a4 B 11 AR Mk Bt ¥ Vol.44,No. 11
20084 11 A SCIENTIA  SILVAE  SINICAE Nov.,2008

VKR T3 1L K BT AR R T

HX4e HOE OKXT BRE FRAHE
(EFETER P 6 100102)

W E: HIREZMERUX20BF | AKFERTEMHRNRELEWE T, SREW. KSR BATHE
WE, S RZHRATHBIE 45.8% , P BT 13.9% 08T 9.4% ST HABRERBRBE K. NENEY¥E
WHEFE, FRAEENZRBENERAR; MASKEREEFSEMZRKBENLREE ,BR BB S EM
IMEMENZHREEWEE, TRE P 4915 0.008,0.000,0.045 F1 0.052, H EREAFW ETEZTHAR , 2
BREMHHARNOEEBRERAE.
XA B KEER; ZHRE; FWAEF
f P4 %5 :9718.51 CHEARISE A B HS 11001 - 7488(2008) 11 - 0042 - 08

Damage of Frost and Snow Disaster to Moso Bamboo Stands and
the Influencing Factors in Huangshan, Anhui Province

Su Wenhui Fan Shaohui Zhang Wenyuan Qi Lianghua Guan Fengying
( International Center for Bamboo and Rattan  Beijing 100102)

Abstract: The damage of frost and snow disaster to moso bamboo stands caused in Jan. 2008 was studied together with the
influencing factors. The investigated spots were in Huangshan county in Anhui Province where was destroyed severely by this
disaster. The result showed that this frost and snow disaster had damaged the bamboo stands greatly. In all the researched moso
bamboos, the ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis reached 45.8% , and the damaged seriously style such as rhizome-upturned,
broken and cracked bamboo ratio reached 13.9% and 9.4% respectively. In the influencing factors, the biological ones: DBH
and age had small relatively effects on damaged extent. For the factors of bamboo stand cenditions, six factors were studied. The
altitude, landform, slope direction and bamboo density had significant influence on the damaged extent and the P ( T-test) had
arrived to 0.008,0.000,0.045 and 0.052 respectively, and the main destroyed type were different. However, management and
tree species were not significant.

Key words:  Phyllostachys edulis ; frost and snow disaster; damage ratio; influencing factor

REESBRANESZAGREN THRE T, BB WENRIVAEF=NEE  EER, 2RBEFEETR,
FHERBIMRKIAMBE, 2008 9], REH A EZTENWNZKERE, REBEZIR FENEZK.
HUHEEZ ) RN E EFE A, X RAREE AL TR R R4 T B (B S,2008), HEMRE,
R RAB B BB LB T TP 19 8 (X)), R FRARE A 1 860 7 hm® , HEEZFF K 573 /25T,
Jer) 2 P 9 A 1 4% ¢ A A 3 (WL 3 72, 2008)

M FREBEBEHFHRREZ — 06 AR LB R # (R 35 4,1999; R84 ,1999; Bk ,2001),
REMTRREE S, RH B (Phyllostachys edulis ) R TEFLE 300 77 ', SATARE A 70% A £, T2 4
AT EBILE W AR RS (LEE ,2002), T EE, MERR, EFAESHS, A AHGEE
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FTRHRBAK EZKEEZFER, B, IMTHRZRELETRERLFE FFNERETFEZREKEH
KRBT, MR IR SRS BAIMHRMERERKEIHKENBTBEAHERAEERFE L.
B, EHEN TER RS ZRTENX, HHEE THRS K3 BRI, B 55 R0 A ZRITH
FHEA ARG K E MR 52 28 BB 2 KIE.

1 EE A

BEMNTEZHERLTRALUX,EREEENEN X, URMREREHRENMXZ—, HHE
AR BEZX AR HB,118°14'—118°21" E,32°4'—32°10' N, HHF T HFERAE, WS4, HEX,. £
S 15.3 C,F¥MEK 1500 mm 24, HIXTBE 80% LA L, TAEH 220 d, 5 H BETH 1 752.7 h, M T
BHAZUTHAEMBAERERA LR, GRARD, L3 E T _ L0705 R0 L 3L s 3 i,
THEER B EE TR .

