

  forests-09-00629




forests-09-00629







Forests 2018, 9(10), 629; doi:10.3390/f9100629




Article



Influences of Extreme Weather Conditions on the Carbon Cycles of Bamboo and Tea Ecosystems



Congsheng Fu 1, Qing Zhu 1,*, Guishan Yang 1, Qitao Xiao 1, Zhongwang Wei 2[image: Orcid] and Wei Xiao 3





1



Key Laboratory of Watershed Geographic Sciences, Nanjing Institute of Geography and Limnology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, 73 East Beijing Road, Nanjing 210008, China






2



School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, Yale University, New Haven, CT 06511, USA






3



Yale-NUIST Center on Atmospheric Environment and Collaborative Innovation Center on Forecast and Evaluation of Meteorological Disasters, Nanjing University of Information Science and Technology, Nanjing 210044, China









*



Correspondence: qzhu@niglas.ac.cn; Tel.: +86-25-8688-2139







Received: 30 August 2018 / Accepted: 9 October 2018 / Published: 11 October 2018



Abstract

:

Tea plantations have expanded rapidly during the past several decades in China, the top tea-producing country, as a result of economic development; however, few studies have investigated the influence of tea plantations on the carbon cycle, especially from the perspective of climate change and increases in extreme weather events. Therefore, we employed combined observational and modeling methods to evaluate the water and carbon cycles at representative bamboo and tea plots in eastern China. Green tea growth and the corresponding water and carbon cycles were reproduced using the Community Land Model after applying fertilizer. Old-growth bamboo was reasonably simulated as broadleaf evergreen forest in this model. The mean observed soil respiration ranged from 1.79 to 2.57 and 1.34 to 1.50 µmol m−2 s−1 at the bamboo and tea sites, respectively, from April 2016 to October 2017. The observed soil respiration decreased by 23% and 55% due to extreme dryness in August 2016 at the bamboo and tea plots, respectively, and the model reproduced these decreases well. The modeling results indicated that tea acted as a stronger carbon sink during spring and a stronger carbon source during autumn and winter compared with old-growth bamboo. The carbon cycle was affected more by extremely dry weather than by extremely wet weather in both the bamboo and tea plots. Extremely dry periods markedly reduced the carbon sink at both plots, although this trend was more pronounced at the tea plot.
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1. Introduction


Tea is the second most consumed beverage in the world and is one of the “business cards” of Chinese culture. Driven by economic development and the rise in living standards, tea plantations have expanded rapidly over the past several decades in China. China currently has the largest area of tea plantations and produces the most tea in the world, accounting for approximately 60% and 50% of the world’s plantations and production in 2016, respectively [1]. The area of plantations in China is currently around 30,000 km2, which increased by 143% from 2000 to 2014, representing the most rapid increase worldwide [1]. Moreover, tea production is predicted to increase by 55% from 2013 to 2023 [2]. This rapid expansion in tea plantations must be achieved by reducing the area of other land types, in most cases causing deforestation, because tea is usually planted in hilly areas in China. However, few studies have investigated the influences of tea plantations and corresponding land use changes on the terrestrial carbon (C) cycle.



Climate change and extreme weather and climate events (EWCEs) have increased the complexity of the influences of tea plantations on the terrestrial C cycle. EWCEs occur frequently in the middle and lower reaches of the Yangtze River (MLRYR), where water resources are plentiful and the monsoon climate is dominant. For example, the entire Yangtze River experienced the second largest recorded flood in the 20th century in 1998. Meanwhile, the MLRYR suffered from a drought with a return period of 50 years during the spring of 2011 [3] and experienced another severe flood in 2016 accompanied by rainfall from June 19 to July 20 equivalent to twice the multi-year average (600 mm) [4,5]. Increasing frequencies of extreme rainfall events [6,7,8,9] and extreme droughts [10,11,12,13] have been projected with increasing global air temperature. Tea plantations located in the southern region of the MLRYR produce more than two-thirds of the tea in China [14] and are frequently affected by EWCEs; however, no studies have assessed the influences of EWCEs on the C cycle in tea plantations.



