TRV S PN
=2 VATES'E
o3| VNI S /S L%y & S
gEAq . ARE TS
SN VAZ I
Lb: AR PR
TRTAN: 2K @A

20080601



Wz

A&+, (Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr.) REILLHASHERT . EREER
K EBERMHESHI. LI ma A LA E b L AR K IR B XU v LURARX
EBRENEREEPREERNTREMEM . R EH A TR ERE T REN
FhEREEL TR LR EHX R, R T EE _ERFRKm, B
AR BASRENGEARFE, LIEHMEARZKRERSEN T ENF, A4
FEHBEXRIR. EiX MASHERE . AT REEARREFEE T4
FHIAANTHAREK . K THEDZHEERRLHTT RENFR, G TH
BHXR, AfEedE A THASEBENSE R EMNR AR TR RK
. FELRWT:

1 HERMRGE, HIbEHRARS RERE. M. B, SUSa 3 MimE

B (HESER—B) HEILFETHARS KPR, diE. REfaki iR
MR ERE B ERRN A, K. . SLEarRREEERI TR
SEH AR HL X AR B4R 4 BB IN 15.2%~50.0%. 8.2%~44.8%. 7.3%~72.2%:;
WA H J5 T35 7 0@ b Xt BB AR 2 3 5 08 7 38 - 14.6%~46.4% .+ 8.7%~40.4%
21.2%~50.9%; WA TEE 5 T 5 Hoxf AR - F 3R @ 4 A0 9.7%~26.2%.
4.1%21.2% 2.5%~52.5%; #R5>HEE Jo SR A AR LL X BRAK 43 5 kb1 AR 43 290 8
17.7%~37.4%. 11.7%~25.4%- 7.3%~47.7%.

2 Hedb A N TR R e MR B BB B i N F R ARk 4y, {BIRMR S5 PR 53K
A K KT R B S, BRTIAEKEREREEERR/ATER; R0, B
R BB B4 54 500, 600, 700, 800 Hk/hm?® FHEILTE A N THRFIXS BEAK 53 B AR
KBS HHR 6.3, 64, 8.0, 8.6, 92m hm?, 59, 53, 74, 8.1, 8.6 m’hm?,
ERERE KRN BN 8.6% 7.9%- 7.8% 7.0% 6.1%, 8.3%. 7.3%. 7.2%. 6.5%.
6.1%; &L 8 fARF{REFE 400, 500, 600, 700 #/hm’ FXS B BRI FEHE
K&4 6.0, 68, 7.1, 8.0, 8.5 m*hm’, FIERAEKENHIN 13.1%. 13.2%. 10.6%-.
9.6%. 8.9%.

3 ERFRARNREEERI R T EL MY LN TURERBREREE
REFEERRO TGN, X8 FAEARFRYEEERS R T EREDFE SR
S FEREYFAIEL, FEFESFH 500, 600, 700, 800 Hi/hm? Hibksy, #K
TEAEWSHNEMNT 13, 10, 7, 6F; 11, 10, 6, 4F; BUBEAFARYEE
AN IR T B AR FIEAE 500 BR/hm® MR M T EA A BRI, SxtAaLL,
1R B 400, 500, 600, 700 #k/hm’® FIAK%r, MRTFEAEMAFEMT 9, 11, 5,
3 Fh. WX E ARG R AR % b A N TR T A Y EEE R
BB TR, B FAE ST EAE Y IE R NFR 5 A R 8 R
B R, BIKE KRS, 7 600 #k/hm’ KON IE. St RS Fp 5
BHIERIBK 20 Fh, 12 F; BIEFEHUAR T B ARYH IE RN F 8 H BERE
BRI /NI K, 7E 500 ¥k/hm’ AK 5 P9 IE R LA AP HIA BB K 15 #; &L



& bR T BEAKE Y4 IE R LR 9 R0 5 H R R B % B (/M BT T KBUE A
FaFEE

4 HAREARREAEELIEH A TR TERYYFEE B, £
FEVEFRBORIE 5] BE 18 00 522 DU 1 B 3 R B 4 B8 (00l /N T 38y 4B pb a8 B3 BA
AR M B BEVE TS BRI H 500 £R/Mm2>600 £E/hm®>700 E/hm>>800 £k /hm>> 51 B8
(1100 #k/hm?); A FHR B R T LB A 2 REYEAR T SRR - B % R4
C BWEBRARREEERSEY S EEURIA 500 B/hm®>400 F/hm>>600
/hm>>700 Bk/hm>>% B (900 #k/hm?).

5 @ AVIFRAH, REERN 500 BR/hm® MRS R H BRERRIF. ARK
EAIARP T AT RRRAAELER) LA H.

g bR, JWH AT FE A A TR ARERE, KO REURKTHEYZ
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Abstract

Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr. is the main forest ecological tree species, which
distributes widely and accumulates superlatively in North Hebei Mountain area. It plays an
irreplaceable role in aspects of water conservation and windbreak and sand fixatio, forming
and maintaining ecosystem of forests areas; it relieves sandstorm invasion from Inner
Mongolia Plateau Hunshadake Sandy Land to Beijing-Tianjin area; Meanwhile, it purifies
the water quality of Luanhe river upstream, so it is green Barrier of ecological security of
Beijing-Tianjin area. As a main management objective tree species in Mulan Forest Bureau,
its quality is directly related to ecological construction in Beijing-Tianjin area. This thesis
studied on growth of trees and change of floristic diversity under different retention density
after tending of Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr. systematically and analyzed tending
effect synthetically, which will provide theoretical basis to determine reasonable
management density and specific tending measure, main results are as follows:

1 After tending of the Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr.on semi-shady slope, shade
slope and high mountain flatland, the DBH, height, crown of the tending group were
higher than that of the control group. Compared with the control, the reserve density of
semi-shady slope increased by 15.2%~50.0%, shade slope increased by 8.2%~44.8% in Ba
Yingzhuang forest farm; High mountain flatland increased by 7.3%~72.2%. Compared
with the control, crown of the tending group increased by14.6%~46.4%. 8.7%~40.4%-.
21.2%~50.9%; average stands height of the tending group increased by 9.7%~26.2%-
4.1%~21.2% . 2.5%~52.5%; individual volume of the tending group increased by
17.7%~37.4% 11.7%~25.4%. 7.3%~47.7%.

2 Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr. stand volume was lower temporarily by
intermediate cutting. But the growth rate of the cutting stand was higher than before. When
the reserve density decreased ,the accumulation average growth rate would increase. After
a period, the volume of the tending stand would be close to the stand with the reserve
density increasing. The volume growth of stands semi-shady slope were 6.3, 6.4, 8.0, 8.6,
9.2 m*/hm?, the volume growth rate of stands semi-shady slope were 8.6%. 7.9%- 7.8%.
7.0%. 6.1%. Shade slope were 5.9, 5.3, 7.4, 8.1, 8.6 m*/hm’, the volume growth rate was



8.3%- 7.3%- 7.2%- 6.5%. 6.1%. High mountain flatland was 6.0, 6.8, 7.1, 8.0, 8.5 m*/hm?,
the volume growth rate was 13.1%. 13.2%. 10.6%. 9.6%. 8.9%.

3 When the stand experienced the cutting, the higher light level made the most of
mutual species’s importance value reduced and showed the negative reaction. Species
number of the negative reaction species increased with the reserve density’s decreasing.
Compared with the control, species number of stands semi-shady slope and shade slope
increased by 13,10,7,6 and 11,10,6,4 the control stands . Species number of high mountain
flatland increased by 9,11,5,3. By bringing up the site after the thinning under different
conditions to retain density in Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr. plantation forest herbs
important changes in the value of the study, obtained: on semi-shady slope understory
herbs, positive species and negative species with the number of species to retain the
density decreases, the show generally increasing trend in 600 / hm® stand in the positive
and negative reaction to the largest number of species 20, 12; shade slope various herbal
and understory . The positive response of plant species with the number of reservations
about the density decreases with the increase in 500 / hm® stand in the response is to
maximize the number of species 15; high mountain flatland forest understory herbs are the
kinds of responses with the number of species density of reservations has also reduced the

general trend of increasing.

4 Tending to retain density thinning different understory herbs plantation in Larix
principis-rupprechtii Mayr. plantation species richness index, diversity and species
evenness show with reservations reduce the density of the increasing trend. Diversity index
of half negative slope and shady slope were as follows: 500 strains/hm>>600
strains/hm>>700 strains/hm>>800 strains/hm>>the control of 1100 strains/hm’; Compared
with all indexes of the same reserve density, shady slope was better than half negative
slope. Herb diversity showed that 500 strains/hm>>400 strains/hm>>600 strains/hm>>700
strains/hm> the control of 900 strains/hm? of high mountain flatland.

5 For increasing the growth and diversity of undergrowth, the heavy tending has the
best effect; the appropriate stand density for the Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr. is 500
truncks/hm’. on 37~39 semi-shady slope, shade slope and an original density of 1100
trunks/hm? , and effects of tending thinning were as follows high mountain flatland >
semi-shady slope> shade slope .

In conclusion, tending has significant effects on the forest environment, stand growth
and undergrowth diversity of the Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr. plantation in North
Hebei Mountain area. Reasonable tending methods should be applied to control the stand
density, so as to make the plantation growing in a healthy and sustainable way.

Keywords: Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr.; plantation; tending thinning; forest density;
plant biodiversity
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HE A HRREE N EERT, EEWBRESRANBED MR EE
R, WHERAARALE R FMHAEKRE, BETHRKRRE, R ERER
B R AT, FFRKEEIRE. FREMEHESE - CRE LEGER
MR EER, FENEVSHEERNNERESRERENER, WHL R
ERRADRMMAN . TR FRERKE T PRER, RiFELHAEY
FRVHGHR R — NS BRNBNEETXER Lo HHRK, MU
PR TAKE, T BB o] URHE AR A4 & AR IR HIRRE, RAREFEMN
X E, BEAEERENES, URKRILE I ABHRRE T HEERNIEE #0
RMEAESEAEC, R, FRBKKE RS EKN LY 2 R R
FHE RN T RN EEKE, NEIMFRAESRENESELAETEEE L.
HATREER TES AR ERET A KA H S, fRUET AR
PAIHEETLENBRER AT L EEEARSE I FEEHTEREANR.

Hedbk 2 (Larix principis-rupprechtii Mayr.) REIL\LMYGE. ERER
RO FERMESHF . LIEHRBRREHREREENEEH MM, HEER
BHEXCREN., BXMESHERER. KREKERELI+2E%k, 2B/
98B H, BET KERMEIEEN AR, XSgduE e A THREMRMH
Btk ERDEUAEHE, BAKE, PYOKRE, B, R SEARD; K% E L
K, MARZESFHIL, SEHSUHE, REMERBAT: KR BAERRE, FHL
A WEIAR, RHARRBEMBMFLE; FERS BREHE+0E; RSN
€, MoOwfPE—, SRR, EMEHEER, BB TRRE. Bk, migAZH%k
EFREILE A PR KIE T TECaEE, ZIAAE. LB ATHNE
BB ER, KRRIEE W, NHEN TR 2 BIHX e s SR E
P E NI KFZEMRHIFR, SR IEEH AN TARBILE R R FRE R R
H 4 & AR ZRE R E AL B N EE M SR, b E ol R E AR P
B “HIURKATHHBESKRERTHELERRHR” BT, AXILFELE
REZWE R\ SEERGRNLE F RS EEE T EIEE A TR 4K,
HTHEMZ T REMTR, G TIRERRER, Afefdbigni
AIRGENLEFEMAENITE AR SKE.
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2 ARGHR

PRAALH BULR MAIARAR RS, 2R ARAT— Mk, X— BN, ERMKT
BER A PRSI mA, AHENSFNERSHN. ER5MHN. FELEH
ISR AR B REF IV AKIRE; (RIEIREATR, BirtAK, LUABIRKET
MIBRZ AN, KUBKREHNE. THAREARKEE N EERT, NOMHAR
1 BRI, RN UERKESREANBEDS HEREZMN, BHARNE
BIEE, EIBKRAETHE.

