WIEEE FEREREERBENERERKP LB R

*EYMEF e

AERBEEERBERERERIERFAR"

FMRAE VREZET R EA VKA E VEHOE VR ORTLVEAE AR E L ARRY
Q. T BRFEASTEENEH . BET 530007;2. S EHFERASZLHRR, ) ®dTF  530007;3. S B RFARFR, S
HHT 53000434, S EBEKABREHTHAE. & T 530031

HBE . WA FE R R A E B M (Eucalyptus urophylla X E. grandis) Jot: 2 DH32-29 T AKX M5 40 # B
Br(1—3 a) WY AR R 22 5, S D0 J5 v A Y S0 3 R4 SO 7 398 Ak 4 Bk BB MU AR 58 LOR RS 28 1 8 B A e P &
DH32-29 # A (BG) IR JE A 19 R F A JotE R DH32-29 1 A (NBG) i Ak 43 BF 58 6k 42, e A BF 9 1 76 74
JEHB P K g 3 A DU [ A S ARAR O B AR A AR R BRI R S R R 2E e A RER B AR
1B 2.3 a b, R EHE BG MRAF 17 Bl 42 SR 2R W i | SRR B it o S BRLBR AR 7 D B R 3 R T NBG M (P <<
0. 05) s BG M4 Te AR JZ A Wi Bl &5 B2 A2 7 D7 880K 5 T NBG M3, ZEARIR S 1 a B 22 80/ AR 2 a 2E
B 25 S 3R AH R IR B 37K (P =0, 05) o Il 3 a AR I 22 S ik il i 35 /K - (P <<0. 01) . R I, R FH Ok U5 v 2
R DIC B T AN T PR 7 ORI

KA - e LR A bR s U0 BRI 5 A A2

hESES.S722.5 SHERFRIRAS A NEHS.1002-7378(2024)02-0154-08
DOI:10. 13657/j. cnki. gxkxyxb. 20240709. 007

W (Eucalyptus spp. ) J& H mitH A AR K o
WP R R TR G AR B A AR
Pz —"0 ST LK 4 [ AR AR U IR AT 45 R,
I E KB N TAREALE 35 5. 467 4X10° hm*™", H
HpOTT Y A AR B R R TR R R, AR 2,560 5 X 10°
hm®, 2 EFR TR B2 7 4 AR bR T AR Y
2. 5% B RARFR AL 9 AR M H 3T 3. 000 X107 m®,
a4 E R AR R 1/35 L el WL & R R R
N AR O B [ KR b 2 4 8 % 4, o e BR R

i 728 A A B S B XU A AR o o o A i 24 B
HEEMRE LY,

Wt e A L b I P 2 B BOR R RLE T T T
PR AR RSB T RN TR SE AR 100 06 36 T R
b G 28 2 B 0 O AR N T e R A Y
FEIRATY R R LR T RE AR RO R B bk 1 38 %
R P AL P T 2H 0 2 ) B B R A P R 2
SR 2 (AR BR O L 2 AS B 23 O A R M) 11 2

% % B #.2023-12-23 B B #1:2024-03-14

* JTF B AR R E AT E (2023GXNSFBA026328,2023GXNSFAA026415) #1 E K H 44 & % £ 4 T H (32160358,32360284) % #f .

(% —fxHN]
FRAEA993—), 5 M+ HEHAR TENERZKEERR,
[x = @EEZEEHN

JE B R (1980—) . & R B . EFE N FEFRAE A FH X E-mail: xgzhou2014@126. com.

| CIR NS |

HREER L. FFAE ARARBERERE REME RN WEFA L] ) BAFk#4H.2024,40(2):154-161,
XU J M,WEN Y G,HUANG Y J,et al. Comparative Study on Afforestation Growth of Eucalyptus urophylla X E. grandis Seedlings from Differ-
ent Sources [ ] . Journal of Guangxi Academy of Sciences,2024,40(2):154-161.