Bamboo is another plant with special meaning in Chinese culture; for example, a man of complete virtue is often compared to bamboo in China. Bamboo forests account for 2.97% of the total forest area in China [15] and have a similar spatial distribution as that of tea in China (e.g., in Zhejiang, Fujian Province) [16]. As a result, tea plantations are often developed at the expense of bamboo forest (e.g., at the present study site). Currently, the area of tea plantation is approximately half that of bamboo forest [15]. In recent years, bamboo has received attention for its high capacity to store C and potential for C farming and trading [16,17]. Therefore, the influence of replacing natural bamboo forest with tea plantations on the C cycle must be investigated in depth.



The tea plant can be categorized as a shrub (shorter varieties) or tree (taller stages or varieties), and fertilization is required to increase production. However, most land surface models do not have an option or module for fertilized shrubs or trees in agroforestry, including the most widely used land surface model in climate change studies, the Community Land Model (CLM). Meanwhile, bamboo is biologically classified as a giant grass [18], although its height, stem, and other characteristics are tree-like. To our knowledge, no studies have assessed the performance of the CLM in modeling bamboo.



In this study, we monitored meteorological indexes and soil water content and measured soil respiration (SR) at a reference bamboo plot and a green tea plot in Taihu Basin, MLRYR. Then, we constructed and validated mathematical models based on the field observations and data from the literature. We aimed to evaluate the performance of the widely used CLM model in modeling the growth and C cycles of bamboo and tea ecosystems, to analyze the complete C cycles in these two plots, to investigate the influences of land use change from moso bamboo to green tea on the C cycle, and to investigate the influences of extreme weather and climate events on the growth and C cycles of these two ecosystems.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Study Sites and Data


This study was conducted at an experimental hillslope site (31°21′ N, 119°03′ E) in Taihu Basin, eastern China, which is part of the MLRYR and is located approximately 230 km west of Shanghai (Figure 1). The study site has a north subtropical–middle subtropical transition monsoon climate with a mean annual precipitation of 1157 mm and a mean annual temperature of 15.9 °C (2006–2016). The study site includes a moso bamboo (Phyllostachys edulis (Carr.) H. de Lahaie) plot and a green tea (Camellia sinensis (L.) O. Kuntze) plot (Figure 1). Bamboo, tea, and mixed forest are the dominant plants at the study site. Moso bamboo accounts for 34% of the forest in Taihu Basin [19]. The bamboo forest in the present study is under near-natural conditions and is at the old-growth stage (>20 years old; Figure 2a). The rapid biomass and C accumulation of newly planted bamboo was not within the scope of this study. As described in Section 1, the MLRYR accounts for two-thirds of tea production in China, and the green tea analyzed in the present study represented the dominant tea type in China [1].



The hillslope at the study site has a slope of 0%–21%, and the mean slopes of the bamboo and tea plots are 8.5% and 11.5% [20,21], respectively. The soil texture of the two study sites is silt loam with a mean silt content >70%. The depth from the surface to the soil–bedrock interface varies from <0.3 m to around 1.0 m, and the mean depths at the bamboo and tea plots are 0.56 m and 0.49 m [22], respectively.



An automatic weather station (see location in Figure 1) was installed to collect and record incoming solar radiation, rainfall, air temperature, relative humidity, and wind speed in 5-min intervals. Data from a nearby state meteorology station, Yixing station (31°20′ N, 119°49′ E), a nearby airport weather station (31°45′ N, 118°52′ E), and National Centers for Environmental Prediction (NCEP) reanalysis data with a resolution of 1.905° × 1.875° (only incoming longwave radiation in 2017; ftp://ftp.cdc.noaa.gov/Datasets/ncep.reanalysis) were used when the corresponding instruments of the automatic weather station were non-functional, or relevant data were unavailable (Figure S1).



The volumetric soil water content used in the present study (1 January 2015 to 31 December 2017) was monitored continuously and recorded in 5-min intervals using EC-5 SWC sensors (Decagon Devices Inc., Pullman, WA, USA) at six sites in the bamboo (points B1, B2, and B4 in Figure 1) and tea (points T2, T3, and T4 in Figure 1) plots. One to three sensors were installed at depths of 5, 10, and 30 cm at each site, and the soil water content was also monitored at a depth of 40 cm at the bamboo plot (Table 1). The EC-5 sensors were calibrated using a portable time-domain reflectometry TRIME-PICO-IPH probe (IMKO Micromodultechnik, Ettlingen, Germany) for each site and soil depth [23].



