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Abstract: Community structure plays a fundamental role in forest ecosystems as one of the basic
mechanisms underlying community assembly. Community structure includes both horizontal and vertical
structure. We stratified the vertical structure of a lower subtropical evergreen broad-leaved forest at
Dinghushan in Guangdong Province, China by surveying each individual with DBH > 1 ¢m via a canopy
crane, and then explored a diversity within each layer, as well as  diversity between layers. We found that:
(1) The vertical structure of the forest was stratified into five layers; from bottom to top, the shrub,
sub-canopy, lower canopy, middle canopy, and upper canopy correspond to the traditionally defined vertical
levels of a forest community. (2) Layer a diversity decreased with height, and the Pielou evenness index was
largest in the lower canopy. (3) The B diversity of layers relative to the shrub layer increased with height.
Using the POD framework, the differences between layer community compositions were mainly attributed to
differences in species richness. However, the lower canopy showed increased species replacement and
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decreased richness difference relative to the middle canopy layer when compared with other neighbouring
layers. (4) Air temperature, light intensity and relative humidity increased with layer height, and the most
dramatic change in light occurred in the middle canopy. These microenvironmental features may play an
important role in the formation of vertical hierarchy in the forest, with light intensity as the largest factor.
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1963)K & X . fE5r 277 b ALHE E M A E K
o EMETT R R B IR A AT Y R AR PR AR
MEEVE AP URFE SR AT R 53, 5 FH B watt (1924)
PEH BOFI T BNESE . 8 B VR ke S T A ) 3
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Fig. 1 The judgment index partitioning optimal groups. (a) Attribution of the objects and the corresponding SSi (simple structure
index) values for different number of groups. The panel on the left shows the groups that each object is categorized with different
conditions and different groups were distinguished by different colors; the panel on the right shows the value of ssi for different
number of groups. (b) Value of sum of squares within groups for different number of groups.
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Table 1 Species abundance and richness of each vertical layer in the crane plot of Dinghushan

WEEREE  RBMOIREE, BoKfR)

Minimum height (m) Maximum height (m)Abundance Species richness Dominant species (abundance, maximum DBH)

R AR T R 2R
HEARE 1.4 39 1,966 89
Shrub
NIATH =S 4.0 6.7 1,173 75
Sub-canopy
ST 6.8 11.2 503 56
Lower canopy
iSTERaR = 11.3 17.2 271 27
Middle canopy
IS 17.4 27.1 226 17
Upper canopy
SR - = 4,140 121
Total

HRLE TR e

Aporosa dioica (207, 7.3) Cryptocarya concinna (251, 4.5)
TG AIA L

Schefflera octophylla (161, 16.0) Aporosa dioica (122, 10.1)

fif A g JAIA

Schima superba (54, 39.4) Schefflera octophylla (51, 18.8)
fif A HEZR

Schima superba (101, 41.9) Castanopsis chinensis (31, 41.0)
T A SR

Schima superba (111, 66.0) Pinus massoniana (34, 47.1)

AR R
Schima superba (301,49.0) Pinus massoniana (66, 47.1)

=2 EHLEBFMEARERSH b & E R ABSE BT E A LB

Table 2 Comparison of species component between shrub and other layers as well as among neighbouring layers in pair in the crane

plot of Dinghushan

IE LK LEEERUDSE ey YNLT NS Bk

Generalist (%) Specialist (%) Too rare to clarify (%) Total
HEARJZA 5 )Z Shrub vs sub-canopy 24 (23.08) 4 (3.98) 76 (73.08) 104
HEARJZAMIE FZ Shrub vs lower canopy 17 (16.50) 7 (6.79) 79 (76.70) 103
HEARJZ MM HZ Shrub vs middle canopy 8 (8.42) 11 (11.58) 76 (80.00) 95
HEARJZ M EJZ Shrub vs upper canopy 1 (1.06) 14 (14.89) 79 (84.08) 94
3 7e 2 AR TE R Z - Sub-canopy vs lower canopy 19 (20.43) 3(3.23) 71 (76.34) 93
M T EMMEH)Z Lower canopy vs middle canopy 10 (17.24) 4 (6.89) 44 (75.86) 58
M E MM EZE Middle canopy vs upper canopy 5 (21.80) 4 (3.13) 23 (75.00) 32