2.1 HEMRRE RS KR

ML F ERME MR R, TR 3 BB

BB, KART 11 HHLZE 19 LK. AMBRMEERFLL, HIAHIH
iR —F B AR E R AT, ERFZHRES RS, 11 HEEH, (R
248 BEE, BN “bEZE, DEEAFEEFER", ROEH 7TRERMEE
HI¥ItRAA % (FEEHE) MXFiEH. BITA 1621 &, (FFiE) (H-1x%
L) B, aw “RKEN. 1, FBEMA. BREEKAKA”. &
HFEMEERERT X TFHRILEREN. PG, XENRAFE (EEIREE.
(RBAER). (R (FRER). (BE2B). (Fik) S RBEPHIFEIMT
I HCEM. M, EEBAARATHEXFREBEMNER. 1560 F, 1
W% B FI7E- B ITIT (Tristan de Rostaing) 184, HRHIXTF LEHFTHXF
L. ZEAA, BEREREKMNSBWHERBITIHE. 1755 FHA¥EAETRBEER
LTEHBCR T RMMEE HiE, LT MBEERRM EEREE. 1791 F, #
B %% /R (Gartig G. L), ZEAFTE (RMLIRr) —Bd, ERNWEET, 5
ZRNBEAR, THREKBAR, TR SRR EARRMK A, B=4T FrigE
Hf T EHHE. 1884 F, TR KK (Kraft G)HIE TiES FRARGEHEKIAARL
g, HEMEFRI/RFER(Haptob AA)BE T, 1765 FEAEIEE GRAMAIER) &,
RE “HEFEHRENAHEAM, VeE%E, DENERAMIEE”. £
2R PR B (Reventlow, 1748-1827) A LTI (Fagus sylvatica) HIILE 12
T EAWEER K. AbIA K RAE MRS B B0 BR, 20 R T Re5 047 R S A RAE
M iZAR B B AR K ALK, Ak, GRS A MR, HEANEE
Ko ARBEEAR, SHBIARSBUBE AT E. HXERABEET FESNERE
Rl
BB, 19 L KME 20 t4L 50 £, FMBEREMNR. eHHRIEE
HERURAKNEE RGE R, BULERETE, SRR AR KN &
REMKAR RGBT . FEHITIE RARET, FR A X ERERBARNERE L. RIEHF
k. BEAFABN, REEHINEREEFPEMTE, BERARAS R E %
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H LA A THIEE A% RFR
FMARRLZAER, HEFERARNSRIPERMKE. 20 4 30 ERM, Mk
FHRRBIREREE CERERE) F, ERTHENOME (BES5HMKR). .
IR RARGREE . RAARERE U KRRENE, 20 42 30 ERKH, HAKEEK
WOMRKEIRE S e €8, XEHREEREBEAS L, AFEEME . 7
Ja, # 40 FRY), REBFFREERZRNOEMLE, ®mET CLREKE). 40
Kb Ei, BAFERERIF T EERERER (Hawley R C) 1 (EARSHEEEY. T
R EH R RS AR B LT, B7E 40T, ARolkse Bk o fix — it iE g

B=BrE, B 20 4 50 FRK. 60 ERYITH, HAEEMEK. HBEEBTI
HHNBE SRR E N, FERTIE AN, 00F B N ER Y K
MM E. 60 FA, BEARZERNMAEWESFRATRATEHK=B 5K EBRE
ZIBRBERR, HEIHHARENFR (Larix kaempferi) #5¥ (Pinus sylvestris)«
¥ (Chamaecyparis obtusa) FI¥I%% (Cryptomeria fortunei) % N\ T b4y B 5B,
FFOMABIAER LB, 70 EREE, REMEFKANE P AR IR MR E,
FEF IR BN B B0E IR 32 ROFVER, 30K T AN B 2B SHAMILEA TH L,
1 T Jhon Drew F1 James W Flewelling (1977) %P5, 70 4E4% )5 #3501 80 /L8,
TZEM TEEEEIBEBRKER L, £EHFRAESANISTIE KRGS HATE
M#2 (Larix gmelinc) #A (Cunninghamia lanceolata) RIRM: %M (Larix
gmelinii). K% (Populus Cathayana Rehd.). ¥E# (Quercus mongolica Fisch.). 7K
#Hl (Fraxinus spp.)« BRI (Pine massoniana Larch) ZW 4 FREEHIE, FE
ERERMETREEARACHALRMH B BJLER, BT EFHEHER LR
ERTEZNA, £E&EMRIFALERR TRAKKRE. RIESMHL %ALY K
HWRRAC R, NARESTREES T, TR S M. W,
W, PR, IAREKY. BABRE,. WEHER. R, &tk &
i BEtt, CHAHERREZ MATAAE, MERSEREENEEEHT K
FRULEG, RNEERREME. KT, fHESKTES TRt E NS
P32, RIBHRANAEKSHRY MMREXR, EASTRRNE KRR, RSERN
- WHHEIHEEEE, UREREARREARNEE.

EHERERNE, ERENHRILTARANAEFR, HHELTFHEEEUESHKL
MM ST R, FRERERKILT I BRI . BEEAMINESTEHEM,
RAPMHBNERAEE, MAESKEERF R EBHREEE, MR EASKY
WEERBRBELT, WHERTAMTESKREL SN, EEF (1999) 3
HTHMEM, —RRFPERAESREREUERNSHEMNSERN, B—RIERS
SRR B Th B I B L 2 (1),

2.2 TH [ERHIPHIR T %

ARFWFHAFRE B RIS, HHF RN B HER &SR RERRN
BIMER, —BEEEERED B, UK B ERS DAERN DAER.
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bR A F WA (BEak) B3

R, FAREMRRISFIE TR,

BCAR RIS IR, EERAMAZ 8] A S EREDZ RIRFE,
{RAIE B O P E B ARARZ IR E R 3 B SR R C TR s A YA
HI, AR A £ bR, BRI — DA H AR BT E RIS
Frab i 4 2T . BIRIE T ARER .

YRS T BARTENLR AN B, RSHBSRCERER. B THRHRE
HIRERAMAZ BT ARSI, R KL E AR R
A, RERHAWTE. RRAIHRDBEEEN TR K. ERFAFE A
g, EHNANESTHSER, RE—RESANTERFE. LEATER. 46
HHEFHRIEF EE .

2.3 FH R A KK

MEIS EiE, O WEBRRAREREKEE SRR EEZH TN E R,
T ASHORE LEREKERF RN X, 5 RERNERFET MO ERAR S
fEKZEE. Hik, THRERASETFURKAERKRFREREZNER. A
WA py Kk, E RS LR, — R RRERFERRERS
V6] B9 T L BRI AR A R, 53— R E MR 2B T — Lo AR T 0 R 2 A2 H
REMRL. Fk, ELI RS EFE DS & B F R EGR T LR B 80 48
SR, TN X E5REBERTX.

HHE RS R I ERDESRBT WA REEEPE:

FRIEMREE R f2. WMERAERERIRTFHRmtS, mfxhi
BRI AR A A R A S A M ERY, AR mee I, T
BFFUEEM A, ST, R4, RS BN, AETEFEURLE BNE
HHEEENER, A% LHEAHR, F5a0 s BEERE w75 H ik
BE-ANE—ERY). — R RS HEHAN R T R SR E RS IR EK
BRMERE, REKR (1995). FiIbE (2004) ZiA A E ALK S KRR
BL3 - — By A AR AR R BT A A K B E R B A KT E W,
ABATTIA A ) A AR 4 B AR AL K B BRI BRI, EEfZEERHIRAD; w,
Clutter (1980) ZA R RIMEHWRBERATLEHD, BRERSHFELRE, M4
W A R B T AR A b 3 bk 3 A T RSO R B R MB A A K. = DB A MK
G, MOEBRELSERBED: 1 Knoebol (1986) ZxtEEHBER (Liriodendron
Tulipifera) WIRMRIRE DI, AN EMELSRADWER, TSR SPY, X
FHEETR BAE S A, XEA VRS MARMREKE, HHTHREN
Wb, ML A SRR REKEDRAD T . WA RESHEAK G R ILE R
B BB BT (1986 ) 3 B #: (Betula platyphylla Suk.) . W
(Populusdavidiana) T#HEY, BR&E (1980) MEAKS), WEH (1987) M5
B CBAR T RARETBENRS R E. MAMERFEZM, Zachara
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EIETEM AN TS ER BRI R

(2003 ) FEWTFUEEANS BRI A P20 5K LM A A /N SR 16 1) £ M 3 5 K9 B0 K
B, 20%~30% I 3RBEN 3 bR 4 IR SE MR A A ROBCRBAFST, BEtR L, AL
FRBHFAH AT UBE LT LRSI

1 TRRATHERAN, REEEERERNEZWHLREE . RHRKIER
A B o) R BE R KT 30, e ARRIAR S LU R MR IR AR EL, 25— e Al JR
W FHERERB S . Ko BRAE KRBT 5504 W, RRERER XK.
FE—EERREN, EEREER, BRMKEBL; FRAKRMENREREI T
PR TERIER R KRR A K

2 [EfRIEXIR TR BRALKIDT R BRI 57 70 & BRI AT
FRINZL. RFESTEEORUNT. BRI S BRRUKERK. WG, K
FHABHFMEFZEHRET RROZN, BEAFBRAESENFRIIERE
Bk

3 BEA AR A K, BB SLABRE LBl 2 38, (B R B IR B b
[BRAEB R SMAMM LRI T, ARG FERBREAT AR BRI AT 25/

2.4 WHAEI WA ED SR

ARTER LA A EE N Z R EZARAER THBENIHSEENEY R
PN . XA TTE AR, BE@mnE] L RE T RMMAEWAR, #eEw
W B KA B R . BB A Ao Ak T gm0 B g2, BHPEl
A RGEI R “ AR BACRE S LA RCRIRAE W 7 R e s 7y, UL E R AE AR
MIFEELERUNRE, FEALRTFOMEIRMGES pitith Sy iR E AT B AR
BS51, Wrk#k (1995) B3HHhE A 20a M AMEIT ARRELT R, 4 FFHE
R\ MR BEIEH AN TR T BT, X250 LR E A MY
REF, BUBHEFARRKEEARATHGHEERRZ.

EHTE R AR R T AR A W EZ N T AR # AR5 18 : O H
R T B ERE ., REREWE. IARY, WFTANBENEYNHANEE
B BmEMBREEWRACY, E—RERTRLGREBRK, MUNHEREE. BE
MM, NRKEGRER T XEYMHREBRAZRZmsL, N TFHEESEHT
HERKZN, (KRR SRR S B EEME, BARRERN; TR
EREHHEEEEREER, FYHEMNEES . FIRmaMERE, A0 L
WTEAREARNFE, TARTHMSRESENM YRR ERSRE, NI IR
BRSO, @3tA T AT B A RS LI, @XHEARRH B
ZHHNERE. EHREE AR T SRR E, FRO¥EEE LN
WHMARAR L KRS HB AR, BRER T Y 2R AR ETS . B (2006)
FEXFIL T IRIE RS K& AR P IR E A 2 B KR RBATIE R, BIARIEE
R E T ARPOEIR A, BUR TR FEARNAR, B3 T FEAZ L. Smith
(1987) FHIBFIAA, FABLRMKI LR ERPIEEROYFEEE, BERH
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FALRN KT EAr (k) 3

RIRAE RGN, Mok A R hREE N, Niese (1992) %HFH T EEBWFEEM
LB AR 8 FIARIRIME AT R EF A G RMEXBIW AR L REME, FTHE, Bl
P H AR R Fh 2 REE BT ), Kammesheidt (1996) BFFUZ 5 hr it
FMIARERAR 5 4. 8 4. 19 F RN F S HEtE, BHEEYF Y &1, BEHEHEBRE,
7 R GA Pk B3 L R B AN Wi K (81, Bailey (1998) B30 E ¥ N M A HHRE 28
AL HREI B RS (Tsuga heterophylla) 4R TR, BERAR LR TH
YR REE LA, BEYNOEERNREENETRBLRAI P, BER (1995
ML H 21 FAMEARF TG RMEE 10 EREEWR, & RRE P EMERE
IEMEER TR AR TR R IF R Y, FiEE (1998) SREHRWMEESRALKE
5a 1 26a AEHIEAM, BHERANTHKERGE, KTFFRFERTFHZL, Mgt
YEKERIN X REX A 3.25 0%, £3758 (2000) itk k 4 g
RHRAFBRERT G, la. 2a F Sa LB EEEDF SRR ASERE. TEEEH
R\ TEEYF Y, BTG RE T BE IR AT, 540 —LmF 5T A K (8]
TR EHEELEEEZNMRTEREAHYERRSEENKPTR. FAK
(2005) FEBETHRERSHE KGN TEHRAHRELEERHET R A
(Picea asperata) TRATH, 4K 12 FFRIEH 20%F 30% L5 KIEREERE B
EMHAEHRS T BT Z MY, Reader (1992) %1 Gilliam (1995) Z7ERF5T
[R] A5 B X M 25 REAE S, AR (614K 6 R BVAK R B AR5 I Sh K B2 2 i i %5
BT EZERWY, %Y (2007) %@t xt b5 L X g (Platyclculus orientalis)
ATHER T MR Z EHR TEDZ R RIAANERIERERE, B, BEILE
HRFHEDEZEENRE, TENEEAY, A4 RENBRSERLME
Y223 e rili1]in) Al

AR T IR R E B R T SRR A E W, 7
Mol A = b 3 B 2 M B E PO B S . BT TR AR B TR A Mk 5 =X BA R ) 4%
JEHEH AR KR, BN L ST R R . A SO 3L e AL T A
ANIHEE 4T & OR B 3 M A Ky BT I P




b AN TR IR BCRIT R

3 Wit XEER
3.1 AN
3.1.1 MR E

REWE R TEE L X, ity BaHEkE KR EEN, BTW
SR EMEIL LA, HEAR A 116°32'~118°14'E, 41°35'~42°40'N, #§
$RAE 820~1 850m 8], ZRFEK 128km, FEdLH 96km, MZEEH 102 666.7hm’.
RBIL L AR K222 £ Bk = P RE i AL Rk 4638 FAKKES, HkEm
BE; #ATEILE, Rk CEREFERXRARAEMEE S, BEECEAR.

