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Abstract
and understand the current status of moth insect resources in the reserve.[ Method] The moth insects were collected by using light induction

[ Objective ] To investigate the species and distribution of moth insects in Xuebaoding National Nature Reserve in Sichuan Province

method, the taxonomic identification and diversity analysis were conducted on the collected specimen.[ Result | According to the preliminary i-
dentification, a total of 2 418 moths belonging to 160 species of 19 families were found in the reserve ,among which the number of individual
moths (524) and the number of species (45) were the most. Among the three conservation stations, Huya Station had the largest number
(1116) of moth communities ,and the largest diversity index (2.257) and evenness index (0.833 3),and the smallest dominance index
(0.131 7).The moths of Huya Station had the most uniform distribution and the most stable structure.Among the four vegetation types, the di-
versity index (2.345) ,evenness index (0.861 9) and richness index (2.485) of moths in coniferous and broad-leaved mixed forest were the
largest , while the dominance index (0.120 1) was the smallest,and the distribution of moths was the most uniform,and the community structure
was the most stable.[ Conclusion ] Geometridae was the dominant species in Xuebaoding National Nature Reserve.The structure of moths was the

most stable in Huya Station and coniferous and broad-leaved mixed forest.
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Fig.1 Proportion of moth individuals in Xuebaoding National Nature Reserve
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Table 1 Community composition of moths at Huya Station

L mp IREOE MEEGENIC WEC RN
5= Name of 'Nul.nl.)er of Rropm:uon of  Species Propum‘on
No. families individuals individuals  number of species

3k number // % i number // %

1 INEige 229 20.520 20 29.851
2 JT Rk 159 14.247 7 10.448
3 IR 124 11.111 3 4.478
4 RIEF 54 4.839 4 5.970
5 WE IR AL 82 7.348 2 2.985
6 REIRF 47 4.211 4 5.970
7 TR 225 20.161 5 7.463
8 BIRAL 18 1.613 2 2.985
9 SRk 77 6.900 6 8.955
10 IR ARk 19 1.703 3 4.478
11 ALy 12 1.075 3 4.478
12 piga g7 35 3.136 4 5.970
13 FEA} 16 1.434 2 2.985
14 AR 16 1.434 1 1.493
15 AR 3 0.269 1 1.493
41t Total 1116 100 67 100

R2 LRI EBEEERM

Table 2 Community composition of moths at Tucheng Station

. B AR ARG TE FREK R
55 Name of .Nm.nl.)er of Rropfnjllon of  Species Proponl'on
No. families individuals individuals ~ number of species

3k number // % i number // %

1 N7 203 26.026 35 32.407
2 ST Hk R 128 16.410 17 15.741
3 FEIRA] 28 3.590 4 3.704
4 PN 68 8.718 11 10.185
5 IR 15 1.923 2 1.852
6 KA 46 5.897 5 4.630
7 TEIRAL 141 18.077 9 8.333
8 FHRR 94 12.051 9 8.333
9 G 13 1.667 3 2.778
10 FH IR 6 0.769 2 1.852
11 idadiives 19 2.436 3 2.778
12 PR 6 0.769 2 1.852
13 iRt 9 1.154 3 2.778
14 N1 2 0.256 2 1.852
15 AR 2 0.256 1 0.926
41 Total 780 100 108 100

x3
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Table 3 Community composition of moths at Sier Station

Bl MEgE MEREGE S R gL H
5 N f Number of ~ Proportion of  Species Proportion
No. h an?(le. © individuals individuals number of species
amiiies S number // % Fh number // %

1 R} 92 17.625 6 13.043
2 ST} 80 15.326 6 13.043
3 IR 32 6.130 2 4.348
4 KAl 76 14.559 9 19.565
5 IR} 17 3.257 2 4.348
6 KA R 5 0.958 2 4.348
7 Rk 142 27.203 4 8.696
8 ARl 4 0.766 1 2.174
9 iRk 21 4.023 3 6.522
10 R 12 2.299 2 4.348
11 biaadiv s 9 1.724 1 2.174
12 PRl 2 4.215 3 6.522
13 g 5 0.958 1 2.174
14 B} 2 0.383 2 4.348
15 S 1 0.192 1 2.174
16 SR 2 0.383 1 2.174
&3] Total 522 100 46 100

BEFREI NIy A B G (2.397) > L3RR $r 0k (2.102) >
JEA R G (1.99 5) o O EE R B /NI A 10 B4R 3
(0.159 1) > Ihf5-40k (0.155 7) > FE A 4#4355 (0.131 7)

323 RFERP SRS AU . 3R 5 WAL RS
PiArrti 55 IR (Y e VR AR DLE R B 0.937 5,4 F
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W E-LRAP ol R P ARLIME R ECH 0.722 2,47F(0.50,0.75 ],
IR ST AR B A P SR o IR B S i E AR 4
SR AR RIPE RECH 0.777 8, T(0.75, 1], MR VA A
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Table 4 The diversity indices of moths at three protection stations

Py e
e FHAL Family MR FRIEREC o paem P
. Number of Diversity . .
Protection number individuals ind Evenness Richness Dominance
stations (F) R} HE [1;1//115: 1(11];;( index(J) index(D) index(C)
FER4 %, Huya Station 15 1116 2257 0.833 3 1.995 0.131 7
43455134 Tucheng Station 15 780 2.102 0.776 2 2.102 0.155 7
WUEARI35) Sier Station 16 522 2.111 0.761 5 2.397 0.159 1

x5 FERPEGEEREZRMNERE
Table 5 The similarity coefficient of moths community at three protec-

tion stations

bk g O g
Protection . Tucheng . .

