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ABSTRACT

Aims. Afforestation though patch planting is one of the main ways of plantation construction in China. As a result, a
large number of edge environments have emerged between different patches in the forest. The unique characteristics of
these edge environments and their effects on biodiversity are worthy of attention. The purpose of this study is to explore
its biodiversity performance characteristics.

Methods: This study was based on the four different combinations of tree species, specifically the patches of Populus
tomentosa forest and Styphnolobium japonicum forest, Styphnolobium japonicum forest and Koelreuteria paniculata
forest, Juniperus chinensis forest and Styphnolobium japonicum forest, Salix matsudana forest and Eucommia ulmoides
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forest in Beijing Plain. The research selected the moth population in these forests as study objects and analyzed the
species number, species composition and diversity of moth using non-metric multidimensional scaling (NMDS),
analysis of similarities (Anosim), and species diversity index. Based on the survey of vegetation characteristic factors,
Pearson correlation analysis was used to investigate the relationship between vegetation factors and moth community
characteristics.

Results: A total of 4,428 moths were collected, representing 144 species of 24 families. (1) The composition of moth
species differed between the edges and the patches, with unique species in the edge accounted for 13.59%—18.32% of
the total species in the sample plot. (2) The diversity index of edge species was generally found to be slightly higher
than or between that pure forest patches. The dominance index of the edge of Salix matsudana forest and Eucommia
ulmoides forest was significantly higher than that of Eucommia ulmoides forest patch, while the Shannon-Wiener
diversity index and Margalef richness index were significantly higher than that of Salix matsudana forest patch.
Moreover, the Pielou evenness index of the edge was significantly lower than that of Eucommia ulmoides forest patch.
(3) The moth Simpson dominance index was found to be negatively correlated with the average height and coverage of
vegetation and the number of moth species was positively correlated with the average height and coverage of
vegetation. (4) The four types of edge effects were all positive (/g > 1), and the edge effect intensity of the edge of Salix
matsudana forest and Fucommia ulmoides forest was the lowest (Ic =0.915185808).

Conclusion: Some certain groups of moths inhabit marginal habitats, which contribute to the higher biodiversity found
in patch plantations. The edge effects of paths composed of different tree species exhibit distinct biodiversity
characteristics, and there is a possibility of dominant species outbreaks. This study can provide guidance for future
subsequent afforestation and stand management.
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Table 1 Plot overview of plantation patches moth survey (mean + SD)
P H 4 e R EolifEs PRATER R AR MR LA 5 B2
Average tree height Average diameter at Distance between Height of understory Coverage of understory
(m) breast height (cm)  trees (m) vegetation (m) vegetation (%)
E AWM Populus tomentosa forest (mby) 13.53 £ 1.05 20.00 + 1.63 4x4 0.18+0.11 3.00+ 1.41°
EA-E K124 - — — 0.28 +0.10 53.89 +20.65
Edge of Populus tomentosa forest &
Styphnolobium japonicum forest 1 (Ey)
E5p k7| 9.17 +0.62 32.67 £2.05 4 x4 0.31+0.24 48.00 +21.02%
Styphnolobium japonicum forest 1 (ghl)
IS AR Koelreuteria paniculata forest (Is) 6.83 = 0.85 17.67 +£2.05 3.5%x3.5 0.18£0.19 20.67 + 24.99°
IP - MR 210 2 - - - 0.28 +0.35 50.33 £27.19°
Edge of Koelreuteria paniculata forest &
Styphnolobium japonicum forest 2 (Ey,)
E k2 8.67 + 0.47 21.33+2.62 4x45 0.16 £ 0.09 59.22 +32.26°
Styphnolobium japonicum forest 2 (gh2)
FaAApR - B AR 210 2% - - - 0.35+0.20 48.78 +£29.18"
Edge of Juniperus chinensis forest &
Styphnolobium japonicum forest 2 (Eyy)
AR Juniperus chinensis forest (gb) 3.17+0.24 13.00 +2.16 3x3 0.28+0.13 64.44 £27.33%
MK Salix matsudana forest (hl) 12.00 + 0.82 22.67+2.05 4x4 0.35+0.15 61.11 + 12.86°
S ARG I ST = - - 0.19 +0.07 51.78 +24.89"
Edge of Salix matsudana forest &
Eucommia ulmoides forest (Epq)
MMM Eucommia ulmoides forest (dz) ~ 8.33 £0.47 25.00 £4.08 3.5x3.5 0.18 £ 0.06 2422 £21.26"

