BIRKZ 1 om? ZEA T
R, K 4 1 TR 3 51 60% 1 A RF 7K
(60% WHC), W35 T LA n
R, 7625 CHFEFT (25 C HMAWiFEshig
BEESE B R ), FRUA ) 220 d A REEES
FROLHG, BRIRaIAE 3 d i FR R R K
I3HEE o

HRYEFE LA & (1 673.3 mm) 115
KL L BRI, BT R UK BRI T
B, BURMEZ G, 5 HEKS T ZE 60% WHC
DI, FATIREEK Sy . IRV i e i o8 ief
RIS (4 69 d A, 10 AP A1 ™
EFAMAES ), H 2% SRR 53 A 0 B B Rk
Y22 5 LURARBIFFE I B, AR B 75 0 1]
£ 200 d 245 .

FE IR B R A SN SR S T v S
120 mg N (4% JR bk 5 R 8053 BRIk 80 + 10 +
10 + 10 + 10 mg ), 5 IR Z0 I Jin i i 7k o R0V T
(NH,CI) 110 mL SE8, fiidss5 20 d J5, FFERHE 1
Witk (550 X)), MRAEREWNATIRERTZ )5 /00
JEO, BEEE 1 RER I, ST R
&, JMEHAK 80 mg-kg ™ x 235.62 g=18.85mg.
i@ i Ak 80 mg-kg™" x 196.35 g=15.71 mg, L5 4
K (5560, 120, 180. 220 d) HiE R A TN
Y%K 10 mg-kg™" x 235.62 g=2.36 mg. M
#k 10 mg-kg™ x 196.35 g=1.96 mg. %K S i 43
Bk WRE S P i S A (NH N L S A
(NO;-N). B MmEA (TDN). #itEAHl
i (DOC ), 43#f 60 KA 220 K 43 i A i
Ay (MBC) sifdEyAdwaa (MBN ),
1.3 MEFITEF*

3 E KR TR, R AR
AR IIENE . A H ., SRR EITCE S
1% ( Elemantar vario MAX CN, 7E[E ) | %E .
NH4*-N. NO3™-N. TDN ¥ & i FH13% 229 sh 4 X
( SKALAR SAN*™, fif>% ) JsE . DOC fifi ] &
TOC-Vepy/TN 43 Hr AL I 5 . 1= 3¢ MBC #1 MBN
K JH sk 1) 475 BE 26 —0.5 mol-L™" K,SO, i ik 1=
PP,

W W DOC. TDN. NH,-N. NO;-N #
H5 W\{$${§(&%’i$ﬂ§/mg= (Cg+ Cggt+ Cipg+ Cigp +

Co20 )

HH s co. Cgov Croov Cigon Copo 73 4 5
0. 60, 120, 180, 220 K415 britkiatt/mg.

DON/mg = TDN(NH, — N + NO; — N)

. H . DON MEftEA LA 2 E/mg, TDN
F B A B R /mg, NH,-N M SR R
im/mg, NO3;-N NSRRI E/mg,

TIEE YRR

MBC=AEq/Kc; MBN=AE\Ky

fi; KoM 0.45; Ky h 0.54,
1.4 HiEAE

& H] Excel 2010 F1 Origin 9.0 %% 4 % ¥ ¥ 17k
FRAbFRFIVEIR, iz SPSS 20.0 AR E )5 24>
Hr (One way ANOVA ) Fi1 S-N-K #i 5 73 A1 45 ik
JHE DOC, DON. NH,-N. NO3™-N [t 2= 5 g 3%
P (a=0.05), i HXHE T 2458 ( Two way
ANOVA) GEit R . 7% M —FH A8 HAEHXT
+ 3w . A, iz H R RE (Pearson) #f2¢
FREONTEARR Z I AR . BURAT & IEA
(Q-Q EIKE: ), B EdE A P EE bR 2

2 HEREOAM

21 EEYAERAIXTHEES NH, -N F1 NO;™-N
sbA

HESM (F£2) B FEDIIX R
NH,*-N 52 M 2, (05 2 RIS W NO3™-
No LS /b ¥ k7 NO3™N %5 S b 3 43 51l B A
T 22.6% (4HHAk) #129.9% (FEm#k) (K 1b).
RIMG, NH,™-N ik w285 (3% 2 fE 1a),
H NL Zb PR &5 F NLS F1 NS ZbH 5 [ NL Ab#,
I I AR T80 NH, =N 25 5 T4 -k 43.9%~
227.0%, H NS AFHA MR B NHg N & T
NLS Ab 3, it AR i R i i NO3™=N,
TER IR NL AE 3 %5 L 4L B4 5 7 64 873.1%
F11920%; 5 LS fil S kb#bdr, &R (NLS,
NS. NL) {7 1/ NO3™~N F+& T 30.0%~
128.6%; 1H NLS 4b #f 45 NS &b # 43 5] &A% T
11.4% F123.0%., RFIMALE (LS. S, L) M
AR 7 7 NO5™-N 2 25 3 F4F Ak 44.7%~
975.2%, {HFE NL 4bF i K T4 Ak 66.6%



