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Analysis of Fertilization Effect of Moso Bamboo Forest in Different Slope Positions
LIN Mei
Abstract

bamboo , and to increase farmers’ income. [ Method] We researched the bamboo ( Phyllostachys heterocycla) shoots quantity, ground diameter

(Forestry Bureau of Youxi County, Youxi, Fujian 365100)
[ Objective | To research the effects of fertilization on Moso bamboo forest in different slope positions to enhance the yield of Moso

of new bamboo, and clear bole height in Xiqin Village, Youxi County, Fujian Province in different slope positions under different fertilization
managements. [ Result] Fertilization management had significant differences with no fertilization management in bamboo shoots quantity and
clear bole height. Fertilization management could effectively improve the output of bamboo. Clear bole height and bamboo shoots quantity in
different slope positions showed significant differences; while ground diameter of new bamboo had no significant differences. Bamboo shoots
quantity, ground diameter of new bamboo, and clear bole height from big to small were in the order of minus grade, mesoslope and upslope.
Bamboo production in minus grade was the highest. [ Conclusion] During the renovation of low-yield bamboo forest, fertilization management
is adopted, which has significant impacts on yield of bamboo forest. During practical production, minus grade has relatively good water and

fertilizer condition, which is suitable for the shooting and production of bamboo forest.
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Table 1 General situation of Phyllostachys heterocycla forest in different slope positions
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Code of Altitude // Slope Gradient //° Slope Standing bamboo Basal diameter //
sample plot tude/zm position radien direction density // ¥k/hm* asal dlameter/7-em
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Table 2 New bamboo growth index statistics with different treatment

BT & i % Bamboo AT HAE Ground diameter
Geif i Clear bole height //m shoots quantity // > of new bamboo // cm
Jul B
Statistics JtafEAb 3 AN EAL 3 B AL HE AN A Ak £ B AL AL

No fertilization
treatment

Fertilization
treatment

No fertilization
treatment

No fertilization Fertilization

treatment

Fertilization

treatment treatment

SEHS Average 5.63 4.69
HrifEZE Standard deviation 0.58 0.75
Ji 2% Variance 0.34 0.57
H/IME Minimum 5.12 4.17
% RAH Maximum 6.27 5.55
g B Z K Coefficient of variation 0.10 0.16
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Table 3  Statistics of new bamboo growth index in different slope positions

Ao . - . HiT A% Ground
G TR T B Clear bole height/m  Hi %4 Bamboo shoots quantity /4> diametfrTgf ne:v b;)rllll:lno//cm
Statstcs IR L . . L A O U

Upslope  Mesoslope Minus grade ~ Upslope ~ Mesoslope Minus grade ~ Upslope ~ Mesoslope ~ Minus grade
S5 Average 4.65 4.93 5.91 63.50 70.50 80.00 9.12 10.10 11.15
FrifEZE Standard deviation 0.67 0.83 0.51 16.26 14.85 9.90 1.89 1.21 0.42
J7%% Variance 0.45 0.68 0.26 264.50 220.50 98.00 3.56 1.46 0.18
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KA Maximum 5.12 5.51 6.27 75.00 81.00 87.00 10.45 10.95 11.45
s B Z K0 Coefficient of variation 0.14 0.17 0.09 0.26 0.21 0.12 0.21 0.12 0.04
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