I ARZFERFR,2024 £,40 %, % 2 H8 Journal of Guangxi Academy of Sciences,2024,Vol. 40 No.2

PRI A 5090 Sy i 4 % 0 B R ot A B L 4
R W0BE 2R B 2 AR 1 UK, TN O 4 U R ST R
25 B R A G (DO 22 1955 — A% B D R T &R
DEAR A SRy 15 5 4 15 0 B2 1) B BE A Rk o DA O T 1Y
Tofr 4 oF Y8 555 WA L R R 4 IR L Ofe YR T A RO P OR R
TRE 3G 77 A R B, SR E T AR B R AR 7 AL 2R A
I AR Al R G G 2 R Al E A AR
— AR B PR I 100 o A 4 G A O
K ARSI R B MR R 5 S 2B P i s v G &
RN NEOR v e I NS N P/ R £l o N i T
R B0 i 0 MK B 7 T A 4 1) Y B A R
N THAAE R &R, R, d T B = 3 A 6 8 P
PR A T bR AR R AR O T AR LA TC i S AN TR
Ohe VR T T A 2 A A R A8 SR R R 2 Bl S
B0 [ — 4 B JE 1 2R (DH32-29) AN [R] i A K I
AT AR A [F)RE (9 1 7 R 3 — B2 ) L, AR 0F 5% LR
TR A FSREATE R 2 PR E M (E. urophylla X E.
grandis)JotE &2 DH32-29 By AR IE47 3& M, XF EE 43 B
P A e e RN AE T ) 22 S DL O Bl A
TP ATT A [ e Y5 A A 7 A s R 1) 38 7 SO R B AR 3

1 MH5RFE

1.1 HoHEHR

RITEE MR M R DH32-29 /& UL R 4%
(E.urophylla) WA B (E. grandis) N LA K
F1 G HEIR
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Table 2 Regression models for biomass estimation in different

organs of E.urophylla XE. grandis
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Com- Regression Correlation F val
ponent equation coefficient (R) atue
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Leaf ~ W=0.000223X (D*H)" ¥ 0.767 68.73" "
Root ~ W=0.00445X (D*H)""% 0.951 452.86° "

Note: W indicates biomass (kg),D indicates diameter at breast height

(cm) » H indicates tree height (m); " " represents significant level of

P<C0.01.
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Fig. 1 Comparison of average diameter at breast height
in different stands of E. urophylla XE. grandis
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Fig. 3 Comparison of average individual tree biomass in

different stands of E. urophylla XE. grandis
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forests promotes the early realization of “carbon neu-

Comparative Study on Afforestation Growth of Eucalyptus uro-
phylla X E. grandis Seedlings from Different Sources

XU Junmo', WEN Yuanguang'*, HUANG Yongijie' ,CHEN Jinlei' , CHEN Qiuhai',
WEN Jun®, WU Yanlin®, LIN Jian',ZHOU Xiaoguo'" "

(1. Institute of Eco-Environment Research, Guangxi Academy of Sciences,Nanning,Guangxi,530007,China;2. Institute of Ecolog-
ical Industry,Guangxi Academy of Sciences, Nanning, Guangxi, 530007, China; 3. College of Forestry, Guangxi University, Nan-
ning, Guangxi,530004 ,China;4. Nanning Arboretum of Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region,Nanning, Guangxi,530031,China)

Abstract : In order to clarify the growth difference of Eucalyptus urophylla XE. grandis clone DH32-29 seed-
lings from different sources at the young stage (1—3 years old) after afforestation,and provide scientific the-
oretical basis for the selection of high-quality seedlings and the improvement of quality,yield and efficiency,
the E. urophylla X E. grandis clone DH32-29 seedlings (BG) and the E. urophylla X E. grandis clone
DH32-29 seedlings (NBG) were used as the research objects. The differences of DBH, tree height, biomass,
carbon storage and productivity of different seedling afforestation stands in three regions of northwest, central
and southern Guangxi were compared. The results showed that at the age of 2 and 3 years, the average DBH,
biomass per plant,carbon storage per plant and productivity per plant of E. urophylla X E. grandis in BG
stand were significantly higher than those of NBG stand (P <C0.05). The biomass,carbon storage and pro-
ductivity of arbor tree layer of BG stand were higher than those of NBG stand. The difference was small at 1
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year old,and the difference increased at 2 years old, but it did not reach a significant level (P >>0.05). The
difference at 3 years old reached a very significant level (P<C0.01). The effect of increasing yield by afforest-
ation with high quality seedlings from clear sources is more obvious.

Key words: Eucalyptus urophylla X E. grandis; young forest; high - quality seedling; Diameter at Breast
Height (DBH) ; productivity
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