. Huya Station . Sier Station
stations Station
PEA R 1 0.937 5 0.722 2
Huya Station
IR 1 0.777 8
Tucheng Station
AR 1

Sier Station

3.3.2 R[FFEBZEAIMSE 2R T, R T AL R
FEVEFRETE 4 FhoRs 4 28 20 v Doy BIRAR YR O 1 el VR 58 bk
(2.345) ACHI(2.227) ' & i bk (2.144 0) (9% I [ i Ak
(2.140) ; 5] BEFREON KB/ MR Rt Ral TR S 4K (0.861 9) >
IR AR (0,861 2) >4 H (0.785 9) > & 4t fiF I Ak
(0.756 7) ; 5 FEERREONK B MK R TR AS MR (2.485) >
A (2.405) > H LR AR (2.296 ) > 7% AR (1.926) 5 A5
FEREEON KB IME IR A 8 2R a4k (0.150 3) > i fig] i Ak
(0.144 7) >4 [ (0.136 9) >4t FTR A (0.120 1)

RO TREWLBBMEBEAN

Table 6 The composition of moth communities with different vegetation types

A H H LR [FIT AR Evergreen FE I i bR £ RS Coniferous
. Farmland broad-leaved forest Deciduous broad-leaf forest and broad-leaved mixed forest
No. name gk MRS AMEREGE e AMEREC AR g MR AMERECGE g AMEREC AMEREE
i B/ N/ % i B/% HE/% i B/ N/ % Fh B/ At/ %
1 JU R} 31 166 21.44 25 233 21.94 3 63 20.86 13 62 22.14
2 ST AL 16 112 14.47 15 183 17.23 5 42 13.91 5 30 10.72
3 FIRR) 4 42 5.43 4 73 6.87 2 2 13.91 1 27 9.64
4 KIgFE: 12 85 10.98 13 94 8.85 2 13 4.30 1 6 2.14
5 IR} 4 29 3.75 2 46 4.33 1 13 4.30 2 26 9.29
6 KAIEFR} 5 36 4.65 4 35 3.30 1 11 3.64 2 16 5.71
7 AL 8 157 20.28 11 238 22.41 3 67 22.19 2 46 16.43
8 AR} 3 6 0.78 1 4 0.38 1 5 1.66 1 7 2.50
9 SRR 10 71 9.17 9 77 7.25 1 23 7.62 2 21 7.50
10 WAL 3 17 2.20 2 12 1.13 0 0 0 3 15 5.36
11 ALy 3 9 1.16 2 6 0.57 0 0 0 2 3 1.07
12 ISR 3 12 1.55 4 34 3.20 2 10 3.31 1 7 2.50
13 FEIRR 3 23 2.97 1 9 0.85 2 4 1.32 1 8 2.86
14 H| RN 2 5 0.65 1 13 1.22 1 9 2.98 1 3 1.07
15 AR 0 0 0 2 2 0.19 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
16 - Rl 0 0 0 1 2 0.19 0 0 0 1 3 1.07
17 B} 1 1 0.13 1 1 0.09 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
18 ) ek 1 1 0.13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
19 SRR 1 2 0.26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
431 Total 110 774 100 98 1062 100 24 302 100 38 280 100

3.3.3 ARSI BRI I3 S RET R
L4 T ISy ) i S 223 i ) i N S e [ SR R PR
ZRuw/N, 3979 0.705 9,9 F(0.50,0.75 ], LI R v AR ALURE B2
HREEARBIAR - o I PR 6 i bk v AR sl B, £

WA A 2R RRE , B AR SR D, B S ki
AR 2 P A R B A 0 SR ST D AR O
ARSI Z AR R B RT 0.75, HEVE S M AU RS L
ARARBIAY: , HEr i S i PR R SRS A T A
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Table 7 The diversity analysis of moths in different vegetation types
PN O
RO FH Family PIRRCRE - BRI ey amem A AR
. Number of Diversity . .

Vegetation number individual ind Evenness Richness Dominance
type (F) /% Hé [l)\ 1//1;1: 1(an’3;< index(J) index(D) index(C)
Al Farmland 17 774 2.227 0.785 9 2.405 0.136 9
HERIE MK Evergreen 17 1 062 2.144 0.756 7 2.296 0.150 3
broad-leaved forest
Y& Ak Deciduous 12 302 2.140 0.861 2 1.926 0.144 7
broad-leaf forest
VR ASHK Coniferous and 15 280 2.345 0.861 9 2.485 0.120 1
broad-leaved mixed forest

*8 FEEHERBEEBUERE

Table 8 The similarity coefficient of moths in different vegetation types
e T bR F R 2SR

T EEREN AR Evergreen A H

Evergreen broad-

Deciduous broad- Coniferous and broad-

broad-leaved forest Farmland leaf forest leaf forest leaved mixed forest
4% [l Farmland 1 0.789 5 0.705 9 0.777 8
HEERFM AR Evergreen broad-leaved forest 1 0.705 9 0.882 4
V&I fE M AR Deciduous broad-leaf forest 1 0.800 0

A1 TR ASHK Coniferous and
broad-leaved mixed forest

1
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