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STUDY ON THE NUTRITIONAL ECOLOGY OF THE LEAVES OF

THE FREQUENTLY-SEEN SPECIES IN TIANTONG

ABSTRACT
Frequently-seen species of Tiantong National Forest Park were studied by investigating |eaf
nutrient and structural characteristics, nutrient resorption, nutrient use efficiency, litter
decomposition and nutrient release dynamics in the paper. Meanwhile, the effects of biodiversity
and habitats on leaf litter decomposition were discussed. The following conclusions are drawn:

1. InTiantong, average leaf N content of evergreen broad-leaved species is 1.595% and average
P content is 0.085%; average leaf N content of deciduous species is 2.506% and P content is
0.131%. leaf N content of coniferous speciesis 1.020% and P content is 0.058%

2. Leaf N has a strong positive correlation with leaf P and leaf nutrient content is positively
correlated with leaf area and SLA. For nutrient content, leaf area and SLA, deciduous
species>evergreen broad-leaved>coniferous species. For different life forms of evergreen
broad-leaved species, the nutrient content and leaf area of shrub species are lower than those
of median and small tree species, but the difference of SLA of these three life forms isn't
significant.

3. Nutrient was resorbed before leaf abscission, but there isn't obvious difference between N
resorption rate and P resorption rate. Also, N resorption rate isn't corrdated with P
resorption rate. So plants may have different ability to resorb different nutrient element. P
resorption rate is positively correlated with P and N/P, so leaf P content and N/P are assumed
to partialy controlled P resorption. However N resorption rate is not correlated with leaf N
content.

4, Plants with low leaf content don't have high nutrient resorption rate, so high nutrient
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resorption rate isn't an important adaptive strategy for plants to live in infertile habitats.
Coniferous species N resorb rate is the highest among the three life forms. P resorption rate
of evergreen broad-leaved species is lower than that of deciduous species but the difference
of N resorption rate between them isn't significant.

Nitrogen use efficiency is positively correlated with Phosphorus use efficiency for evergreen
broad-leaved species but not for deciduous species. For nitrogen use efficiency, coniferous
species>evergreen broad-leaved species>deciduous species. The difference of Phosphorus
use efficiency among them is not significant.

Evergreen species don't resorb more nutrition than deciduous species do, but nutrient use
efficiency of Evergreen speciesis larger than that of deciduous species. So, the strategy that
evergreen broad-leaved species adapt infertile habitats is that they can reduce leaf litter
nutrient to very low level and increase the mean residence time of leaves, but not by
resorbing more nutrient.

It takes about 1 to 4 years for the leaf litter of most plant species of Tiantong to decompose
95%, the average is 2.54a. Litsea cubeba and Ficus erecta var. Beecheyana decompose fast
and Cyclobalanopsis nubium, Cyclobalanopsis gracilis, Pinus massoniana
decompose dowly. The decomposition rate is positively correlated with the nitrogen of leaf
litter nitrogen use efficiency and SLA of mature leaf, but it isn't correlated with P content of
leaf litter phosphor use efficiency and leaf area. Leaf litter decompose fast during initial
stage and in warm season.

During the initial stage of decomposition, N and P are immobilized. That is N content of
residue is larger than that of initial leaf litter.

It is difficult to predict what's the effect of litter mixing on decomposition, but diversity of
plant function groups can accelerate litter decomposition and the effect become less during
the last stage of decomposition. The characteristics of the mixing litter is the most important
factor to affect decomposition process.

Different leaf litter response differently to gap disturbance.

Leaf litter decomposes more rapidly in Pinus massoniana forest than in Castanopsis fargesii
forest.

Leaf production and expansion usually take place in a short time but the phenology of leaf



abscission is complex. Leaf longevity is positively correlated with leaf nutrient but not
correlated with nutrient resorption, SLA, leaf area and the annual decomposition rate of leaf

litter.

