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Abstract: In order to understand the community biomass level and structure of Castanopsis eyrei
(Champ. ) Tutch. in Leigong mountain,and establish the regression equation between a variety of
biomass and tree measuring factors, provide a basis for estimating forest carbon sink of normal
landforms of Guizhou province, this study adopted field investigations to conduct community
surveys,determined the community biomass on the basis, and established estimated regression
equation at the same time with the measured data. The results showed that Castanopsis eyrei
(Champ. ) Tutch. community in Leigong mountain consisted of a total of 69 species,having higher species
diversity. Castanopsis eyrei (Champ. ) Tutch. was the constructive species in the community. Biomass
allocation status in the vertical structure was tree layer(83 38%) >>shrub layer(15 25%) >>herbaceous
layer(1. 37%) ,and the average biomass of tree layer, shrub layer, herbaceous layer were 46, 31,8 47,
0. 76 t/ha in unit area. The order of each component biomass of tree layer was dry wood (62 10%) >
branches(21. 36 %) >leaves(11 79%)>bark(4 75%). The regression equation between biomass of each

component, total biomass in tree layer and measurement factors(diameter at breast height,height) was as
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1.

follows : Wy wooa = 0. 037 4 (D* H)*** ', R* = (. 931 635 Wanee = 0 010 4 (D*H)**#*,R* = (. 738 7;
Wiwes = 0. 025 1(D*H)* ™' ,R* =0, 673 8; Wi, =0. 026 2(D*H)***°,R* =10, 675 5; W irec lyer =
0. 087 7(D*H)™¥% ", R* = 0, 929 5. The above results indicated Castanopsis eyrei ( Champ.)
Tutch. was still the biggest advantage species with the ongoing community succession,the average

biomass level of community was not high, but had a larger increase in space, the potential of
biomass growth was larger.
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