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Abstract: Experimental studies of the relationship between biodiversity and ecosystem functioning (BEF)
have mainly been conducted in artificial ecosystems with randomly assembled species, highlighting the need
of testing this relationship in real world. In particular, these studies did not consider the effects of environ-
mental factors on the relationship between biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. Hence, we used secon-
dary forests, which are widely distributed in the subtropics, as research objects. We used model fitting meth-
ods to study the relationship between species richness and biomass/productivity. Meanwhile, we also ex-
plored the effects of environmental factors (e.g., elevation, aspect, slope, and soil depth) on biomass and
productivity and on BEF relationships. Our results showed that there was a significant linear correlation be-
tween species richness and biomass, and a quartic correlation between species richness and productivity (i.e.,
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humped curve) when environmental factors were not considered. Considering that biomass was significantly
affected by stem density and soil depth, while productivity was not affected by environmental factors, we
found that only under the environmental conditions characterized by steep slopes, south aspects, or higher
soil depths, was species richness significantly correlated with biomass. The relationship between species
richness and productivity showed a significant quadratic correlation under higher elevation, but not under any
other environmental conditions. These results suggest that the relationship between species richness and pro-
ductivity is different from the relationship between species richness and biomass, and both these relationships

depend on environmental factors.
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XA RS DIREIF20 252 )72 B R A 7
(7K 4 E AR KB, 2002; 55~ 2013; Tilman et al,
2014; Ratcliffe et al, 2017). KEWF 7L ERFED L FE
MRAEB RGN IREEZ —, REEWZ N
AR m S RS ThAE(Tilman et al, 2014). R EH
BT AR N TS RGP kAT, fAAEm 5T [A]
RS SHE) PR RIS T M R R B LG B 5
i) i (Tilman et al, 2001; Flombaum & Sala, 2008;
Reich et al, 2012; Tilman et al, 2014; Ma et al, 2017).
HARESRG AT, § 8RS A5
PR A A5 AR A T AR A 8 1T W ) (Vellend, 2016),
M/ ENTAESRATHRHNERSARRS
b 545 B 35 R —F(Flombaum & Sala, 2008; Jiang
etal, 2009). At , FEFIE—BHFRN TAEES RS T

SR RE T N B B 2R R gt b (B 2E 5%, 2003;

Flombaum & Sala, 2008; Wardle, 2016).
ARMAE MR BT A R K R A= 25 R 48,
ARl — A RO B R, R 4R R HUER AR

