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Effects of Simulated Acid Deposition on Soil Chemical
Properties of Pure Eucalyptus and Mixed Forest

HAN Xiaomei!, LU Xiangyun?, YANG Mei', LIU Shinan!,
WANG Yongtang', TANG Mengyun', ZHAI Weiling!

(1. College of Forestry, Guangxi University, Nanning 530004, China;
2. Guangxi State—owned Peak Forest Farm, Nanning 530001, China )

Abstract: [ Objective ] The changes of soil chemical properties of pure eucalyptus forest and mixed forest
(eucalyptus + Castanopsis hystrix) under different simulated acid rains were studied. [ Method ] The pH of the acid
rain was simulated to be 3.0, 4.0, 5.6 and 6.0 by a strict soil column leaching test. [ Result ] The pH values of soil
and soil leaching solution decreased with the decrease of acid rain pH under acid rain treatment. The average pH of
pure eucalyptus forest soil decreased by 1.41, and that of mixed forest (eucalyptus + C. hystrix) decreased by 1.66.
The nutrient contents of the leaching solution increased with the decrease of acid rain pH; the contents of soil total N,
ammonium N and nitrate N in the two forests increased first and then decreased with the decrease of acid rain pH, and
soil P and available P in the pure eucalyptus forest decreased significantly with the decrease of acid rain pH while there
was no significant change in soil P and available P in the mixed forest (eucalyptus + C. hystrix). Under same pH (pH=3.0),
compared with CK, the decline rates of total N, nitrate N and ammonium N in the pure eucalyptus forest soil were 28.7%,

46.6% and 12.4%, respectively, and those of the mixed forest(eucalyptus + Castanopsis hystrix) were 18.9%, 23.5% and
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11.3%, respectively. [ Conclusion ] The comparison of the two forest stands shows that the buffering capacity of mixed forest

of eucalyptus and C. hystrix to acid rain is stronger than that of pure eucalyptus forest.

Key words: simulated acid rain; pure eucalyptus forest; mixed forest; soil; chemical properties
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Fig.2 Comparison of total N content in soil of two stands
under simulated acid deposition
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