SR (heterotrophic respiration (HR) + root respiration (RR)) was measured from bimonthly to monthly from 13 April 2016 to 18 October 2017 using the closed chamber technique [24]. For the gas flux measurements, a series of three aluminum unvented chambers (open bases of 50 cm × 50 cm × 30 cm) at each site (bamboo plot: B1–B4; tea plot: T1–T4) were inserted into the soil to a depth of 15 cm to ensure an airtight seal and left throughout the cropping cycle (Figure 2c,d). Gas sampling was normally carried out between 09:00 and 11:00, which was assumed to be representative of the daily mean [24]. The modeling results supported this assumption, with a difference of less than 7% between the daily and mean values between 09:00 and 11:00 (see Section 3). To ensure adequate mixing of air within the chamber, the chamber air was mixed using a 60-mL syringe before sampling, and four gas samples were taken from each chamber headspace (0, 10, 20, and 30 min after closure) using a 30-mL syringe (Terumo, Tokyo, Japan) for transport back to the laboratory. Three samples were taken at each site at each sampling time. Carbon dioxide (CO2) concentrations in the gas samples were analyzed in the laboratory using a gas chromatograph (Varian 3800). The SR (CO2 flux) FCO2 (µmol m−2 s−1) was calculated as follows:


    F  C O 2   = ρ ⋅ h ⋅   273   273 + T   ⋅   d C   d t   ⋅ 3.788   



(1)




where ρ is the density of CO2 (g cm−3), h is the height of the closed chamber from the soil surface (cm), T is the air temperature in the chamber (°C) measured using a thermometer (Figure 2c), C is the measured CO2 concentration in the gas samples (ppm), t is time (10 min in this study), and 3.788 is a unit conversion factor.




2.2. Land Surface Model


CLM ver. 4.5 (CLM4.5) [25] was used to simulate plant growth, water, and the C and nitrogen (N) cycles for the two ecosystems in this study. In CLM4.5, water, C, and N flux models are based on the offline ecosystem process model Biome-BGC ver. 4.1.2 [26,27,28]. The CENTURY-based soil C pool kinetics (CLM45BGC) [29] in CLM4.5 was used in the present study. The soil–water content simulation in CLM was based on the one-dimensional Richards equation. The air forcing data used to drive the model included air temperature at a height of 2 m, precipitation, wind speed, relative humidity, surface atmospheric pressure, incident solar radiation, and incident longwave radiation (Figure 3 and Figure S1). The single-point mode of the CLM model was used for each plot.



Green tea plants are usually fertilized in China; therefore, urea and manure were applied to the tea plot. Specifically, 209 and 174 kg N ha−1 were applied in the form of urea on 16 March and 30 October of each year, respectively, and 120 kg N ha−1 and 1792 kg C ha−1 were applied as manure on 30 October. CLM4.5 currently has simulation options available for corn, soybean, and cereal, but no option or module exists for green tea. In this study, green tea was treated as temperate broadleaf evergreen shrub, and we added N fertilizer to the soil ammonium pool and added C to the first soil organic C pool on the corresponding application dates by revising the source codes for the C and N cycles. Specifically, urea N was added to soil layers at a depth of 2–10 cm by revising the N state update procedure in the CLM (CNNStateUpdate1Mod.F90), in which fertilizer was added to the ammonium pool in the default CLM for corn simulations. Manure N and C were added to the first soil organic N and C pools of the uppermost three soil layers for the tea plot, respectively. To determine the optimal method to simulate bamboo growth, we compared simulations in which bamboo was treated as either C3 grass or temperate broadleaf evergreen forest.