Keywords. leaf, nutrient, nutrient resorption, leaf litter, decomposition, nutrient use efficiency,

life form, evergreen broad-leaved forest, Tiantong

(Subtropical Evergreen Broad-leaved Forest)
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Tab 2-1 Nutrient and structural characteristics of the leaves of evergreen broad-leaved species.
Species SLA
N% P% A cm®  cmig
Median trees species
Myrica rubra 1.698 0.058 23.86 115.75
Elaeocarpus decipiens 2.237 0.183 24.72 141.25
Cyclobalanopsis gilva 1.494 0.057 954 79.69
Cyclobalanopsis gracilis 1.364 0.069 16.85 105.82
Phoebe sheareri 2.127 0.146 16.12 85.15
Styrax suberifolia 1.735 0.083 2348 130.55
Cinnamomum comphora 1.561 0.090 25.07 125.34
Lithocarpus harlandii 1.611 0.093 4691 119.11
Lithocarpus glaber 1.714 0.073 2051 116.20
Castanopsis fargesii 1.681 0.070 23.09 92.01
Machilus thunbergii 1.269 0.068 20.26 72.64
Schima superba 1.247 0.055 28.64 95.18
Daphniphyllum oldhamii 1.822 0.104 26.01 141.14
Castanopsis sclerophylla 1.481 0.096 1533 119.08
Cyclobalanopsis glauca 1.443 0.102 3542 140.66
Machilus leptophylla 2.250 0.227 69.05 110.66
Cyclobalanopsis myrsinaefolia 1.860 0.090 21.15 131.67
Castanopsis carlesii 1.422 0.082 9.28 127.02
Cyclobalanopsis stewardiana 1.525 0.093 20.13 111.17
Small trees species
Neolitsea aurata var.Chekiangensis 1.611 0.079 13.89 102.71
Symplocos lancifolia 1.744 0.089 12.45 197.78
Symplocos heishanensis 1.323 0.082 1297 134.39
Symplocos stellaris 1.235 0.051 28.15 88.66
Symplocos laurina 1.724 0.077 67.12 102.83
Litsea elongata 1.893 0.085 22.00 91.45
Ormosia henryi 2.744 0.117 81.06 125.43
Randia cochinchinensis 1.905 0.081 16.24 139.74
Symplocos anomala 1.103 0.048 583 136.81
Shrubs species
Photinia glabra 1.022 0.078 13.63 133.44
Vaccinium mandarinorum 1.177 0.032 4.64 103.56




Eurya rubiginosa var.attenuata 1.251 0.047 858 116.25
Camellia fraterna 1.282 0.060 4.92 137.06
Rhododendron ovatum 1.102 0.069 5.00 129.34
Helicia cochinchinensis 1.600 0.058 21.33 130.57

1.596 0.085 23.330 118.533
0.374 0.038 18.005 23.846
34 N
N 1.596% 1.022%~2.744% P
0.085%,
0.032%~0.227%
4.64~81.06 SLA 72.64~197.78
2-2
Tab 2-2 Nutrient and structural characteristics of the leaves of deciduous species.
Species N% P A cm2 SLA
cm2/g
Ficus erecta var. Beecheyana 2937 0.163 46.20 231.02
Quercus fabri 2260 0131 67.77 159.46
Castanea mollissima 2.286 0145 2464 209.79
Lindera glauca 2638 0.141 12.16 292.83
Litsea cubeba 3.632 0.131 1485 341.50
Sassafras tzumu 1947 0111 61.12 163.00
Liquidambar formasana 1841 0.095 67.60 187.77
2506 0.131 42.05 226.48
0.624 0.022 24.60 68.25
2-3
Tab 23 Nutrient and structural characteristics of the leaves of coniferous species
Species N% P A cm2 SLA
cm2/g
Pinus massoniana 1.020 0.058 0.819 34.14
2-2 7 N
N 2.506% 1.841%~3.632% P

0.095%~0.163%
12.16~67.77 SLA
SLA
SLA

0.131%,

159.46~341.50

2-3
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Tab 2-4 Correlations of nutrient and structura characteristics of the leaves
N P A SLA
N Pearson Correlation 1.000 733** 428 * 720 *
Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .005 .000
P Pearson Correlation 733%* 1.000 .485*%* .466**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .001 .002
A Pearson Correlation 428** .485*%* 1.000 .092
Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .001 . .563
SLA Pearson Correlation 720** .466** .092 1.000
Sig. (2-taled) .000 .002 .563

42

(A) SLA




N P 0.733 0.001

SLA 2-1 2-2 2-3
N P
2-2-a  2-2b N
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SLA
2-4 SLA
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2-4 SLA SLA

2.3

(Jonasson 1989)
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2-5

Tab 2-5 ANOVA of nutrient and structura characteristics of the leaf among 3 life forms

F
Source of variation  Sum of Squares Degree of Freedom Mean Square  F value Sig.