3.12 Hi&

AREMERRIZLRRBEL TR LQETE, BEFRTETIE, KEESER
Bl S k. SBEFRANESH, EETREX, BERHOE, KEHHDONX,
XETREA ZPIER AR ZMHE RRE EH I 67~125 d, FFHKRiR-14~4.7 C,
IR B R SIE-42.9 C, B ESIE 38.9°C. KT 0 CHEMHRE 2182~3007°C, K
F 10 CHERUE 1 608~2513 C; EMF/KE 380~560 mm, FELEFET, 8, 9 =4
A; E£#&EE 1350~1 500 mm.

3.1.3 K3

B R BT EEAR X AL T BRI X, 2R i E LK . BEMH E B R/ ER
W DA, GHT AR T ERIRAHE BATHEARX . DERMIEAKE 97 km, Fi
T 1 823.3 km?, RARTEE 730 m; BHEAEHKE 622 km, XA =40H,
AREFAFN . BF)EZ), FIRER 1 498 km?, RKEZE 467 m; A
BAKE 85.5km, FIRHER 2 485 km?, RKREZE 730 m.

T & B B EEIK RIE L, EMEAE R K. R K IR E TR 5 KRS MEK,
BWRAFK. BEKRZEFHAFERAE 3.935x10° m®, HEMEBRFEHS 63.58
mm. =£&IZIPHEE ., I EN SN BRI TR, RIS
TFREALBRE THHGE. BHRXERTCASAARER OKE, AETUEY, —
REEFK ATURER 6 451.07 km?, & FEZE BERM 69.6%; FMEMRLLEIA; =
BB XMEZEN, MIER . ERF B EIREABRA TR OKE, S ARE,
Ff, BTERR EERRESRER G, RFRKERGEI8E, EmN, ZKR2REAR
A7, AT KB EEKIERFREX frb KX .
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WERARXALE (LF D) BFEFEE. 81, R, B+, #EL. K
L. BT+, HISATEE, 66 NLRE, 143 M. BFRARMRE
i, AREER. HL R, rhIRRER. BRRR. shir AR . KR
JRREEXTTIHINESS, BXANA=ZLHEMDT CMERRERIR. BODHRGER.
RTRIR), YALEM 13 333 hm?, WEPMLER 2.0X10* hm?,

£1 HRKR
Tab.1 Soil Status
TR IE &R R +E EgsYiar
TIREHK PH

(m) (cm) (cm) (cm) (%)
R 900 0~5 0~10 10~35  6.0~6.5 59.89
Bt 800~900 3~10 5~15 19~58  7.2~75 11.70
Rt 900~1900 10~50 15~50 48~150  7.3~74 3.80
Rt 1900 3~10 10~25 20~40  6.4~6.9 0.99
BEL 1000 3~10 5~25 53~80  7.2~74 0.41
KEHKL 2000 3~15 10~15 27~50  6.5~6.7 3.20
B+ 1700 3~10 5~20 39~115  6.4~6.7 0.40

VEa: BRRE: ALHKERFEEKBTRAERRIR
3.2 IR IEREA

FEILE TR RERNE RER, 2RALSETR 102 666.7 hm?, Al 93
224.9 hm?, dy B2 E TR 90.0%. H . HHHLER 73 394.4 hm?, BAKHIE R 2 315.5
hm?. EEAMKER 3 116.1 hm?®. REAEHRHTER 2 434.9 hm®, P EHEHR 63.9 hm?,
B AT 11 900.1 hm?, BB EE 75%.

3.3 HEYRITEHRL

ARSI 73 3944 hm?, Hd: ATH 36 634.0 hm?, KRk 30 788.7 hm?,
TRATAKIE R 5 971.7 hm?, 25 i bR TARH) 49.9%. 41.9%F1 8.2%, FHMEEEK
Eufi, ALK 50 863.8 hm?, 5 69.3%, BHHEREN 75.6%.

BB R : SRBREIARER 4021 7 m®, HPHKHER 397.8 T m’,
BB Y 33 7 m’. ERMER S, RAKER 1794 7 m’, ATHER N 1936
md, BRHREBR 247116 1 m®, 51 EHSEBIK 45.1%. 48.7%F1 6.2%.

WRRANMAELLEERE, B AESMIRAHHIAER (K2, R3),
ALUENARX AFEH R AERIERER K, W8T 60%.

HRX AL FEH A THRSRARS B, 8K, PRALREERERE
B, #EEBRMLE (RE 4), TE. B SERREABAEIRD. PN
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HALF AN TR A RITAR

TR N AR A A TAR S AR AR, Shidtkdy 25.1%; P EEMR AT 57.9%:
ERH G 15.9%;: BRBEMA 1.1%. WS TR RHAKS IR, 0K 40.3%;
PR 55.6%; IEEMKE 4.1%. K2EWE R LE TG R EICEH A A THRER
HAYERP, HRHERSE 11.0%; PERARER L 64.9%; ERAKRER L 22.5%:;
BARBER L 1.6%. WEFHRZERAKRLIER S, SIBHKRERL 262%; F#K
BN 69.1%; EHAHER L 4.7%.

ik, tERAZERHMEILEHMATHRNIKE TECBERRE, AEE.

2 N\RERSHEREERPERNERGITR

Tab.2 Statistics of forest dominant tree species area and volume in Ba Yingzhuang Forest Farm

[iip ) &R

i Area Volume
Tree species

(hm?) (%) (m*) (%)
g N 3604.52 61.55 223812.00 69.71
HEE 415.37 7.09 10745.00 335
BB 398.55 6.81 16789.00 5.23
R A 22.40 0.38 801.00 0.25
fr:2 2 247.78 423 1731.00 0.54
th#g 184.50 3.15 11104.00 3.46
R 84791 14.48 " 53057.00 16.52
B 10.60 0.18 ' 0.00 0.00
Yedd 124.61 2.13 3033.00 0.94
Mt 5856.24 . 100.00 321072.00 100.00

3 LUETHRERMASRMEANERRITR

Tab.3 Statistics of forest dominant tree species area and volume in Shan Wanzi Forest Farm

12 4] #H

akd . Area Volume
tree species

(hm?) (%) (m’) (%)
TEoti 2180.80 58.09 139587.00 63.85
HER 844.36 22.49 48593.00 2.23
FA g 306.90 8.17 11133.00 5.09
% 11.30 0.30 338.00 0.15
W 242.11 6.45 10820.00 495
LA 56.34 1.50 3465.00 158
LSRN 73.40 1.95 2176.00 1.00
FEW 39.30 1.05 2515.00 1.15
it 3754.50 10000 218627.00 100.00




LR R ZAL CRE) B3

4 BRERSER. EHRLLH

Tab.4 Proportion of area and volume for every ages phase of stands

INEEHKG W7 T

WA Ba Yingzhuang Forest Farm Shan Wanzi Forest Farm
Ages phase g2 K fig 2 #HH
of stands Area Volume Area Volume

(hm?) (%) (m®) (%) (hm?) (%) (m®) (%)
Sk 904.78 25.10 24689.00 11.03 879.90 40.34 3652800  26.17
T 2273 2085.82 57.87 145187.00 64.87 1211.73 55.57 9651200  69.14
pli 72 572.92 15.89 50408.00 2252 89.17 4.09 6547.00 4.69
32773 41.00 1.14 3528.00 1.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PR 77N 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.4 ZEERGM

KM R THE 10 MR | A BHEAREES, HH 6 &, BEHEH 28
hm?, BAKEH 166 hm?, FEF=ZHHAK 2000 24k 2REIRI 1300 FA. KE
J5 2002 EEZRARFE SRS BN 1997 Jige, #FIiE 30 fioc, &S FEBIH 314 ST,
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4 HRABESTHE.
4.1 HARE

B ERBMXTROER L, &£ LhRERBE T AR TN
=, FEFUTHEAH@E:

1 ZH] DPS St B> A& M RGBT HE AR, MR H RN ARIR
BEERAZERKERNER, HPRAEKOEEE. WE. #E. S RRk
FERE LR,

2 X BRI GETH 1T, MEE RGN FR & AR TR RS E 6
TAAEN L HEEREWETHR, K hERtEREEEE. DRESE WK
H. Monk 850, YIFEZHH ( Simpson #5%%. Shannon-Wiener 5%, Flal4H:8JL
) MYFHSE ( Pielou ¥ EIRED.

4.2 MRk
42.1 HiigHE

Wi LR, 2006 FFENRERIERIL I MBEA—T, WHAR (%
FERI), VIEREE N 1 100 #k/hm? £ 3739 4 LALHEH A THMS, BHARE
REEE (500, 600, 700, 800 ¥k/hm?) BEATIRFT ML, FFeht. 208, HpRibk.
FHEBNMEERF N RBE=AERN AN, L E 32 ek, B3R/ A 20m
X20m (H%& 5). '

2006 fE7ELIEFHR @ LB VIR ERE S 900 #k/mm? () 28~30 4L ILTE HHA
ANITHHA, EAREEHEE (400, 500, 600, 700 Bi/hm?) BITHE AL, HE&
B BliE. BT RESIMEEHARIREERAIESR, BT 10 ke, R/
A 20mX20m (W S).

11
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Tab.5 General situation of stands

WE R HH R

e B (%) mAE e RE #4R(m) PR
2.3 490~500 54.5 03 BB 20 1320~1350 38
A ckl 1100 0.0 085  ¥B 20 1320~1350 39
%K 4, 5.6 590~600 45.5 0.4 FB 21 1340~1370 39
% k-2 1100 0.0 03 B 21 1340~1370 37
z 7. 8. 9 685~700 364 05 ¥ 18 13251360 39
B k3 1100 0.0 085  ¥B 18  1325-1360 38
TR TR 795~805 273 065  ¥BE 22 1315~1345 38
ck-4 1100 0.0 085 B 22 1315-1345 39
13, 14, 15 500~515 . 545 0.3 B 20  1320-1350 38
k-5 1100 0.0 0.85 B 20 1320~1350 37
4*} 16, 17. 18 595~605 455 0.4 B 21 1340-1370 39
g k-6 1100 0.0 03 B 21 1340-1370 38
% 19,20, 21 700~708 364 0.5 B 18 1325-1360 37
fg ck-7 1100 0.0 0.85 B 18 1325-1360 37
2. 23, 4 800~815 273 0.65 B 22 131541345 39
ck-8 1100 0.0 0.85 B 22 1315-1345 39
41, 42 405 55.6 03 * 4 1680 28
B M 498 444 04 £ 1 1675 28
A 5 45 4 602 333 0.5 £ 6 1672 29
7 47, 48 715 222 0.65 x 7 1681 30
k-1, ck-12 900 0.0 0.85 * 5 1682 28-29

7 b: BEHOICS — 8 spots, ck: XHHB, Hh#S—Stand age, #ik—Altitude, 3% —Exposure, I —Slope, #HE (Mhm?) —Density,
B ) B — Canopy density.

422 MERBRFE

422.1 ALK E R E

ARSI T AR B W3 I8, SR BRI ERERTE A RSx4k
RS A THRARACA: K B R TE 4R o B I X3 #E 3tk P9 R ALV AR A THREEAT R
BR, DRER 10 cm M EFIERARFG., MR, kg, BT, B8, 4
AR E AT R AR M. W, EIE. BERHM AR EARE . XA DPS
G AT E TR SRS, HER LSD S EWBHE LA/ a S REE
FE MR .5 SO0 R B B - R 2 U7,

H T W H XS ERE KW, AAYENHEREREAAAEE
REEERDBERIIERE, AR h:

12



HEIEFE M AN T T B ECRTTH

AN 0

“V,+V,, n

R, Py AWSTERH MRS n FERFHERE, V, ARG SERS TR
MERERE, Von AF n S FHRMERERE.

4222 WTFHEMZ R RIHHE

MR INUAS HER 1 A Imx<im METRATEXZRE, 20EF
Fhi. BB PRImBEREE R,

AFFFII LT JUA S BHESRART I3 R 208 B\ ER G AL F Ak i 4
AL AN TR T F 5 FEEHEAT AT BT 5T

| BAEYEEHE

WHKRTESEYEANDFRER. S, SEEHEER, RAMEAHHRKE
BEHWHTEHITERENTE, TEFUTAA:

®E = SR MERYER (2)
HXERE = —MREMES/ BB FEA A5 (3
PR = FRED IR T B 2T 4)
XTI = Kb RSRBE/ BT A (5
#:E = FMFHEEBSYER/H G IR (6)
AR ERE = FEF S/ E R 7

EAHEWMEEME (RD = GHXHE X &R /3 €))
2 YFEEEEY '
YFEEENRENYRHEE, REMER. RS ZHSHEENETE. Hi, X
FMTENR L BAESEREM. B, SFEEEETURYFHEE SHTRNEAME
BEZBEXFRME. REHE, ERYMHEEN Monk FEECRWENMHFEEEK.
Monk *E%I
d=S/N (9

X SAYFEB, N AEYRH ML,
3 Fh B HEIRE
e 2R R B b B ¥ PO & Simpson $53( (D) #1 Shannon-Wiener 354 ( H')
FFHEFENE (PIE) B,
(1) Simpson F54:
po NN-» (10)

> n(n, -1)

i=1

13
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(2) Shannon-Wiener f§%{: H' = _Zs P,In P, an
(3) FhiaAHEHLE PIE {55

S.n_N-n
PIE = ) (— (12)
Z,(N)(N—l)

i=

T ERAF, n K% L AFOANMEE, P AMIREANMES BTE YR RS

thl, BI P=n;/N, H&KRF L,
4 MF IS ETRE
ZEYIRP R/ BE A R SRR LA F 2 R R s et B0
(1) LA Simpson ZHHEIRBOAEERIN Pielou BFE S HIRH.