32 EEESMEBoZHMFHE

P& RS MR R o 2 FEVEFRE B /NN R 3FTR,
Shannon-Wiener i 5 i Ak )2 [r)_E M FAIC, BEAR)Z
m, MoE EERME, HEWREZRZEREEP <
0.05) . {HPielous) =) BEFRHCERILAN AR BEARE ) L,
Y5 B e A 2 I TR, M T 2 13550 B R
e, HRME TR EMWE L2, ERERD, H
Brmoe N ESHEAREZ 4, HALE R ZRAEE.
33 BEEEMBEPSHEM RO RRYHE

P& iR L T 22 B AR ) & AR 2 R B2 A
RunE2fR, UEKRZERNZR, ERZE&EKZ
6] B 22 B 1 /N AR 2 h) 32 38 o, R0 H e 4
s . [RIF B2 FE 40 fif T A5 ) b 5 46 41 53 F0 =
B E A AR 5B Z e KN
A5, HYMFEEEERHAS P DR TYOME

By, WIREE YR A R e R B R R
G (1 2a)

5 ERGRAN L, AARBPIM)Z 8] (1B 2 A 1 B
WRZAA I ZIA RS . B R R b, B2 AETER

*”3 LB KRN e
Table 3 Species a diversity of each layer in the crane plot of
Dinghushan

2 Shannon-Wiener{& 4 Pelious) ] fE a4k
Layers Shannon-Wiener Peliou evenness
index index

WEARZ Shrub 2.556 +0.335° 0.910 + 0.040°
Wjit)z= Sub-canopy 2.300 + 0.529" 0.917 +0.033*
MiE T E Lower canopy 1.955 # 0.334° 0.940 + 0.027®
Mg ZE Middle canopy 1.440 + 0.497" 0.925 + 0.232®
#t_EJZ Upper canopy 1.172 +0.519° 0.896 +0.275"

[E)—Frh, AEFRER R A A Z B2 7 R
Different letters indicate the significant difference among layers in the
same column.
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POD/MAEEE IR F55{H Podani’s indices
=
N

SvsSC SvsLC SvsMC SvsUC
X ARZEZFR Layer pairs
YiFh=E E B Abundance difference -A- Y Replacement B Serensen AHH:HE%L Serensen dissimilarity
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03[

POD4ME IR HH Podani’s indices

0.1 \J

SvsSC SCvsLC LCvsMC MCvsUC
X ARIE PR Layer pairs

E2 LB B RIREE TS ERIRIpZHEME A/ (SerensenfBEF IS BN S D RER. ()LUEKRERSE, B

Em LERESHMEREBEPZHEMRNFISTRRLEA S K (0)IBBAKZERIPL MR NFISRREA ST KN .S: EAKE; SC:
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MC, Middle canopy; UC, Upper canopy.
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Appendix 1  Height of all micro-climate monitoring equipments placement sites in the crane plot of Dinghushan

http://www.biodiversity-science.net/fileup/PDF/2019107-1.pdf
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Appendix 2 Comparison of species component between shrub and other layers as well as among neighbouring layers in pair in the

crane plot of Dinghushan
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Appendix 3 Microenvironment factors of each layer in the crane plot of Dinghushan
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Appendix 1 Height of all micro-climate monitoring equipments plcacement sites in the crane plot of Dinghushan

A TR B TE s E Height of equipments plcacement sites (m)
Name of indiviuals fr# 1Sitel  frE2Site2 f7#E3Site3 fIE 4Site4 AL 5Site 5
faf A 15 Schima superba I 19.7 14.5 10.2 7.5 5.0
i A 2 %5 Schima superba II 16.5 12.6 10.6 6.2 4.0
A 35 Schima superba ITT 16.0 15.5 12.0 7.6 5.0
JE57HE 1 %5 Cryptocarya chinensis I 15.5 11.5 9.7 7.2 5.1
JE5¢kE 2 5 Cryptocarya chinensis I 12.0 9.6 7.0 5.0 33
JE7HE 3 %5 Cryptocarya chinensis 111 12.4 10.2 8.3 6.4 4.2
L EFs 15 Pinus massoniana I 22.4 18.1 14.5 1.2 6.8
LR 2 %5 Pinus massoniana I 21.0 16.8 13.4 11.5 9.0
LJEFs 35 Pinus massoniana ITI 21.0 185 155 12.2 7.5
HETE 1 5 Castanopsis chinensis T 14.2 11.8 9.5 7.2 45
#EZE 2 5 Castanopsis chinensis 11 16.1 115 9.0 6.8 4.8

HEZE 3 5 Castanopsis chinensis IIT 18.2 — 115 8.5 4.4
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MisR2 SHLEREMERRSHEM SRR RETKEEIMERLER. S: #KE; SC: TFEE; LC:
BTE; MC: KB4 E; UC: KB LE; vs: AHBHITIILL; ¢¢ mHRELEM; sp: 5I—MEREEM,;
sp*: E—MRERIFER; r BB TTE S LEBIFR. S vs SC spFIS vs SC sp* A RIFRNERB I E F4
MLLECES, SEARRMSEMAILERREaT.

