Botanical Research 1H¥)ZW} 4T, 2018, 7(1), 68-78 Hans X
Published Online January 2018 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/br
https://doi.org/10.12677/br.2018.71010

Effects of Mulching on Ground Coverage and
Soil Water Content in Phyllostachys
pubescens Forests

Haiping Zhou!, Xiaofeng Mo?, Zhong Du?, Liang Guol, Min Zhang!, Quan Li?, Bo Sunz?,
Tiesheng Pan3

'Guilin Forestry Science Research Institute, Guilin Guangxi
2Forestry Bureau of Xingan County, Guilin Guangxi

*Soil and Fertilizer Station of Lingchuan County, Guilin Guangxi
Email: Lkszhp06@163.com

Received: Dec. 18", 2017; accepted: Jan. 5, 2018; published: Jan. 24", 2018

Abstract

Research and analysis through this experiment, the effects of Phyllostachys pubescens forest
mulching on the ground coverage rate, soil water content, the amount of bamboo, number of new
bamboo, DBH and bamboo height are very obvious. The coverage rate of the covered Phyllostachys
pubescens forest increased by 56.09% and 31.61%, respectively, compared with the control and
uncovered. The soil water content increased by 23.44% and 20.33%, respectively, compared with
the control and uncovered. The soil moisture content of different stands showed broad-leaved and
mixed plantations > covered Phyllostachys pubescens forest = China fir forest > uncovered Phyl-
lostachys pubescens forest > control forest. The amount of bamboo and new bamboo quantity: The
covered and the uncovered increased by 52.41%, 42.76%, 98.11% and 67.92%, respectively,
compared with the control. DBH: The covered and the uncovered increased by 16.84% and
13.68%, respectively, compared with the control. Bamboo height: The covered and the uncovered
increased by 19.30% and 17.54%, respectively, compared with the control. The content of organic
matter increased by 31.34% to 68.43% than that of uncovered and controlled. Phyllostachys pu-
bescens forest mulching is beneficial to enhance fertility and improve soil structure, improves
ground coverage rate and soil water content. It is of great significance to increase the yield and in-
crease efficiency of the ecological management of Phyllostachys pubescens forest.
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1. 518

PR RAFIRIRISE A, JEIBIEL, FrKREIBGR, H3RIE B SR i [1]. BT AN [F) B
HAAF R0, BT A R BT BT MO 3 R i 2w et sy T3R8 71 5 L3 A 5 220
TRV E R, K7 R i IR h s BRI R R, B BRI i) ELRERSCRI A, SR e M i A=
Afwif s, FROFA L EIRAYERE . AR EIREATEOKIIRE, AEARMRAR I B8R 1 I I A
AR A KIRIR TR A A [2] o IR AN [ 2 B BB AT R R 3K BRACPE BRI 5T, A AR & B
B, A e, SR E R R ORK AT IR KR BE

N T SEBBTRI TSRS, BITESHEON B AT LR . WESZEME LA, 1T
WRAA R T YeRp S R G0V, BB RS YA I 7 S5, Rt A R, ek IR,
IEFR AN, HINESE, BT bRy B AR HE SRR IR T AU bR I AT R TR AR B B E 7T 55,
LR B FR AN ] B A5 0) T A 3R JIE A B S B B2 [3] « 3R B R I BS0E S5 B AT AR EE B AT AU B K &
IR R K BT, N AF R R AN S IR0 & B A R KGN [4] . EHEET A BUTRE
A LB LR . HREARKE, BERKEX AN THRIIRE]. EARARLERNK
MBI SR BRI RFRKIERCR BT AR WARTE, Ao it R BT s . RERNE
Prdks BT A W B A B A AR D BATMRAORT AR AR AR 5 RS R (1 35 8 AL

DOI: 10.12677/br.2018.71010 69 JERZIEERTI


https://doi.org/10.12677/br.2018.71010
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