38 Mok B B 5T % 35 %

®2 @AAMFEZEYIEGAH KRR ESRIHESEZNNATESN (pE)
Table 2 Variance analysis of the influence of nitrogen addition and litter on NH,*-N and NO;™-N in the leaching
of coniferous and broad-leaved forests (p value)

2 £t i#k Coniferous forest [#@ 4k Broad-leaved forest
Factors A NH, N iz NOy-N A NH, N iz NOy-N
EAIN N 0.022 0.021 0.001 ns
A7) L ns 0.015 ns 0.003
AN * JTEYI N x L ns ns ns ns
7E: p<0.05 RREESAFEFER R EE: nsFoR K 25 A R AR E A £35 (0>0.05), n =3

Notes: p < 0.05 indicate the significant effects and ns indicate the non-significant effects of factors on soluble carbon or nitrogen (p>0.05),
n=3

40 - 60 -
a O ¢hot I et b O ¢hot I it
35+
0.12 50 + 0.081
L Ad
@ <Y 10.09 o
£ € 40l
£ Ad £ 40 | Aa
Z 251006 Ad e z ‘ £a
I
Z 20fg03/ Bl Bcf B Aa 2
=
J %3
W qol ks s - Ab

50 B2 Bb

LS S L NLS NS NL LS S L NLS NS NL
AbFE Treatment Ab P Treatment

TE: LS: J4%W + 1%; S: b L. JAYEW; NLS: P4 + 13 + N3 NS: B3+ N; NL: Jd7%&9) + No ARIRRE PR —ab i
A EL I 2257 3 (p<0.05); AIF/NE FRHCERIF —MAELPOARTE AL B 7] 225 % (p<0.05). T

Notes: LS indicate treatment with litter added on soil. S indicate treatment with soil alone. L indicate treatment with litter alone. NLS indicate
treatment with nitrogen and litter added on soil. NS indicate treatment with nitrogen added on soil.NL indicate treatment with nitrogen added on
litter. Different capital letters represent significant difference between different stands in the same treatment (p<0.05). Different lowercase letters
represent significant differences between different treatments in the same stand (p<0.05). The same below

1 SHRFHRANEIAR#E R NH, N 71 NO;™-N B9ZE 4k

Fig.1 Changes of NH,*-N and NO;™-N in leaching solution for the coniferous forest and broad-leaved forest

2.2 FAEWMERMITHZARS DONFIDOC K HIFEL T 39.2% (& 2a)., L AbH &M iHkiE
=1 W) DOC sy,  H&T I MORT ) bk LS b2
FEAHT (F3) o FEYIHKRER TR DOCH SACHM 9T+ T 181.4% F1 74.6%
DON #1 DOC 47 . 5m, £Huf#k LS 42 DON (K 2b),
B S AbPR S, MR LS 2 PH) DON % S 4b
F 3 FRMAETEWITE AN MHA T DON 71 DOC EMMTE 5T (p1E )

Table 3 Variance analysis of the influence of nitrogen addition and litter on DON and DOC in the leaching of
coniferous and broad-leaved forests (p value)

SES 41k Coniferous forest f#@ H#k Broad-leaved forest
Factors VR4 WL DON WERYEA BB DOC VA R AT WL DON YA HLEE DOC
AN 0.000 ns ns ns
TA7EP) L 0.001 0.014 0.000 0.033
TR x M N x L 0.002 ns ns ns
7E: p <0.05 FREEXAR BRI ENEIES; ns FREEMA B FEEREANEHAZE (p>0.05), n=3

Notes: p < 0.05 indicate the significant effects and ns indicate the non-significant effects of factors on soluble carbon or nitrogen (p>0.05),
n=3.

