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Introduction Test of Populus deltoides CL. ‘ Danhong’ in Loess Hilly Area of Southern Henan Province
SHEN Ming-hai' , YU Ya-ping’, XIAO Shu-guang’ et al
Station, Xinyang,Henan 464000; 3. Bureau of Henan Jigongshan National Nature Reserve, Xinyang, Henan 464133)

Abstract The annual average diameter at breast height (DBH) and height of Populus delioides CL. ‘ Danhong’ were 3.9 c¢m, 3.3 m at the
planting experiment spot in the loess hilly area of southern Henan Province, respectively. Although the growth rate was smaller compared with

(1. Institute of Xinyang Forestry, Xinyang, Henan 464031 ; 2.Xinyang Forestry

the other planting area, it was greater than the other poplar varieties in the experiment spot, significantly. Thus, Populus deltoides CL. ‘ Dan-
hong’ was the first candidate of local poplar varieties in nurturing fast-growing plantations in the loess hilly area of southern Henan Province.
In our experiment, soil may be one of the main restriction factors at the process of poplar plantations. Consequently, intensive cultivation and

improving soil nutrients are the foundation for nurturing the prosperous plantation in the area.
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Table 1 The tests for normality and analysis of variances of DBH of poplar varieties in Yutai
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cm deviation

2014 PRFAR 7} 53 3.8(0.108 8) A 3.9 0.792 2 2.0 5.1 0.942 5(P=0.013 0)
2025 1% 19 3.1(0.142 8)B 3.4 0.622 6 2.0 3.8 0.874 4(P=0.017 2)
1-69 1% 20 3.4(0.157 6) AB 3.7 0.704 9 2.0 5.1 0.912 6(P=0.071 4)
1-72 ¥ 7 2.5(0.3377)C 2.8 0.893 4 1.2 3.8 0.921 6(P=0.4820)

2015 PREAR ! 52 7.9(0.234 6)A 8.3 1.691 4 34 10.6 0.928 8(P=0.004 0)
2025 1% 20 6.1(0.256 1)B 6.5 1.145 5 3.1 7.7 0.924 8(P=0.1225)
1-69 1% 20 6.7(0.290 0)B 7.0 1.297 0 35 8.4 0.9353(P=0.1951)
1-72 ¥ 6 4.5(0.694 0)C 52 1.699 9 2.2 6.2 0.854 8(P=0.172 0)

2016 Pt 52 11.7(0.329 6) A 12.4 2.376 9 4.8 16.1 0.932 0(P=0.005 4)
2025 1% 20 8.9(0.3679)B 9.3 1.645 5 4.6 11.0 0.920 4(P=0.100 8)
1-69 1 20 9.9(0.4197)B 10.5 1.877 1 53 12.4 0.930 1(P=0.1549)
1-72 1 6 6.6(1.049 7)C 7.6 2.5712 3.2 8.8 0.788 7(P=0.046 4)

2017 P45 52 13.6(0.374 1) A 14.0 2.697 4 5.4 19.1 0.936 8(P=0.008 3)
2025 1% 20 10.2(0.428 7)B 10.8 1.917 2 5.1 12.6 0.913 6(P=0.074 6)
1-69 1 20 11.2(0.473 8)B 11.9 2.118 9 6.2 14.0 0.923 0(P=0.113 1)
1-72 1 5 8.1(1.116 9)C 8.9 2.497 4 3.8 9.8 0.758 4(P=0.035 6)
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Note ; Different letters after the average DBH of the same year indicate significant difference at the level of 0.01,and the values in brackets after the normal test

statistics are P values
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Table 2 The tests for normality and analysis of variances of height of poplar varieties in Yutai

Wy R bk TERBGRERDD . bz UM Okl EAtHR R
Year Species  Sample size Average height Median Starld.'?lrd Minimum Maximum Tests for normality
(standard error) //m deviation

2014 PREAR 7] 53 4.5(0.061 1)A 4.5 0.445 0 34 5.2 0.966 2(P=0.137 8)
2025 1% 19 3.6(0.127 6) BC 3.7 0.556 3 2.5 4.4 0.923 8(P=0.133 3)
1-69 20 3.8(0.130 0)B 3.7 0.581 2 3.0 5.1 0.924 5(P=0.1210)
1-72 % 7 3.3(0.3029)C 3.5 0.801 5 2.0 4.1 0.847 6(P=0.116 9)

2015 FH 52 7.6(0.161 7) A 7.8 1.166 2 4.6 9.5 0.932 5(P=0.005 6)
2025 1% 20 5.5(0.2190)B 5.8 0.979 5 2.8 6.8 0.592 5(P=0.126 3)
1-69 20 6.0(0.107 7)B 6.1 0.481 8 5.1 6.7 0.906 5(P=0.054 6)
1-72 %% 6 4.6(0.759 7)C 5.3 1.860 9 1.8 6.3 0.861 5(P=0.194 4)

2016 PAEAR 52 10.2(0.203 2) A 10.0 1.465 2 4.8 13.1 0.944 3(P=0.016 8)
2025 1% 20 8.0(0.3179)B 8.3 1.421 7 5.6 9.9 0.924 9(P=0.123 2)
1-69 20 8.7(0.291 9)B 9.1 1.305 6 5.9 10.2 0.914 4(P=0.077 3)
1-72 # 6 6.7(1.013 1)C 7.8 2.481 6 3.1 8.9 0.823 5(P=0.0945)