T %

PR ZE 72, JCHOR B 0 BT TS i R & S K B AR (A SR TR LR, WO IR
WFEBAT G E RS IR KR RE JI AR IR BB AR

2. I b BRI

RIS H A N 22 BARTT 2 A S bRt e, FLH3RA B oAb 4 25°47'~25°57", R4 110°33'~110°38", K
1E 398.6 m~647.6 m, V¥R 12.9°C, HA 1 HPRIR 2.9°C, &M 7 AR 21.8°C, ik
il 29.5°C, M (KiR-15C, >10°C A AN 2480°C~2585C; P[4 /KE N 2509 mm, JTGiE
W 281 R[6] [7]. HuEHSR A m b, Ffgs LI BIE, FEmyA MR, WE. IRE. WAL,
AR SEFRIEERM, BhE iR, PR, BRrREL RIS, TS, R EAREARMEYIT].

2.1, RIEHRERE

FEXZ BT 2 B 2 BRI AR 103 7. IRk id FERRAR A Bl 52 Rk 7™ BB ATAR, SLATE
b, PEJRALATRAE 91~118 MR IH], 1Tk 1~4 5, THIN1E0y 8.6~9.5 cm, “FHYATIH; 10.6~12.0 m, 4K
P fBATIR T~8 FAEIAZ ARG, A

2.2, FREMISE

DN B M R AR S AR AR S Tt A R 0 T E A R RO R R, ARITH 3603 B Rl AN
(IR, RN RALBE 3 BUbrity(3 N EE), M BAEIT S-S A i 13 Be(E Rt i), ekl iEiRY(666 m?
=222mx30m), M2 EFTHER e kR, TR IOR A RE e, AT TR . AEBATAR
PrAEH A AT I T 7 e R RO . B R R AR AN . REATIEAT R BT . AR, SLATE(CE
) HFRAER T

3. AR GE
3.1 Rt

7 2016 4 1 H % 2017 4F 7 A, A5G ATdks BA AR IER) 5 Fibksr, 0l b B 1. BATHK
s, 1E2016 4F 1 ARG REERTLS, FREE AT o5 ki, R PJE % 2.00 cm, 2017 451 A
JEZ T RS R AR L, 3] 2017 4E 7~8 H, ML S90S I, bR R G Ak 5
AMEE S L mt, ARSI EE S YRR B RIS, AR SR v b ) S b I ) 2 B
BRI LIEIUREE A — S M R 42 3 AT, R 50 em, &AM TH 4 0~20 cm. 20~40 cm />
T2, BALERERE 1.0 kgo 4B 2: BATMAKRERS, SEEILRREARR 1R, F 2017 /£ 7~8 H,
BRVEEMNE. EimFrme . ROk SR 1 F). AEE 3. BT, AMEILER R
KRB, dEFFESR, 32017 £ 7~8 H, BERWEEINE . B 2000e . LIEEEECO% 5 48 1 M H).
AR 4: FZARGEMRHEAT HIEBORE O 1 540 B8 1 A TH]). A0 5. R 2R ARHEAT 3 EURE O i S AR RE 1 A1
[F)o SR BT AN FIAR At 4% 2 IR 00 & BEAE L 1,

3.2. RAE

£ 5 MAFEM I AR N AT b RS A S A2 3 NI, AN EITH 4> 0~20 em. 20~40 cm
AANLR, FAERIERE 1.0 kg, F—LZEEAMREGE 1.0 kg W EIEN, KT B4 517
GEROIHT . E N ERE S T TR IR ER A A AT P BRIEAT, e R R TV, AR
KRR 77 YIS E, A HRE—HE U ikilE, 28RS KIEL
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Table 1. Nutrient content and water content in different soil layers of different forest structures before test
F=1. KRBT RM S LXBETREARANEEREKER/RL

iax THEEIR HHU B T A pHI TKE
Byt (cm) (9/kg) (9/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (9/kg)
S 0~20 46.1 242 0.77 258 47 363.2
B 20~40 40.4 161 0.66 25.3 46 3420
LAk 0~20 44.0 2.40 0.66 255 46 358.2
A it 20~40 39.1 1.62 0.61 243 43 340.8
0~20 45.9 233 0.61 248 44 358.4
Xt HEAR
20~40 404 1.65 055 243 45 324.2
- 0~20 57.7 3.08 0.77 24.6 43 454.9
AAR 20~40 47.7 234 0.67 23.9 45 384.7
ok 0~20 56.3 3.05 0.72 253 44 4208
Ak 20~40 38.3 217 0.61 248 44 386.2