Appendix 2 Comparison of species component between shrub and other layers as well as among neighbouring
layers in pair in the crane plot of Dinghushan. S, Shrub; SC, Sub-canopy; LC, Lower canopy; MC, Middle canopy;
UC, Upper canopy; g, generalist of two layers; sp, specialist of the first layer; sp*; specialist of the second layer; r,
too rare to clarify of two layers For example, S vs SC sp and S vs SC sp* represent specialist of Shrub and

specialist of Sub canopy respectively, when Shrub compare with Sub canopy.

YyFt Species S SC LC MC UC 4453 Classification results

M 5457 Glochidion wrightii 5 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCT

A% Syzygium levinei 14 6 4 2 SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,MCvs UCr,Svs LCg, Svs MCr,Svs UCr

HEEAE Alleizettella leucocarpa 6 2 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UC

F#k Mallotus paniculatus 28 55 30 13 2 SCvs LC g, LC vs MC g, MC vs UC sp, S vs LC sp, S vs MC r

A B Gironniera subaequalis 3 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCT

HIHiA Blastus cochinchinensis 24 7 SvsSCg,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

ARH-#5 Ficus variolosa 10 3 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,Svs LC1,Svs MCr,Svs UCt

A Microcos paniculata 10 2 14 1 SvsSCr,LCvs MCr,MCvsUCr1,SvsL LC g Svs MCr,Svs UCr

K& A Leucas mollissima 1 SvsSCr

S A% Litsea rotundifolia 2 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCT

HIH# Ficus hirta 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

SHB49A% Lindera chunii 5 8 1 SvsSCg,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr1,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,SvsUCr

A4 MR Macaranga sampsoni 1 SvsSCr,8SvsLCr,Svs MCr,SvsUCr

%A Machilus breviflora 10 8 16 14 17 SvsSCg,SCvs LCg,LCvs MC g, MC vs UC g, Svs LC g, S vs MC sp, S vs UC sp*
X% Ficus hispida 1 2 2 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,Svs LC1r,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

P# Liquidambar formosana 1 MCvs UCr,Svs MCr

MRS Canarium album 105 48 10 7 8 SvsSCg,SCvsLCg,LCvsMCg,MCvs UCg,SvsLCg SvsMCg, Svs UCg
MAA Tsoongiodendron odorum 2 1 LCvs MCr,MCvsUCr1,Svs UCr

Skl 2 Aidia canthioides 33 16 2 SvsSCg,SCvsLCg,LCvs MCr,SvsLC g, Svs MCr,SvsUCr

JZR3EAE Machilus kwangtungensis 1 2 2 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr, LCvs MCr,MCvs UCr1,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr
Y4475 Clerodendrum fortunatum 1 SvsSCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCt

415 Adenanthera pavonina 1 SvsSCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCt

S AW Cecropia peltata 1 SCvs LC1, LCvs MC r

faf A Schima superba 13 28 54 101 111 SvsSCg, SCvs LCsp, LC vs MC sp*, MC vs UC g, S vs LC sp*, S vs UC sp*, S vs MC sp*
R A Mischocarpus pentapetalus 1 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCr

4K Memecylon nigrescens 3 3 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr1,Svs UCt

2295 1LFRAT Alchornea trewioides 3 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCT

217 Syzygium rehderianum 26 13 5 2 SCvs LCg,LCvs MCr,MCvsUCr,SvsLCg SvsUCr

215542 Taxus chinensis 2 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr

ZL6#HBk Syzygium hancei 1 SvsSCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr, Svs UC
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41 %% Craibiodendron kwangtungense 4 1 3 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,Svs LCr, Svs MCr, Svs UC t

#EH-3A Archidendron clypearia 3 4 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

J&5¢4: Cryptocarya chinensis 28 21 3 6 2 SCvsLCg,LCvsMC1r,MCvs UCr,Svs LC g Svs MCr

