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ABSTRACT

To investigate the effects of forest stand and storm characteristics on interception loss from canopy
trees, throughfall and stemflow under the canopy of a pine stand and a hardwood stand were measured
during 4-month periods - July to October, 1956 at the Kwanak Arboretum near Anvang, and the data
were analvsed hy correlation and regression methods. The man results obtained from this study are
summerized as follows !

1. The overall throughfall collected during measurement period were 593.5mm:76.7% in the pine stand
and 663, 1mm81 8% in the hardwood stand out of total percipitation of 773 .8mm, Combined
regression analvsis describes the relation between total precipitation:P: and throughfall' T in the pine

stand as T— 1.8675+9.8220 P, in the hardwood stand as T 8179~ 0.8805F.

i~

And the sum of stemflow from measurement of rtotal precipitation in the pine stand and the hardwood

stand were 37 dmme4. 8% and 15.3mm 2%.. repecitively. In total precipitation less than 2 Smm,
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stemflow were not measured in both the pine stand and the hardwood stand.
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Table 1. Topographical and vegetational conditions of experimental plots.
Alti 3 Slope . .
Plot Aspect titude D),,[ Species
m 70
needle N20'E 100 15 P rigitaeda
Eroad N 5E 160 25 . mongolica

A hirsuta

. Basal Canopy
! =% 2 -
Age Height DB H. Area Dengity
VI m: cm m?‘ha: “’6
. 11 13 s -~
i 16 f-20 31 i
T —L 115 70

%20 o-14
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Table 2. Mean values of throughfall(T), stem-

flow(S) and interception loss(I) for
different rainfall totals.

T S I

J0/ o/ [0/

Class Frequency % %o 7o
B N B N B N B
P<10 9 6.4 6.7 1.8 6.215.014.2
10sP <20 6 9.910.2 8.210.913.812.1
20£P <30 2 6.6 6.4 4.4 7.7 3.9 6.0
1 5.0 49 5.5 3.9 4.5 4.9
3 15.215.5 8.322.725.924.0
2 13.6 13.513.6 18.8 15.1 15.6
60<P’10 1 3.9 8.3 9.7 3.2 4.3 7.7
0P 3 34.434.548.526.615.716.5

Note : N is needle-leaved, B is broad-leaved

species.

Table 3. Amount of throughfall,
ception loss and
monthly rainfall.

Jul,  Aug. Sep. Oct

225.7 364.7 106.7 76.7

stemflow, inter-
characteristics  for

Total precipitation

imm}

Rainfall duration 103.0 945 805 37.5
ithre

Average intensity 2.9 3.9 2.1 2.0

imm:hr

Throughfall NoO174.1 2940 76.1 49.3
mn B 1656 318.8 92.6 56.0

Stemflow N 7.9 230 92.6 36.0
mm’ B 5.5 5.5 2.0 2.5

Interception loss N 43.8  47.7 26.3 25.3
mm’ B 54.6 403 12.1 182

Note : N is needle-leaved, B is broad-leaved

species,
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Table 4, Interception and gross rainfall,
Regresson Standard error

Model R*  coefficientregression F-value
coefficient

N* linear  (.4744 a 2.4310 22.571**
b (.0999 0.0210

quadratic 0.7179 ¢ -0.3693 30,543
d 0.3666 0.0607
e (), 0033 0.0007

logarithicic 0.5737 r ~2.8803 33.6447
s 28108 ). 4846

B* linear 0.4683 a4 1.7098 22 .022%*
b 0.1023 0.0218

quadratic 0.6088 ¢ ~4817 18.676"*
d 0.3109 0.0736
e —0, 0026 0.0009

logarithmic .5079 v -3.2837 25.804>*
s 2.7249 (.5364

Note © Equation forms : linear I=a + bl’ ! quadratic I=c
-dP ~eP? ;| logarithmic [=r +sinP, where P is
gross rainfall per storm in mm ;1 is intercep-
Jdon loss during storm in mm : N* s needle
~leaved, B” iz broad-leaved species, **ind-
cate significance at 1% level.
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