Soil water dynamics reflect the comprehensive influences of rainfall, evapotranspiration, and lateral leaching; therefore, we used the soil water content to validate the modeling results for the water cycle. In our previous C/N modeling studies based on CLM4.5, CLM4.5 roughly captured the net ecosystem exchange (NEE) dynamics at a site in Minnesota representing the United States Corn Belt, a Douglas fir site in Washington State, a Mesquite Savanna site in Arizona, an oak pine forest site in southern California, and an Amazon evergreen forest site in Brazil [30,31]. Moreover, CLM4.5 reproduced gross primary production (GPP), net primary production (NPP), soil organic C content, and litter and fine root masses [31]. A cumulative 8-day MODIS GPP product with a pixel size of 500 m (MOD17A2H version 6) was provided by Running et al. (2015; https://lpdaac.usgs.gov/dataset_discovery/modis/modis_products_table/mod17a2h_v006). In the present study, we used the MODIS GPP product and the measured soil HR at the two experimental plots, along with data from the literature, to validate the performance of the model in simulating plant growth and the C cycle. The schematic of the method that was used in the present study is shown in Figure 4.





3. Results and Discussion


To obtain a stable vertical soil C distribution for the initial modeling conditions, a long model spin-up, consisting of an accelerated decomposition [32] spin-up run of 1000 years followed by a normal spin-up run of 200 years was conducted for both the bamboo and tea simulations (Figure S2).



3.1. Observed and Modeled Soil Water Content


The model reproduced the seasonal dynamics of the observed soil water content at various time scales (hourly, daily, and monthly as shown in Table 1; Figure 5 and Figure S3). The exponent in the soil water retention curve, Clapp and Hornberger’s “B”, is a sensitive soil water content modeling parameter used in the CLM [33]. It was adjusted to improve the soil water content simulation at these two plots in the present study. To compensate for the effects of gravel on the soil water content at the two plots [34], it was adjusted to the lower boundary of the reasonable range for silt loam provided by Clapp and Hornberger [35]. The coefficients of determination (R2) between the observed and simulated hourly soil water contents at depths of 5, 10, and 30 cm from January 2015 to December 2017 were 0.58–0.61 (0.22–0.64), 0.50–0.63 (0.09–0.65), and 0.36–0.55 (0.36–0.52) at the bamboo (tea) plot, respectively. Similar R2 values were obtained at daily and monthly scales (Table 1; Figure S3). The simulated monthly soil water content was always within or near the ranges of the observations at a given depth (5, 10, 30, and 40 cm) at these two plots (Figure 5).



Both the observation and modeling results illustrated an obvious decrease in soil water content during August and September 2016, which was caused by the limited precipitation during August 2016 (monthly precipitation: 16.7 mm; Figure 3g). In comparison, the soil water content was larger in August and September 2017 because of greater precipitation in August 2017 (219 mm). The limited precipitation and low soil water content in August and September 2016 had a clear influence on the C cycle (see Section 3.4). Interestingly, the mean observed soil water contents at depths of 5, 10, and 30 cm at the bamboo (tea) plot were 27.95 (21.81)%, 28.14 (22.66)%, and 28.24 (24.33)%, indicating wetter soil in the bamboo than in the tea plot.




3.2. Modeled Plant Growth


The results of the model that treated bamboo as grass were not reasonable. For example, the modeled leaf area index (LAI) reached as high as 8, but decreased to 0 during the dry August of 2016 (Figure S4a), which was inconsistent with observations at the study site. Therefore, the following modeling results were obtained by considering bamboo as temperate broadleaf evergreen forest.



The modeled mean LAI values of the bamboo and tea plots during 2015–2017 were 3.3 and 4.5 (Figure S5), respectively. In comparison, the observed LAI for moso bamboo in a subtropical forest (Anji County, northwestern Zhejiang Province, China; 30°28′ N, 119°40′ E) located 115 km from the present study site was 3.6 in 2015 [36], similar to the modeled result (3.3) in the present study. The slight decrease in the observed LAI in autumn and winter and increase in spring at the Anji site were also reproduced by the model (Figure S4b). Green tea typically has a very large LAI. For example, Dutta [37] observed 36 LAI values for the same type of tea as that examined in the present study in India (Figure 1 in [37]), of which 5 values were within 3.0–4.0 and 30 within 4.0–6.5. High LAI values were observed in the photograph of our study plot (Figure 2b). Therefore, the modeled mean LAI of 4.5 for the tea plot was within a reasonable range.