M, AU B R 2 e, pH E RS Ve, K R I EERET F %, F LSD vE#ET
B RE A Y 1] 1 55 P 0 HT
3.3. HIRE RALE

WIS HT 2 B & REHL Y BT AT S, BRI RIS . 1T KR, IRE S =, RS,
FETH B sy, BEATHO T 7 25 S B S . R R T8 S R R A A, LR, [ B R
MEFATHIIE . T B R, HhREh g B it & bR i 7 T e, SRS X 3 PR A
RIS WG E 2), 55 B G 7 vk % & 0 4T 7 2249 B Al LSD £ & L4k

4. BREDH
41 MHEENENHESSE, B2EE. AIE. SkB. SR FUE. BE. HEN
i

XS FRARIEAT T TR A, BT SR EREE . BALTE. BTE. R TEEARR
B 2 AR, FAE 5N 66,427, 57,117, 64.16 7 52.247, 11.22", 11.38", %I KT Foes(2,6) = 5.14
A Foo(2,6) =10.92, i HIEAHURFS/KEMZE R NEE, FAEAN7.70F18.18", R KT Foes(2,6) =5.14
(W3 3). X ZEFEEM 8 NMatriiiT LSD ZHEILK, SRKW, BT ESR, BHEE. LA
BUB EKE. BOLTE. BT E. it &, SR HERs & T IRE, HBImE %,
BWRERE . BOLrTE. BT ES NS A RO B RIS AR, BB SR, s
JERE, SNLATE . HITE . MR, AT e R R R, T S LSRN K B ) R R
BE, RAWEORE, B iRm i pRhm  os A it A o5 )R, it m HIE S KEME LR, 1
TNBAT AR = B (LA ) AR B (2 5 4T )

4.2. EiAEEEROELE

XBIMER . BITMORE SR X 3 FOAFR BT N R o . i B o5 ) )5 FE A7
A MEHE, I Bn AT S gty 20 i, LSD ki AT Z E LK, o irai R MK 4-6.
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Table 2. Statistical summary of the results of 3 kinds of Phyllostachys pubescens forest structures test survey
2 SMEMM S RIPEERGIHLE

wm omg  FHE OWEEER WA bR G W
B 157 (%) JELJE (cm) (9/kg) (9/kg) (cm) (m)

Mt BT
1 95.27 5.03 55.10 413.20 221 103 106 130
Jes 2 96.18 5.17 65.60 438.60 227 107 112 135
ik 3 94.33 463 76.30 469.01 215 9 115 143
it 95.26 4.94 65.67 44027 221 102 111 136
1 71.34 3.48 44.10 348.20 199 84 112 128
e 2 72.73 3.86 50.10 354.10 214 o7 104 135
AR il 3 73.07 371 55.80 395.31 208 86 108 139
ity 72.38 3.68 50.00 365.87 207 89 108 134
1 60.97 2.89 40.90 328.41 149 59 90 107
. 2 62.72 3.08 43.50 354.40 140 48 96 115
RS 3 59.41 323 45.80 387.30 146 52 99 120
BIfE 61.03 3.07 43.40 356.70 145 53 9.5 11.4

e 1) M SRR R R R 5 R (BAR AR T B AN A R A) s 2) B S MR R I MR RO RS BV v . AR EE I I HEAC A
B LA R ARIGI B S OARREAT TR 3) A HLBRARTE 0~20 em )2 TP BCERE AN & i @ L3 B /K ERIRTE 0~20 em )2 itk