2017 Sk ) 12.9(0.242 0) A 13.1 1745 2 6.1 16.1 0.890 5( P=0.000 2)
2025 1% 20 9.9(0.408 0)BC 10.4 1.824 5 6.0 13.1 0.963 0(P=0.604 9)
1-69 20 10.8(0.359 4)B 11.1 1.607 2 7.6 13.2 0.948 1(P=0.339 8)
1-72 4% 5 9.2(1.200 6)C 10.4 2.684 6 4.6 11.1 0.744 9(P=0.026 7)
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Note ; Different letters after the average height of the same year indicate significant difference at the level of 0.01,and the values in brackets after the normal

test statistics are P values
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Table 3 The tests for normality and analysis of variances of DBH of poplar varieties in Yangdian
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2014 P 122 4.0(0.055 8) A 4.0 0.6159 2.1 5.6 0.984 3(P=0.170 9)
2025 1% 70 3.6(0.055 9)B 3.7 0.468 0 2.3 49 0.980 8( P=0.843 2)
1-69 4 51 3.4(0.065 6)B 3.5 0.468 7 2.0 4.1 0.896 8( P=0.000 3)
I-72 1% 34 3.0(0.118 5)C 2.9 0.691 2 1.5 42 0.976 5(P=0.659 9)
2015 PREAR 7] 122 8.2(0.160 0) A 8.4 1.767 1 3.7 11.6 0.968 7(P=0.006 2)
2025 1% 71 7.1(0.104 5)B 7.2 0.880 1 3.4 9.6 0.926 2( P=0.000 4)
1-69 1% 51 7.5(0.136 9)B 7.4 0.977 9 43 9.4 0.948 2( P=0.026 6)
1-72 1% 33 5.5(0.248 4)C 6.0 1.426 8 2.5 7.4 0.892 0( P=0.003 3)
2016 PaEaR 122 13.2(0.261 9) A 13.8 2.893 0 6.1 17.8 0.939 3( P<0.000 1)
2025 % 71 11.3(0.169 0) B 11.6 1.424 0 5.2 15.7 0.907 6(P<0.000 1)
1-69 1% 51 12.4(0.201 1) A 12.4 1.436 2 7.5 155 0.971 8( P=0.262 9)
1-72 1% 33 9.2(0.435 0)C 10.5 2.498 8 3.0 11.9 0.822 7( P<0.000 1)
2017 BRraAk /] 122 16.5(0.327 4) A 17.2 3.616 2 8.2 22.8 0.935 1( P<0.000 1)
2025 1% 70 14.0(0.193 7)B 14.2 1.620 7 6.9 19.5 0.912 6(P=0.000 1)
1-69 1% 51 15.5(0.277 2) A 153 1.979 4 9.3 20.4 0.967 3(P=0.169 7)
I-72 % 32 11.8(0.524 2)C 12.9 2.965 4 4.7 155 0.869 7( P=0.001 1)
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Note ; Different letters after the average DBH of the same year indicate significant difference at the level of 0.01,and the values in brackets after the normal test

statistics are P values
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Table 4 The tests for normality and analysis of variances of heights of poplar varieties in Yangdian
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Year Species  Sample size Average heights(standard error) Median Stdr.]d‘flrd Minimum Maximum Tests for normality
m deviation

2014 FHA 122 4.6(0.040 6) A 4.6 0.448 9 3.1 5.6 0.971 6(P=0.011 1)
2025 1% 70 3.9(0.056 0)B 3.9 0.468 8 3.0 5.1 0.983 8(P=0.502 3)
1-69 % 51 3.7(0.051 6)C 3.6 0.368 8 2.8 4.7 0.980 8(P=0.571 8)
1-72 1 34 3.7(0.093 2)C 3.8 0.543 4 2.5 4.6 0.968 0(P=0.409 0)

2015 P 122 7.8(0.077 3)A 8.1 0.853 7 5.1 9.1 0.916 4(P<0.000 1)
2025 1% 71 6.7(0.068 7)B 6.9 0.578 9 4.2 7.9 0.905 7(P<0.000 1)
1-69 1% 51 6.7(0.089 0)B 6.8 0.635 8 5.1 7.9 0.972 0(P=0.267 5)
1-72 1% 33 5.6(0.209 3)C 5.8 1.202 5 3.0 7.6 0.936 8(P=0.0549)

2016 FHAH 122 12.2(0.0927) A 12.4 1.024 1 8.7 14.0 0.946 3(P=0.000 1)
2025 1 71 10.4(0.099 7)C 10.5 0.839 8 7.2 11.8 0.905 1(P<0.000 1)
1-69 51 10.9(0.098 9)B 11.0 0.706 7 8.3 11.8 0.850 3(P<0.000 1)
1-72 1 33 9.0(0.364 3)D 9.1 2.092 7 3.7 12.0 0.902 3(P=0.006 1)

2017 FHAH 122 15.1(0.095 8) A 15.3 1.058 7 12.3 17.0 0.930 0( P<0.000 1)
2025 1 70 13.2(0.091 3)C 13.2 0.764 1 9.7 15.2 0.842 7(P<0.000 1)
1-69 1% 51 13.8(0.111 2)B 14.0 0.793 9 11.5 15.4 0.965 2(P=0.138 9)
1-72 1 32 11.7(0.437 5)D 12.4 2.474 9 5.0 15.2 0.831 9(P=0.000 2)
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Note : Different letters after the average DBH of the same year indicate significant difference at the level of 0.01,and the values in brackets after the normal test

statistics are P values
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