BTN A 2 ) HEI/EH] (Pan et al,

2011) o FH EFAHT AR B A7 T o [ B R R
AR R A AR RS R 2 R
(Corlett, 2013). A B 5T R IR FEXT I FAy
AR A=W s A 7 ) 474 IE 2500 (Barrufol et al,
2013; Bruelheide et al, 2014; Cavanaugh et al, 2014)
BUCRU(Wu et al, 2015). BTt FEHIARMRAEZS R4
PRV 32 B 5 I 8] (R SCEEPR“AR IS ™)« TEIE A A4 1)
52 R P Ak 1) A 58 2% A i 51 Y R 9 S o 1
B RUMEZE R, RTRE R AR AN R 45 R R A
(Ouyang et al, 2016; Ali & Yan, 2017; Mori et al,
2017; Ratcliffe et al, 2017; van der Sande et al, 2017).
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AWy A 1R IR Ok X AFAE Xl (Schmid
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T8 H LR i A7 R 0 AR T8 AR K (IR AE 77 7)1 4
fili(Caspersen & Pacala, 2001). EE W7 &I LY &
5477 30 Fh 3= & FE ) e B2 AN [R] (Schmid et al,
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KEWAT? KR RS HAAAELER? QM IAEL
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FETEIMSRL) . HTHET N AR E I DRk 32 2
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PR DA S T B B BAE T 555 R
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AMERET BT ARSI BT
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FraRA M i 22 ok, H T AE R A5 nT ge A7 7E
WRZE, WO A FUAN S A T AR ) S AR K T AR
THEEAREYE. BT HEE T EEX A&
ViR S AR K TR, DR, ASH SRR BE B 5T
E X3, 306 BUTE A [ 0 ARy Fopk op SR AR I el AR K
J7 FEEATTH(Shi & Liu, 2017), 4:41&E(BIO) (&
AL A ) B AR HE A R 32 2% Ouyang 4
(2016) 7 H [ Y. Fvity AR AR hoAs) g 1 AR ) 5 A A I
IR R AR KT AR, VLM %2, 5 RIFE T A
R EAIE, 1] R Rty AR &
ARk B, AN 5T A ) B AR AR B SRR B TR
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£ A (Lasky et al, 2014):
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YiFhEE B AR R A ) T REAEAE AR £ 1
KEZ, AR RYMFE ) R, RER
BAFMUMInEL 1 [y dredge B %L, & TR 4R /IMEA &=
& 1E J5 iRt fE BB 1 (Akaike information crite-
rion, AICc)fii i% &% ft #% %! (Burnham & Anderson,
2010), i H A A0S 2R v f A R A B ATF Dy 2 1) ) 7
AR FE T B TR A AR B (B
FE Hmy, HIERTY . k. ERER. KRR W
T = AN B2 48 ) HEAT AR AL (2B e A ) Fi 3L
M, RILPTA AL & W17 E K R
(variance inflation factor, VIF)#)/NF-4, B A% & [H]
T 5535 FL 2 M (Hair et al, 1998), Ay T {RiEEdE 19 1E
A, KRR D) R BAE AT T R
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2R ZR I, AR PR DR 1) AR A 1 LRI D7
H A F B 170 AN SR, RELRIEA
I &5 2% WP RE 5 O F-104 . B F Willcoxon 45 &
AN EEZ Hokr 50 7 1% LL 3 BT R 4 1 6 S PR 58 A v
R R AFEE SR . RN STk
VAN IR AT NI M 5 B S A& R
FEIIAAELE ) R R o T AN RIS T R 88 42,
gy AN R B B 7 ) SRR E B (S) Z 1Rl
— KA IR(RDS + SP) AR . AR RE S B B ) £

O L ME BRI IR, R — ORI B2 S,

T g5 0g 7Y 2% (Hortal et al, 2009). 1T AHF 7t
FEA S B /D, [F I F)FH AICe A DLt Hi {5 2 #E )
(Bayesian information criterion, BIC)¥|W[F]— 335
AR AR R A D) 5 A A R A B AR T
F2. M5 FEIAI0 < |AAICC| < 2, Fon— IR K5
FELEE %R, 2< | AAICC < 10, £REHFRIMK
AICCH 7 FE R AR T = AICCH; |AAICe] > 10K R
77 BT BURAICCE 177 15 & 2 0 T HoAth 77 7%
(Burnham & Anderson, 2010).
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WA A AR3,654 k5951, K IL323HRANAIET:, [FHY
WG (kb 1) 385kk. 20124EKE T WA RN
132.632 t/ha, {%F-20154F(158.912 t/ha), {H P[]
AR I B35 M 2 S (Wilcoxonka 36 W = 871, P
= 0.145).
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(FR1), A== Do ba AP = 5 FE (38 o o 38 o i ek >
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Table 1  Analysis of the optimal model between species rich-
ness and biomass/productivity

1% Models F R? P AlCc

BIO~S 5436 0110  0.02 818.941
BIO~S +S? 2700 0116  0.07 821.261
ABIO~S 0545 0012 046 —34.944

ABIO ~ S +S? 3.075 0.125 0.05 —38.123

S: M, BIO: MR, ABIO: 472 7). HIAR R BAT HAR
AICcll, AR,

S, Species richness; BIO, Biomass; ABIO, Productivity. The bold fonts
mean the optimal models with lowest AlCc value.
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Fig. 1 Relationships between species richness and biomass (a) / productivity (b). The biomass in (a) means the total biomass in
each plot (20 m x 20 m) in 2015, and the productivity in (b) means the ration of biomass between 2012 and 2015 in each plot. Dotted
lines refer to the 95% confidence interval. Solid lines fitted by the model with lowest AlCc value in the Table 1.
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Table 2 The significant environmental and community factors influencing the biomass and productivity

fiitt{E Estimate #rifEiR SE t P

EYE #PE Intercept 8.141 0.073 111.036 <0.001
Biomass (BI0) AMAEEE Density (ind./ha) 0.221 0.076 2.900 <001