1E3E 4% Machilus chinensis 20 2 2 1 SCvs LCsp, LCvs MC1,MCvs UCt,Svs LC1,Svs MC1,Svs UCr
#ILJEFH: Cryptocarya concinna 251 121 36 SvsSCg,SCvsLCg,LCvs MCsp,SvsLCg, S vs MC sp, S vs UC sp
163! Dalbergia odorifera 2 SCvsLCr,LCvs MC r

# B Ficus esquiroliana 5 1 SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCr

#4-A Cratoxylon coclunclunense 12 2 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LC1r,LCvs MCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCr

# i Engelhardtia roxburghiana 25 38 17 5 2 SvsSCg,SCvsLCg,LCvs MC g, MCvsUCr,Svs LCg SvsMCr,Svs UC g
#HET Gardenla Jasminoides 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCT

JKAE Magnolia sumatrana 1 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LC1,LCvs MCr,Svs LC1r,Svs MCr, Svs UC 1

‘K J1k# Michelia macclurei 1 2 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCys MC1,MCvs UCr1,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr
fillf1JlH Maesa perlarius 3 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCr

flR3E % Sterculia lanceolata 181 94 24 3 SvsSCg,SCvsLCg,LCvs MC g, MCvs UCr,SvsLC g, S vs MC sp, S vs UC sp
IZSEA Viburnum sempervirens 1 SvsSCr

F# 37 Acronychia pedunculata 2 3 3 SCvsLCr,LCvs MC r

&MH Chrysophyllum lanceolatum var. 1 SvsSCr,Svs LCt, S vs MC sp, S vs UC sp

stellatocarpon van

JLAY Psychotria asistica 183 6 SvsSCsp,SCvs LCr, Svs LC sp, S vs MC sp, S vs UC sp

145 Ligustrum robustum 1 2 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

#i5% Zanthoxylum avicennae 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr

B it Castanopsis fissa 33 38 11 SCvsLC g LCvs MCr,SvsLC g Svs MCr,Svs UCt

ZF Litchi chinensis 3 1 2 2 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,MCvsUCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr
SMEEER Archidendron Incidum 1 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCt

145 4EAS Rhododendron mariae 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr

I&F 1AL Symplocos confusa 1 SCvsLCr,LCvs MC r

14 # 11757 Garcinia oblongifolia 17 SvsSCsp,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCT

JHRAE Ixora chinensis 14 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCrr,

JEHR Dimocarpus longan 1 3 2 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr1,Svs LC1,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

% FAli Diospyros morrisiana 7 2 2 SvsSCr,SCvs LC1,LCvs MCr,Svs LC1,Svs MCr, Svs UC 1

B 4p Ardisia quinquegona 169 85 1 SCvs LCsp, LCvs MC 1, S vs LC sp, Svs UC  sp, S vs MC sp

L EF Pinus massoniana 1 14 34 SC vs LCr, LC vs MC sp*, MC vs UC sp*, S vs MC sp*, S vs UC sp*

EAF llex pubescens 3 SvsSCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr,

ERHAET Glochidion eriocarpum 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr,

EH Melastoma sanguineum 2 2 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCt

EM-FEMH Casearia villilimba 3 2 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr, Svs UC

A6 Rapanea neriifolia 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCT

] ¥ £74#% Photinia benthamiana 1 SCvsLCr,LCvs MC r

5L Osmanthus matsumuranus 1 4 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,LCvs MCr,SvsLCr, Svs MCr, Svs UCT

Witk Syzygium jambos 54 45 27 4 SvsSCg,SCvs LCg,LCvs MC g, MCvs UCr,Svs LC g, Svs MCsp,SvsUCg
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kM Celtis sinensis 2 MCvsUCr,Svs MC r

T-4EH# Vernicia montana 1 SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr

ATi-F Dracontomelon duperreanum 1 1 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LC vs MCr, MC vs UC r

Z44#% Machilus velutina 2 2 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,Svs LC1,Svs MCr, Svs UC 1
M4 llex ficoidea 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,SvsLCr, Svs UCT

PIEE Cinnamomum cassia 4 2 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

= X% Evodia lepta 21 9 SvsSCg,SCvs LCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

ZAEAT llextriflora 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr

1149#% Lindera metcalfiana 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCT

11 JEHR Helicia formosana 1 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCt

LIk Ephedra equisetina 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr

L4t Vitex quinata 2 SCvs LCr, LCvs MC r

1111244 Sapium discolor 1 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

WEAH Viburnum odoratissimum 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UC

fBEA Raphiolepis indica 1 SCvsLCr,LCvs MCr

it 27 Euonymus laxiflora 3 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCT

fUlHl Itea chinensis 2 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr

JKZRHF Saurauia tristyla 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr

JKEEH Wendlandia uvariifolia 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr

KA FE Sarcosperma laurinum 72 17 3 1 SCvs LCg,LCvs MCr, S vs LC sp, S vs MC sp, S vs UC sp
JK[AA Ficus fistulosa 62 42 10 SvsSCg,SCvsLCg,LCvs MCr, Svs LC g, S vs MC sp, S vs UC sp
JK# Cleistocalyx operculatus 2 SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr

BT Glochidion puberum 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCT

PEIE R Alstonia scholaris 1 SCvs LCr,LCvs MC r

AT llex rotunda 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr

MJkAA Ficus nervosa 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UC Tt

+%i#F Aquilaria sinensis 12 2 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCr

& RA Pygeum topengii 21 25 9 4 1 SvsSCg,SCvsLCg,LCvs MCr,MCvsUCr,SvsLC g Svs MCr, Svs UCt
Wbk 1l EAR Helicia reticulata 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr

%4 Diospyros eriantha 10 1 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,Svs LC1,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

F. A% Antidesma bunius 1 2 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr
F.¥5EHME Ficus hirta 1 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

Yl ZE1E Wikstroemia nutans 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCT

FMH Lindera communis 1 SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCT

/N Microdesmis caseraiaefolia 1 SvsSCr,SCvsLCr

/NS Ficus benjamina 3 3 1 SCvs LCr, LCvs MC1r,MCvs UCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCt
/INIHRJIE Artocarpus styracifolius 1 2 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCr
TSHEIAC Schefflera octophylla 140 161 51 10 SCvs LCg,LCvs MC g, MC vs UC sp, S vs LC g, S vs MC sp

BABE Averrhoa carambola 1 LCvs MCr,MCvs UCr, Svs UCTt
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BH# Cinnamomum burmanni 3 2 3 SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,LCvs MCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCr

#iL% Aporosa dioica 207 122 43 11 SvsSCg,SCvsLCg,LCvs MC g, MC vs UC sp, Svs LC g, Svs MC sp, Svs UC g
fiE A Canthium dicoccum 22 44 31 7 1 SCvsLCg,LCvs MC g,MCvs UCr,SvsLC sp*, SvsMCr

fi)£%% Caryota maxima 6 22 35 22 24 S vs SC sp*, SCvs LC g, LC vs MC g, MC vs UC g, S vs LC sp*, S vs MC sp*, S vs UC sp*
M2 Pterospermum lanceaefolium 1 1 1 SvsSCr, SCvs LCr,MCvs UCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCt

R Cinnamomum bodinieri 1 1 SCvs LCr,LCvs MC 1,MCvsUCr,Svs UCr

K474 Podocarpus fleuryi
Bf6 2 Linociera ramiflora
#HPHA Bischofia polycarpa
it Carallia brachiata
HEZE Castanopsis chinensis

Tk Syzygium championii

SvsSCr,SCvs LCr, LCvs MCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr, Svs UCr
SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr
SvsSCr,SCvs LCr, MCvs UCr,Svs MCr
SvsSCr,SCvs LCr,Svs LCr,Svs MCr,Svs UCr

SCvs LC g, LC vs MC sp*, MC vs UC g, S vs LC g, S vs MC sp*, S vs UC sp*

SvsSCr,SvsLCr,Svs MCr,Svs UC




BHIEE, £EW, KAS, FHEHB, BE, Gk, HHE RHUBIRTEZAHMEEEELHRE

TS REMISIE. £ SREM, 2019, 27 (6): 619-629.

http://www.biodiversity-science.net/CN/10.17520/biods.2019107

B3 FR30 L3 o RS R TR

Appendix 3 Microenvironment factors of each layer in the crane plot of Dinghushan

Wz
Layers

H P68
Average daily light (LE)

H R
Maximum daily light (LE)

TR

Average temperature ('C)

T AR

Average relative humidity (%)

WEAZ Shrub

WjiJZ Sub-canopy

5 FZ Lower canopy
Wi HE Middle canopy

M _FJZ Upper canopy

20.70

15.11

13.49

30.89

47.30

183.64

678.02

611.23

928.01

1035.96

26.75

27.09

27.03

27.55

28.07

94.36

91.92

84.57

84.77

84.62
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