BIX H 2008 48 1 A 13 B MAMET  BT/S RIBT RS af A ik 23 d, IEEE X 40 om, BB R T R
1% 80 ecmo EBWEFKIH, LR EETZKERL 1.43 7 ', Z KA 1096 FR, RRFE LB KE
AR, bRtk 3R 25 B2 200 ~ 720 m,

2 BHRFB

AR AR A, VIR A 2008 422 A 23—27 H., B BEAI, ARMKBELET BN ZR
BEZRBR, HEEEER W E LERR SLATEMMAARE 6 M E FHT K RENR.
BB 12268, dhe0 Ht, B (FR) WA 80 m* e JLIEAMA 1233 %4, H, B/ 1175 8, LIEX

( Cunninghamia lanceolata ) 3 E AR A 58 #k. BHEAR I REWEMER, MR ERA Sth(EE
o) WG S s B (EEMPRE) 4 KK 7 /K#frid %, FBHAGKITEFETLUS .

3 SRS

3.1 EfHEEZTRHEE

EMHRZRERKAERERZWE, =T AAMLEOHRE  BEXRTESNEE, AINZEH/HKXFEKR
F R 522 (Petty et al . ,1981; Slodicak,1995; ZEFHIF4,2005) , ¥ BT FEZ KBRS R UUT ILF,
3.1.1 e ) BEFETH: MHRERFAESREEHETE, HLEASH MHFSHRSE, B8
;2 hEDH . THREREKERFEAFES N, AL, HETEELBE 2 m T BEEH,
3.1.2 BE ) Wk MHRERSEEREIFEERBEANET; 2) B MEREREKE TE, B
(RSB IR {0k BTN VAR (ERILE - T S TS Tk YUY 7 I
3.1.3 &% 1) EEME: MEERSEERME LU LWAHES B THRLBHmE; 2) PREH
B MRER S EEREMHE, M THBHE, AR — LTS,

AEER L ERBBBET SR WTRER R E 2 M 2 B EHRE NG AZBR BRI,
Bl g, FF B A AT RR R B BB, R B GEAT AT AR A G it .
3.2 ERMENHMNRESRN

FHRIEBAETRUREFHBERETZNERERFZWHEN 1175 85k, EZRBERERBE 1. K
RIAEL, MKERXM BN BRBE, S LXZRATLG S X 45.8% , Hp  BRTHAT 9.4% , BIFEAT
13.9% . PTERBHGE, T H B, N L AR, RS BT RE, RERE L8 T 8475t %
ZREW TR HERT , U TR R B RAT ; BRATEIAT , B i AR S, O B ERI RN R WE ) T R
TR, (7] B B 24 Ak 49 0 YR B AR A A B % R0 B, AT AR I g 7 AR R , T B A 5 e A A R R R
ZUHE. M FEES A, FRXIERKEHMASE, KR EKE B SRS AT wa X 80,
BREEESE, K A2 RERTUE AREHRATERSEAREEER, EFFTH PR,
33 SHAMESENZREENXER
33,1 SE5EM4ZHRBENXEZ FRITBEYITI YIS R A B R W (B AR Tk
Bedk2E RATRRE ,1974; A% ,2006; 2007) . EMALERKSBES  FHSYEHERL , MHNTEER
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F1 FEMEMRIARERE
Tab.1 The tested bamboo conditions and ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis

N = -
VA2 BB P TR ERER £ R ZHAT LB Damaged bamboo ratio/ %
Tested Undamaged 2 il Bended W3 Broken B9 Rhizome-upturned .
Mean Mean &t
bamboo DBH/cm agela bamboo B 4 i R Y4 HRE Total
numbers ratio/ % Heavily  Moderately ~ Broken Cracked Heavily ~ Moderately
8.1 14.4 1.4 8.0 7.6 6.3
1175 9.2 3.6 54.2 45.8
22.5 9.4 13.9