5.330 2 2.665 14.958  .000
N 6.948 39 178

12.278 41

0.01636 2 0.008182 6.332 .004
P 0.05040 39 0.00122

0.06676 41

2678.998 2 1339.499 3.646 .035
A 14329.221 39 367.416

17008.219 41

77964.719 2 38982.360 32544 .000
SLA 46715.157 39 1197.825

124679.876 41
ANOVA SLA

2-5 N P SLA F
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T P>0.05 2-7 113.68 124.42
125.04
2.5
2-6.
Tab 2-6. Factor analysis of the nutrient and structural characters of the leaf
N% P% A SLA
1 0.847 0.612 0.0465 0.941
2 0.425 0.618 0.946 -0.0521
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(nutrient use efficiency, NUE.)
N P
( ,2000)

Vitousek 1982

NUE
NUE

1
2000 5-9 2001 5-7
2000 11 12 2001 11 12
(20 -100 )
NUE
Vitousek 1982  Aerts 1997
1 1
NUEN=—— NUEp=
N N i P
2
2.1
4-1
Tab 4-1 Nutrient use efficiency of evergreen broad-leaved species.
Species NUEx NUE:
Meliosma oldhamii 86.99 867.04

Machilus leptophylla 66.34 943.91




Symplocos anomala 134.06 3299.13

Litsea coreana 69.51 1043.06
Lithocarpus harlandii 85.08 1870.18
Cyclobalanopsis gilva 87.43 2208.81
llex latifolia 122.81 2297.96
Elaeocar pus decipiens 93.85 1321.76
Photinia glabra 127.95 1974.32
Syrax suberifolia 81.76 1774.63
Helicia cochinchinensis 98.53 2094.23
Osmanthus cooperi 133.34 1316.86
Symplocos laurina 118.05 2218.79
Daphniphyllum oldhamii 76.74 2044.18
Castanopsis fargesii 76.51 2394.64
Castanopsis sclerophylla 115.96 2106.82
Symplocos stellaris 123.27 2303.77
Schima superba 145.79 4007.06
Cyclobalanopsis glauca 108.64 2041.10
Cyclobalanopsis myrsinaefolia 77.75 1690.59
Randia cochinchinensis 94.38 1692.87
Elaeocarpus japonicus 138.40 4350.85
Prunus phaeosticta 77.04 2520.35
Cinnamomum comphora 90.62 1180.91
Cyclobalanopsis gracilis 93.07 2573.08
Symplocos glauca 104.63 1530.94
Cyclobalanopsis nubium 83.20 2089.56
Eurya rubiginosa var .attenuata 124.10 4047 .65

Ilex kengii 90.27 2782.34

Phoebe sheareri 62.38 915.60
Lithocar pus glaber 76.72 1849.76
Neolitsea aurata var.Chekiangensis 110.96 1737.01
99.25 2096.56

23.17 870.05

4-2
Tab 42 Nutrient use efficiency of decidious species.
Species NUEy NUE-

Quercus fabri 68.66 3061.29

Premna microphylla 43.79 844.89
Liquidambar formasana 157.08 2647.49
Castanea mollissima 64.85 2951.19
Lindera glauca 61.49 1150.08
Litsea cubeba 40.00 1455.82

Lindera reflexa 69.65 1453.16




2.2 NUEn NUEp
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Ficus erecta var. Beecheyana 57.67 1169.25
Cornus kousa 51.46 1009.39
Carpinus viminea 66.30 1126.50
Toxicodendron succedaneum 88.38 1367.90
Zelkova schneideriana 89.52 1582.14
Prunus serrulata 98.28 1568.55
Sassafras tzumu 70.38 1559.22
Cdltis tetrandra ssp. Snensis 88.22 1491.11
74.38 1629.20
28.46 691.16
4-3
Tab 4-3 Nutrient use efficiency of conifer