+IEERE Soil depth (cm) 0.136 0.075 1.815 0.07

YFh=E & Species richness 0.126 0.076 1.646 0.10
| APE Intercept 0.147 0.020 7.665 <0.001
Productivity (ABIO) o -

YiFhEE B Species richness 0.265 0.103 2590 <0.05

YFhEEE IG5 Square of species richness -0.249 0.102 —-2.434 <0.05
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Fig. 2 Variance of biomass and productivity between different environmental gradients. The biomass means the total biomass in
each plot (20 m x 20 m) in 2015, and the productivity means the ration of biomass between 2012 and 2015 in each plot.

FES AP EFIE = IR R AEBARER IR 5, P
Fih=Fw BEXT A A 135 T 8 2 e (P > 0.05);
MAER El AR T, WO =EE B B35 s AR ) & A
P2, AT RO R A A R S A
TR AR (AAICe > 2, #K3). EMRIBEHAIEH, Yyfp
5 R E KA TR E N (P > 0.05);
MR = LG, YFh =5 R 2 AR ) &
FEET ZRT7 2, YR8 S5HMER K REEH —
W5 TR AL A (AAICe > 2, £3). 7EF B3 1,
Yk FE R E R m AR, HEN—XIiRS
RJTRRIE TG B 25 (0 < JAAICc| < 2); T sAdbIE
e, W R AR S AR 7 D038 T R
(P>0.05, #3), fERELZEH, EERYFEE
IR IN(AAICe > 2); TTER KL EH,
ol == B AR i A 7R 38 T R R (P > 0.05,
#3). (EME KT ISFERIFERE S, WM+ %
S A R, HOR R AT — RO R B S
(AAICc > 2); TITEMER /N T IS RIHEE S, PiFhd
B EEXT AR R AN A R 30 T B R (R3) .

KT AE A A FE A TR 7 X8 R AR V& (1) 45
K\ B LLAES REDIRESE IR CA KEDHA,
N Z M RAES REVIRI R EE Z—
(Tilman et al, 2014; Vellend et al, 2017) . AHiff 58 /< B,
YA R HABIREE R 71, PR FEE B S Y E AT

