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Abstract; The ice and snow damage to the evergreen broad-leaved forest of Jiulianshan Mountain National Natural
Reserve in Jiangxi Province was studied,and effects of altitude,slope on the damage degree were analyzed. The results
were as follows: the upper-layer and mid-layer trees were mostly in model of top breakage, the under-layer trees were
subjected to top and trunk breakage,the saplings and seedlings were mostly suffered from bending. In term of MDI ,
seedlings<saplings<Cunder-layer trees<<mid-layer trees<Zupper-layer trees; species with the highest MDI in differ-
ent story was respectively Castanopsis carlesii in upper-layer, Neolitsea chuii in mid-layer,C. carlesii in under-layer
and sapling, Eurya distichophylla in seedling; however. species with the lowest MDI in different stories were re-
spectively Alniphyllum fortunei in upper-layer, Neolitsea aurata var. chekiangensis in mid-layer and under-layer,
Eurya loquaiana in sapling and Tricalysia dubia in seedling. The trunk breakage ratio and MDI of upper-layer
trees,top breakage ratio and MDI of mid-layer trees;trunk breakage ratio and MDI of under-layer trees,bending ra-

tio of saplings,trunk breakage ratio of saplings,uprooting ratio of saplings,MDI of saplings,trunk breakage ratio and
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MDI of seedlings were significantly different between different latitude habitats (P <C0.05) ; In the whole, different

damage indexes of trees under 700—760 m altitude habitat were higher than individuals under 640—700 m altitude

habitat. Under different slope habitats.damage indexes in different layers had no significant difference( P>>0.05).

Key words: Jiulianshan Mountain evergreen broad-leaved forest; ice and snow damage; damage degree; dominant

species; altitude; slope
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Damage of dominant species in different layers and all individuals between different layers
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A-E. show respectively the

damage of dominant species in upper-layer, mid-layer, under-layer, saplings and seedlings; F. shows damage comparison between different layers.
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Fig. 2 Effects of altitude on damage indexes in different layers A-E. show respectively damage comparison of different altitude condi-

tions in upper-layer, mid-layer, under-layer, saplings and seedlings; F. shows MDI comparison of different altitude conditions in different layers;

“ A”shows 640—700 m altitude,“@”was 700— 760 m altitude.
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