Species NUE, NUE:
Pinus massoniana 208.95 2916.55

4-1~4-3 N 208.95

40 93.77 P 4350.85
844.89 1967.59

y = 22.921x - 178.49
&2%40.3727
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Fig 4-1 Relationship between
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X ot k grgl*a?
y=ae™ y % a k
grgt*atl 51
5-1 (%)
Tab 51 Equation of litter decomposition remains
95%
RZ
Litter type Equation Correlation Decomposition Half 95%
efficiency rate decomposition decomposition
rate rate
y=196.40e*°""  0.949 6.280 0.218 0.585
y=119.15¢%%*  0.925 1.636 0.531 1.939
y=117.52¢***™ 0995 4.944 0.173 0.639
y=128.27€*%***  0.896 2.256 0.418 1.438
y=106.966°%**  0.968 0.952 0.799 3.216
y=98.945¢"*™  0.989 1.730 0.395 1.726
y=106.85¢"**  0.937 1.020 0.745 3.003
y=109.67¢%*  0.944 1.162 0.676 2.657
y=109.72¢*°"*  0.874 0.695 1.134 4.455
y=114.73¢"%%  0.934 1.186 0.701 2.643
y=109.92¢"%**  0.972 1.353 0.582 2.284
y=111.55¢"%%  0_907 1.359 0.590 2.283
y=70.45e%**  (_853 3.542 0.097 0.747
y=93.48e™ ™ (_969 4.337 0.144 0.675
y=102.65e % 0.974 1.801 0.399 1.678
y=95.07e°***  0.944 0.835 0.770 3.529
y=98.18e™"**  0.958 1.621 0.416 1.837
y=99.73e°*#*  0.977 0.624 1.107 4.800
y=113.06e°*  0.861 2.389 0.341 1.305
y=95.07e°*"*  0.930 0.558 1.152 5.282
y=114.08e**  0.920 1.800 0.458 1.737
y=85.33e°"*  (.915 1.503 0.356 1.887
y=101.98¢°"™  0.991 0.669 1.065 4.507
y=92.86e°°™**  0.903 0.977 0.633 2.990
y=80.17e™*  (_857 1.310 0.360 2.118
y=82.36e°**  (0.799 0.824 0.606 3.399
* y=115.13e™""*  0.961 1.6819 0.496 1.865




*  y=106.066" "™ 0.898 0.558 1.349 5.479

* y=95.68¢"*"*  0.933 1.004 0.646 2.939
* y=109.02¢"'%*¥ 0 .897 1.189 0.656 2.593
51 26 0.558~6.280
0.218 95% 0.585
95% 0.639 ,
95% 5.282 4.8 95% 4.507
substrate quality
95% 1.866
95% 5.479
95% 1~4 2.54
2.4
- 5.00
E 4.00 ( 26
g 4 )
§ 3.00 =
S 2.00 O
1.00
0.00 0.558~4.337
54 1.593 1.015

Fig 5-4 Difference of leaf litter
decomposition rate between evergreen
broad-leaved species and deciduous
species
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Tab 52-1. Planning of leaf litter mixture

I
2|8, B bib7, by, &by, &by
3|l asss, audy B,bsby, bsbsbs agaubs, ashybg
A aazasay b, b,bsbs asarh,bs
6| & 2324865 b.1b,b,bsb;bg 8p848500,Ds007
8|ayaasaudsasaras b, bobsb,bsbgbzbg 8858586101 020305
(a1) (a2) (a3) (a4) (a5) (a6) (an) (a8)
(b1) (b2) (b3) (b4) (bS5) (b6) (b7) (b8)
, 2mm 14* 15cn?
4.59( )
( 3, 1.5g) 100 181 273 365
2~3 16
=A A A
+B B /B
T=100* (Oi-Ei)/Ei
Oi [ Ei i

5-2-1
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Fig 5-2-2 Litter decomposition under different mixing plans
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5-3-1
Tab 5-3. Comparison of percentage weight remaining from the decomposition of leaf litter mixture

