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O.G. Polyakova –  

The influence of timber cutting on gray forest soils fertility in Holosiyiv Forest 

It was shown the question nutrients carry out from the forest biocoeosis which take place 
with forest cutting and timber take out. Timber cutting and further regeneration decrease forest 
soil fertility. There was proposed to compensate the nutrients carry out by fertilizations.  

,  ,      -
.           ,  -

      .     
        -

.    . . ,    
 ,     -    -

   -   [7].  
   –    ,  

       -  
     "  ",    

  .  
     :  -  -

 (  – 5   5  ;  –  200 ; -
 – 0.6;   – 26 ;    –1.2 ,  – 28 ;  

  –  ),   ,  65-   
 ,        -

.    .     
       ,     –
 . ,       

-      , ,  ,  
        .  



    

    (VI-   ) 82

           
   .     

   :  – 10   +  ;  -
 – 27 ;   – 34 ;  – 0,80;  – 400 3/ .   

,  65 ,  60 3/        -
.            -

   65     40 3/  ,   
20 3/  ,   .       

 420 3/ .   ,    0,08 % , 0.10 % 
  0.06 % ;  –  0.46, 0.09  0.10 % [9].  . 1 -

  ,        . 
  6 %  '   [11]. 

. 1.  ,         

  1 3,    ,   ,  
3/        

  395 0,485 0,606 0,364 192 239 144 
 25 4,416 0,864 0,960 110 22 24 
 420 4,901 1,470 1,324 302 261 168 

 ,  65   1      -
  302  , 261    168  .  :  
      1    25 /  : 87  -

, 25    60   [8].  :     
         ? 

           
         ,  -

    .    5    -
     .      0-20   50-60   

    600-700 .     -
          [6]. -
      4  :    -

 ;     ;    -
;     .     

   " ". 
      . . . -

    . . :     0.01  
  2.5 % –  ; 2.5-5.0 % –  ; 5.1-10 % –  -

; 10.1-20.0 % – .      -
 -  -01,    –  - , -

  –  . ,   –  . .   . . 
   . . ,    –  . . -

,   –  . . ,   –  . . .  
         [1, 2, 

3, 6, 10].     . 2  3.  
        . 

            
,    [4].  

 , 2000, . 10.4 

,  83

. 2.     

     
- 
- 
 

1,0-
0,25 

 

0,25-
0,05 

 

0,05-
0,01 

 

0,01-
0,005 

 

0,005-
0,001 

 

 
0,001 

 

 
0,01  
( . 

) 

 0,01 
 ( -

. 
) 

- 
  

    0-20  
 
 23,8 34,2 30,8 3,9 2,4 4,9 88,8 11,2  

- 
 21,0 48,1 21,2 3,1 2,8 3,8 90,3 9,7  

 
    50-60  

 
 25,3 38,5 27,5 3,0 2,0 3,7 91,3 8,7  

 
- 
 21,1 40,5 25,8 3,9 2,9 5,8 87,4 12,6  

. 3.    

     %  
    0-20  

   3,9 3,9 100 
  , - .  

100   
1,5 2,2 68 

 , - . 
 100   

4,5 4,5 100 

   
,   100   

6,0 6,5 91 

  , % 25 33 76 
, % 1,30 1,54 86 

,   100   8,7 11,0 80 
,   100   5,4 13,0 42 

    – 50-60  

   4,3 4,2 102 
  , - .  

100   
1,6 2,5 60 

 , - . 
 100   

2,2 2,9 76 

   
, - .  100  

3,8 5,5 68 

  , % 42 42 100 
, % 0,53 0,65 81 

,   100   5,7 5,5 104 
,   100   4,7 4,7 100 

       ,   
         -
. ,         
 ,      -

   [5]. 
   (   )    (  

-  )      :  32 %  
    40 %   50–60 ,    -



    

    (VI-   ) 84

 :   29  32 %;    14  19 %.   
     ,       
  –  ,   –  [10].   

,           -
  .      –  58 % –  
,  ! 

        -
   .      -

       .    , 
   ,     -

            -
,          

.  

 
1.    /  . . . , . . . – 

.4. – .: , 1965. – 436 . 
2.  . .,  . . -    -

. – .: , 1976. – 280 . 
3.  . .     . – .: -  . -

, 1962. – 490 . 
4.  . . ,      . – .:  ,  

1951. – 32 . 
5.  . .     . – .:  , 

1965. – 180 . 
6.  . .,  . .,  . .      -
. – .: , 1987. – .13-14. 
7.  . .   . – .: . , 1982. – 158 .  
8.  . . . – .:  , 1990. – 288 . 
9.  . .          

 //   . – .: . – 2000, 25. – . 204–210. 
10.  . .,  . .,  . .   . – 

.: . - , 1966. – 144 . 
11.       . – .: , 1984. – . 308. 

 

 630* 182.47            . .  –  " "; . .  – 

  " "; . .  –  

  '   -
      

" " 
   '  ,      

     -        -
.     '    -

   :    ,     
   . 

I.M. Popadynec, G.I. Olijar, O.B. Myhailiv 

Ecological peculiarities of oak-beech plantations' herbage in circumstances of 
Natural Reserve "Medobory" 

Species' structure of herbage, its general project covering, covering of each grass species in 
Oak-Beech plantations in boarder of European Beech natural habitat are described. The charac-
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teristic of grass species in accordance with ecological factors: humidity and land productivity, 
land' salt regime and acidity, regime of shading is shown.  

   -     -
 .        

  ,            
     .   '  
,      ,   

,  '    , -  
     . 

   ,    -
 '  ,   ,    , -

. 
 '       -

    -     " -
",   ,        

Fagus silvatica L. 
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1  32/5 D2- - 6 3 1 +  51 0.79 
2  21/1 D2- - 8 1 1  66 0.69 
3  32/7 D2- - 5 3 2  96 1.18 
4  29/6 D2- - 7 1 1 1 +  112 0.94 
5  32/9 D2- - 10 + , ,  150 1.0 
6  31/2 D2- - 6 3 1  96 1.0 
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