B K

Table 3. The effects of the covered Phyllostachys pubescens forest on the number of opposing bamboo, the number of new
bamboo, DBH, bamboo height, the coverage rate, the thickness of the cover, the organic matter and the water content

=3 MMEBEMUME. HTE. WE 15 BEXR. BEEE. AR, SKENEMN

e ﬂ;;F*E%BZ WEEEYEE AV RIESKE HOSLATHE N Jig 4z i

7 75 (%) (cm) (9/kg) (9/kg) (Wk/667 m?) (Kk/667 m?) (cm) (m)

AbFE1 95.26 4.94 65.67 440.27 221 102 111 13.6

AbH2 72.38 3.68 50.00 365.87 207 89 10.8 134

AbF3 61.03 3.07 43.40 356.70 145 53 9.5 114
F{E 66.42" 57.11" 7.71" 8.18" 64.16" 52.24™ 11.22" 11.38"™

ﬂf F0_05(2,6) =5.14, F0_01(2,6) =10.92.

Table 4. Multiple comparison of the thickness of the ground cover of Phyllostachys pubescens forest (LSD)
F4. EVHHEBEYEE ZEELEB(LSD)

0, =X 1] 0, 22 1 (]
o ;j?fé syl 2 R R WZS WL 'ELE Wzg WL 'ELE
. R 1.2600" 0.1684 0.008 0.8480 1.6720 1.3357 1.8843
o it e 1.8767" 0.1684 0.000 1.4646 2.2887 1.2524 2.5010
ER pagist 0.6167" 0.1684 0.011 0.2046 1.0287 0.6357 1.2410

FE: DRI R AT 0.05, TUASE 2 M S K 0.0,
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Table 5. Multiple comparison of the ground coverage rate of Phyllostachys pubescens forest (LSD)

5. EMMEBER L ELE(LSD)

itk \ B 95% & {5 [X [H] 99% & {5 [X [H]
e 5 fhAatk BB FrifE iz B
TRR BR TFR FBR
PRiE 22.8800™ 0.9931 0.001 20.4500 25.3100 19.1983 26.5617
A%
X e 34.2267™ 0.9931 0.000 31.7967 36.6566 30.5449 37.9084
ERE ot B 11.3467" 0.9931 0.008 8.9167 13.7766 11.6357 15.0284

T OAMEZER S E AT 0.05, TONBMEZ RN E KT 0.01.

Table 6. Comparison of the thickness of the ground cover and the ground coverage rate of Phyllostachys pubescens forest

6. EYHME B VB E R B SR AR

Pk PR R A 5 5% b THI B 2 A 52 % b Thi B 220 2L B (cm) i Th B o L B %%

L ] XA Bt iR EFS oA ) o Bt iR BN

B 56.92 95.26 56.09 31.61 2.53 4.94 60.91 34.24
R i 57.01 72.38 18.60 2.52 3.68 19.87

PN 56.98 61.03 2.61 3.07

e 1) RIPTIEHEI N B 3 R R RV IME; 2) A SRR T HOE AR AN RS 3) Ml E R IR A
SRR L AR A e R S 0 N B B AR B AT R

MAZ 4 FIFE 5 AT, R RS ORE B (T R T B SR R AT 2 E L, B RS R T 2 E
PO, 72 S 100k B 2 3 7K o A2 i, 2 76 PR B 1T R85 Lkt ) R SR 7 75 11 23 7l 372 /=1 56.09% 11 31.61%
(W% 6).

