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Abstract The authors carried out a N enrichment experiment in Wuyi Mountain with four N addition levels
(control (0), low N (50 kg N/(hm?-a)), medium N (100 kg N/(hm?-a)) and high N (150 kg N/(hm?-a))) This study
was designed to study the seasonal characteristics of DBH (diameter at breast height) growth of Castanopsis
carlesii and its short term response to simulated nitrogen deposition. Results show that the Castanopsis carlesii
annual growth can be divided into 3 periods: water recovery period, fast growth period and slow growth period. N
additions play different roles on the growth of Castanopsis carlesii. In the fast growth period (June to October),
low N and medium N significantly increase the relative growth rate of annual DBH. Relative DBH growth in slow
growth period (November to April) has no significant response to N addition. Among different diameter classes, N
additions affect the DBH growth differently: low and medium N additions significantly promote growth in low
diameter class (5 cm<DBH<I15 cm) (p<0.05), but the tree growth has no significant response to high N addition.
With the increase of tree diameter, the DBH growth of Castanopsis carlesii decreases sensitivity to N additions.
High diameter class (DBH>25 c¢m) does not show significant response to N deposition. The study also finds that
medium N addition significantly increase the biomass growth rate of Castanopsis carlesii in the study area

(p<0.05).
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Table 1 Basic information of Castanopsis carlesii in the plots

sz /34 FH AR /em IRtz /em /AR /em SRR /m R /m /MR fm
X HR(CK) 58 22.4 37.4 9.4 20.1 25.0 6.0
fIRANS) 31 19.1 29.6 9.2 18.0 24.0 5.5
TFA(N10) 26 20.1 35.5 52 193 24.0 5.5
FANLS) 50 20.1 35.8 8.3 18.8 24.0 6.5
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Table 2 The basic information of four sample
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Fig. 1 Cumulative radial variation of Castanopsis carlesii from 2014 to 2015
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Fig. 2 Stem radius variation distribution of Castanopsis carlesii grouped at 15 days from 15 Mar. 2014 to 1 Mar. 2015
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