TERE EMEIE KRR, 547 AR ER
KA GEIER)(FR1; K1, 2). %45 F 578 A [ T #
7 LN AR PR AE 25 2 G S 56w it R 3 1 420 el
F 7 E S A AR AR B35 IE A S % RIS 5T
AN—5(Huang et al, 2017). X 7] §E A& K AT 78 ft
VR I 9T B AT IRV (< 30 4F). 4HEE N
VIREIR DB, 2 DR m AR R BB
SEEMIRCN E, AR E BRI, BEE N
TG EY M RN 2, ARy EE N, H
H T e Bk ik = 1) A ol — A L AR 1 AR 7 g (A
BB G AR ), =804 71 B (K (Caspersen
& Pacala, 2001), i i L N\ T SEE HH B4 4H Ak
BB AL B, 5= B R B Ok AR
(Bruelheide et al, 2014). 7L I, 15 HRER R
22 BT B R AR ] S 4, R 2 AR S TR
A A 2 TR A7 AE SR 55 55 22 (Duffy, 2009). Ak T8
Bi I REVE, TIEFRDBONTUR, AR IR >
I, B8 SE M B (H SRR S RN S,
TR PR SE g, B — P B AR T AR R BT R A
ROHIR, S EAEFE 1K (Duffy, 2009; Fraser et al,
2015). ¥k , M EEESEYERIALEELR R,
M5 4677 N o6 RBICATEIERL, 35 3k
HAARFE M ThRETabF, FTRe R RIAMZ T SES
RANRERIAFRIR R,
RMRBEENEDIM Z TS EE RA 6
(PR R PT RS PP AL ARARBEVR R . VR s
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Table 3 Relationships between species richness and biomass/productivity in different environmental gradients
BN FEJ7 5 DiReb e — ke R? Tt R? AAICc
Ranges No. of plots Functions Linear equation Quadratic equation
BIC AlCc  Sig. BIC AlCc Sig.
R <65 23 BIO 423583 421.439 + 0.07 426317 423.997 + - 0.08 2.558
Elevation ABIO  -3744 5887 + 002 -3.257 5577 +,- 012 0310
(m) > 65 23 BIO 403.055 400.912 + 0.20° 405.131 402811 -+ 0.23"  1.899
ABIO —23.754 -25.897 + 0.02 -26.458 -28.778 +,- 0.24*  -2.881
s <20° 33 BIO 596.410 592.748 + 0.01 598.983 594.426 +,- 004 1.678
Slope ABIO -15.746 -19.408 + 0.03 -14.324 -18.882 +,- 0.09 0.526
> 20° 13 BIO 227.108 228.079 + 059" 227930 230.671 -+ 0.64" 2592
ABIO -10.178 -9.206 + 0.01 -11.306 -8.566 +, - 0.24 0.640
Ba . i 21 BIO 370.428 368.706 + 0.19" 371462 369.784 - + 0.26*  1.078
Aspect South, Southwest
7. %Eg ABIO -25.380 -27.102 + 001 -26.650 -28.328 +,- 0.19 -1.226
West, Southeast
R & 25 BIO 456.261 453.747 + 0.07 457.746 454871 + - 0.14 1.124
East, Northeast
Jb. b ABIO -4620 -7.133 + 002 -3648 6524 +, - 0.10 0.609
North, Northwest
+EERE <40 26 BIO 454222 451539 + 0.01 457.463 454335 +, - 0.01 2.996
Soil depth ABIO  -14.875 -17.559 + 004 -11.992 -15119 + - 006  2.440
(cm) >40 20 BIO 367.197 365.710 + 0.14* 369.428 368.112 +,- 0.17 2.402
ABIO -12.855 -14.342 + 0.03 -13.070 -14.386 +,- 0.17 -0.044
RS <15 22 BIO 404.116 402.176 + 0.05 406.959 404.948 - + 0.06 2.772
Forest age ABIO -13.638 -15.578 - 0.01 -14.995 -17.006 +,— 0.14 -1.428
>15 24 BIO 422.094 419.760 + 0.20° 425.249 422642 - + 0.20"  2.882
ABIO -9.905 -12.239 + 002 -8569 -11.176 +,- 0.09 1.063

)RRy R | V5RO R RE AN 7 A TR FE PR o LS SRR ) — BRI 25 o [ — i 73 B ) AN [ 7 2 (— IR ik 5 A ) Hh B R Rk
5 R U (AICC) 0 DU 745 S U (BIC) BB . Sig. s AR R [l VA R IE 61, Ferh 7 — Oy R th FOR IEAH OGS Al o, 72 K
TR R Ay IR — TR IR IR U IE . *P <0.10; 'P <0.05; "P <0.01.

Soil depth was calculated by the sum of soil depth and humus depth and litter depth. The small sample size-corrected Akaike Information Criterion
(AICc) of the linear and quadratic equation is marked in bold when the equation with lowest AlCc value for species richness and biomass and the
change of biomass in one environmental gradient. Sig. refers to the significance of the linear and quadratic parameters in the linear or quadratic equa-

tion. *P <0.10; "P < 0.05; P < 0.01.