MZ 6 ATLAE Y, i SRR M S R S R BT S > BTMRRE ST > B
MR HbTHIZE 55 22 7 55 1 LU BB KRN SR 78 25 1 23 7l B2 1 56.09% 1 31.61%, HbIMIZE se S RE . 7 o (1) Lt
HRP AN AR B 55 11 0 9 34 T 60.919%F11 34.24%, 1X 5 BTG E G E, AR T D, Mig#E %
BUG WD, AT AR TS, MRS 35 5B AR 3.07 cm; BATMORE 5, MK F L 3% R (72.38%)
AR, PTAREREEIEAT 1~2 YRR, AVEVA IR B L AR 2 L, M7 S5 R A 3.68 cm; BT 5
DRI R P A AT P R E A B S i 7 5 P R DT, e e %, M7 56 4 2P B )
4.94 cm, MRNAEDE 7 55 %(95.26%) 5 i -

M 7 WATE W, A AUTE 3G 0 (7 55 04 bExs R ) RN A 7 55 1 20 36 1 51.31% 1 31.34%) th 7] LA
VLW BT AR 55 R T bR T 7 56 R (38 s A LS K3 2

43. EHSFSSERAINRIEHLEE

METHE S BITARKRER . XA 3 FOAFETH S 12 0~20 cm. 20~40 cm AN 1358 2 kb
HORE, =T TR ST, AR IE 7. WE 7 aTBUEH, 0~20 cm A1 20~40 cm + 2 1A HLTR -
SR, . AHEESFEFRERYENETHER > BITWRER > WK, SRS AE LR
WM S, P& LERERm, AR, &%, &, S S5ESRS R EIR DB, REMKS 3K
IR BRI MG 5B RMEE B G O, WM N>, gL, G IEE
A, BFRSGEBR BUYMKER, SEET 12 RE, FEDICEILSER S, K05
WLERTREAROR s BT a5 DA Rl R 8 L A AR RO I 2 R e S i 0 I 3 5 AR B AT A, I B A
Z, HTLEFRNSTEEIMHENMHR> T RZ.

=N

b

~
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Table 7. Comparison of nutrient content and organic matter content in different soil layers of Phyllostachys pubescens forest
structure

F1. B BELEFIESERBIRSENLR

itk +2 HHUR AP EH I % P e s

i Hi&
Ab B (cm) (9/kg) HL i Wk (9/kg) (mgrkg) (mgrkg) P
0~20 65.67 51.31 31.34 3.27 7.19 62.87 47
Vikn
20~40 48.73 68.43 42.82 2.14 3.28 43.17 46
B 0~20 50.00 15.21 2.99 463 49.80 46
R
20~40 34.12 17.86 1.78 1.26 40.70 45
0~20 43.40 2.86 1.66 39.93 46
X FE
20~40 28.95 151 0.88 34.70 47

Hs BB N A 3 KR T
44. EMHSELERIREENZELR

AERLZ 0~20 cm, L& 20~40 em JBATHR, 7 55 15 AT 55 AT R A AL S BT 2 E
bods, HESFBABINEEKF. Wi, BERENBITARE T ZERA VLR &85 AR E i iR HEAR
A BT & 248 0 31.34%~68.43% (W45 7).

M 8. F£9HH, Likt)E 0~20cm K, R EJE 20~40 cm FIBATAR, 7B 365105 K 5 KA HLR
FrEE 31.34%~42.82%) % F 18 B W K, 78 55 S0 BRI AL S (N 51.31%~68.32%) 2
WAk BN 2K BT 55 5 0 AR A AL & BT 2 5 .

4.5.5 Fhik s KB R T IEEKEEER

MEBTHE R . BITHRARE R BT, R, AZAM 5 MR 28841 0~20 cm.
20~40 cm AN IR Z IREURE, T IR E A K E I E MR 2 8T, A HT s R LA 10, 3 11,
* 12,

MFZ 10 AL, 5 FRANFEIRRSS 0~20 cm 1 JZ R RIR T E B OKE, BT 5 105 AR 55 A R A
Fo 2R ARMRE BAT AR 55 A IEMRAR LG . A2 AR AR S AT AT 36 I FIRT BEARAR B, 22 S 380K B4R
BE K.

