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Carbon Stock Changes of Successive Rotations of Plantations
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(Research Ingtitute of Forest Ecology, Environrment and Protection; Key L aboratory of Forest Ecology and Envirorment,
State Forestry A dministration, CAF, Beijing 100091, China)

Absdtract: Grovth and il property data over successive rotations of Larix §. and Cunninghamia lanceolata
(Lamh ) Hook plantationswere collected and archived fram published literatures The stock changes of biomass,
il organic carbon and the impact of fertility maintaining on carbon stockswere estimated and analyzed based on the
dataset Reaults showved thatwith the increase of the successive rotations stand biomass and il organic carbon stock
decreased gpparently  The biomass and il organic carbon siock reduced by 24% and 10% from the first to the
seoond rotation of Cunninghamia lanceolata plantations, regpectively, and by 39% and 15% regectively from the
second  the third rotation B ut fertility maintaining measures can prevent the growth decline and il degradation in
the successive rotation of plantation The biomass and il organic carbon siock of the second rotation of Cunning-
hamia lanceolata and broad-leaved treesmixed plantationswere 69% and 19% higher than that of the pure Cun-
ninghamia lanceolata plantation regpectively M ixed Eucalyptus 9. and Acacia $. in the second rotation can in-
crease the biomass by 29% campared o the Eucalyptus . pure stand Fertilization on the second rotation of Cun-
ninghamia lanceolata requlted in 22% increase in bionass
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