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Abstract:  In order to identify the natural regeneration characteristics of C. sinensis populations in Langqi Island of
Minjiang Estuary, young trees (with DBH less than 2.5 em) were investigated by a line sampling method. The annual
growth of both seedlings in forest gaps and root sprouts under the canopy was measured. The results showed seed
propagation, root sprouting and stump sprouting were the main regeneration ways, accounting for 45% , 36.3% , 18. 7%
of the whole young population, respectively. The root sprouts were more than seed-derived individuals in young
populations with the height less than 40 ¢cm. Conversely, the number of seed-derived plants was larger than that of root
sprouted ones in the population with the height higher than 40 ¢cm. More young seedlings were observed in forest gaps than
under the canopy. Seedlings were dominated in gaps, while other two types were dominated under the canopy. In

addition, differences in both the annual height growth (P < 0.01) and annual ground diameter growth (P < 0.05)

between seedlings in gaps and root suckers under the canopy were significant.
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Tab.1 The establishment proportion of young seedlings

of C. sinensis in gap and under canopy %
S AT HREHA HE W
Seedling Root sprouts Stump sprouts
B Gap 71.7 11.9 16. 4
M Under canopy 25.2 54.5 20.3
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Fig. 2 Distribution patterns of high class of

C. sinensis in gap and under canopy
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Tab.2 The annual growth comparison of seedlings and

root sprouts of C. sinensis population cm
PRI P S A B AR
The seedlings in gap The root sproutings under canopy
f———
Sample EENIS s The annual K The annual
No. The annual ground The annual ground
height diameter height diameter
growth growth growth growth
1 45.0 0.7 3.1 0.2
2 43.8 0.6 3.1 0.5
3 32.1 0.5 27 0.7
4 13.9 0.3 41.7 0.1
5 10.1 0.1 46.7 0.1
6 48.4 0.8 12. 4 0.7
7 45.7 0.4 21.2 0.3
8 66. 4 0.6 9.2 0.2
9 39.5 0.7 23.5 0.5
10 36.6 0.8 10.3 0.2
11 62.8 0.8 7.6 0.3
12 49.0 0.7 7.7 0.2
13 47.7 0.6 26 0.3
14 12.2 0.7 33.6 0.1
15 39.7 0.5 3.5 0.2
16 60.9 0.4 13.5 0.4
17 10.6 0.3 12.2 0.1
18 10.3 0.4 17.7 0.4
19 24.8 0.8 19.8 0.4
Eﬁiﬁ 36.82 +18.47 0.56+0.20 17.88 +12.71 0.31 0. 19
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