Bk b 5 5 5 A

2020 4F 8 A% 36 54 4 1Y Forestry and Environmental Science 53

BX “REE” IR INFATCIE R AT E ARG

PREBTT EmsE S BT w6
AfESCE T ABRS Sk
(L AETHRR T, T T 5292235 2. Sl K2 B SIABERIRERE . TR 1M 510642;
AR AR S O R A TR 3 | AR REDRGEBE . TR T 510520)

HWE 20175 % 1354 “R487 E@EES L, 44 LabAi T B R Rmi (Pinus ellittii x
P caribaea ) ML ZAFFHERE KA, —FHRRP 02— bk s = Eair, 23R LN,
BT ERATASATE, —FERR LT ZEAIRTF 2B, EPEFHEL LT 5%, ML
& 36.4%, MmETFHEGERDAREA AN, F—FEBVEINARL TR, AL 87%, &isMMet,
BIR A AR AR, R BN RZGZREABEENREF, 255G S3ALKEEZY, §AMNLE
% (EHAI10-1, EHAI11-1, G3-1, G3-3, G5-1, G7-1, S95-20-1 #= S95-20-3 ) X A& 2 NE, 7TALK A
(Gl11-4, G3-4, AO5SH06-1, B16H02-1, Gl-1, G5-4, S95-54-1) % % F it 80%, LA R el 3 Kbk
ARG EF, BRIZAE 20162019 B I fr T B4 F i, ZAERLHE (20174 ) ¢k
FrEFTEERZY R, BAFERIBEAR; ERRFEAETSE, BTEERLTFERET, HLAER
ot TR EF , 2 TR R AT KA R

XEIR SR Bk FTE; RE

RESES. S7223 XEEREMS: A XEHRS: 2096-2053 (2020 ) 04-0053-06

Damage Assessment of Hybrid Pine Seed Orchards after Typhoon Hato
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Abstract Taishan was attacked by the 13" typhoon Hato during 2017, causing serious damage and loss to
Pinus ellittii X P. caribaea of Taishan Hongling Seed Orchard. Half of the cones and one-third of the individual
plants were severely damaged. According to the field survey, it was found that the damage of individuals can be
divided into two types. One is damage of stem and branch, among which stem breakage accounted for 55%, and
branch destroyed accounted for 36.4%, while the main stem rupture was mainly caused by the base break. The
other type showed damage to the root system, only accounted for 8.7%, including leaning falling, and uprooted.
There were significant difference among genotypes on wind damage, among which 8 clones (EHA10-1, EHA11-
1, G3-1, G3-3, G5-1, G7-1, S95-20-1 and S95-20-3) did not suffer from wind damage, while the disaster rate of
7 clones (G11-4, G3-4, AOSH06-1, B16H02-1, G1-1, G5-4, S95-24-1) exceeded 80%, indicating that there were

differences in wind resistance among genotypes. After tracking the seed quality of the seed orchard from 2016 to
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2019, the research found that the seed rate and 1 000-grains weight were not affected in 2017, but the germination

rate was significantly reduced. The seed rate was decreased in 2018, but the 1000-grains weight and germination

rate remained unchanged. Although the development of the cones were influenced by typhoon, the cones could

also be collected and used.
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Table 1 Damage types of seed orchard of Pinus ellittii x P. caribaea
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Fig.1 The percentage of damage type per plant in hybrid pine seed orchard
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Fig.3 The wind damage rate of different clones of hybrid pine
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Table 2 Seed traits of hybrid pine seed orchard from 2016 to 2019

Ay AR /% TR /g R %
Year Seed rate 1 000-grains weight Germination rate
2016 1.11 25.19 90.7

2017 1.37 25.00 72.0

2018 0.94 25.50 94.0

2019 1.12 22.72 88.3
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