J =(1—i1>,.2)/(1—1/5) (13)
i=1
(2) LA Shannon-Wiener FE¥UAFERER Pielou FH& N5 EHH.

Jo =(=D_ PInP)/InS (14)
A, S—WFEE:
n,—58 i MFPRAMEE
N——METT B DR BB,
Pi—3 i MIFEAEE S TR DR AME BRI LS, B P=ni /N

43 PRk

AT RBARBLWE 1 FTR.

S
=1

14



LT RA AN TR H AR B R

wH AT EIEE A LRI

A

ALK R XA BERE M

E

\ 4 \ 4 \ 4 y A \ 4
||z ||

s 1wl & i | |&||#%||5
g || % || #H % |E |k
ﬂ ﬁ:{ Z] 1] 7]

% || % || %

A 4

HLTE A TR R BRI

A 4

HALTHEM AN TAREY S FIL R R & BT

B1 BREARZE
Fig.1 Scheme on technological route
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AL AR KRR (Bealb) 83T

5 BERESt
5.1 TH AKX EALTEHFA AN TARMRALE K #5% w0

BAEH RIR BRI B LR, TUEE R B WAL
Mz, BBk, MO BRBESERED, APENTHATIE. WE. #HE. 2
PR AR S B AR A R AR ACAE K R W B VRN $845 o

5.1.1 B EXMEE KBS

5.1.1.1 J\SREMGTH [0 45 M2 KR4

HWHE BRI, §hRMERIEE L, K> FENRNEEERT
Rtz
R\ AR AL R A AL (R AT 5 AS R 4R B 5% B B2 4e 14047
HRERY (WFE 6), HHBEMLEANFREEE D 2K R4S 455 B
BHIRM, FHRMEER A KBREN DR B 2B RN T K. St /\FEEKSIE [5G
HALEH AN TR R B % AR o R A K BT Z AT LR, SXF Ak
SHHAEE, N\ H EARSS A R ) A R OR B 25 B (R AR b e A AR a4
KEZ AFEREEER P<0.01 (K7, 8). HALHBAREREHEE (500, 600,
700, 800 #k/hm?) A4 HIEH MR A KB SX ARSI BN T 50.0%, 42.2%,
28.4%, 15.2%; FAMAFREZERE (500, 600, 700, 800 ¥/hm?) HEH)ESF
WiNT 44.8%, 30.2%, 19.9%, 8.2%.

AR, ELLHEAFAMRERFREMRFENLEK, KO REEEMIREEKER
RFREEERE, HEEFAEKRSMBKES T BEEKOER: KFRH1E
JG, M EREK, WOMEARERAD, AREARCE T BFHNEFRSTE. CEHNE
SEEFEFATFRARERMTERMG: ERBKSSBEX, BHEAEBRS, BF
BRI T HAREKIIRRE, FHBKAFFBECEE, MAEKRE AR, T
FFRE RS A KBISKERKR, RERERAMERS, KPRES. SE.
TR KSR TEERRE, ZFEXRRAHRNE, AREKBEER. &
RERSEHNI SR HNET RRLE B0 R m—5P,

16
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%6 EEMNRERFELEHIATHFEORZEKHEW
Tab.6 Effect on the tending to average diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm

Frihs %ET Cem) %5 (cm) AKE (em) Eaayiliah B S
Spots Before cutting After cutting Growth
1 16.930 17.340 0.410 464
2 16.750 17.170 0.420 50.0
3 17.230 17.660 0.430 53.6
ck-1 17.410 17.690 0.280 0.0
4 16.040 16.400 0.360 319
5 16.660 17.060 0.400 46.5
6 16.880 17.290 0.410 484
ck-2 16.450 16.720 0.270 0.0
7 : 15.930 16.280 0.340 278
8 16.620 16.980 0.360 315
9 16.090 16.430 0.340 259
ck-3 16.840 17.110 0.270 0.0
10 17.280 17.610 0.320 16.1
11 17.380 17.700 0.320 154
12 16.360 16.680 0.320 14.3
ck-4 17.200 17.480 0.280 00
13 16.740 17.150 0.410 46.4
14 16.710 17.126 0.416 48.6
15 , 16.920 17.310 0.390 39.3
ck-5 16.410 16.690 0.280 0.0
16 15.640 15.995 0.355 315
17 16.630 16.970 0.340 259
18 16.150 16.510 0.360 333
ck-6 16.840 17.110 0.270 ' 0.0
19 15.920 16.230 0.310 19.2
20 16.450 16.755 0.305 17.3
21 16.090 16410 0.320 23.1
ck-4 16.640 16.900 0.260 0.0
22 16.250 16.535 0.285 9.6
23 16.380 16.660 0.280 1.7
24 16.360 16.639 0.279 7.3

ck-8 16.800 17.060 0.260 0.0
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RT EPHEHRATRBEERBHHEMT

Tab.7 Variance analysis of diameter growth of the /arix principis-rupprechtii Plantation on semi-shady slopes

ZRKWE Wi BHE B
F {f Fo.01(4,10)
Aberrance source SS ar MS
b 18] 0.0479 4 0.0120 382.7170™ 5.99
AEA 0.0003 10 0.0000
BER 0.0482 14

F8 FHGHEEHRAIHREREKBNTESH

Tab.8 Variance analysis of diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation on shade slopes

g 31 FIi BHE B o7

F i Fo01(4,10)
Aberrance source SS df MS
A& 2 6] 0.0357 4 0.0089 189.3850" 5.99
A 0.0005 10 0.0000
B 0.0361 14

5.1.1.2 Wi AR50 845 AR p9 A2 A 2t

BTG EILEHRATHRARREEEWEE KBRS RE

B (RE 9, ARREERERSREAEK R RSN RN RS, P
FEBEMR I 3 BN T K - R 7T (RMSUE SR AL & A A AR B2 A K Bt AT 77 25y
HraiREY, SXEASAEL, L FRIGIEE RRE AR E % R EIE A
TITHEKMREKEFEREEER P<0.01 (R 10). SXRAMHL, RARBEEE
(400, 500, 600, 700 £k/hm>) AR HIWMT 72.2%, 54.4%, 25.6%, 14.4%.

R 9 REMNLBFHIFELERA THTESRZE KHRM
Tab.9 Effect on the tending to average diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm

B AT (em) A= (ch) AK#E (em) AR (%)
Spots Before cutting After cutting Growth
41 16.020 16.800 0.780 733
42 16.500 17.270 0.770 71.1
43 15.390 16.090 0.700 55.6
44 16.660 17.350 0.690 53.3
45 15.950 16.510 0.560 244
46 16.020 16.590 0.570 26.7
47 16.250 16.770 0.520 15.6
48 17.000 17.510 0.510 133
ck-11 15.640 16.090 0.450 0.0
ck-12 16.210 16.660 0.450 0.0

18
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R 10 BEHRATHBEEKENHESH

Tab.10 Variance analysis of diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation

T HHKIE IR H ¥ xH
F Fo0i(4,5)
Aberrance source SS daf MS
kb £ [R) 0.1412 4 0.0353 882.5020™ 11.4
AbTE A 0.0002 5 0.0000
HES 0.1414 9

5.12 B iak 3 BRI

5.1.2.1 \EEMZGILE R )E SRt

Mt N\ ARG E [R5 A F R B % B b 7 AR s i 0 A Kk 1T 5
AE (B 11) JUES, SHEMELEETERGERIREKREEIE R, N\
TEMIZIE R JE EITEH A A TR ERAEKBHITHESNERRY, THE N
%G A R FAS R B B M B e A K BAFER B E Z R P<0.01 (R 12, R
13). (B AREHEEE (500, 600, 700, 800 Bk/hm?) +4-HEH Ja iR HL Xt HEAK
B EIT 46.4%, 33.3%, 22.0%, 14.6%, FAARFEUREEE (500, 600, 700,
800 #k/hm”) LB G g LLxt AR 2 AN T 40.4%, 29.2%, 17.3%, 8.7%.

19
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£ 11 FEHN/NEERFEIEH LA THIESE RN
Tab.11 Effect on the tending to average stands crown diameter of the /arix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm

P ZHT (mD %S5 (m) EKE (m) text M (%)
Spots Before cutting After cutting Growth Growth rate
1 _ 3.250 3.660 0.410 146.4
2 3.050 3.450 . 0.400 1429
3 2.950 3.370 0.420 150.0
ck-1 2.780 3.060 0.280 100.0
4 2.620 2.990 0.370 132.1
5 2.840 3.220 0.380 135.7
6 3.120 3.490 0.370 132.1
ck-2 2.790 3.070 0.280 100.0
7 2.900 3.245 0.345 123.2
8 2.550 2.890 0.340 121.4
9 2.450 2.790 0.340 121.4
ck-3 2.780 3.060 0.280 100.0
10 3.430 3.755 0.325 116.1
11 3.240 3.558 0.318 113.6
12 2.840 3.160 0.320 114.3
ck-4 3.180 3.460 0.280 100.0
13 2.750 3.130 0.380 140.7
14 2.860 - 3.235 0.375 138.9
15 2.640 3.022 0.382 141.5
ck-5 2.590 2.860 0.270 100.0
16 2.900 3.240 0.340 1283
17 2.550 2.895 0.345 130.2
18 2.450 2.792 0.342 129.1
ck-6 2.790 3.055 0.265 100.0
19 2.605 2.910 © 0305 117.3
20 2.830 3.140 0.310 119.2
21 3.120 3.420 0.300 1154
ck-4 2.790 3.050 0.260 100.0
22 3.420 3.720 0.300 107.1
23 3.240 3.545 0.305 108.9
24 2.850 3.158 0.308 110.0

ck-8 3.180 3.460 0.280 100.0
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F 12 ¥PEEHRATIHKREEEKENHTEDH
Tab.12 Variance analysis of stands crown diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation on semi-shady slopes

R okE TR A B g
F i Fooi(4,10)
Aberrance source A\) df MS
Lb T 6] 0.0295 4 0.0074 238.5700" 5.99
WER 0.0003 10 0.0000
BER 0.0298 14

13 PHEHRAIHBREKBNSZESN
Tab.13 Variance analysis of stands crown diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation on shade slopes

2GR SETTF HE
F & Fo01(4,10)
Aberrance source SS df
b 7R 8] 0.0209 4 162.2180™ 5.99
Ab¥E Py 0.0003 10
BER 0.0212 14

5.1.2.2 WiBFRIGHEE BIRSE IR B2 T

it SHEE AR WS TR b A A TR I8 A K BT Gevt 404 (I
% 14) ATUES, BEEKOBKEHRYEEENRDTER. SUETHRSIEE
4% )5 AL TR HAARE L A SRR A K BT EANTE R R Y, A RREARRME
BEHRAMEEEKEFEREZZESR P<0.01 (£ 15). 5XBHASHELL, FRRHE
BE (400, 500, 600, 700 #k/hm?) HAEE G TFHEESHIEINT 50.9%, 41.9%,

35%;, 21.2%.