100 181 273 365
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
a2ab 87.53 85.75 70.07 61.89 22.01 29.40 15.84 21.83
alal3ab 88.59 82.35 77.61 53.03 40.41 36.37 22.61 30.49
blb7 88.52 80.15 74.85 58.89 57.88 49.88 35.06 30.67
b2b3b7 81.29 80.04 70.67 61.00 51.18 45.40 20.74 30.55
az2b7 84.58 84.73 63.48 62.58 34.81 36.57 22.26 24.15
azalabar 91.24 86.83 74.96 72.06 52.51 43.86 50.33 32.94
asa4 75.00 62.15 63.38 49.52 34.99 36.85 30.24 27.84
b2b4 88.78 86.10 78.51 74.27 58.23 57.62 49.39 45.23
agbl 72.67 75.63 63.75 49.33 36.46 40.33 16.19 27.24
b1b2b6b8 86.63 77.94 73.94 63.60 31.19 40.74 19.23 34.24
abarb2b5 88.90 85.03 69.50 64.83 21.31 41.03 28.73 30.05
ala?a3adabal 73.82 71.46 42.93 47.60 11.00 26.96 4.53 19.98
b1b2b4b5b7b8 84.70 82.38 67.05 67.85 26.47 52.96 13.03 35.04
a2adabh2beb7 75.69 74.41 54.83 52.28 32.47 31.24 26.33 22.29
ala?a3adababarad 75.82 71.12 70.78 49.71 52.39 28.93 9.20 20.77
b1b2b3b4b5b6h7b8 88.31 85.06 76.16 68.60 49.53 46.73 32.60 34.96
ala3abatb1b2b3b8 81.46 82.50 34.20 62.12 25.14 38.27 19.24 27.80
a2adar 79.60 70.12 53.63 49.14 21.27 29.65 17.38 20.72
b5b6b8 89.04 86.03 79.63 72.63 S7.77 37.99 43.54 32.47
a3a4b3 76.48 67.88 63.97 57.16 46.37 40.18 29.51 28.64
abb2b8 79.08 67.17 62.89 61.89 22.00 30.23 15.96 25.94

al a2 ..bl b2..
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Tab. 6-1 Thetraits of different plant groups
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AttaTab-1. Leaf production dynamics of 31 Evergreen Broad-leaved species

%

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4

26.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 56.0
1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 74.0 0.0
6.5 13.0 56.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 113.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.8 0.0
42.4 0.0 0.0 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 435
3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.1 21.1
6.7 0.0 45.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 91.7 0.0
3.8 0.0 6.3 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 58.8 17.5
1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.6 0.0
1.1 1.1 0.0 43 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.2
0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 49.3 20.5
6.9 0.0 5.9 25.5 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 48.0
7.7 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 71.4 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 15.6 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 125.7 5.5
26 0.0 7.7 244 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 74.4 7.7
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 115.9 0.0
9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.6 19.8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.9 0.0
12.2 9.5 73.0 20.3 13.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 106.8
1.3 7.7 526 1.3 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 82.1 65.4 0.0
1.6 1.6 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 120.3 0.0
46 46 00 0.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7
24 2.4 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 37.3
6.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.0
5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2
0.0 0.0 34.3 2.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 78.4
2.9 25.0 25.0 9.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.4
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AttaTab-2. Leaf abscission dynamics of 31 Evergreen Broad-leaved species

%

50 6.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0
1.0 15.0 3.0 17.0 3.0 0.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 0.0 .0 8.0
1.0 5.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 20.0 0.0
5.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 6.0 1.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
1.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 4.0 2.0
50 40 40 1.0 3.0 1.0 4.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 4.0
50 3.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 10.0
5.0 6.0 1.0 34.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.0 5.0
1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 3.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 1.0
50 2.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.0 8.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 3.0
3.0 30 10 30 20 00 00 1.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 2.0
3.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 4.0 2.0 13.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.0 3.0
11.0 3.0 40 6.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 4.0 5.0 18.0
40 00 00 1.0 50 170 50 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 8.0
1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0
1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0
0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 10.0 2.0
1.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0 6.0 28.0 3.0
1.0 3.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.0 8.0 0.0
2.0 6.0 80 00 10 20 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 17.0
1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 4.0 6.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 1.0
2.0 3.0 7.0 220 1.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 3.0
1.0 17.0 1.0 12.0 14.0 7.0 14.0 7.0 8.0 2.0 5.0 11.0
2.0 7.0 40 8.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 18.0 0.0
23.1 15 15 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5
9.0 6.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
6.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
8§80 20 00O 00O 10 00 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 6.0
2.0 6.0 35.0 20.0 36.0 27.0 7.0 1.0 3.0 0.0 3.0 1.0
9.0 14.0 8.0 18.0 6.0 6.0 52.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 6.0
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Tab 6-3. Life expectancy of 26 species
1.438 1.25 2.083
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