B BRAR L A0 AR 29 53 FF B AN [RIRE L, (I PE300 my AR FRER R ANRIFEH ) 22 7 2 35

Styphnolobium japonicum forest 1 and Styphnolobium japonicum forest 2 are two different plots; Different letters represent significant differences.
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Table 2 Individuals of moth in plantations patches and edges
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W AR 2H ;A A B R 2 4 RS (NMDS)FET,
1% ¢ Bray-Curtis PH 25 ] LAY Rl 2H A, 88 3k AR A
I3 M (Anosim) LU 4 P K 20 8] 6 30 2 0 ol 2L i 22
o Q)VIFhZAEVE: A3 FE Al H Simpsondis £ £ -
C=P*(@(=12 3, ... , S); ZAEAEH
Shannon-WienerZ FEVEFEEGINEE: H' = =S PInP; (i =
1,2,3,...... ,S); F & FE A FMargalef=F & & 550
fE: D = (S — 1)/InN; 3151 FEAE i Pielous) 5] B 454
MEE: J= H'nS; HA P =n/N, n 90 iANMA%L
(MR T A R AE PR - R B ME 20 #r: {8 F PearsonAH
S 2 BT AR 6 AT 0 45 A1E TR 55 ik 2R R A K80 1) A
HIER . (5)INLEMNBRE: fd L% 8 s B (FEAA
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SHui', Ic = mCu/y Cui, Hu NINGHEIR IR Z A
PEFREL, Hu NS TRE IR 2 FEMEAR S, Cuhid
SRRV IR R B B AR S, Cud NS AN TRTE IR

%l Family mby Eyn ghl Is En gh2 Eun gb hl Ena dz
W EFH Noctuidae 181 109 122 298 239 117 99 203 240 361 204
R Geometridae 68 52 122 79 87 85 71 23 13 30 23

IR AL Pyralidae 21 30 59 100 106 72 38 40 33 62 67
SRR Plutellidae 12 6 15 23 26 18 26 47 9 18 15
LAl Tortricidae 4 21 8 17 24 30 16 23 22 22 16
ZU#kE} Oecophoridae 1 3 5 14 11 16 15 17 21 23 10
FFl Gelechiidae 7 5 10 18 13 2 5 6 28 13 10
FIFFL Crambidae 2 13 10 11 15 9 8 4 6 24 13

FHi& Al Notodontidae 6 5 2 1 1 4 2 _ 3 14 6

A} Nolidae - - 1 = 1 = 1 = 7 18 12
HAth Others 1 7 3 17 14 13 7 16 4 12 10
&t Total 303 251 357 578 537 366 288 379 386 597 386

455 X W2 1. The abbreviations see Table 1.
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Fig. 3 Moth species number (a) and individuals (b) of
plantation patches and edges (mean + SD). * represents
significant difference, different lowercase letters represent
significant ~ differences between different edges. The
abbreviations see Table 1.
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Fig. 4 Venn diagram of moth species numbers in plantation patches and edges. The abbreviations see Table 1.
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Fig. 8 Correlation analysis between moth characteristic index and environmental factors. (a) Temperature (mean £+ SD); (b)
Humidity (mean + SD); (c) The plot of correlation analysis between moth characteristic index and vegetation characteristic factors.
The circle size represents the correlation strength, “Xx” represents no significant correlation. Vy,, Height of understory vegetation; V.,
Coverage of understory vegetation; S, Species numbers; N, Individuals; C, Simpson index; H', Shannon-Wiener diversity index; J,

Pielou evenness index; D, Margalef richness index. Other abbreviations see Table 1.
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Table 3 Edge effect index of different plantation edge types. The abbreviations see Table 1.