TN (£3) o B, @ k_ BLAMTHET 972.6%; 5LS f1S 4bHiHA, NLS
FH AR HAE XA RIS T DON A 25 A1 NS B bk i i) DON 43317+ T 80.9%
i, ARG, NLACFEEF ARtk a9 DON il 415.4%, {H NLS A4b ¥ %5 NS 4b 3 & (% T
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B2 $tH#RFNFEH KR DON 1 DOC HyZEiL
Fig.2 Changes of DON and DOC in leaching solution for the coniferous forest and broad-leaved forest

53.7%. K& MAL NL 4b P ) DON %5 L b BE Tt 5
T 147.4%; S FI L 4b 38 & it bRk %5 9 7 DON
A3 5 s TR AR 157.0% 1 108.0%, {HIEETR
A 35 AR T4 Ak 34.5%~54.4% (5] 2a),
FEET IERRORD A MO T T, NL b FEE L A3
DOC %3 J K&K T 12.8% #1 11.1%; 7E &t W #k
NLS 4b A LS AbBRFEAR T 32.5%, Ifii 7F [ i Ak
NLS 4b 3 % NS 4b 2 F+ 5 64.3%. L. NS il NL
A B R AR A R Y DOC 43 51 535 5 T4 bk
70.9%. 78.3% #174.2% (¥ 2b),

150
a
2 120 [l 60d
S~
i [ J220d
s2 o0}
ﬁ Z 60
o=
= Aa Aa
= 30 Ba BC
& Bb a Cb
o Cb Cb
NLS LS NS S
150
c Aa
= Aa
= 120 M 60d
ﬁc [J220d
52 oof
;‘g g Aa
®Z 60}
+2 Ba Ba Bb
% Bb Ch
= 30t
0
NLS LS NS S
Qb FH Treatment

LB Treatment

2.3 EEWME R MR s 5AM L5 MBN 0
MBC HJ5 0

TE55 60 K, LS AbHREFITAR £ 1 MBN % S 4b
PHREME T 60.1% (& 3a), 1 ff Ak 1 84 S 4b
PFF T 53.2% (& 3c) 5 FEAF Iy AR A 0 Ak
5 LS fn S AbFELbAL, AASINE 11 MBN %
[A% 27.8%~93.0%; [ M-#k NLS 40 F % NS 4t
PRI T T 33.8%., H55:60d L, 220d )5,
EFmAKk NLS. LS i NS 4 + 13 MBN 43 5] i 2

3411 1 850.0% . 70.2% #1690.0%, S AbHEE ERE
700

b
& 600}
g Il 50 d
ﬁ =~ 500F [ J220d
S2 400
g2
== A Aa
=5 300 | Aa a Aa
E = 200
=
&= 100} Ab Bb ABb ABb
0
NLS LS NS S

700 ¢
¢ Hlo60d A,

% 600} [ 220d Ba ABa
g
$ o s00f Ba
£ 2 400
oy Ab
S5 2
L2 Bb
=< 200
=
E 100

0

NLS LS NS S
Ab 3 Treatment

T AREKE FRACKE — WA R A3 22 57 3% (p<0.05), ARVNE TR —Ab3E PR TR] I R ] 22 5+ . 3% (p<0.05)

Notes: Different capital letters represent significant difference between different treatments in the same time (p<0.05). Different lowercase letters

represent significant differences between different time in the same treatments (p<0.05)
B3 $titakiEMF k1% MBN.MBC K94k

Fig. 3 Changes of soil MBN and MBC in the coniferous forest and the broad-leaved forest



40 Mol B

2 W5 % 35 %

i 56.6%; & MHbk LS 4034 i 25 4K 38.9%, NS
F1 S ALY BN 293.2% 1 226.8%., A WL,
Bl 25 35 24t PR+ HE MBN A7 BT REAG, 4%
NSO T WA s, B nE MBN $nsE£

TE%5 60 K, 145 MBC 7E4HH#R{C NLS Ab3E
BMLSAF R ETET 74.4% (E 3b), WTEM
AR EAY NLS AbFRAS LS A0 B K T 45.0%
(E3d). 5% 60 XA, 220d J5, NLS, LS.
NS Fil S b3 m-FoAN i it bk 1= 458 MBC 437 1 2
511 305.1%~595.1% F1 103.7%~194.2%,, Rt
e 13 MBN 1 MBC 4 & 2 = T4 Ak 3%
24 FBUZFRERZEREXSH

BRI T NOs™-N 5 DOC 21 B 35 1
FASE, 15 DON 2B EIEME (£ 4); Mnt
Mk DOC 5 DON il NO5™-N £ 4 i 2 11
H5E, NO5;™-N 5 DON 4% i F IEAH K,