£ 14 FEMUBFHRIFESLEHMA THRFEIEE M

Tab.14 Effect on the tending to average stands crown diameter of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm

ks %77 (m) &5 (m) EKE (m) H3RSKE (%)
Spots Before cutting After cutting Growth Growth rate
41 3.250 3.854 0.604 151.0
42 3.450 4.053 0.603 150.8
43 4.120 4.690 0.570 142.5
4 3.610 4.175 0.565 1413
45 3.810 4.340 0.530 1325
46 3.210 3.760 0.550 137.5
47 4.100 4.590 0.490 122.5
48 3.620 4.100 0.480 120.0
ck-11 3.100 3.500 0.400 100.0
ck-12 3.680 4.080 0.400 100.0
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F 15 BHMATHBEIEE KBS ESH

Tab.15 Variance analysis of stands crown diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation

F 5 kYE IR B i ol
F Fo01(4,5)
Aberrance source SS df MS
i3] 0.0505 4 0.0126 240.0210™ 114
AR 0.0003 5 0.0001
BER 0.0508 9

513 B ERMRESE KM

5.1.3.1 \SEEMGILH [ 4R/EH = 2L 24T

it % \ B FEM SR (R 4R 5 A R B 2 B R Ab % AR A B & i A K AT 4
A (WER 16) TTUEH, HERAEHBETIREEKE S5 BAS HLE,
W H G S AW R K B i X\ TEEMSHI T AR JE S b7 - FA e b 4
EAKEHITHEMTEERRY, 53R H HLEE [8I4R G A B3 0 A [F1 4R B 2%
HOMREEKBEFEEREER (R 17, £ 18), P<0.01. HFEHHMKHW =53t
BRI KIBE B 9.7%~26.2%; B M @I KIERE N 4.1%~21.2%.
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# 16 ZENNKEHIGELEFEH LA THEAHZEN
Tab.16 Effect on the tending to average stands height of the larix principis-rupprechtii
Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm

Fits %37 (m) 5 (m) AKE (m) X KE (%)

Spots Before cutting After cutting Growth Growth rate
1 12.870 13.350 0.480 1200
2 12.570 13.060 0.490 1225
3 13.170 13.650 0.480 120.0
ck-1 12.920 13.320 0.400 100.0
4 11.510 11.860 0.350 112.9
5 12.500 12.860 0.360 116.1
6 13.020 13.360 0.340 109.7
ck-2 11.890 12.200 0.310 100.0
7 11.060 ) 11.590 0.530 126.2
8 12.840 13.330 0.490 116.7
9 11.560 12.040 0.480 1143
ck-3 12.120 12.540 0.420 100.0
10 13.080 13.540 . 0.460 117.9
1 13.540 13.970 0.430 1103
12 14.050 14.500 0.450 115.4
ck-4 14.120 14.510 0.390 100.0
13 12.520 12.950 0.430 113.2
14 12.570 13.020 0.450 118.4
15 12.950 13.400 0.450 1184
ck-5 11.920 12.300 0.380 100.0
16 11.140 11.510 0.370 112.1
17 12,550 12.950 0.400 121.2
18 11.550 11.940 0.390 118.2
ck-6 12.620 12.950 0.330 100.0
19 11.020 11.405 0.385 108.5
20 12.820 13.230 0.410 115.5
21 11.540 11.940 0.400 1127
ck-4 12.120 12.475 0.355 100.0
22 13.020 13.412 0.392 107.4
23 12.540 12.940 0.400 109.6
24 14.050 14.430 0.380 104.1

ck-8 13.890 14.255 0.365 100.0




FHefO X FEB L EAL (Belk) #3C

17 FAREHRATHRSE KBRS EN
Tab.17 Variance analysis of stands height diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation on semi-shady slopes

B35 3] FIrfa Hi)g ¥ o
F# Foo01(4,10)
Aberrance source SS df MS
kb 3 [8) 0.0553 4 0.0138 19.7480" 5.99
A 0.0070 10 0.0007
BER 0.0623 14

RIS AREHMATIHHEERBHATEM
Tab.18 Variance analysis of stands height diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation on shade slopes

2 FRAR S HBE B o
F {H Fo01(4,10)
Aberrance source SS daf MS
i3] 0.0134 4 0.0033 17.5540™" 5.99
AEEE Py 0.0019 10 0.0002
BER 0.0153 14

5.1.3.2 WETHIATEH AR W &R0

X L F AR S AALTE TR A TR PR a5 5 3 e A AT S 04T (R
F 19) WLIEH, (B THRGEIEFE AN TR R AR EAR I &
ERBSX ARG RS RS\ FENRS L R HH B LRSI EEKERK
BHAEM, HMKEER 2.5%~52.5%. BIHEEELERS W SR EKEEITH
EZ08 (R20), WTLEH, WETHZIE ARG RE#E (400, 500, 600, 700
#Rmm®) S3RIR R KBIFEEEER; LSD SEMHIS R LR 700 #i/hm’ 53t
BHEWREKEAFEREER (R2D,

# 19 FEHLBFHIGEIEHRA TR ESHEEME
Tab.19 Effect on the tending to average stands height of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm

s 237 (m) f&E (m) ARKE (m) EEX B KE (%)
Spots Before cutting Afier cutting Growth Growth rate
41 12.220 12.820 0.600 150.0
42 11.530 12.150 0.620 155.0
43 10.480 11.030 0.550 137.5
44 11.630 12,170 0.540 135.0
45 11.740 12.190 0.450 112.5
46 12.550 13.000 0.450 112.5
47 11.550 11.940 0.390 97.5
48 12.620 13.050 0.430 107.5
ck-11 11.020 . 11.420 0.400 100.0
ck-12 12.560 12.960 0.400 100.0

24



T A N TR H BB R R
20 FERTRRETEEHRA IR SEKBNHESH

Tab.20 Variance analysis of stands height diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation

TRk A HHEE o
F & Fo01(4,5)
Aberrance source SS daf MS
&b #E (8] 0.0666 4 0.0166 79.2380" 11.4
EER 0.0011 5 0.0002
BER 0.0676 9

K2 EMBAIKRKESEKEN LSD B ELILK

Tab.21 LSD multiple comparison for stands height diameter growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation

B -2 i 5%t E K 19858 4 K
Treatment Average Critical value(5%) Critical value(1%)
400 0.6100 a A
500 0.5450 b B
600 0.4500 c C
700 ) 0.4100 d C
900—ck 0.4000 d C

Bo KRBLEATEAPIHMRRSERATREE.
5.1.4 FE B RIS KRR

5.14.1 J\SEEMIZILE E4RSE R R

X\ R MG EALTE AR 2 F ARG R F (R B % B S AR e it 4
Bt (% 22), ERRPNE M LM REKNEHE EER . SXEAIHLL,
BEE (R R AN, SRR B B B AR B S R AR AR K R AN K . R TRlR
JEHEALE AR S B AR AE K BT E 0T, ERRY, HRSEARE R
RAGEEERS R REMIREKBEEEREEER P<0.01 (R23. 24). iHN
S5 LA AR FEE A (500, 600, 700, 800 HE/hm?) #h4rHIBERM B FI4AEK
K53 BAM LB T 37.4%. 26.2%. 24.7%- 17.7%:; B3 A R LR B % B (500,
600, 700, 800 £&/hm? AR5 B AR B A KR 50 IR HE EL 2> 538N T 25.4%-
24.7%- 19.1%. 11.7%.
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Tab.22 Effect on the tending to individual volume of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm

L2305 KA (m*) #5E (m®) ERE (m) HEKE (%) HxRIs K (%)

Spots Before cutting After cutting Growth rate Growth rate
1 0.1404 0.1528 0.0124 8.44 35.34
2 0.1343 0.1466 0.0123 8.77 40.62
3 0.1489 0.1621 0.0132 8.50 36.34

ck-1 0.1491 0.1587 0.0096 6.24 0.00
4 0.1127 0.1221 0.0093 7.94 26.50
5 0.1321 0.1432 0.0111 8.05 28.26
6 0.1412 0.1527 0.0114 7.76 23.77

ck-2 0.1225 0.1304 0.0079 6.27 0.00
7 0.1069 0.1157 0.0088 791 26.27
8 0.1350 0.1454 0.0103 137 17.56
9 0.1139 0.1236 0.0097 8.16 30.27

ck-3 0.1309 0.1393 0.0085 6.27 0.00
10 0.1487 0.1598 0.0111 7.18 20.62
1 0.1557 0.1667 0.0110 6.81 14.35
12 0.1432 0.1536 0.0104 7.02 18.00

ck-4 0.1590 0.1688 0.0098 5.95 0.00
13 0.1336 0.1452 0.0116 8.34 2547
14 0.1336 0.1456 0.0119 8.55 28.76
15 0.1412 0.1531 0.0119 8.09 21.82

ck-5 0.1222 0.1306 . 0.0084 6.64 0.00
16 0.1037 0.1119 0.0082 7.57 28.67
17 0.1321 0.1416 0.0095 6.92 17.59
18 0.1147 0.1236 0.0090 7.51 27.70

ck-6 0.1363 0.1445 0.0083 5.88 0.00
19 0.1063 0.1145 0.0082 741 2131

20 0.1321 0.1416 0.0095 6.94 13.64
21 0.1137 0.1226 0.0088 747 2221
ck-4 0.1278 0.1358 0.0081 6.11 0.00
22 0.1309 0.1398 0.0089 6.56 13.43
23 0.1281 0.1369 0.0088 6.65 14.92
24 0.1432 0.1523 | 0.0091 6.17 6.65

ck-8 0.1493 0.1582 0.0089 5.79 0.00
®23 FIREEMHRAIREEAIREKBNAESH
Tab.23 Variance analysis of individual volume growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation on semi-shady slopes

T5HKE FIrH B B U
F Fo01(4,10)
Aberrance source SS df MS
AEEE[E] 0.0002 4 0.0000 285.5150™ 5.99
REA 0.0000 10 0.0000
BAR 0.0002 14
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Tab.24 Variance analysis of individual volume growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation on shade slopes

B HKIE NIk B B or
F {4 Fo01(4,10)
Aberrance source SS dar MS
b7 1E] 0.0001 4 0.0000 410.1690™ 5.99
AN 0.0000 10 0.0000
xR 0.0001 14

5.1.42 T HIGIRH RRE BB AR 1

X L TSI E ARG A FR B % AL AR kM BT 4
AT AR E (K 25), BEEREERENE/AD, ANREREEEFESRREMERAR
Wi K. SHHEF RKERS AR EKERITHEMT, ERERE, GBS
ML, WHEREARREFEEARI ERMREKEBETFEREEER P<0.01 (R
26). HHIEAMLEARFREEZERE (400, 500, 600, 700 Fk/hm?®) R4 BEME T
K SRR AL BN T 46.9%. 47.7%. 18.6%. 7.3%; FHH 500 #k/hm’
o B B AR M AR A K RIR B B KE N 47.7%.

%25 HHR LB FHABELEMALA THKS SHMIRE KO EN

Tab.23 Effect on the tending to individual volume of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm

BT AN (mh) #E (m*) EKE (m) ERKHE X KE (%)
Spots  Before cutting  After cutting Growth Growth rate
41 0.1066 0.1215 0.0150 13.11 46.94
42 0.1067 0.1217 0.0150 13.10 46.86
43 0.0844 0.0968 0.0124° 13.72 53.79
44 0.1097 0.1245 0.0148 12.64 41.70
45 0.1015 0.1129 0.0114 10.65 19.44
46 0.1095 0.1216 0.0121 10.51 17.79
47 0.1037 0.1142 0.0106 9.7 8.85
© 48 0.1240 0.1362 0.0123 9.43 5.69
ck-11 0.0916 0.1005 0.0089 9.23 0.00
ck-12 0.1122 0.1223 0.0101 8.61 0.00

%26 HEMHBAIHEHARE KBNS EZSH

Tab.26 Variance analysis of individual volume growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation

5 KB A H i B oo F g Fo01(4,5)
b3 8] 0.0001 4 0.0000 629.2500" 11.4
WER 0.0000 5 0.0000
BER 0.0001 9
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5.1.5 B EMEXI RS BERERZ W

5.1.5.1 \REMGILE ERE ) ERBH BT

X\ AR (8] 4% S5 A R 4R B 3 1 e b vk HHRA bR A B AR 0T B4 T 45
REW (AR 2D), EXFRMLGE, ELEETRIETRERSERREEREENS
NFREUEARSS, (B AAR 53 0 A A B KT R AR AR Sy, RS R W 3 B R K RIS
FHIME, RS ERBLEOETRERKS . WTEE S LT A SR
RIEK BT T EZSVIRY, SXRARSHLL, K RS A R 8 5 R R a3
MK BHFAERBEER P<0.01 (£28. 29), HH KGR EBEBHPEEEH
RIGE AR, W& B4 KR A R B & R AT T8, B
FIREFRE (500, 600, 700, 800 #i/hm*) FIxt Bk BERUGFE KBS BN 6.3,
6.4, 8.0, 8.6, 9.2m’hm’, FIHIEFLEKELHH 8.6%. 7.9%. 7.8%. 7.0%. 6.1%;
PSR FI{R B % (500, 600, 700, 800 #k/hm?) FIRIHEAK 4G FI 4K EHH K
59, 53, 74, 8.1, 8.6m/hm’, FIHHEREKELSFK 8.3%. 7.3%. 7.2%. 6.5%.
6.1%. A AR \ SEFEM G A FR B 3 AR 0 B T3 A KR /N R IR 3
500 #/hm*>600 #/hm*>700 ¥k/hm>>800 H/hm>>%FH 1100 £t/hm?®, BIEH4 KK
BEE R B B RE RN TO IS K, BT HEH IAARAR 2 1 A8 K K TR 1AM bk 43 1 A K
2, BRURTREMM S, BFAKERNT KURES AN, KrEeLT
SHAEKITRE, EEEESOME, BBOSHAERE KITRE, TRk
AT RR LU AR BT B2 58 Hh X R AR A B, Bl T S (R Rk 2 B
BUAERBEBEERT XRG4 T A L 1) Bebk 2 A KR 1S
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%27 AER/NREHRGELBHEATIHES HERE

Tab.27 Stands volume of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm after tending