The modeled GPP at the two plots was basically consistent with the MODIS GPP product (Figure 6), with the correlation R2 between simulation and MODIS GPP product being 0.39 and 0.38 at the Bamboo and tea plots, respectively. The moderate R2 (0.38–0.39) was caused the noise (e.g., close to zero GPP values during the growing season) in the MODIS product (Figure 6). The picking of the youngest leaves at the tea plot was not considered in the modeling, which could affect the carbon cycle and might contribute to the differences in GPP between modeling results and MODIS product. Both the noise in the MODIS GPP product and the neglect of the youngest leave picking in the modeling contributed to the larger modeled GPP than the MODIS value.



The modeled C storage in biomass and soil at the tea plot in the present study were consistent with previous studies, supporting the model’s accuracy. Li et al. [36] reported that the average densities of C storage in biomass, litter layer, and soil at tea plantations in China were 50.90, 4.91, and 137.50 Mg C ha−1, respectively, and no significant differences were found in the density of biomass C among different tea plant varieties and climate conditions. In the present study, the mean biomass C density, including leaf C, fine root C, coarse root C, and stem C, during 2015–2017 was 37.70 Mg C ha−1, equivalent to 74% of the value reported by Li et al. [36]. In addition, soil C accounted for the largest proportion of C storage (123.25 Mg C ha−1) during 2015–2017 in the present study, equivalent to 90% of the value reported by Li et al. [36].




3.3. Observed and Modeled Total Soil Respiration and Heterotrophic Respiration


Figure 7 presents the measured SR data at the two plots (n = 552). At the bamboo plot, the mean (SD) observed SR values at sites B1–B4 from April 2016 to October 2017 were 2.57 (1.37), 2.79 (1.40), 2.86 (1.71), and 1.79 (0.96) µmol m−2 s−1, respectively. The modeled mean SR during 09:00–11:00 on the days when the measurements were conducted was 3.40 (0.98) µmol m−2 s−1, which was similar to the observations at sites B2 (difference: 22%) and B3 (difference: 19%). The mean hourly modeled SR during 2016–2017 was 3.14 µmol m−2 s−1, illustrating that the mean value during 09:00–11:00 (3.40) was similar to the daily value. The model also captured the seasonal dynamics of the observed SR, and the R2 values between the observed and modeled SR at sites B1–B4 were 0.87, 0.83, 0.49, and 0.43, respectively.



At the tea plot, the mean (SD) observed SR values at sites T1–T4 from April 2016 to October 2017 were 1.39 (0.73), 1.50 (0.81), 1.34 (0.73), and 1.46 (0.72) µmol m−2 s−1, respectively. The modeled mean SR (SD) and HR (SD) during 09:00–11:00 on the days when the measurements were conducted were 3.81 (0.96) and 1.57 (0.38) µmol m−2 s−1, respectively. In contrast to the bamboo plot, the modeled HR (1.57) was closer to the observed HR (1.34–1.50) than to the modeled SR (3.81). This was unsurprising, because bamboo has a fibrous root system, and the measured SR at the bamboo plot reflected the sum of RR and HR, whereas tea has a tap root system, and the measured SR between two rows at the tea plot (Figure 2b) reflected mainly HR (Figure 7d). The R2 values between the observed and modeled SR (HR) at sites T1–T4 were 0.71 (0.31), 0.69 (0.35), 0.59 (0.23), and 0.58 (0.44), respectively (Figure 7d and Figure 8b), and the correlation between the observed SR and modeled SR (Figure 7d) was markedly greater than that between the observed SR and modeled HR (Figure 8b) at all four sites, implying that RR contributed to the observed SR to some extent, although HR was the primary component of the observed SR at the tea plot.



The drought in August 2016 (monthly precipitation: 16.7 mm) caused a 55% decrease in the mean observed SR at the tea plot, from 2.12 (1.58–2.70) µmol m−2 s−1 on 12 July 2016 to 0.96 (0.17–1.32) µmol m−2 s−1 on August 25, 2016 (Figure 7d). In contrast, the corresponding mean observed SR at the bamboo plot only decreased by 23% (Figure 7c). The larger decrease in the observed SR at the tea plot (55%) than at the bamboo plot (23%) partially reflected the larger contribution of HR to the observed SR at the tea plot, because HR is influenced by soil water content and subsequent anaerobic conditions.



