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Fig.1 Sketch map of location of the study area and sampling sites
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Table 1 Physicochemical indexes of plant litters in different communities
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Fig.2 Residual percentages of Phragmites australis and Cyperus malaccensis litters in different communities

during the decomposition
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Table 2 Linear equations and parameters between the natural logarithm of residual rates of the two kinds of plant litters and

decomposition days in different plant communities
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Table 3 Physicochemical factors of soils in different sampling sites
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Table 4 Correlation coefficients between residual rates of plant litters and soil physicochemical factors

in different plant communities
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Table 5 Stepwise regression equations between residual rates of plant litters and physicochemical factors
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Residual Percentages and Decomposition Rates of Phragmites australis and
Cyperus malaccensis Litters in the Min River Estuary based on
Litter Bag Technique

LI Xiao"*, SUN Zhigao"*’, HE Tao™’, GAO Hui*’, WANG Hua>’, WANG Jie*’

(1. Institute of Geography, Fujian Normal University, Fuzhou 350007, Fujian, PR.China; 2. Key Laboratory of Humid Subtropical
Eco-geographical Process (Fujian Normal University), Ministry of Education, Fuzhou 350007, Fujian, P.R.China; 3. Fujian
Provincial Key Laboratory for Subtropical Resources and Environment, Fujian Normal University,

Fuzhou 350007, Fujian, P.R.China)

Abstract: To investigate the residual percentages and decomposition rates of Phragmites australis and Cyperus
malaccensis in Shanyutan wetlands of the Min River estuary, in situ decomposition experiment was conducted
in Phragmites australis community, Cyperus malaccensis community and Phragmites australis+Cyperus ma-
laccensis community from February 19, 2016 to February 28, 2017 based on litter bag technique. The results
showed that the residual percentages of litters of Phragmites australis in Phragmites australis community and
Phragmites australis+Cyperus malaccensis community were 35.87% and 28.67%, and those of litters of Cyper-
us malaccensis in Cyperus malaccensis community and Phragmites australis+Cyperus malaccensis community
were 7.00% and 9.57%. The decomposition rates of litters of Cyperus malaccensis in Cyperus malaccensis
community and Phragmites australis+ Cyperus malaccensis community were respectively 0.007 292 g/d and
0.006 150 g/d, and those of litters of Phragmites australis in Phragmites australis+Cyperus malaccensis com-
munity and Phragmites australis community were respectively 0.003 243 g/d and 0.002 607 g/d, indicating that
the decomposition of Phragmites australis in Phragmites australis+Cyperus malaccensis community were fast-
er than those in Phragmites australis community whereas the decomposition of Cyperus malaccensis in Phrag-

mites australis+Cyperus malaccensis community were slower than those in Cyperus malaccensis community.

Keywords: decomposition of litters; litter bag technique; tidal marsh; Min River estuary