2006 FEH AT 2006 FEH 5
BH &8 2007 FEH KR
KR
s Stands volume Stands volume Stands volume Growth Growth
Spots of 2006 of 2006 of 2007 —_ Rate
. . - (m’/hm*)
before cutting after cutting (m’/hm®) (%)
(m*hm?) (m’hm?)
1 154.49 70.22 76.41 6.19 8.44
2 147.70 67.13 73.29 6.16 8.77
3 163.74 74.43 81.04 6.61 8.50
ck-1 164.01 164.01 174.57 10.56 6.24
4 124.02 67.65 73.24 5.59 7.94
5 145.30 79.25 85.90 6.64 8.05
6 155.37 84.75 91.59 6.85 7.76
ck-2 134.75 134.75 143.47 8.73 6.27
7 117.54 74.80 80.96 6.16 7.91
8 148.54 94.52 101.75 7.23 737
9 125.34 125.34 136.00 10.67 8.16
ck-3 143.94 104.69 111.46 6.77 6.27
10 163.57 118.96 127.82 8.86 7.18
11 171.29 124.57 133.35 8.78 6.81
12 157.49 114.54 122.87 8.34 7.02
ck-4 174.94 174.94 185.68 10.73 5.95
13 146.93 66.79 72.60 5.81 8.34
14 146.99 66.81 . 72.78 5.97 8.55
15 155.27 70.58 76.53 595 8.09
ck-5 134.43 134.43 143.67 9.24 6.64
16 114.12 62.25 67.15 4.90 7.57
17 145.36 79.28 84.97 5.68 6.92
18 126.16 68.82 74.19 537 7.51
ck-6 149.88 149.88 158.97 9.09 5.88
19 116.97 74.43 80.16 5.73 7.41
20 145.29 92.45 99.10 6.65 6.94
21 125.12 125.12 134.82 9.70 747
ck-4 140.54 102.21 108.66 6.44 6.11
22 143.99 104.72 111.83 7.1 6.56
23 140.91 102.48 109.53 7.05 6.65
24 157.49 157.49 167.52 10.03 6.17
ck-8 164.18 164.18 173.97 9.79 5.79
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Tab.28 Variance analysis of stands volume growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation on semi-shady slopes

5K PR H & Bon
F i Fo.01(4,10)
Aberrance source AN ar MS
b 2R ] 61.8329 4 15.4582 203.1130" 5.99
KFER 0.7611 10 0.0761
RER 62.5940 14

#29 BRHEMHBAIHERSKBOAED

Tab.29 Variance analysis of stands volume growth of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation on shade slopes

ZR)B RIE L B ¥ oH
\ FH Fo.01(4,10)
Aberrance source SS df MS
AbFE1E) 45.4718 4 11.3680 297.5910" 5.99
HEA 0.3820 10 0.0382
BER 45.8538 14

5.1.5.2

W FHIHILE R BER BRI

MRS EREKERITHESNRY, SHBMEL, UWETFHRGET RRERRE
REFEERSRPERBKEFAEREEER P<0.01 (E31), BBk
BEKEAFREEERS>ERBHLE NSRRI (LK 30), RRAGRHEE

(400, 500, 600, 700 ¥f/hm*) FIX KD ERAFEK RS TR 6.0, 6.8, 7.1,

8.0, 8

Smihm?, FHEBREKESN 13.1%. 13.2%. 10.6%. 9.6%. 8.9%; K H

B EERBRUMEREAS \ZERGHA, BKEE S E AR EREAR L
HEEL, EREF LGRS EFK BN KRR Y EE MO TE R, H

& 500

#R/mm’ K53 P38 BRI AL KRR BB KAE R 13.2%.

30 HERLBFHIGEILEHRA TS HERR

Tab.30 Stands volume of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm after tending

2006 £ E W 2006 EEKE B 2007 EEH G

#HH (m*hm?) EB (m’/hm?) HH (m*hm?) EKE if‘%
e 2 (%)
Spots Stands volume Stands volume Stands volume (m’/hm*) Growth
P of 2006 of 2006 0f 2007 Growth
. . . rate
before cutting after cutting after cutting
41 95.94 42.64 48.62 598 13.11
42 96.03 4268 48.66 5.98 13.10
43 75.93 42.19 48.40 6.21 13.72
44 98.75 54.86 62.26 7.40 12.64
45 91.37 60.91 67.77 6.85 10.65
46 98.53 65.69 72.97 7.28 . 10.51
47 93.30 72.57 79.97 7.40 9.71
48 111.57 86.78 95.36 8.58 9.43
ck-11 82.46 82.46 90.44 7.98 9.23
ck-12 100.96 100.96 110.04 9.08 8.61
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Tab.31 Variance analysis of stands volume growth of the Jarix principis-rupprechtii Plantation

5K SEHR H B
F & Fo0:(4,5)
Aberrance source SS dar MS
hb ] 50.7919 4 12.6980 341.527 11.4
HEA 0.1859 5 0.0372
PR 50.9778 9

5.2 E ERX A TEE R

ANATFHR YT ZHEEROTRRED SR ANERARTL — FRAAH
LB RN RBEE LR3I R B G AT AR 2 S B T I A B 7R R R
R, RS BRI R A R AR S B, AU E M BB R
SRR MBT TR . EAHIAKNEILER AT, FARRAEIEFHL R
R, MAAXAEERBERKED, ZUAK. B, FIXOOFEILEHARA T
WFEAZHEY 2 HE#HTRAT A

52.1 B EHEHH T HEMEEEHT N

BEEMHRARBRENMNIFERE A AERNGERERE, BAER
B OEATE, BT UATEIT LA SR8 B 3R 1 RS,

REXE R FENRH R AR AR L WH AR E RS SRR
FOCH R R ERF BTN, FRNAHLMRINERATHEE —EREREm, Xih—
B EIE T . A4 T Ruben Z %4 751, BMKHE R H a1 4R AT
EHRE TN EEEMTUB R IR K. 1)IE RN (positive species), FETLT H]
)5 EEE A B MR E B EH IR 2)F ¥ K N (neutral species),
B E KRG EEETHA R BREA TR 3) 5 RN (negative species), TE1E
B )% 5 EEEH B B R RPEE ARG T R AR A EINE AR T R
KD 2 AR MU RIE RS RITF AR SR TR A G ER, f¢
BRI B FOL R &R 3t B B A IE RN, kR
N GUR RLFR, BT R E [ £R5 & K6 IR & XA T B AR % PRt R4 e
AP

52.1.1 \REKGIE EURER T EDEZ GRS
TR AR KT AR B E A 5 X A B AR LT (3R 32)
LG, {REEES 800 H/hm? MIAk S W T E A MK IE RS 15 F G

FIEF 3 ). PYERNA 4 B0, RN 8 B (LHICHEF 3 M), REERHN
700 #/hm® (AR T B AR LA IE R AP 16 70 GEAFRD S F). ik kR
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2%, SURRIAPE 10 i GEERE S FD; (REFEEA 600 #R/hm’ 94k 5 T EAHY)
HILAIIE R NF 20 F AP SEEF 4 B0, Py RNFR | fp. SURMNFAE 12 F (Gt
FF0 6 Fi); (REFEEA 500 #i/hm’ AR ST EARY H I TR B FA 18 F (3L
FIAEF 3 FO. PERNF 3 B AURNAE 1R GEER IR . AITERY %
BRIy RE, SXEMSMLL, HHEMERME, WMITR. MHE. WK, Hd
B KBE. GEARNEERK. WE, ¥, HAE., BRE, PEBETE. BE
EEHIF AR A ERERK, BT ERNM; R4, EBENEEHERE
AKRZA, BTt NA; . F57. 8. #2138, A7, b, has.
HIVLREK, BRBERAN A EZEHF RN, HEEMRERER, BT AR
DXL

NEEMRG AR AN (R 33), WTEAEDNEZHESXTHAMALL, REHE
5 800 #i/hm” (MR K FE A LA IE R R R 9 B (L3t 2 D, Pk
ROBEF 1A, SURRRA 9 F (Eh3EEF 6 FD; fRETEREN 700 Bi/hm? AR
TEFEMHANERNMHE 11 F GEER 3 MO RN 0 #. ARNMHFE
19 % GEHF 7 #); (REEE N 600 Bi/hm® Fbk A T B A Y BB IF RS
137 CRAPIER 2 F). PHRNM 2 #. RRNMHE 8 F GEEF 7H): #RE
HREH 500 BR/hm® M T EA MY IERSME 15 F CLRIEEH 3 8D,
YRR 1 F . RERE 8 B GEEM 7 F). NITEREEEKRSRE, SHt
BHELL, EHERE. KITH. ZREFHIVF AR HIFEMS EEEE K, B
FTERNH: ZBENEEERFTAREL, BT HEREMN; 57, iS5
FESMET MR E B W, BT HRRNM,
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Tab. 32 Important values of understory herbs on emi-shady slopes in Ba Yingzhuang Forest Farm

” 2
— WE (HF/hm®)
Species Denslty

1100 800 700 600 500

WIS FE A (Thalictrum petaloideum L.) 0.0145  0.0389  0.0452 - 0.0888
$&75 (Phlomis umbrosa Turcz.) - - - 0.0966 0.0328
=41 (Plantago asiatica L.) 0.0547  0.0287  0.1221  0.0371  0.0334
B4 (Delphinium grandiflorum L.) 0.0145 0.0469 0.0118 0.0093 0.0133
Moy (Sanguisorba officinalis L.) 0.0313 - 0.0250 0.0149 0.0081
W4T (Lepidium apetalum Wild.) ' - - 00118  0.0093  0.0081
Wil 5 (Herba Gelsemii Elegantis) - 0.0081 - 0.0093  0.0081
REH (Saussurea japonica (Thunb.)DC.) - - - 0.0303 0.0275
¥ B & (Setaria viridis (L.) Beauv.) - - - - 0.0081
1L 878 (Medicago ruthenica (L.) Trautv.) - 0.0081 0.0090 - -
133 35 1E (Scabiosa tschiliensis Grunning.) - 0.0091 0.0090 0.0093 0.0081
&% (Scutellaria baicalensis Georgi.) 0.0145 - - 0.0206  0.0081
k2% % (Leontopodium leontopodioides) - 0.0190 0.0090 0.0093 0.0186
BE BB (Potentilla reptans L.) - 0.0307 00321 00206  0.0081
532 (Lactuca indica. L.) v - 0.0161 0.0090 0.0222 0.0186
LB E (Geranium wilfordii Maxim) 0.0145 0.0855 0.0306 - 0.1370
% (Chenopodium album L.) - 0.0304 0.0090 0.0414 0.0445
B33 (quilegia viridiflora) 0.0389 - - 0.0554  0.0201
K AEE (Elsholtzia stauntoni) - - — 0.0093 -
8 2> % (Taraxacum mongolicum Hand .-Mazz.) 0.0167 0.0192 0.0202 0.0617 0.0381
1B ¥E B (Silene jenisseensis) - 0.0290 - 0.0093 0.0508
177 (Dianthus chinensis L.) 0.0145 0.0091 0.0090 - 0.0081
EEFAR (Thalictrum aquilegifolia) - 0.0090  0.0301 0.0459  0.0557
YA E (rtemisia sacrorum) 0.0123 00111  0.0090  0.0149  0.0081
& 3k 3K (Vicia unijuga A.Br.) - 0.0090 0.0090 0.0093 0.0417
ZBR K (Potentilla chinensis Ser.) 0.0123 0.0190 0.0292 0.0563 0.0133
T8 (Parthenocissus quinquefolia) 0.0223 - - - -
M- & (Carex rigescens) 03089 03078 03068  0.1480  0.0081
/NI %4 (Dendranthema chanettii (Levl.) 0.2450 - 0.2024 0.1274 0.0512
KET& 1€ Unula japonica Thunb.) - - - 0.0093 et
R R EH (Saussurea nivea Turcz.) 0.1391 0.1379  0.0278 0.1184
F LB T B (Cleistogenes chinensis) - 0.0090  0.0090  0.0629  0.0081
B HEE (Astragalus adsurgens pall.) 0.0145 0.0098 - 0.0093 0.0585
%W (Urtemisia scoparia) - - 0.0090  0.0514  0.0482
Y (Galium aparine) 0.0313 01024 00146 - -
PR/ 17 23 24 27 30
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Tab. 33 Important values of understory herbs on emi-shady slopes in Ba Yingzhuang Forest Farm