The simulations offered interesting results for the comparisons of SR, RR, and HR between the two plots (Figure 7e and Figure 8c). The modeled HR was larger at the bamboo plot than at the tea plot (Figure 8c), whereas the modeled SR showed the opposite trend (Figure 7e), indicative of a smaller modeled RR (SR − HR) at the bamboo plot than at the tea plot. The larger HR and smaller RR at the bamboo plot were reasonable, considering that soil water content, which influences HR, was greater at the bamboo plot than at the tea plot (Figure 5; Section 3.1), and that the LAI was larger at the tea plot (4.5) than at the bamboo plot (3.3) [38].



Both the observations and simulation showed greater SR during April–October and lower SR during November–March, consistent with the seasonal dynamics of air temperature (Figure 3, Figure 7a and Figure 9; Figure S10). Similarly, Kutsch et al. [39] reported that the rhizomicrobial respiration rate was strongly temperature dependent. In the present study, a strong exponential correlation was found between observed air temperature and soil respiration (Figure 9), which is also consistent with the monitoring results in Kutsch et al. [39] (Figure 6 in their paper). It is worth mentioning that the exponential correlation between soil respiration and temperature was decreased by the extremely dry events, as shown by the dots in small rectangles in Figure 9.




3.4. Influences of Climate and Land Use on the Carbon Cycle


The substantial differences in annual precipitation between 2015–2017 and drought in August 2016 provided a valuable opportunity to analyze the influences of climate and extremely dry events on the C cycle. The annual precipitation amounts were 1720 and 2251 mm in 2015 and 2016, respectively, and the precipitation in 2017 was 1349 mm. Therefore, 2015 and 2016 were considered to be wet and extremely wet years, respectively, while 2017 was near-normal conditions, considering the multi-year average precipitation of 1157 mm.



The modeled annual mean GPP values at the bamboo (tea) plot were 4.80 (5.21), 4.33 (4.71), and 4.57 (5.07) µmol m−2 s−1 in 2015, 2016, and 2017, respectively (Figure 10 and Figure S6). The plentiful rainfall in 2016 (2251 mm) did not increase the GPP compared with 2015 (1720 mm) and 2017 (1349 mm). This may have been due to sufficient water during normal years for plant growth in the study area; therefore, additional water does not substantially stimulate plant growth.



The modeled GPP values at the bamboo (tea) plot were 6.18 (6.48), 3.91 (3.92), and 5.31 (5.65) µmol m−2 s−1 between August–October in 2015, 2016, and 2017, respectively (Figure 10 and Figure S6), indicating that the extremely dry August in 2016 reduced the GPP during August–October, despite high precipitation in September and October in 2016 (717 mm) (Figure 10a). The MODIS GPP product also illustrated the reducing impact of drought on the GPP during August–October (shown in the grey rectangle in Figure 7a). Overall, the results indicated that the modeled GPP was not sensitive to extremely wet weather conditions but was sensitive to short periods (August 2016) of extremely dry weather conditions.



The drought in August 2016 caused marked decreases in GPP in August and the following two months (Figure 10a), while the modeled LAI was less affected (Figure S5), consistent with observations from other studies. For example, Vicca et al. [40] reported that extreme drought in Hesse, France, caused a three-year reduction in GPP in a beech forest, even though the state of the forest remained unaltered (i.e., no browning or defoliation occurred).



The monthly NEE with an absolute value greater than 0.50 µmol m−2 s−1 was defined as CO2 emissions or absorption in this study. CO2 absorption mainly occurred within (2015) or around (2016 and 2017) spring (March–May), and CO2 emissions mainly occurred in autumn (September–November) and winter (December–February). The tea plot acted as a strong CO2 emission source during the drought in August 2016 and in the following two months (Figure 10e). Both plots acted as CO2 sinks (negative NEE) in 2015 and 2017, with a mean annual NEE of −0.06 (−0.15) and −0.13 (−0.26) µmol m−2 s−1 at the Bamboo (tea) plot, respectively. In contrast, both plots acted as a CO2 source (positive NEE) in 2016, with a mean annual NEE of 0.18 and 0.29 µmol m−2 s−1, respectively. The increase in C emissions into the atmosphere after the extreme drought in 2016 (positive NEE; Figure 10e) from the modeling results was consistent with the existing understanding that extreme droughts reduce terrestrial C sinks [41].