HERMEEUARHER (SR CE,1997), HEREIREZ 20, L, STtk et A BT AR . ARBEFEXT 6 4
AUTEBMERSRAEKE THZRBEET TOFMEERGE ), KAMEFRIHER, BNZEERE
MR ERA R, BEFAR; ABRRKERE 2 FAEMND 32500 Ho 6 o HAb I B e, B 08 L B T
R AT RN, X — S5 R T RE S /MR ATF K 5 B R B/ BT RN B DE KRR

x2 TRBRRENHERE
Tab.2 The ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis of different ages

B R Z AT B Damaged bamboo ratio/ %

BRI Tyt

Fig ZHfi Bended % Broken B Rhizome-upturned
Ao/ Bamboo Mean &1t
gl e EE 1 P T a L A
Heavily Moderately Broken Cracked Heavily Moderately
2 538 9.5 11.5 15.2 2.0 7.1 7.4 6.5 49.8
4 449 9.6 4.5 . 11.4 0.9 8.5 14.5 6.7 46.3
6 140 8.5 4.3 12.1 0.7 9.3 5.0 12.1 43.6

332 MehinxBBRANXE: BUEFAFANET MHAEEESBENEERARAR (SR CE,
1997) , #E TR W K S FERERIPUBR L o ABTRLE 047 T AR BV RBIH BT WS KKK E B R
B(E3). MNITEHEE SITBETHEMHZOBREEWLE PRBRNES BBAERAKRUE,
Mate 5 & R REBE KR RN /NMEATRISE LLAIBOK, W RBEUN, R /DTF 6 om BIREAT, L BIBEAT &5
28.6% , 1% (5 2.4% ; MHI1E 10.0 ~ 12.0 cm TWE P IATRR , BISE AT AT FIHN 15.4% 5 15.1% . X—RK
AT BER A ZHUNEMATHERRR, LR EFRA B E  RARFAR, BERTEG 5 ME; HFE MR
MRAB D, BETRAT L BIEXE . BRI T RGE, AR ROR R K, il , ETHRIEE 455
FEEE, X MEFT R B HFNIE SRR
®3 FRAREBAHRHRE
Tab.3 The ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis of different culm diameters
HRZHA B Damaged bamboo ratiol %

W4z Bi? %Zi\iaﬂﬂé Z Hff Bended B % Broken BH3E Rhizome-upturned P

00 Mean &

DBH/cm numbers DRH/cm HE T BE i W HE HRE Total

Heavily Moderately Broken Cracked Heavily Moderately
<6.0 42 5.2 11.9 14.3 2.4 0.0 16.7 11.9 57.1
6.0~8.0 243 7.1 10.3 15.6 0.4 4.5 9.5 7.4 47.7
8.0~10.0 393 9 6.6 13.7 2.3 6.1 10.2 6.9 45.8
10.0~12.0 318 10.9 7.9 8.5 1.6 13.8 7.9 7.2 46.9
=12.0 131 12.9 5.3 19.1 0.0 7.6 13.0 6.9 51.9
3.4 HWEFHENZREENRND -~

WA ERR BENEERLEARAMBEG THBIR, HZRBEEMRBARAER, N
B, EZEEREMRT 6 RRBEATSBMZHBHRR . WERBI LR, RO KM H 75, £ R 8
HMEF 5 R MEEAL B
3.4.1 BESEHAZTHREGY A HEEGRANM, RSB YK, THRE MBS R KB M
H, BEASEMZMBHXRALEK 4o NEPRETEL , BB RBIIMAZMATLHIN 57.6% B & T
BIRFZ R 28.9% o Hp Wi RAT AT 8 LL G 7E 3 R R B 22 HUJL 0 W B (B 1), X AT RE R B O LAk
B AR R, B Z i B, KRB LT b R B R B KA, S A BT AR T E 2 il A8 T sl i TR R
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EREEREE, DIRBREEREERR, T HBEAAS  7oop
HBRABIRE SN, FHHH,

