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Abstract

Leaf construction cost (CC) and other growth traits of alien Sonneratia caseolaris in Shenzhen Bay
were studied to evaluate the invasive potential of this alien mangrove species after introduced to
Shenzhen, their new habitat. Results showed that the CC of S. caseolaris was the lowest, while the
specific leaf area (SLA) was just the opposite. CC per unit mass (CCM) and CC per unit area (CCA)
were 6.3% and 38.6%, respectively lower than those of native mangroves, while SLA was 38.6%,
higher than the natives. In addition, leaf caloric values and C concentrations of S. caseolaris were
lower than the native mangroves significantly while the N concentrations were the opposite (P <
0.05). Lower CC, caloric values and C concentrations but higher SLA and N concentrations led this
alien mangrove species to grow higher and bigger than the natives (50% and 125.6% in height and
chest circumference, respectively). Therefore, lower CC but Higher SLA would add the invasive
potentials to S. caseolaris and the invasiveness of this alien mangrove species should not be neg-
lected.
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Figure 1. Leaves of tested mangrove species
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FEMERNE: KA C2000 HETHNE, WE /TR F s €. BMFERIE 3 ANER, BCrY
EAE A i 1 AR

EIRDPAEAHY KW F AR : AH. = TEMME/(L - KoE5E) [12].

M B A7 iR B R AS (CCM, g flucose/g biomass) 4% & Williams %5 [13] %) 7%, El: CCM =
[(0.06968AH, — 0.065) (1 — Ash) + 7.5(kN/14.0067)]/EG, AH AR K/ Hdl; Ash REK &8 NAE
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YA KR (EG) N 0.87 [14].
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Figure 2. Comparisons of height and chest circumference between alien S. caseolaris and native man-
groves (Mean and standard deviation of three replicates are shown. Different letters indicate significant
difference at p < 0.05 in all species; * and ** indicate a significant difference between alien S. caseola-
ris and native species at p < 0.05 and < 0.01, respectively). (Same Legend as Figures 3-6)
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Figure 3. Comparison of SLA between alien S. caseolaris

and native mangroves in Shenzhen Futian
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Figure 4. Comparisons of C and N concentrations between alien S. caseolaris and native mangroves in

Shenzhen Futian
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Figure 5. Comparisons of gross caloric values, AH, and ash content between alien S. caseolaris
and native mangroves in Shenzhen Futian
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Figure 6. Comparison of CCM and CCA between alien S. caseolaris and native mangroves in Shenz-

hen Futian
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