BIF 50 R DL KR SR S0 2% 4% D0 AH 5% (Paquette. &
Messier, 2011; Tilman et al, 2014; Liang et al, 2016;
Ratcliffe et al, 2017; HIHIEE, 2017). XfEFFAHE
MAB R N ENZ RN SERSRAETIRXLREK
P B RS IR, WEARE IS OE R IR R (SRl
YDA K T S5 25 R AH 9 9% 22 55 (Willig, 2011; W et al,
2015; Ratcliffe et al, 2017). AHFFR K, SR %
JEIREL N1 5 YR 4= B, AR A AR
Bl A B B, E 20T sS4
B EXEYRERAREGR?), 24w S ESE
B2 A A S AR ¢ R AR A — E (WU
et al, 2015). wWifE LEBJEN AV EREYMFEE B
SEIMAAERG ;b SRR, A E AR

BILRERW(EI). FE, LEEEEAENEE
TIBZEF o FERFEM R, —REERER, +
BT IR A i . AL RCHY AR AR, AR
WAIEHRIRAMMES EEARH EAEY R R
ko R (ALl & Yan, 2017), iX5AHF 5t s
SERR—F(KI2; R2). XTTRES P S AR ARV
IR AL O, A TT AL B AR VR RS 55
/NT304F, HoA Rl 2 i SR, X g
PR ) 75 SR B = (Yan et al, 2006). 77k, EAHTE T
BB RIS M B E M FEEES Y&
MR R, LRI BHIRA 2 MBS, WhEE
LAY E R RENIEMHKR, MR
PR 1] (P A 0 R ) = I 0 3 AR (3R 3) » IX T i
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2 IR R 0 B A St A 1 T AN [F M) Ol AR S AL
R E AR, MTTTHG SR T 2 FF 1 X% (Hautier & Hector,
2009), %45 E S5AlFTYan (2017) 7 & Bt % 32
BRI N ERAR M Z FEvE S B AR BTGB
RAMGEFA 3. FABH AR DR IE P 11
sz B AEHEAE YR R SLEER, AR
HEMBRAEMZHESEMEN KRR FEER
(Lasky et al, 2014; Ouyang et al, 2016). & 45 F i B,
VIR EE FE SRR 8] 0 58 RO T R 8 7.

B R 7th 2 Sema ih 28 FE S5 AR J0 R O%
o WEMRBARES, 477 b YR & R
Mg, CEHARHEIRGAKTFEEESE
P IEA OGRS A (Liang et al, 2016); {H#
PRETEIT, BT R 9% 2R BRI A (IR (36
3). Mk e FE T R E i 5 e A 2% A2 T S e AT
NP R, BRI N, S e /e =
A V& 9 PR TE] D g 1R AE L1 (Swenson et al,
2011), T FBER BRI ST FEEES
IR ARG R, R4, fEART IR
BRIF 2 AN K, 1B 5 22 B 70 b a] v B 2 A ]
ZERMZ NS, WA 2 FEt S A ) B
AR TIRIOR R ARAL, R RE oA D I 3 I 4
RS U B MR A Z FEE S AE S R A TIRE R R M)
HLEE
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Appendix 1 Summary of species composition and environmental information of 46 20 m X 20 m plots in Dinghai, Zhejiang

HIs L4 Latitude and YIFEL No.  Hifr Slope I b -SSR 574 W IR Soil  JEEAREREE MiV& WS Litter AW Forest
Plot longitude of species position Aspect Soil type Elevation (m) Slope  depth (cm) Humus depth (cm) depth (cm) age (yr)
Pl 29°59'59" N, 121°52'38" E 6 B3 [l Wit 48 25° 35 4 3 13