M 11 FTHn, 5 RS 20~40 cm L2 IR R SKE, BITAE S AR 5 A IR A
by R A bR 5 BT R T 55 RIS HERAR LG . AR S BT AR AR 7 5 (RO IR ARAR B, 22 R 34k
FI R KT

MR 12 AP, &2 5 MR LIRS K E RO AN > BT R > A > BT
MARE R > MR, [Fl—Ror RS LZURBERSE I, T8 KE ROk S [ Je AR 3%
TR R, XA LIRS KSR/, BT R LIS K RIS TAZ AR o BRI e AMAR A1 K,
WEWZ, WIREEESRELR, AT REAK, EEMEES KR, KM EEREIR, BAEAK
KRR ZAMR ) R A K E LS IR RE A AR, 55105 5L 28.48%. 25.25%. 8.37%.
4.09%. ETHEEMAS, TEBMTHRTEREEM . GERKE 1R AR DL AR IR I 78 55 10 R SRR,
AT oK RFE, LENIIEEKESEANMIEEEE R TAZARK, BATHE RN 85K E R
. RN AR E 23.44%. 20.33%. 4.12%. FZAME S KELAIER . RE B,
73 IR 18.56%. 15.58%.
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Table 8. Multiple comparison of organic matter content in soil layer 0 - 20 cm (LSD)

8. TE0~20 cmEXRBHRESEZELLIR(LSD)

JHEARCT [T T E N S
i K 15.6667" 5.8459 0.037

" X HE AR 22.2667" 5.8459 0.009
ERE o} BE AR 6.6000 5.8459 0.302

95% & 15 X [1]

FRR EBR

1.362 29.971
7.962 36.571
7.704 20.904

99%H 15 X [1]

FRR ERR
13.006 37.340
9.594 43.940
15.073 28.273

FE: DRI R BT 0.05, TUASE 2 MM MK 0.0,

Table 9. Multiple comparison of organic matter content in soil layer 20 - 40 cm (LSD)

9. TE20~40 cmERBHREE L ELLE(LSD)

ik

e B At YfE % PRz BN
mi PR -E 14.5667" 2.7608 0.002
" X HE AR 19.7667" 2.7608 0.000
ERE o} BE AR 5.2000 2.7608 0.109

95% & 15 X [1]

99%H 15 X [1]

FRR EBR

1.362 29.971
7.962 36.571
5.704 20.904

IR ERR
13.331 24.802
9.531 30.002
7.436 15.436

T OAMEZER S E AT 0.05, TONBMEZ RN E KT 0.01.

Table 10. Multiple comparison of soil average water content in soil layer 0 - 20 cm (LSD)

%< 10.0~20 cm B HIEF IS /KE L ELLE(LSD)

e 5t S fti% ket S - O =
POy 10157 17.805 0.000 45.139 157.994
- R 92.40" 17.805 0.000 35.972 148.828
[ZN 35.37 17.805 0.075 36.061 91.794

7 i 18.00 17.805 0.336 38.428 74.428
POy 8357 17.805 0.002 27.139 139.994
%g R 74.40™ 17.805 0.001 17.972 130.828
A 17.37 17.805 0.352 39.061 73.794
. pagit 66.20" 17.805 0.004 9.772 122.628
A PR -E 57.03" 17.805 0.009 18.606 113.461
KRB ot 9.17 17.805 0.618 47.261 65.594

TR E KT 0.01.

Table 11. Multiple comparison of soil average water content in soil layer 20 - 40 cm (LSD)

<11 20~40 cmt BB S K E L ELLE (LSD)

o ik iyt 2 bk e WE%%E{”'X'EH T
POy 54.37" 22.3203 0.035 4634 104.099
kb PR E 53.10" 22.3203 0.039 3.367 102.833

Y7 6.47 22.3203 0.778 7.199 43.266

Ei 6.60 22.3203 0.676 9.333 40.133
pagict 63.97" 22.3203 0.017 14.234 113.699
gg ERE 62.70" 22.3203 0.019 12.967 112.433