F 4 SRR ARR R T S HEEREME X A T

Table 4 Correlation analysis of each index in
leaching for coniferous forest and broad-leaved forest

i VaEtit) iz AR AR EEEEHE
Forest type Indicators NH;-N  NO5™-N DON
BRI DOC ns  -0.861* ns
itk e .
Coniferous  #& % NH "N ns ns
R THAR NOs™-N 0.574*
R LK DOC ns -0.939** -0.665**

fi] et AR
Broad-leaved &A% NH "N ns ns
e 25 NO; N 0.715*

e ns, AR (>0.05); *Fr*, FGHERE KT p<0.05F1
p<0.01

Notes: ns indicate the non-significant (p>0.05), * and ** indicate

the significant correlation between indexes at p<0.05 and p<0.01
level, respectively

3 ittt

AET LR R R

PAYEY (L) WRys i CHL A 2K 4%
(S) (B 1), ULEIIRE Y s gtk ma s, %
HSNRE RIS E R E ., AR
AR R E Y NO3™-N FlIZb ) DON,  H k&
H1 NO3™-N 5 DON IEAHGE R (£ 4), UHA
{ATEHLEE ZIME B EZIEERY, KA
LA AE MR RS, A 058 7R DON J& 3+
FRMRIFE R RIE SR, JTEY) e 1 e A
FEORWED, HIRIEY 5 3 s 57 A
R TR SRR (AR IE R IR P A7

3.1

IR A I LA, 5 S
Fbds, LS AbHI A A - NOs™-N, &1
- 39 R U5 W0 O AEAE T AR U IR A G
AR TR FRAE LU, XXMNAESRAEN T,
BSGE R T X8 75 ok 38 1) BRI SY .

MY Rk R DOC & F 438, FHik, ¥
P25 11 DOC Fsgmy 3Gk, JLHE H 3
BT NO,™-N, Hi5 DOC iR (£4),
Al fig DOC A M T Py % & R AR 252 X 5
Ma % P8 fi1 Cheng %5 P9 () iff 75 45 16 25 bl . Ma
PO RIS R, VAR R AT T SRR AR Y R
MR B S AR IR A G, LRI B A R Mok
FEErb AR, AR s (CIN el 50.7 )
WBEETE A (CIN LR 106.7) (K1), FHiL
WS T, 01k, R ARTTEY e ARoE 3
Z K DOC itkix (K 2), Fit, NOg-N [
Wt FE AR (1), s, 5
S abPREREE, LS AbFEMGINGS 220 X 43 MBN; i
K [ R o AR R V% 0 DOC HE A 3 5 B Ak
B 2 R, R o AR A R R i DOC B AIK
(El2b), HRBEHCEZM COPY, B I,
T2 MBN JEARBE I, V5P A e SR S AT AR
1% DOC #iI DON, [fii B#AIK [ b 1= 334k %5 % DON
1 MBN, -t r] BE A I R 0 5 4 D - 35 58 v 1)
LiRe S L e | 8 B/ M | BB UK | T G R /R S
FEPA AR E TP R EEHL A

TIEREIEY L, HIEMBEEY K
WIAHEAEH, B RENE 225, Bk
M +1E (DOC) #il (DON) 3 I F [ rF AR, p
Sk 8 V& Wbk s b R g g YA LY ( DOC A
DON) it & F LWL ( NHy*-N F1 NO3™-N), A
M, TERFAMSCPRIEW RAF T, FRAMHL R TR )
DOM FYFFEEHELE R 752 A B2 i)
Rl e | N ke S SR 2 7 2
3.2 @izt L EmE AT

RIS I nT 2 SRR P 43R, e SoskA i
Ko BEFTEAR, BRI ARFAA R M B9 NH, N ik
PARCA, UIN NHLCLG P87 bk e el ook i
1 NH, =N, Ui 7590 HREAUEE > 809 NH, =N,
MRHERS NH,-N A +3ES 5 A b, 5T
R, RUTKE RS &AL
AU, Xiong Z4 BF 9T &P, AMiti & 0
9.8%~13.6% i A FEFRMITE Y, BRI TE D)
T VR 438 it S0 AR A 25 R G RS2 R TR P A
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LI EA I NH,*-N 38 ol eV 4R v T /R ik 2
JATE IR W NOg™-N, Ui W 35 01545 NO, ™~
N WRESIABR . RIS TikisR b AR, X5
B 5T —%L, {H5 NS b, NLS b3 i
Rof ARG o R - SRR P R EHLAR (BT 1), H
NO;-N FE ML o £, 58 HE K, 7F £ pH 4
i, mEEERENHBLT, HHEUFFHEWMLRN
FPO, FERRMEE AR R TR AL S NOs™-N f= A
RN, IR MORIEES, R ARE f B R
PIEOLT , A B S AR, Hik, &
I NHCl 5, — 7 1 F bR - 98 A0 VR A & 4t
Hpk, FIRELS R AR L HE A IR RN C, 5
R E A e AR, B T+
8 NO;™-N ki s [RlBT, T3k NO3™-N 7£
NLS ZbHILF NS 4bH, RIAERTIERMT, W
TEMAT AT R A 938 NOS™-N bk i I VE T, AT IR
XTI R AR . AT UL, A SRR A 1
HERfE NOg =N F=AEHLEE | V5P b ms Tk 5 1
7 NO5-N [ %E ) IS, A RFIRA

