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Comparison Between Characteristics of Ice Damage to Three Stands

CHEN Hong-yue', XUE Li', LI Ji-yue', CHEN Shi-ging', QIN Xin-sheng', CHEN Chuan-guo®, JIANG Jie'

(1 College of Forestry,South China Agricultural University , Guangzhou 510642 , China;
2 Guangdong Forest Investigation and Planning Institute , Guangzhou 510620 , China)

Abstract : The stands of Pinus elliottii ,broadleaved forest and Cunninghamia lanceolata were investigated
to compare their characteristics suffering from ice damage. The characteristics of ice damage were different
because the structure and tree species in the stands were quite different. Study results indicated that there
were four types of damage to the trees of the stands,including broken-off ,bent,lodging and beheaded. In
the Pinus elliottii stand ,the largest number of damaged trees was the broken-off trees , accounting for 88 %
of the total,while in the broadleaved stand,the broken-off ones made up 64% . In the Cunninghamia lan-

ceolata stands,damaged trees were almost broken-off and beheaded trees , without bent and lodging ones.

€

The trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH) below 9. 0 em were mostly damaged by the broken-off

while those with DBH over 9. 0 cm were mostly damaged by the beheaded obviously. The damaged charac-
teristics of Cunninghamia lanceolata were quite different from Pinus elliotiti. The former broke off at high-
er point of stem,whereas the latter broke off at the low point of stem. Results also showed that the amount
of lost biomass of the three stands was in the following order:broadleaved stand > Cunninghamia lanceo-

lata stand > Pinus elliotti stand.

Key words: ice damage; damage characteristics; broadleaved stand; Cunninghamia lanceolata: Pinus
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