P2 30°01'72" N, 121°52'35" E 7 o7 R wHEwt 67 25° 35 5 3 13

P3 30°00'93" N, 121°53'61" E 13 ot [iig| D+ 29 20° 30 5 2 13

P4 29°59'42" N, 121°53'67" E 11 4 /N gt 108 20° 30 5 2 13

P5 30°02'88" N, 121°55'06" E 10 Tk * it 23 15° 30 5 3 13

P6 30°01'86" N, 121°51'98" E 9 et [lis]s ay+t 35 20° 30 5 2 13

P7 30°02'43" N, 121°51'64" E 11 ot 1 Ik D+ 29 20° 30 5 4 13

P8 30°04'91" N, 121°51'79" E 8 £ ik it 31 20° 35 8 5 13

P9 30°03'95" N, 122°51'46" E 12 et i a3t 5s 20° 25 4 2 13

P10 30°05'78" N, 122°04'76" E 7 e Rid ot 243 20° 30 5 2 19

P11 30°07'87" N, 122°04'04" E 10 e i D+ 36 20° 30 3 2 19

P12 30°07'15" N, 122°02'34" E 14 T PiE aIEW+ 96 15° 25 6 2 18

P13 30°05'53" N, 122°0128" E 9 TH [iig| D+ 90 5° 20 5 2 19

P14 30°05'75" N, 121°01'85" E 12 ot 1 [iig| D+ 104 25° 30 6 3 21

P15 30°05'89" N, 121°59'73" E 6 T A aibt 45 25° 25 5 3 21

P16 30°08'58" N, 121°58'85" E 6 s [lis]s at 47 15° 35 5 3 21

P17 30°08'87" N, 121°57'16" E 9 4 fiitg=) e 32 20° 20 5 3 18

P18 30°06'27" N, 121°57'02" E 11 [ AL aiEbt 41 15° 30 5 2 15
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HITs L4 Latitude and YIFEL No.  Hifr Slope 31 ie: 5 S 37 W LHEERE Soil  JEEHREE KiV& WS Litter AW Forest
Plot longitude of species position Aspect Soil type Elevation (m) Slope  depth (cm) Humus depth (cm) depth (cm) age (yr)
P19 30°06'52" N, 121°56'00" E 13 Eieid i agbt 53 10° 40 6 4 15
P20 30°02'17" N, 122°03'12" E 10 st [liig=) aiEp Lt 43 20° 30 5 3 27
P21 30°03'97" N, 122°01'05" E 11 rhg [liiB]4 agE Lt 34 10° 35 5 3 15
P22 30°03'53" N, 121°59'98" E 7 T VN aiEbt 31 15° 30 8 3 15
P23 30°05'18" N, 122°03'67" E 18 = [l it 131 25° 30 7 3 15
P24 30°03'97” N, 122°02'29" E 8 rhg B[4 aigEs Lt 22 20° 30 7 4 15
P25 30°00'98” N, 122°02'56" E 14 ) FRik aELs Lt 36 15° 35 9 4 15
P26 30°03'70” N, 122°05'00" E 13 rhjl [l aigpt 57 5° 50 10 4 15
P27 30°01'10” N, 122°04'48" E 7 T [liig=) amy+ 6l 20° 30 6 3 15
P28 30°04'98" N, 122°05'69" E 4 ot 5] Y+ 121 10° 50 8 3 15
P29 30°01'18" N, 122°14'16" E 11 T * abt 75 20° 30 8 3 29
P30 30°02/02” N, 122°12'74" E 11 e ] agEt 102 28° 30 6 3 14
P31 30°04'38" N, 122°07'41" E 8 T Ik aEwt 63 20° 25 7 3 16
P32 30°03'52" N, 122°11'86" E 13 B3 K L 94 25° 30 5 2 27
P33 30°06'26" N, 122°10'86" E 5 e Kk bt 41 20° 25 5 3 23
P34 30°02'92" N, 122°13'57" E 11 ik [iig| it 94 25° 40 8 2 19
P35 30°0234" N, 122°13'33" E 10 st F N D+ 156 20° 35 6 2 28
P36 30°03'14" N, 122°12'49" E 17 rh E[n L 120 15° 40 7 2 16
P37 30°04'89" N, 122°07'36" E 9 T 5[4 amy+ 133 25° 30 7 3 19
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HITs L4 Latitude and YIFEL No.  Hifr Slope 31 b -SSR 574 W LR Soil  JEEARIEREE iKW EE Litter MY Forest
Plot longitude of species position Aspect Soil type Elevation (m) Slope  depth (cm) Humus depth (cm) depth (cm) age (yr)
P38 30°06'83" N, 122°16'23" E 10 B3 [ aiEpt 72 20° 25 6 2 27