TEJH V% Wy ok ik i A 13 DOC [ IRIRS, TG
PLA TR N i 7 4 DOC fie itk + s R 5 A HLA
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depolymerization and ammonification in nitrogen mineraliza- 103572.

Effects of Litter and Nitrogen Addition on Carbon and Nitrogen
in Soil Leaching Solution of Subtropical Castanopsis fabric and
Cunninghamia lanceolata Forest

WANG Meng-si"**, MA Hong-liang'?, GUAN Xiao-hui*, GAO Ren'?, YIN Yun-feng'?

(1. State Key Laboratory for Subtropical Mountain Ecology of the Ministry of Science and Technology and Fujian Province,
Fujian Normal University, Fuzhou 350007, Fujian, China; 2. School of Geographical Sciences, Fujian Normal University,
Fuzhou 350007, Fujian, China; 3. Wanmulin Nature Reserve Management Station of Fujian Province, Jianou
353100, Fujian, China; 4. Jiangsu Mudu Senior High School, Suzhou 215000, Jiangsu, China)

Abstract: [Objective] Litter is the main source of carbon and nitrogen in forest soils. The effect of litter de-
composition on soil carbon and nitrogen by leaching was studied through analyzing the changes of dis-
solved carbon and nitrogen in litter or soil leaching solution, for exploring the relationship between litter de-
composition and soil carbon and nitrogen. [Method] Soil and litter in broad-leaved and coniferous forests
were collected from subtropical forests. Six treatments were set, including litter, soil, litter + soil, nitrogen +
litter, nitrogen + soil, and litter + soil + nitrogen. Three replicates were set for each treatment. The nitrogen
addition amount was 120mg NH, *-N-kg™" soil. The amount of litter added in coniferous and broad-leaved
forests was 12.1 g-kg™ and 19.7 g-kg™, respectively. The litter was placed on the surface of soil or
quartzite, and the soil moisture was controlled at 60% water-holding capacity. An incubation experiment
was carried out with nitrogen addition by leaching to simulate nitrogen deposition in a dark incubator at
25 °C for 220 days. During the incubation period, the nitrogen solution leached in 5 times with different ni-
trogen amounts, each with 110 mL of solution (80, 10, 10, 10, 10 mg NH, * -N in sequence according to
the number of leaching times), and the leaching solution was collected and measured.. In addition, the dis-
solved organic carbon (DOC) and nitrogen (DON), and NH, *-N and NO;™-N in the leaching solution were
also measured. [Result] The results showed that the litter leaching solution had lower inorganic nitrogen
and DON, and higher DOC. Litter addition significantly reduced the NO3™-N by 22.6% and 29.9% in the
coniferous forest and broad-leaved forest soil leaching solution, respectively and increased the DOC by
181.4% in the coniferous forest soil leaching solution. However, litter addition significantly decreased the
DON by 39.2% in the broad-leaved forest soil leaching solution and MBN by 53.2% in the broad-leaved
forest soil. Under nitrogen addition, the interception of added nitrogen by litter was less, and the intercep-
tion of litter in broad-leaved forest litter was higher than that in coniferous forest. Litter input to soil by
leaching decreased DOC, while DON increased. Nitrogen addition increased soil leaching inorganic nitro-
gen and coniferous forest soil leaching solution DON, but the effect of litter on reducing soil nitrogen leach-
ing was not weakened by nitrogen addition. [Conclusion] The litter slows down the negative impact of soil
NO;™-N output on water environment. Nitrogen addition can affect soil nitrogen changes by altering the out-
put of DOC and DON in broad-leaved and coniferous forest litters.

Keywords: litter; coniferous forest; broad-leaved forest; dissolved organic carbon and nitrogen;
inorganic nitrogen
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