AR N L LT R R AL
Edge effect intensity Ey Emn Epn Eng

Ly 1.102593793 1.078513732 1.105394079 1.080308277

Ic 0.862558656 0.854916806 0.771192529 0.915185808
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AR 2 ()30 G 3 N AR B L A 3K T 1, R B
JIr 34 B 1A 4 10 5 SR S5 AF A IE 1) (30 2R 38, B
WG F S BEAN 2 RE S R T A AR . 0%
SRNE AR B A 1) LA 45 B AR bR iL 2 >
EAMR-ERMR LS > ZEMR-E AR 210 % >
T AR AR AR 232 2%, 3% B AR bk il 25 2k
N 588 AR (F3) o

BGAET PR PSR T, BB AN
M TR A E ] (Niemeld et al, 2007). ZxARF11E

TEH o> EEREYM, eI S ERE L E
A% 3G N (Narango et al, 2020), A% & NIXEiH
MERALAE AR i, X0 Re S GAEE— EROLIRE
K, IR R RE KA AE AR ) AR (R A
2021). METZHOT N TAREZREMERIRT SRR, 12
GAEA 2 K 1A T AR A BE 1 (2 8 2R Al TTasnos,
1999; T MAIAE, 2000; mRIEMTKZEE, 2005 £
24, 2016). AGFEIMITIE 2RISR IN 1 1
B R O A R, DT RS 3 B R VR
(Altamirano et al, 2016), #4117 {¢ B H (Korpela et al,
2015) LA K il =X 2 H(de Araujo & do Espirito-Santo
Filho, 2012)H34 /. PinksenZs(2021) IR 7T & BH,
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Table for original collection records of moth species in plantation patches and edges
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Appendix 1 Table for original collection records of moth species in plantation patches and edges

Yk BEABK  BABK- B 10% [ BAk 1 IRB IR MR- Bk 2 %5 FE bk 2 AT bR - bR 2 %% [ESiEkN R RS AR SUE2 4 LRGN

Species Populus Edge of Populus tomentosa  Styphnolobium  Koelreuteria Edge of Koelreuteria paniculata ~ Styphnolobiu Edge of Juniperus chinensis ~ Juniperus  Salix Edge of Salix matsudana ~ Eucommia
tomentosa  forest & Styphnolobium japonicum paniculata forest & Styphnolobium m japonicum forest & Styphnolobium chinensis matsudana forest & Eucommia ulmoides
forest japonicum forest 1 forest 1 forest japonicum forest 2 forest 2 japonicum forest 2 forest forest ulmoides forest forest

/ISR Plutella xylostella 12 6 15 23 26 18 26 47 9 18 15

H % H M Homadaula anisocentra 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

[ # /U Semiothisa cinerearia 15 16 23 32 31 38 25 12 7 22 12

22 5K 4RI Calospilos suspecta 47 31 91 30 30 26 19 2 0 1 1

KitiHrHt Ascotis selenaria 1 2 3 5 8 12 16 3 1 3 1

FMLAN RSk ctropis excellens 0 0 1 3 7 1 6 1 1 0 2

/NLYE U 1daea muricata 0 1 1 0 5 3 0 0 3 2 2

72 Rk Orthonama obstipata 1 1 2 5 1 0 4 4 1 1 1

A R Macaria shanghaisaria 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

F RUgk Phthonandria atrilineata 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

% BE Uk Semiothisa hebesata 2 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

44 R, Timandra recompta 0 0 1 2 1 3 0 1 0 0 0

{482k gk Timandra comptaria 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

FERLE R Syrrhodia perlutea 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0

/IR Psyche sp. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

RIRKLAEk Cochylidia richteriana 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 5 0 1 6

H/NAE Celypha flavipalpana 1 3 2 5 5 6 3 0 1 1 0

i1 Gypsonoma minutana 1 13 1 2 8 6 3 6 16 16 1

1 S/ Endothenia gentiana 1 4 3 0 9 1 2 1 2 0 2

[543/ Epiblema foenella 1 1 2 3 1 4 1 2 2 2 2

[ #5450 Archips arcanus 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 3

ThiY /N1 Laspeyresia pseudonectis 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0

