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Soil Moisture Influence on Growth and Nutrient Uptake of
Seedlings in Denuded Forest Land*!

Soo-Wook Lee.*2 Chi-Moon Kim.*2 Ho-Kyeong Song*?

In afforestation of denuded forest land soil conditions play a very important role in early growth
of cover vegetations. This study was designed for understanding the effect of soil moisture regime
or growth and nutrient uptake of some seedlings. Cover vegetations such as Pinus rigida Miller,
Robinia pseudoacacia L. and Lespedeza bicolor Turcz. were planted in pot with the soil transported
from denuded forest land in Musu-ri Sannae-Myeon, Daedeog-Kun, Chungnam Province. There were
3 moisture treatments and 4 fertility levels in P3Os with 4 replications. Influence on growth was
observed by the variation in dry weight and nutrient uptake was studied in nitrogen, phosphate
and kalium. Results are as follows:

1. For Pinus rigida seedlings decrease in sotl moisture tension increases growth of dry weight

and enhance the uptake of kalium. Increase in P,Qs fertility level tends to decrease the uptake

of kalium rather than increase in P;Os uptake.

S

In Robinia pseudoacacia increase in soil moisture content stimulates the uptake of nitrogen
and kalium. Increase in Py0; level enhances the uptake of P,Os and increases growth of dry
weight.

3. In Lespedeza bicolor increase in soil moisture content has a tendency of decrease in nitrogen
uptake. Increase in P;Os level increases the growth of dry weight as well as the uptake of
P:0s.
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