P39 30°06'22" N, 122°04'86" E 8 g ik amrt 107 25° 25 7 2 16

P40 30°03'05" N, 122°05'56" E 12 T R aiEdbt 130 10° 30 6 3 11

P41 30°03'62" N, 122°07'07" E 6 B3 VN it 234 5° 30 5 3 19

P42 30°01'83" N, 122°08'45" E 18 at'ie [ AR 3 e S 27° 40 7 3 23

P43 30°01'40" N, 122°10'19" E 15 ik [iig| aiEEtE 111 20° 30 8 4 13

P44 29°59'58" N, 122°08'76" E 6 4 fiitg=) IHEELE 11 28° 30 6 3 19

P45 30°03'78" N, 122°06"24" E 9 T N L 111 10° 30 5 2 20

P46 29°59'56" N, 122°04'40" E 13 s RE HEwt 102 25° 30 10 2 27
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Appendix 2 Allometric equation of the relationship between the individual DBH and the nature logarithm of the

biomass of different species or classification

YRR Species or classification

2443 Component

S#AK TR Allometric equations

TR IAEHE TR Pinus massoniana and

gymnosperm species

MR Choerospondias axillaris

W# Liquidambar formosana

Kfaf Schima superba

H XERZE T EFD Cyclobalanopsis glauca and

Fagaceae species

B AR AE R Rh Litsea rotundifolia and

Lauraceae species

HoAhH 569FP Other evergreen species

F TR Stem biomass

A4 Branch biomass

A& Leaf biomass

HZEM & Root biomass

FFAEYE Stem biomass

A4 Branch biomass

A Leaf biomass

HAEYE Root biomass

EFEYE Stem biomass

A4 Branch biomass

IAE9) 5 Leaf biomass

WA4= Root biomass

EFAEYE Stem bimasss

FiE¥ & Branch biomass

445 Leaf biomass

A4%= Root biomass

E T Stem biomass

A4 Branch biomass

4% Leaf biomass

HRAEYE Root biomass

FTAEYE Stem biomass

A4 Branch biomass

A& Leaf biomass

HZEM & Root biomass

FFAEME Stem biomass

A4 Branch biomass

Ln(B) = —1.815 +2.178 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = 4.943 +2.552 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-5.466 + 2.333 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = —5.466 +2.333 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = 2.436 + 2.327 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -5.290 + 3.091 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = —6.148 +2.658 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -2.026 + 1.892 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-2.044 + 2.397 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-5.625 +2.938 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = —10.034 + 3.820 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -3.298 + 2.341 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-2.419 + 2.442 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-2.657 +2.108 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = 2.747 + 1.577 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -3.221 +2.233 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =—1.915 +2.358 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = 4.837 + 2.835 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -5.394 + 2.750 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-4.957 + 2.948 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -2.554 + 2.326 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -3.231 + 2.294 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-3.039 + 1.579 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = —2.242 + 1.928 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = 2.428 + 2.419 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -3.406 + 2.375 x In(DBH)
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YFp AL Species or classification A4 Component

S#AK TR Allometric equations

A& Leaf biomass
A4 & Root biomass
HAhFE P Other deciduous species FETAYE Stem biomass
Fi2E¥) & Branch biomass
A& Leaf biomass

HZEM . Root biomass

Ln(B) = -3.760 + 2.013 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-3.329 + 2.343 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) =-2.772 +2.501 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = 4.724 + 2.691 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -6.234 + 2.599 x In(DBH)

Ln(B) = -3.272 +2.282 x In(DBH)

B XNV, DBH £xMEMAE. 2% H Ouyang etal (2016).
B, biomass; DBH, diameter at breast height. Based on Ouyang et al (2016).
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Ouyang S, Xiang W, Wang XP, Zeng YL, Lei PF, Deng XW, Peng CH (2016) Significant effects of biodiversity on

forest biomass during the succession of subtropical forest in South China. Forest Ecology and Management, 372, 291—

302.
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