The modeled GPP was slightly larger at the tea plot than at the bamboo plot in all months except August 2016, when the tea plot showed a slightly smaller GPP (Figure 10a). Autotrophic respiration (AR; Figure 10b) and ecosystem respiration (=AR + HR; Figure 10d) were always greater at the tea plot than the bamboo plot. The tea plot acted as a much stronger CO2 sink in 2015 and a much stronger CO2 source in 2016 compared with the bamboo plot. Temperate evergreen needle forest and mixed forest account for 20.8% and 11.7% of the total forest area in Taihu Basin. In this study, we simulated bamboo as temperate evergreen broadleaf forest. Considering the larger C sink/source of tea than bamboo during different periods, the tea ecosystem should also be a greater C sink/source than temperate evergreen needle forest in Taihu Basin.



Bamboo has a high CO2 sequestration capacity due to its rapid growth and corresponding high biomass accumulation during its early growth stage (e.g., first year); therefore, it has high potential as a woody forest for C farming and trading [16,17]. The rapid growth and high CO2 sequestration capacity of bamboo during its early growth stage are attributed to its deep and laterally extensive root system. The bamboo ecosystem in the present study was more than 20 years old and past the rapid growth stage (Figure 2a). The mean value and seasonal dynamics of the observed SR (RR + HR) were captured by the model, which implied that (a) the model effectively reproduced the C cycle of old-growth bamboo in the study, and (b) old-growth bamboo does not have as high a CO2 sequestration capacity as bamboo in the early-growth stage. Moreover, bamboo plots could act as stronger C sinks if older bamboo were harvested regularly and replaced with new growth, which did not occur at the research site during the study period. The greater observed soil water content at the bamboo plot than at the tea plot supported the low C sequestration capacity, because the soil would have been drier at the bamboo plot than at the tea plot if growth, evapotranspiration, and biomass accumulation were greater at the bamboo plot than at the tea plot.





4. Conclusions


In this study, we measured meteorological indexes, soil water content, and SR between 2016–2017 at a bamboo and green tea plot on a hillslope in the MLRYR, China. Then, we constructed mathematical models based on CLM4.5 to describe the water and C cycles for these two plots. The mean observed SR was 1.79–2.57 µmol m−2 s−1 at four bamboo sites and 1.34–1.50 µmol m−2 s−1 at four tea sites from April 2016 to October 2017. The observations illustrated the seasonal dynamics of SR, showing a peak in April–October at the two plots. The observed SR at the bamboo plot reflected both RR and HR, while the observed SR at the tea plot reflected mainly HR. Based on the good fit of the observed soil water contents at different depths at the two plots, the model effectively reproduced the seasonal dynamics of SR at the bamboo plot and HR at the tea plot. The R2 values between the observed and modeled SR were 0.43–0.87 and 0.58–0.71 for the bamboo and tea sites, respectively. The observed SR decreased by 23% and 55% due to an extreme drought in August 2016 at the bamboo and tea plots, respectively, and the model also reproduced this decrease. The modeling results indicated that tea acted as a greater C sink during spring and a greater C source during autumn and winter compared with bamboo. GPP, NPP, and NEE were affected much more by extremely dry weather than by extremely wet weather at both the bamboo and tea plots. The extremely dry period likely caused the change in both plots from a C sink to a C source and had greater influences on the tea plot.
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Figure 1. Location of the study site and distribution of the sampling points for soil moisture and soil respiration. 
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Figure 2. Images of the (a) moso bamboo and (b) green tea plots, and (c) image and (d) diagram of the soil respiration monitoring instrument. 
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Figure 3. Meteorological data used to drive the model. (a) FSDS, incident solar radiation; (b) FLDS, incident longwave radiation; (c) PBOT, atmospheric pressure; (d) air temperature; (e) wind speed, and (f) precipitation. 
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Figure 4. Schematic of the method used in the study. FSDS, P, T, RH, and Wind represent incoming solar radiation, rainfall, air temperature, relative humidity, and wind speed, respectively. 
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Figure 5. Observed and modeled soil water content by soil depth at the two study plots. 
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Figure 6. MODIS and the modeled 8-day Gross Primary Production (GPP) at the study site. The grey rectangle shows the period when drought affects GPP. (a) time series of the modeled GPP and MODIS data; correlations between MODIS and the modeled GPP at bamboo (b) and tea (c) plot. 
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Figure 7. Observed and modeled soil respiration (SR) at the two study plots. (a,b) show the seasonal dynamics of the observed SR at the bamboo and tea plots, respectively; (c–e) show the time series of the observed and modeled SR. 
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Figure 8. Observed soil respiration (SR) and modeled heterotrophic respiration (HR) at the bamboo (a) and tea (b) plots. Panel (c) shows the comparisons between the modeled HR at the two plots. 
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Figure 9. Correlations between observed air temperature and soil respiration at bamboo (panels (a–d): sites B1–B4) and tea (panels (e–h): sites T1–T4) plots. Both air temperature and soil respiration were observed between 9:00–11:00 Dots in squares were soil respirations that were observed during the dry August of 2016. 