— HH (B/hm®)
Species Density

1100 800 700 600 500
WK B (Thalictrum petaloideum 1..) 0.0590 0.0462 0.0384 0.0073 0.0073
?ﬁlﬂ‘(l’ lantago asiatica L.) 0.1392 0.0753 0.0161 0.0539 0.0619
B4 (Delphinium grandiflorum L.) 0.0163 0.0154 0.0128 0.0095 0.0073
) (Sanguisorba officinalis L.) 0.0339 0.0128 0.0128 0.0148 0.0244
AT (Lepidium apetalum Wild.) - - - 0.0086 0.0177
1 8) BB (Potentilla reptans L.) 0.0369 - - - -
R E % (Saussurea japonica (Thunb.)DC.) - - - 0.0266 0.0469
1B 1% (Medicago ruthenica (L.) Trautv.) - - - 0.0061 0.0061
¥ % (Scutellaria baicalensis Georgi.) - ~ 00128 0.0128 0.0089 0.0073
# I (Sonchus brachyotus DC.) - 0.0128 0.0128 - -
JR B (Stellera chamaejasm L.) - 0.0161 0.0161 - -
ZBB% (Geranium wilfordii Maxim) . 0.0399 0.0128 0.0128 0.0365 0.0585
% (Chenopodium album L.) - - - 0.0090  0.0079
#:3L3 (Aquilegia viridiflora) - - - 0.0331 0.0380
¥ > ¥ (Taraxacum mongolicum Hand.-Mazz.) 0.0250 - - 0.0091 0.0086
1188 ¥ 85 (Silene jenisseensis) - 0.0128 0.0128 - -
B11 (Dianthus chinensis L.) - - - 0.0073 0.0073
R ¥ Z B ¥ (Geranium sibiricum L.) - 0.0128  0.0128 - -
JEVA R (Thalictrum aquilegifolia) - - - 0.0074 0.0061
B (Urtemisia sacrorum) : - - 0.0458  0.0360  0.0140
ZBEX (Potentilla chinensis Ser.) 0.0384 0.0419 0.0513 0.0437 0.0330
HiM- #88 (Parthenocissus quinquefolia) - - - - 0.0117
4B M Veronica linariifolia Pallex Link.) — 0.0128 0.0128 - -
St B (Carex rigescens) 0.3318 04874 04874 03268  0.2857
/INELFE (Dendranthema chanettii Levl.) 0.2235 0.1265 0.1185 0.2082 0.2382
Y REH (Saussurea nivea Turcz.) 0.0369 - 0.0266  0.0769  0.0761
4R T # (Cleistogenes chinensis) - 0.0834 0.0759 — -
K (Poa pratensis) - -~ - 0.0342 0.0142
B $1 ¥ (4stragalus adsurgens pall.) - - - 0.0222  0.0073
B (Galium aparine) 0.0192 0.0184 0.0214 0.0155 0.0146
i 12 16 18 22 23

5.2.1.2 W FHIBIE EREH T Y EZENRUIT

53t sHt (RE 34), BTG LG R B R 700 $k/hm’ {4
AR TEAEYHIRNERNMHE 11 . fARNHE 6 # (HptaH 2 f, &
33.3%). R NR 2 B REEE N 600 H/mm? IR HR TEAREY S TEY
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A 10 B, SURNAE 6 F GEER 1 8. PR 1 REZEER 500
BR/mm’ FIAR AR T BLARY I BLAG TE R 14 B, SURNFA 8 FRGERFR 1 HD.
bk RER 1R BREEEEN 400 B/hm” BRI AR T E AR LB IE R NFE 14
P SURNARRR 7R GYRER 2 FD. RN 2 F . WBTERKDRE, A s
B, 2E, KE, RANESEVEASRREEEARS N EEEETRE. WX
KA EWB KA EERE, SRS, PR RS RE R 500 #/hm’
(RPN K BIBAR K 0.148 6, X2 i3 FHH EURAE AR BB, 500 BR/mm” (IAK T
EREYLHEEK, —EME. RERNSHEREREYERSTEREK, £
B T B AR K.

I A R R B 3 AR AR R A B EE A WA T R 2T AL, FT
B, FRHE A AT E A YR IE R R A7 S LA 7P £ H B OR B R
Wb, BWKBUMKMBESE, £ 600 Hhm’ KAWIE. fRNMHIFHEKFIREX
20 Fis 12 B0 BRSO FEMOAR T S AREYI I IE R SR IR Y0 £ B Bl OR B 2 BE AT
MK, 7E 500 #k/hm’ #R53 P IE R B YFH S H A BB K 15 Fho Bl 8K HK
TEAEMBIE R NP H R R E T KBUE KRGS B
W3 U0 7 18 ARAE AN R OR B 3 BE AR ) RO R A% S B2 AT AR W » S RIFE B O BE 7 (AR,
FHR KL AR UM AR TG KR T USSR EERUHEE RN
Wi o XFP R R0 Rt i T —EE T AR RKEFRRR IS T ERBWFHNLE—
LIRS T, 5 AR ARG R B934 R AU G Y, T X LR 55 IR T B 2240 IE
& o T A AHZAGER.
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Tab. 34 Important values of understory herbs in Shan Wangzi Forest Farm

—— EHE (ﬁ‘/hmz)
Species Density

900 700 600 500 400
M4 R E % (Saussurea pectinata Bge.) - — - 0.0401  0.0211
3L ¥ K (4stragalus adsurgens Pall.) - - - - 0.0444
53 (Aconitum kusnezoffii Reichb.) - - 0.0204 - -
Y5 8(Buplcurum chinensis) - - - 0.0101 -
B2 % (Delphinium grandiflorum L.) - 0.0225 - - -
Hb#ii(Sanguisorba officinalis L.) 0.1323  0.1739  0.0198 - 0.0867
&R K (Doellingeria scaber) . - - - - 0.0178
BB L, 5 i (Pedicularis resupinata L.) - - - 0.0272 -
YA€ (Heteropappus altaicus) - - - 0.0259 -
13k K #(Rheum franzenbachii Munt.) -~ - - 0.0101 -
1 H T8 (Medicago ruthenica (L.) Trautv.) - 0.1197 - - -
e Z (Polemonium liniflorum V.Vassil.) - 0.0450  0.0527 i 0.0144
AL ¥ 7 1€ (Scabiosa tschiliensis Grunning.) - 0.0209 - - -
B R = t(Sedum aizoon L.) - - 00337 - -
K& % (Saussurea japonica (Thunb.)DC.) 0.1189 0.0241 0.1910 - -
E B 55 (Geranium wilfordii Maxim) 0.0868 - 0.0204  0.0481 0.1178
B “F 1¥(Pleurospermum lindleyanum) - 0.0164 - 0.0249 -
W22 (Epilobium angustifolium L.) - - - - 0.0123
H & (Humulus scandens) - - 0.0251  0.0749  0.0712
R B (Euphorbia lunulata Bge.) 0.0324 - 0.0146 0.0288 -
3 (Polygonum bistorta L.) 0.1019 0.1173 00146  0.0460  0.0210
05 (Adenophora polyantha) 0.0365 0.0419 - 0.0495  0.0123
B Y1(Dianthus chinensis 1..) - 0.0305 - - 0.0439
TKZE(Polygonum hydropiper L.) 0.0489 0.0451 0.0725 0.0211 0.0500
FEVA B (Thalictrum aquilegifolia) 0.0813 - 0.0334 0.0563 0.0216
Bk B (Adiantum lapillusveneris) - - - - 0.0098
2 33k (Vicia unijuga A.Br.) - 0.0225 00552  0.0175 -
A B B (Carex rigescens) 0.2000 0.1819  0.2147  0.1486  0.1975
vt # B (Iris dichotoma Pall.) 0.0448 - 0.0203  0.0503  0.0665
/NI % Dendranthema chanettii (Levl.)) 0.0937  0.1077  0.1181 0.0101  0.0337
INTEBETT(Erysimum bungei (Kitag.) Kitag.) - - - 0.0101 -
¥ ¥) B(Adenophora divaricata Franch.et Savat.) - - - - 0.0178
45 T Hi(Cleistogenes chinensis (Maxim.) Keng.) - 0.0305 0.0669  0.1507 0.0774
e T (Viola yedoensis Makino.) - - - 0.0259 -
%% (Corydalis edulis Maxim) 0.0225 - 0.0267  0.0101  0.0340
i 2\ 12 15 17 23 21
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£35 RHETREZRELZETRATIHRTERENNHETEHENE
Tab.35 The species richness of understory herbs in different density in the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation after tending

#HE (Bk/hm?)
FEERY
Density
Species richness

1100 800 700 600 500

S s 17 23 24 28 30
Monk «p 0.0021 0.0023 0.0024 0.0029 0.0028

Sa 12 16 18 22 23
Monk m © 0.0015 0.0017 0.0021 0.0023 0.0025

A2, E3TUEN, SREAMHE, NFEKGEILEH AN THRERT
IR AR5 A R R B 4% BEAR T B AP FP 3 H F1 Monk IREUEE B T K.

B FEHAE, BRI A, BHRERMREARREEE T LIy mf
ANTHRTEREDYFHEBEUER (LK 35), ATLEH, EHARARFEKRSEE
(1100, 800, 700, 600, 500 ¥k/hm?) /T HBEABMYMHEEHHH 17,
23, 24, 27. 30; BHSEAEIARS#HEE (1100, 800, 700, 600, 500 Hk/hm?) MM
HBEAEYIFBESRH 12, 164 18, 22. 23. FFAYEXT B S K TR DR
AR/, FERHBEY 17 #; HHEEREMEE R 800 #k/mm’ O T HEMYFEE
WK, UMY 23 F: WHSREEE R 600, 500 £k/mm’ H4 H4Fh$ H ¥
BH¥K, MTEXHEYBEE 27, 30 F. FASXTRAIRTHEDDFEE RN, EH
DY 12 F; WHBREERR 800 #i/hm’ KM TR S EDERK, L
DLEAEY 16 F; BISARASZEE (1100, 800, 700, 600, 500 Hk/hm?) k468
E3m, WTFEXREWILHI 22, 23 F. HEBKRTEREYDF K EBHEA L
HRIH T A FRE %S EA PR R B B /N T KRR, 3
FEX RS HEARRYEEERSADHEEEHENEK, BT EE R
2>, WAHRBHABERDN, EEW TR E R SE, WTFEAEY KIS, [RHIF
HEE% .. Monk EFEMSEEMBHUAK, BEHRS IR %R/ 2RI N
o YIRS B B R R AR ALV M RA A AR T E R R A S BRI 5
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B mEaSA— 3. B SR T AR SR S YW £ & AR, bR T AR
JCRGREE RN, WTHEYIYIFE S BN, e b eT AR 7 MRS AN R R B
BERRSHR T BRGNP EET LS, EERE TR T3 CRBERENERR.

30 | ——S-¥p
—a—S—B
25
52T
% 15
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0
300 500 700 900 1100 1300
#H (B/ho’)
B2 \REHGTREEALEH 24k EAE
Fig2 The species number under different density of the larix principis-
rupprechtii Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm
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Fig.3 The Monk index value under different density of the larix principis-
rupprechtii Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm
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Tab.36 The species richness of understory herbs in different density in the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation after tending

S (Bk/hm?)
FEERY
Density
Species richness
900 700 600 500 400
S 12 15 17 23 21
Monk 0.0022 0.0022 0.0025 0.0027 0.0040

W FHIZRFERE (900, 700, 600, 500, 400 #k/hm?) AT PR A4
YR B 2500 12, 15, 17, 230 21 (JLF 36).

HE 4 TTUEH, SXEASHEL, W FHIZEIENIAATHRETR T RRE
R EMR B % BEAR T B AR E #5G TK . MR R % R 500 #k/bm’ B, BT
BN, MOESHAERDN, WTFRBESET, WTEREYEKESR, DHEERS.
WA BERE K 400 #k/hm’ B, TR BRI/, AT — 2 BN &40 0k
ARERITIH SR, BTLUEE 500 BR/mm® AT HIRE D . ARMREBEEKRT
500 ¥k/mhm?, MAMFE B BEERMEEEERMK, WTAREHRT, &
EYIFEE BR/MTEE

——S

200 400 600 800 1000
#H (Bk/hn®)

B4 WETHATEEEA LEHRHYHNE
Fig4 The species number under different density of the larix principis-
rupprechtii Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm

M 5 ATEAE H, HF B Monk HEREM R BB B SV H BE
PROMR B 2 B A AN ], FEASHIA ) Monk (B BEE PR 43 0% B 5 BE O 38 K 2 08 ol Iy
.
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Fig5 The Monk index value under different density of the larix principis-rupprechtii
Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm

5.2.3 A EE S HIEE RN W

YR Z PR MR I E MY S SRR — T & PR EEENYH
BWEBEARME ST ARR 46 FRE FONEARRE URKEN S
B0, 75 55 LV W R ob B 0 % P B9 2 Simpson $6% (D) A1 Shannon-Wiener 8% (H')
FFpRAHBHLE (PIE,
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37,

£ 37 AARTAREELALEHRA TR TEAENDFE i NE
Tab.37 The species diversity of understory herbs in different density in the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation after tending

HH (B/hm?)
EZLRcE ]!
Density
Species diversity
1100 800 700 600 500
Simpson 35%(D)sn 2.2968 2.5316 2.6487 2.8487 3.1519
Shannon-Wiener 1§ 35((H )sn 2.0364 2.3466 2.6989 2.8072 3.0021
FHEHEYLE(PIE) s 0.7021 0.7434 0.7859 0.8460 0.8920
Simpson $H%(D)n 2.1192 2.3742 2.4061 2.7989 2.8287
Shannon-Wiener 75 %((H n 1.6998 1.9875 22781 2.4641 2.4822
BB E(PIEM 0.6037 0.6420 0.6844 0.7684 0.7855
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i 6. B 7. E8AILUEL, SXTBMAML, WHE/\FEMIGEREMT
AIHKRTHERZ M Do H'. PIE SRBEHAEKR. P HIREY TR R
B UR, TR S, KB ERFEEYME. B & B8 A
—H. BRMERB G T EE S B RT RTINS, X b T
B ARG T EWERR AT R, RIGENFHENFBEIKRE, M5 —
Lo Z RN A ME RSB EAEONE R, R A ES Y B A SE .
HEBK, PSR,
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Fig6 The Simpson index value under different density of the larix principis-
rupprechtii Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm
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Fig7 The Simpson-Winner index value under different density of the larix principis-
rupprechtii Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm
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Fig8 The PIE under different density of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation
in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm

5.2.3.2 B FHIGIEE RMRER T HEY SRR T

WIE A L EE RS LB TR A RREEREIEE A TR TEY
ZHMIER (LK 38).