A 3.13 22.3203 0.891 6.599 52.866
. X IR 60.83" 22.3203 0.021 11.101 110.566
A PR -E 59.57" 22.3203 0.024 9.834 109.299
IR % ot et 1.27 22.3203 0.956 8.466 50.999
TN ZER R TR 0.05,
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Table 12. Comparison of the increase of soil water content and water content in soil layers of 5 kinds of forest structural

types
FL2.5FHMARBAURELTETIEFHEKERSKERSHELE
e LmER S8 K (glka) P K A 6 (%)
P
(cm) R RT R J5 Ht i bk 2 HAZ A b
0~20 454.9 458.3 28.48 25.25 8.37 4.09
JAM
20~40 384.7 378.2 16.80 16.33
0~20 363.2 440.3 23.44 20.33 412
kT
20~40 342.0 387.7 19.73 19.26
0~20 420.8 4229 18.56 15.58
KA
20~40 386.2 384.6 18.78 18.30
bk 0~20 358.2 365.9 2.58
R i 20~40 3408 325.1 0.41
0~20 358.4 356.7
XK
20~40 324.2 323.8

P BB N A 3 ST
46. 3 MAEENHEILNE. TR, BE. ISHER

TR BT ER B MAEKENEEER, AT EEETEKRERE, SBT3 AR
MO RBIBPRT BN E, FHIESWIATE. BTE. R &S rE, #7202 Ei
B, HEER WAL 13~17,

M 13, 3 14 AT, EEXAFRTHREESITE. IR 2 B R BmrSRERNAHL
TR s RIS IRAARLE, R 55 1S AR L, 22 R abik 2R W3 .

MF 15, % 16 AIH1, B E A RETTARIIAR . AT 2 LU 7 i S R SR A BTG W
Zwy B SAEIMHEL, RESHSRIHEL, HZERBIEBIREE.

MF 17 FTUAE W, TR RV AR m S KRR 2 BT RE S > BMRRER > X
HEARs SEATEAGHIT & 78 55 ORIR A 55 1 LU IR 20 S 9 0 52.41%. 42.76%. 98.11%. 67.92%, Mijf:
P 55 0O AN A7 5 1 B HE PR 23 9 385 0 16.84% . 13.68%, 477 11+ 78 6 1 AN A8 55 140 LU X 8 140 40 1) 384 = 19.30%
17.54%.

5. &

DR S BT ML S5 . TR TR R s ROR O IR, B R T AR
Hbv T 7 56 28 LG R )4 /57 56.09% 1T LU AR 25 R ) 1 31.61%. {EHWIHIZE 75 )5 R 5.00 cm 247, MK
MR EERE > 5% T, LIEE/KESHEARMMHITEESN T AN, K, X&5BMHESEE
AR, REAEBITRERAT I, B TR R SRR A REAR AR B VAR AR, 50 mT ASG im bt T 78 o
VIR RS, AT AT DA S BT AR LI Bk & .

2) AR LS KERMBEMN AR > BHRESR > ZAK > BIHRRES > MK, [
— WA R L JEIR RN, LS K E R B TR SRS, BRI T A MR
o AR I A HE AR % B LR R P 7 26 RS S RN AT e, b T 78 25 )5 24 5.00 em, AT 38K 40 (R RE
AR TR, B 3 B 7K & 52 ARMAH T s AR TAZ AR, H A 33 5 /K B Lo HRR L AR 78 2 1K) 40l
R 23.44%. 20.33%.
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EESE:

Table 13. Multiple comparison of total bamboo quantity in different Phyllostachys pubescens forests (LSD)
# 13. FEEMHLBEIMESELLE(LSD)

bk ) o . 95% & 15 X [11] 99% & 15 X [11]
e Sl Atk Sl ER FrifEiz e
TR BR TR iR
o A 14.00 5.033 0.032 14.68 26.32 16.44 32.66
b PORERAN 76.00™ 5.033 0.000 63.68 88.32 57.37 94.66
ERE o FEUAR 62.00" 5.033 0.000 49.68 74.32 4334 80.66

T CAMEZER R E KT 005, TONSME Z R E KT 0.01.