342 BN EHATHEGY A NLHPEEHFELE, M
RE TR Z R BEEMBER, AR REHET LEH
A 2 MRS HIE R, HETHRBRBEERLE S, M
RPBEATEL, IWHPHENMRR™E, TRERZE
75.5%, AP EHE 4 5. NEZHRERE(E 2), H#sr
HE AT AR, S SZHRAN 45, HHEBER T FEH

4% Ratio/%

| IFN N

BER =i WE W% Rhizome.
PR HEMEE. ERX—H W EHEEE LU TFILASN Total damaged  Bended Broken upturned
:— R, BER  ASES IR, BESEMAY 74 #§R Altitudle 600~650m [] ¥k Altitudle 250~300 m
B ERRERBERENGRE , ETHESEAR; —2H N B 1 ERN BT 2R RN R
B GE R LU 30 1L 34 T R R, 25 B (R R RS 2 U AR B B i Fig. 1 The effect of altitude on the ratio of

%Y/{Eﬁwjmu E‘J%‘Hﬁi ,%&ﬁﬁ‘% Hﬂﬁ, %&l\ , Ulﬁ)’il EH 3:/]\ dmaged Phyllostachys edulis
£4 BRAENERZHRWEC
Tab.4 The effect of altitude on the ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis
B A2 HAT A Damaged bamboo ratio/ %

B E-F bR S Bm 2’ Bended #i% Broken B9 Rhizome-upturned e
Factors Plt b T thig i e w5 EE o
Heavily Moderately Broken Cracked Heavily Moderately
1 20 15.0 0.0 5.0 25.0 0.0 5.0 50.0
2 13 7.7 30.8 0.0 23.1 0.0 0.0 61.5
) 3 27 18.5 7.4 0.0 3.7 2.2 7.4 59.3
(%~}‘61;‘(;“i‘; 4 25 0.0 28.0 4.0 12.0 4.0 0.0 48.0
5 13 7.7 15.4 0.0 0.0 38.5 7.7 69.2
39 Mean — 9.8 16.3 1.8 12.8 13.0 4.0 —
4 Total 98 26.1 14.6 17.0 57.6
1 20 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 20.0
2 22 9.1 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1 27.3
3 2 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1
:i};if\;(‘)‘(‘)“:; 4 16 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0
5 26 38.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.5
3 Mean — 18.3 6.8 0.0 2.0 0.0 1.8 —
43 Total 106 25.1 2.0 1.8 28.9

O % RERFEBEETWLYERSHH 3.7 M 3.5, FHMZHH 9.3 cm. The mean ages of investigated bamboos were 3.7 and 3.5
years old respectively, and the mean DBH were all 9.3 cm for high and low altitudes.

SR MR BB, AL, 1113055 B 40 B AT 1
T H10.6 om, 715 F- G4 1T 19 P2 B 45 (U H8.4 cm,
RO RN S it &, T R LR T KA B —
E

3.43 KANLHEREOY R —REK, B TR
I 3 BRI 38 B R R, A O R T R, I 5 K
B D BUSS ko, XA IR K. TR 6 TR H, BB AT U e
A0 25 263 TN H B 3 K F PR, M3 B R R AR & (I O eER T wE T WE m% R

A% Ratio/%

3), AT RE 5 IR MR 5 9 B KRR SRR IR K A 5%, B 76 PR3, Total dam”w:es::y D‘j;‘;‘; SIOP:P'“"‘"‘*
Z HESEBRE XA KR, AESBERE,

344 IHESEHCHEGY R ARMIMTENS B2 #ENENZHRENER
KT 32 88 1A BT AR, 238 /NE KAt , KB S7 07 B 15 4k Fig. 2 The effect of landform on the ratio of

dmaged Phyllostachys edulis

BN BITEMZERT RN L SIHE, iR, HE
BE KGR, FEERIA R TEMAER, FOUBHAT BR800 7t 4 5 g FoAh A7 9 F 38 8 5 3t
AEZIIMZB, REMEKAITTH,2005) . NAELRE (R 7, ZRUKFERM S RKEW, B SLATHE NEH
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Tab.5 The effect of landform on the ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis

£ Z B AT LB Damaged bamboo ratio/ %

g? i R=2 B?nfoo 2 # Bended {8734 Broken B9 Rhizome-upturned At

Factors Plot numbers e o i 80 %] HEE GEd s Total
Heavily Moderately Broken Cracked Heavily Moderately

i 10 50.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 16.0 0.0 76.0

2 15 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0

#ib Valley 3 21 19.0 38.1 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 71.4

4 21 23.8 28.6 0.0 19.0 14.3 4.8 90.5

5 20 5.0 50.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 70.0

-1 Mean — 34.6 25.3 1.0 8.7 4.9 1.0 —

&3t Total 87 59.9 9.7 5.9 75.5

1 25 16.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0

2 20 0.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 10.0

& H#h Slope 3 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 8.3

4 18 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 1.1 0.0 33.4

5 20 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 20.0

1 Mean — 3.2 3.8 0.0 5.4 3.2 2.7 —

41t Total 95 7.0 5.4 5.9 18.3

@ FS S iREMNEHERS N33R 3.4, FE B2 5% 8.4 F10.6 cmo The mean ages of investigated bamboos were 3.3 and
3.4 years old, and the mean DBH were 8.4 and 10.6 cm respectively for slope and valley.

6 WAMENZHREHNEM
Tab.6 The effect of slope direction on the ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis
B R ZHAT 4 Damaged bamboo ratio/ %

WET R BT'J' ik Z Rl Bended B % Broken B9 Rhizome-upturned a3t
amboo 1
Factors Plot number £3 4 i fii7 R £33 R Total
Heavily Moderately Broken Cracked Heavily Moderately
1 20 15.0 0.0 5.0 25.0 0.0 5.0 50.0
2 13 7.7 30.8 0.0 23.1 0.0 0.0 61.5
3 27 0.0 22.2 0.0 3.7 3.7 22.2 51.9
B 4 27 0.0 22.2 0.0 3.7 3.7 22.2 51.9
Shady slope
5 26 0.0 38.5 3.8 3.8 15.4 19.2 80.8
¥ Mean - 4.5 22.7 1.8 11.8 4.6 13.7 —
411 Total 113 27.3 13.6 18.3 59.2
1 22 9.1 27.3 0.0 9.1 0.0 4.5 50.0
2 18 11.1 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 38.9
3 21 0.0 9.5 0.0 14.3 9.5 14.3 47.6
W 4 25 0.0 28.0 4.0 12.0 4.0 0.0 48.0
Sunny slope
5 23 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 26.1 0.0 34.8
F £ Mean — 4.9 17.4 0.8 7.9 7.9 4.9 —
A1t Total 109 22.3 8.7 12.8 43.9

@ B P EEMNTFYER TN 3.7.3.4 4, FHHHZS 54 10.4.9.3 cm, The mean ages of investigated bamboos were 3.7 and 3.4
years old, and the mean DBH were 10.4 and 9.3 cm respectively for shady and sunny slope.

(V43 150 #k-hm™?) BN ZRERN 47.8%, ML AT ERKAEH (FH 1005 8% -m™) EMZHRER
25.7% . X—Z5EBATABIR S REA B GRETNE,2005), B 4 R T RRSLATE MM, BAHE
BRI XA FTAL, SLATE R BT, Dl BT B K

345 2ERANEAZHENYH NEXSHAERHEE, UBREFBEAN FTEEBHALLEX BT
MM ZRBEZLHAHE H 2 M ERT , FRZHRT W LHE LB S) . AELERBIIMAMEL,
AANTLEEHMBRITIITR LB K, MBITAT AN, X~ RTRER TFALLETHENKA, K
FEMEMBEX, UGS EREMT S N, ERG T RE AL, SE8 R B A LB, Z3
B ProRE R, NI RRAR T BB HAG HLER o