%38 AHETREEEILEMRAIAKTEXEDDFS HEENE
Tab.38 The species diversity of understory herbs in different density in the /larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation after tending
W (Bk/hm?)
E2E2c it
Density
Species diversity
900 700 600 500 400
Simpson 5 ¥(D) 2.2685 2.5185 2.8227 2.4074 2.1544
Shannon-Wiener I8 ¥(H) 2.0021 2.2076 2.3545 2.8010 2.7048
FrEIAEHLRPIE) 0.8026 0.8670 0.8722 0.8811 0.9015

AR, E10. B 11 aTUUFEE, FARUERTE LS FHRGEIEHRAT
WM T EAZREMER=ANEE D, H'. PIE SXBHASHL, BEERMREEER
WANIF B R TR KA — B, BIF 2 BEVE RO T B TR bR BE MR 43 (R B8 6 P R
NEERERBEANBR, B2 HHOELIEELL B, PIE OB LBERR. FER
BT 6 R AN FR B 2 5 AR - D 2 R IR B R 2R £ B RS ERE WL, &
W DA A RN E DR, RS REEREK, K TEXEYYIFH
BEWN, FAETHREODFEET KT, TETFXHAENDFHARBAFEFT
ko XHE, BAMZBEROTHEFFZEIIEE . DM PIE SHE AR L
REUK, B HHNXNHAMREUR, AifbEERDEERZW B D F PIE ZBIEE
X
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Fig9 The Simpson index value under different density of the larix principis-rupprechtii
Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm
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Fig 10 The Simpson-Winner index value under different density of the larix principis-
rupprechtii Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm
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Fig11 The PIE under different density of the larix principis-rupprechtii Plantation in

Shan Wanzi forest farm

524 HEEXSERBHZ

BABRRBREHE P ARYHL SRS DEE, SRLTOMNEERE, &
YIFEE—ERER T, REMEESEFESMIFT I ARBSEEREX. B
SRR v EAE AT DUE 1 ST YRR 2 R TE BUE AR R A ME B BRI IE R
THR EAFNBRANSHERREN IERER XN B EKFRBLAERERH
EFITHERZ B R RIS R BRI . ZERN S BRI R R A TRk
RS R

TR EFEXZHMRY, ERREYHEEREHIRE SRR —E—1
GitE. THUFREER, BERETRIVLAHZEFRUAANTAREYHEEE
5W5ENSG 6. Bk, HO9EENESHENAT+IEZENMES. Pielou (1969)
EHNEE AR ENLUZHEERRSHENES EYRME S THXEHI#H
BHIZ IR R,
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Tab.39 The species evenness of understory herbs in different density in the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation after tending
#E (BR/hm?)
B
Density
Species evenness
1100 800 700 600 500

Joim 0.6958 0.7221 0.8234 0.8415 0.8985
Josm 0.7188 0.7484 0.8492 0.8518 0.8827
Juim 0.6953 0.7052 0.7925 0.7946 0.8021
Jorm 0.6841 0.7168 0.7882 0.7972 0.7916

mE 12, B 13 AUEN, STNEERGEIEH AN TR T YIRS, K
BAEERMEEE—F, RRHH BMREEKEEL, 3 ARRE TR
SIBEREMEM K. BTHERETHARZEEIRR, WOMARRD, S8 THRNK
S REREAM, WINT R, EMARKTRER, BAR2IREER,
RE T BRI S AL

1.000
—o— Jsi—¥[

0.900 —8— Jsi—
0800 |
K

0.700 r

0.600

o. 500 1 i 1 1 J

300 500 700 900 1100 1300

HHE (Bk/hn’)
12 NRERKIZTEIEE AT EH 24 Piclou 155 E
Fig 12 The Piclou index value under different density of the larix principis-
rupprechtii Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm
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Fig13 The Pielou index value under different density of the larix principis-rupprechtii
Plantation in Ba Yingzhuang forest farm

5.2.4.2 WS FHIHTEE ARG T Y5 BAE R R

RFEHHBHEF ARG LETHGERTEILEH A THRRTEDISE
% (%K 400,

F£ 40 AHETRABE ELEHRATHRTERENIMS S B EHE
Tab.40 The species evenness of understory herbs in different density in the larix principis-rupprechtii

Plantation after tending

#E (¥k/hm?)
WS EIRE
Density
Species evenness
900 700 600 500 400
i 0.7786 0.8245 0.8222 0.8575 0.8406
Jow 0.8057 0.8152 0.8310 0.8933 0.8884

HE 14, B 1SATUEH, ST LB FHRGHEILEHATHRARREEE TR
AR TEXREYRGE, HHYGEERMETE -, ZRMEHFRLEREEE/M
P> Pielou S BETEEL Ju F0 J,, HIB R FERERYFHSIE SWRHEEXR
AR, T H — RO TS ER SWRNMEBE SRR EARRAN WA £
BEAR, BREMR MR, BARBK, RZB. BEKRSREEER
WA, WTEREDYFEE BT EARN YRR GRD, ZwmBYF 516
SRE . X 4R UEATH R REFEEO KD DR BERE —ENY
.
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Fig 14 The Piclou index valuc under different density of the larix principis-rupprechtii
Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm
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Fig15 The Pielou index value under different density of the larix principis-
rupprechtii Plantation in Shan Wanzi forest farm
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6 &it5itit
6.1 &t

AXMAFRELTT R G AR ZHE R\ RS LTS HEILE A
THARAREAER. K TEXEDFHIRBUURED S HIERITRENTR, a0
THERIZBR . AE EIbE A N TR S EINE MR E AR RIS AR 4t
BkiE. FTESRA:

6.1.1 A EEIRARE KR WD

1| MEEMRE, KRR EERE. NEERGERSEARREEE (500, 600,
700, 800 #k/hm?) #k4F % T34 KB 53K S B E A K B B N T
50.0%, 42.2%, 28.4%, 15.2%; BAS{RBYHREHA (500, 600, 700, 800 kk/hm*) #k
AR ERMEFEEKEX BARSAELL S N T 44.8%, 30.2%, 19.9%, 8.2%. ik
BFHRGARGEZE (400, 500, 600, 700 ¥/hm?) W4 MR FEH4EKE SHE
MAMHEL A RIS T 72.2%, 54.4%, 25.6%, 14.4%. {HREBZHMARMEI 4K,
R RAHET B RAEERD, KRN FHEKERK,

2 RS REARAEENERK. NEEKRGEREARREEE (500, 600,
700, 800 #k/hm?*) A4 $EH JG IR 53 RAR S HE A RIEIN T 46.4%, 33.3%, 22.0%,
14.6%, BASAFREZERE (500, 600, 700, 800 ¥k/hm?) HAMEF 5 I8 ELXT Ak
A4 FMINT 40.4%, 29.2%, 17.3%, 8.7%. WESTFHGZARIREEE (400, 500,
600, 700 ¥k/hm?) WK H )5 IR S BAS LS HIMT 50.9%, 41.9%,
35%, 21.2%.

3 WH M AFREFERS I @K R T B AREER . Hh Ak
521 Bk 53t B AHMR 2 A EL IR R B 9.7%~26.2%;  FASHRE 3 At % g 8 K 0 e ot
BHAS S 41%~212%. KEE LS FRGARERHORSEKEEKESR
Frsgm, WKIEER 2.5%~52.5%. BHALEH R T b A THKS PR E
R .

4 MHEREHARS LM BRAEKE, HEELTRAZEENRD, Ko BHEHR
AR EEHEES. HHRERE N\ EEARSEBEAFRREEE (500, 600, 700,
800 #k/hm?®) KA B BIE K R S X B S M2 FIIN T 37.4%. 26.2%.
24.7%. 17.7%; BHEARREEHERE (500, 600, 700, 800 FR/hm®) R4y Ky BERHF A
SER KR G AR AL B8N T 25.4%. 24.7%. 19.1%. 11.7%. W#ESTFH
BARFMREEE (400, 500, 600, 700 Bk/hm®) #h4r I HBRA R T4 K R 50t B
WAL BN T 46.9%. 47.7%- 18.6%. 7.3%; A 500 B/hm? b4 P15
BB AEKEA IR KE.
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5 A ELE, AEH AR ERKREEREE R /N T RBIMEHKS, BREME
JEbR o A KR B KT R ek 9y, BRI KRB REFERENETEK, JH
BEEREEEAOMENESIME, BEKSEREINETREEKS . \EEKS
EPIEAFRE SR (500, 600, 700, 800 FR/hm?) k4> FIXt HEAKS> &R EH 4
KEHHH 63, 6.4, 8.0, 8.6, 9.2m*hm?, FIHEREKESHH 8.6%. 7.9%. 7.8%.
7.0%. 6.1%; J\FEFEMISBABREHBEARRFERERE (500, 600, 700, 800 #k/hm?)
HAFORT BB E KBS HH 5.9, 5.3, 74, 8.1, 8.6 m*/hm?, FHEHEK
EO K 8.3%. 7.3%. 7.2%. 6.5%. 6.1%. W THZARREEE (400, 500,
600, 700 ¥k/hm®) R4 FIXT AL BRI TFIEKENFH 6.0, 6.8, 7.1, 8.0, 85
m’/hm?, FHEREKEDHH 13.1%. 13.2%. 10.6%. 9.6%. 8.9%.

HH ERSTHEIEH A TR BEE G RERREKEREENER, BF
%SG, HAMREE RN, RoEHREZN, RAREERE T REILEAKS
TN, BT HRAREK, KRS KBRS BRI EA Brige. @il
MR BH, REEEHR 500 BR/mm? FEEHA KT MR RIBLF . AR R KA
MHRREREUREAAELEM) L) K.

6.1.2 B EEIHR TR

W AR ZHE R NFEERG . WS FHRIGEILEH A THRBITRRBELT
RT3, AT Z R MRS (R B % B BB AL

1 BT EMREARARREEEELEHMATIHRR TESEEEHENLE
WAEBLATIR R, B AP FERE T BT A Y IE R SRR 51 R R
R B BE RH R, BIKBUE KIS, 7 600 Bi/hm® H 4 A IF.
B SRR Fb A B IR BB K 20 Fh. 12 B AR FIREMAK T B AR 4 00 TF [ S Ak
PR3 H BE AR B 3 R HUR/NTT I K, 7E 500 £%/hm? ¥k 43 P9 1IF R SEF R 3 Bk B Bk
15 F. Bl 864K T EREY N E RN EBEREFEENRME
T RBE KM,

2 WE IR T EAMYF RN L IR REE (R & /N3 . 36 F
JE XA RRHFEE (500, 600, 700, 800 ¥k/hm?) ¥4y ExtEMKML, KT
BAREYSHEMT 13, 10, 7, 6 F: BEARMRHEEE (500, 600, 700, 800
/mm?®) M SxEAS ML, KTEAEMSHEMT 11, 10, 6, 4 F. BLUEE
AR B A TE 500 Bi/mm? B T EAHYA IR, SXBHASMAL, R
F{RMZRE (400, 500, 600, 700 #k/hm®) #h4y, M TEAEYHHIKMT 9, 11,
5, 3%,

3 AL E M A A TR FTEREYIFEERIRR . SRS EREHE
SIS R F RN M. A B TA N THAAR T Y2
FeBOIIFRIA 500 BR/hm>>600 Hk/hm>>700 £/hm>>800 Bk/hm>>XTH (1100 H/hm?);
o 2 BA S5 R BA 3 AH AR B3 5 BE AR Y B I b B, BHIME T B3, B L8 mse
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JEEHMATIHRRTHEDHEDZ HEERRILA 500 #/hm>400 #k/mm>>600 #k
/hm>>700 $E/hm>>% B (900 #k/hm?).

HALFEH A THILE HREHEHETERN 500 H/hm® $hHTF BEAY 2 et
B

6.2 itit

1 RSO ARZWE RN\ FEW G LB TG EICE A N AR E R ET G 5
R AR T Y 2 AERAT T IS R R A KM AN S R
M —E R AI R L, SRS R E [l R fE A a AR4, Bk alafn A, &
BB R E KB B OB . (BT B8] BT RAN B TR Ak & H
EMLEERW, WINEFE—EHIXER. WRIEHE i — P9 R, iz &L
RAEFH#—PTEEMRN, UHNBELEEORATE, B4 BRI MR
BARMESFOER, LUIASIE WL XK EILE A A TR R EUMKEE, REEA
THETTRELE, FRIEREREF. SRR EVSHEREE, UERRK
EXRRHITGE, 2ERERILURK AT HREEEKEE.

2 RTRENAFHRSWEEE RN S BT AMEE, TEEREARAREE
FEMR G BIRAR AR ERA TP RO T AR 2 B 5 R KA KB SCIR SR sy Ak |
S5 S rRAERIA NG B A A7 7R 1 S 2 i) R, 3R T AL EOR SR SN, R IR BT KR,
B X 3L L e bR A AN DA IR 77 (R AR IX — Rl LR 5 B — DR RIT B
Ho
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