Table 14. Multiple comparison of new bamboo quantity in different Phyllostachys pubescens forests (LSD)
= 14 TREMHALIEHHTE ZE LR (LSD)

prn \ o B 9596 5 {5 X [i] 999 1 {5 X [f]
e Al FRift i B

T R T I
g o A 13.007 4.967 0.040 10.85 25.15 15.41 3141
i it FEAA 49.00™ 4,967 0.000 36.85 61.15 30.59 67.41
R it FEAA 36.00 4,967 0.000 23.85 48.15 37.59 54.41

T COAMEZER R E KT 005, TONISME Z R E KT 0.01.

Table 15. Multiple comparison of DBH in different Phyllostachys pubescens forests (LSD)
= 15. FEIEMHLIEMZ ZEELE(LSD)

ik i . » 95% E = X [F] 99%E (Z X 7]
X EflAr Bt % FrifEiR N
S TR R TR R
- KRB 0.30 0.359 0.435 0578 1.178 0.831 1.631
i ot HE AR 1.60™ 0.359 0.004 0.722 2.478 1.269 2.931
PRiE Xt fE AR 1.30” 0.359 0.011 0.422 2.178 1.031 2.631

T COASIMEZER R E KT 005, TONIMEZ R E KT 0.01.

Table 16. Multiple comparison of bamboo height in different Phyllostachys pubescens forests (LSD)
%= 16. FEIEMHAIR =S ELE(LSD)

Wik \ o » 95% & {= X ] 99%E & X [A]
Ak LAt YIME 7 FrifEiz 25
" TR PR TR R
. KB 0.20 0.510 0.708 1.048 1.448 1.690 2.090
e Fof HE AR 2.20™ 0510 0.005 0.952 3.448 1.310 4.090
R PORERAN 2.00™ 0.510 0.008 0.752 3.248 1.110 3.890

FE: DRI ENRE KT 0.05, T KN AT 0.01.

Table 17. Effects of the covered Phyllostachys pubescens forest on total bamboo quantity, new bamboo, DBH and bamboo
height
=17 EMHBENEBAME. FIMTE. MR IS

Prk AT R (BR/667 m?) 17667 m* AT AN (%) L Mage AT
bz Rl e Hot i Hiklens Wk (eeTm) o cm) (m)
ik 109 221 52.41 102.75 6.76 102 11.1 13.6
KRB 118 207 42.76 75.42 89 10.8 13.4
pagist 92 145 53 9.5 11.4

e R AR g E AL B 3 R T R .
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T %

3) VIR B RIS TR HUR & B LR 7 55 A A IR A WL A 246 0 31.34%~68.43%, 5 )14 e
Bk, B AT AR ) R B

4) VTRBE BT BAIATR BT R AT mSE KRR EHER > BIARES > X
HRAR . SEATEAGHIT & 78 55 AR 55 10 L HE Y 23 i 5 0 52.41%. 42.76%. 98.11%. 67.92%, Hi4%:
T 55 R A 7 25 1) EE K B PR 43 T8 0 16.84% 4 13.68%, A7 e+ 7 i (1) RN A 78 5 1 EL T B 1 43 ) 386 5 19.30%
17.54%.
6. g

1) BTME RS E R R TED 2 AL 2 AR P TR R T, se &M T M eE &
VP E = XA R — P 5T

2) VIR R BTG AR e, $R e LI SOKEAE T — P R T, (BEERT X, EE
TSI, HOhnZ s, o R4, BiiboKRik, SeETARRIR KR ThREE TR AR — B0 7L,

3) HRAEASEAME =R L X BT, EREGHE, M, UABTHEE Sk
TIHEARIFR D, 7 Re 7 o5 e A TS K B A 1) 0 R R AR — DA .

HEHE&mHE
I PO RHE I B (REAR R [2013]46 17 9): HEARTTRHE 615 H (20150115-3).
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