3.4.6 AAARNFEHNZHENY A ELBRTHERRWIEE -BEREEREFTMASERRNE
BRE, XTEBAARMIBZAXF RIS, KE5TE (2005) T 57 (2007) BF 58 A 8B AR B K K s
ZHKF LA, IH ¥ E MR 18 IR AR B R TR P % 68 1 (55,1998 AR4E,2008; B,
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®7 UTEHENZHRENRWC
Tab.7 The effect of bamboo density to the ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis
£ 24T H Damaged bamboo ratio/ %

EmAET 7. =y B?‘m?oo Z5 i Bended #7124 Broken B % Rhizome-upturned o
Factors Plot number HE e i By HE hRE Total
Heavily Moderately Broken Cracked Heavily Moderately

1 28 7.1 14.3 0.0 7.1 10.7 3.6 42.9

2 27 0.0 22.2 0.0 3.7 3.7 22.2 51.9

B AE 3 26 0.0 38.5 3.8 3.8 15.4 19.2 80.8
High 4 23 4.3 0.0 0.0 4.3 26.1 0.0 34.8
density 5 21 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 4.8 9.5 28.6
-1 Mean — 2.3 15.1 0.7 6.7 12.1 10.9 —

A ¥ Total 125 17.4 7.4 23.0 47.8

1 8 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 25.0

2 11 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 9.1 9.1 27.3

& T 3 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 14.3 28.6
Low 4 6 0.0 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 33.4
density 5 7 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3
14 Mean — 0.0 3.3 8.7 4.7 1.8 7.2 —

41t Total 39 3.3 13.4 9.0 25.7

@ B (3150 %k -hm~2) MESLATEE (1005 Bk -hm~2) WA K EER TN 3.8 M 3.4 4, FHMZ 55 9.6 9.9 cmo The mean ages
of investigated bamboos were 3.8 and 3.4 years old, and the mean DBH were 9.6 and 9.9 cm respectively for high bamboo density (3 150 tree-hm~2) and
low density (1 005 tree*hm~2).

8 SLERENENEZRFNEM
Tab.8 The effect of management to the ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis
£ K3 8147 ] Damaged bamboo ratio/ %

BuE T -] B’ﬁ' 73 A i Bended 4% Broken B9 Rhizome-upturned o
amboo T
Factors Plot numbers Y S s frit B B B Total
Heavily Moderately Broken Cracked Heavily Moderately
1 29 0.0 0.0 3.4 10.3 20.7 3.4 37.9
2 21 0.0 9.5 0.0 14.3 9.5 14.3 47.6
S 3 27 18.5 7.4 0.0 3.7 22.2 7.4 59.3
’é,g 4 13 7.7 15.4 0.0 0.0 38.5 7.7 69.2
Uncultivated
5 14 7.1 7.1 7.1 0.0 7.1 0.0 28.6
SF 4 Mean — 6.7 7.9 2.1 5.7 19.6 6.6 —
4 it Total 104 14.6 7.8 26.2 48.6
1 20 0.0 20.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 25.0
2 25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.0 8.0 32.0
3 25 0.0 0.0 4.0 12.0 28.0 24.0 68.0
BE
- 4 20 15.0 0.0 5.0 25.0 0.0 5.0 50.0
Cultivated
5 13 7.7 30.8 0.0 23.1 0.0 0.0 61.5
-3 Mean — 4.5 . 10.2 1.8 13.0 10.4 7.4 —
43t Total 103 14.7 14.8 17.8 47.3

O & ELEXBAENMOFHERIFIN 3.8 424, FHMRESHN 9.3 7 8.5 cmo The mean ages of investigated bamboos were 3.8
and 4.2 years old, and the mean DBH were 9.3 and 8.5 cm respectively for cultivated and uncultivated spots.