Figure 9. Correlations between observed air temperature and soil respiration at bamboo (panels (a–d): sites B1–B4) and tea (panels (e–h): sites T1–T4) plots. Both air temperature and soil respiration were observed between 9:00–11:00 Dots in squares were soil respirations that were observed during the dry August of 2016.



[image: Forests 09 00629 g009]







[image: Forests 09 00629 g010 550] 





Figure 10. Modeled monthly carbon fluxes at the two study plots. (a) AR, autotrophic respiration; (b) ER, ecosystem respiration; (c) GPP, gross primary production; (d) NEE, net ecosystem exchange; (e) NPP, net primary production. 
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Table 1. Hourly (daily, monthly) R2 between observed and simulated soil water content.
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Bamboo Plot

	

	
4–7 cm

	
7–12 cm

	
21–34 cm






	
B1

	
5 cm

	
0.58 (0.61, 0.65)

	
−

	
−




	
10 cm_1

	
−

	
0.56 (0.63, 0.65)

	
−




	
10 cm_2

	
−

	
0.53 (0.57, 0.70)

	
−




	
10 cm_3

	
−

	
0.56 (0.58, 0.54)

	
−




	
30 cm

	
−

	
−

	
0.36 (0.40, 0.49)




	
B2

	
5 cm

	
0.61 (0.64, 0.62)

	
−

	
−




	
10 cm_1

	
−

	
0.63 (0.64, 0.60)

	
−




	
10 cm_2

	
−

	
0.53 (0.54, 0.47)

	
−




	
10 cm_3

	
−

	
0.54 (0.60, 0.49)

	
−




	
30 cm

	
−

	
−

	
0.55 (0.52, 0.53)




	
B4

	
5 cm

	
0.59 (0.61, 0.62)

	
−

	
−




	
10 cm

	
−

	
0.50 (0.55, 0.50)

	
−




	
30 cm

	
−

	
−

	
0.51 (0.52, 0.51)




	
40 cm

	
−

	
−

	
0.47 (0.48, 0.47)




	
Tea Plot

	

	
4–6 cm

	
6–11 cm

	
29–49 cm




	
T2

	
5 cm_1

	
0.22 (0.21, 0.32)

	
−

	
−




	
5 cm_2

	
0.64 (0.64, 0.41)

	
−

	
−




	
10 cm_1

	
−

	
0.09 (0.09, −)

	
−




	
10 cm_2

	
−

	
0.43 (0.44, 0.28)

	
−




	
30 cm

	
−

	
−

	
0.52 (0.54, 0.74)




	
T3

	
5 cm_1

	
0.60 (0.63, 0.74)

	
−

	
−




	
5 cm_2

	
0.24 (0.23, 0.22)

	
−

	
−




	
10 cm

	
−

	
0.60 (0.65, 0.72)

	
−




	
30 cm

	
−

	
−

	
0.36 (0.44, 0.55)




	
T4

	
5 cm_1

	
0.62 (0.67, 0.75)

	
−

	
−




	
5 cm_2

	
0.39 (0.39, 0.42)

	
−

	
−




	
10 cm_1

	
−

	
0.65 (0.68, 0.80)

	
−




	
10 cm_2

	
−

	
0.40 (0.41, −)

	
−




	
30 cm

	
−

	
−

	
0.47 (0.55, 0.61)
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