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Fig. 1 The relationship between maximum water holding capacity of L. juniperoideum
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Water Holding Capacities of Bryophytes under Different Habitats in

Jin-yun-shan National Nature Reserve

LIU Yan, QIAO Guangjun
(College of Life Sciences, Chongqing Normal University, Chongqing 401331, China)

Abstract: Bryophytes, as one of the important components in forest ecosystem, have strong water holding abilities and play signifi-
cant ecological functions. However, few reports focus on water holding abilities of bryophytes under different habitats. The present
study employed the indoor immersion method to measure the maximum water holding capacities of seven dominant bryophyte species
growing on rocks, soil and trunks, respectively, in Jin-yun-shan National Nature Reserve, Chongqing, and reveal the variation pat-
terns of water holding capacities with time immersed in water. The results showed that the seven dominant bryophyte species could
absorb water as heavy as 5. 45 to 16. 35 times of their dry mass, which equal to 8. 92~27.18 t » hm™ ? of rainfall. Among them, the
maximum water holding capacity of Leucobryum juniperoideum was the strongest. The average of maximum water holding capacity
of three dominant species on rocks was highest, followed by those of on soil and trunks. Water holding capacities of the seven bryo-
phytes increased with time immersed in water. In the first thirty minutes, the amounts of water absorbed by different species all in-
creased sharply and the values reached the maximum after eight hours immersed. The relation between water holding capacities of
each species (y) and time immersed in water (x) was y = & In x + p. Present results provided scientific evidence for bryophyte
biodiversity conservation and hydrological function research.
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(FAEHm#E K D