2008; EILAE%H,2008), MABFRMRABLER(KRDE . BRHKERET 2HASFHNBMEZREER
AR, A EHRE IR EAT B B9 5 b B B B AR T 4ibk, TS i AT e B AR X B (B 6), A X — R W EHE
BREHE—BHE.

3.7 BBRFHEHAKRZRERY MO EFBULE IEHWBFITRKERET,.BR BESEEFIEMNZ
REWENBESER, IEENHE REREEXMTHATRELSEREEDKE, EEEHEITST¥EH
(B RES,2007), M HARERETT TRE,FHRREK 10, TUBFH, MWKERKT,6 XhpRAEF
d, M (43 A S0 ) 53R (600 F1 250 m) (3 1] (BA 3 A PH ) SEATBE (3 150 #11 005 Bk *hm ™) X EAT R
RENEMEFREERBE, MEBERAAMABRN EAZRREEWAHLD,
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700 60.0
60.0 | 500 F
e 500r1 o
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) g 400
g 400 s
= & 300}
# 300 #
R &
200 @ 200}
0 : 0 )
BEH Zh ﬁﬂ B9 Rhizome- BRH Wi ﬂ?ﬁ Rhizome-
Total damaged  Bended Broken upturned Total damaged Bended Broken upturned
B3 Shady stope [J B3 Sunny slope ROLATEE High density (3 {E3LHBE Low density
H3 BEXENZRENEW B4 ATEXNBNZHABNE R
Fig. 3 The effect of slope direction on the ratio of Fig. 4 The effect of bamboo density on the ratio
dmaged Phyllostachys edulis of dmaged Phyllostachys edulis
®9 MMARNENERENRWC
Tab.9 The effect of tree species to the ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis
W E BB Tree numbers B RZ AT A Damaged bamboo ratio/ %
EImEF Fr 2 Z5 il Bended % Broken B9 Rhizome-upturned .
Factors Plot e ik wE Tk 5k mE | ®E ke
Total Bamboo Total
Heavily  Moderately  Broken Cracked Heavily  Moderately
1 ~— 22 9.1 27.3 0.0 27.3 9.1 0.0 72.7
2 — 18 0.0 22.2 0.0 5.6 0.0 11.1 38.9
BT A 3 — 22 4.5 4.5 0.0 13.6 4.5 13.6 40.9
Bamboo 4 — 25 0.0 16.0 4.0 8.0 12.0 16.0 56.0
stand 5 — 16 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 25.0
¥ Mean — - 2.7 14.0 0.8 10.9 7.6 10.6 -
A3 Total — 103 16.7 11.7 18.3 46.7
1 31 23 8.7 47.8 0.0 4.3 0.0 17.4 78.3
2 24 14 0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 35.7
R 3 29 21 9.5 19.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 42.9
Mixed 4 35 22 0.0 40.9 0.0 9.1 0.0 4.5 54.5
forest 5 32 13 7.7 15.4 7.7 0.0 7.7 0.0 38.5
£ Mean — — 5.2 30.3 1.5 2.7 5.8 4.4 -
A1t Total 151 93 35.5 4.2 10.2 49.9

O SARMIRICAREE AT T E R 50 3.5 M 4.1 F, FHMAE S 5K 9.2 7 6.5 om; RIKIMMHEERE A, The mean

ages of investigated bamboos were 3.5 and 4.1 years old, and the mean DBH were 9.2 and 6.5 cm respectively for bamboo stand and mixed forest. The main

tree specie was Chinese Fir.

10 SEFHENHKZREN 1A%
Tab.10 The T-test of stand factors to the ratio of damaged Phyllostachys edulis

BN F Factors M3 Altitude  HiJ¥ Landform 318 Slope direction 37 47Bf Bamboo density £ #IR#T Management %5, Tree species
F 12.482 92.779 5.610 5.220 0.012 0.084
P 0.008™ 0.000™ 0.045" 0.052" 0.915 0.779
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Fig. 5 The effect of management on the Fig. 6 The effect of tree species on the
ratio of dmaged Phyllostachys edulis ratio of dmaged Phyllostachys edulis
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