HXURIEIR Clepsis pallidana 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1

i S /NI Ancylis badiana 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

21445 Cosmopterix gracilis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

A H)ik Labdia niphosticta 0 0 0 5 4 9 4 6 0 2 0

VU 2Rk Scythris sinensis 0 1 0 3 5 1 0 0 0 0 0

F%igk Autosticha modicella 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 0
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Yk BABK  BEMK- ERK 1 0% [E#EAR 1 ES RIS SRR MR- b 2 2% FE Bk 2 FRAF bR AR 2 2% [N SRS LS AR RIS UL FAf K
Species Populus Edge of Populus tomentosa  Styphnolobium  Koelreuteria Edge of Koelreuteria paniculata ~ Styphnolobiu Edge of Juniperus chinensis ~ Juniperus  Salix Edge of Salix matsudana ~ Eucommia
tomentosa  forest & Styphnolobium japonicum paniculata forest & Styphnolobium m japonicum forest & Styphnolobium chinensis matsudana forest & Eucommia ulmoides
forest japonicum forest 1 forest 1 forest japonicum forest 2 forest 2 japonicum forest 2 forest forest ulmoides forest forest
FRAGHIR Athrips spiraeae 7 5 8 13 10 2 2 5 22 4 4
Zzifk Sitotroga cerealella 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 3 4 0
H3 24k Brachmia macroscopa 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 3 5 6
X k7 Z24k Dichomeris oceanis 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
TELSLHE I Leucoptera scitella 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 7 0 0 2
HIER I Alucita baihua 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
k& 2k Stathmopoda auriferella 0 1 0 1 4 0 1 4 3 0 3
XLk 4gk Promalactis sp. 1 2 5 13 7 16 14 13 18 23 7
MERLIL Scythropiodes issikii 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
VUBE£REFIE Diaphania quadrimaculalis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
SR Hellula undalis 2 10 7 5 11 5 5 4 5 17 9
B4 2 7 Glyphodes formosanus 0 0 3 3 0 1 2 0 0 2 0
fEi {2 K M. Parapoynx vittalis 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0
#4%HE Diaphania perspectalis 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
KA M /KU Camptomastix hisbonalis 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2
1535 R4 B IE Paratalanta ussurialis 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
HHE Margaritia sticticalis 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
HMZEHEFIE Botyodes diniasalis 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Z25T7IE Diaphania pyloalis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
MR EFIE Haritalodes derogata 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
FKiF Ostrinia nubilalis 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0
A TFKIE Ostrinia scapulalis 0 1 7 3 6 4 3 2 3 7 6
Y4 LTI Tabidia strigiferalis 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 2
=PRI Nyctegretis triangulella 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 2 5 7 10
SR Aphomia zelleri 2 15 15 8 16 6 7 5 3 1 4
BMEZERHUE Chilo sacchariphagus 0 0 3 2 2 2 0 3 1 2 6
ZLAFIBEIE Oncocera semirubella 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 4
JLS LSS Anania verbascalis 0 1 1 4 2 3 0 0 0 3 2
FHEFIE Nomophila noctuella 0 3 0 1 1 0 5 3 0 4 3
/NBBESE Pempelia ellenella 5 0 2 3 0 5 1 1 0 4 2
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Yk BABK  BEMK- ERK 1 0% [E#EAR 1 ES RIS SRR MR- b 2 2% FE Bk 2 FRAF bR AR 2 2% [N SRS LS AR RIS UL FAf K
Species Populus Edge of Populus tomentosa  Styphnolobium  Koelreuteria Edge of Koelreuteria paniculata ~ Styphnolobiu Edge of Juniperus chinensis ~ Juniperus  Salix Edge of Salix matsudana ~ Eucommia
tomentosa  forest & Styphnolobium japonicum paniculata forest & Styphnolobium m japonicum forest & Styphnolobium chinensis matsudana forest & Eucommia ulmoides
forest japonicum forest 1 forest 1 forest japonicum forest 2 forest 2 japonicum forest 2 forest forest ulmoides forest forest
Ji KU f4 Endotricha kuznetzovi 4 4 12 51 55 32 9 3 1 3 9
Higkig M Endotricha olivacealis 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 1 1
3T Maruca vitrata 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0
EBEE Pyralis lienigialis 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
EYERSBEUE Euzophera batangensis 0 0 1 4 1 1 0 3 1 0 0
FUIFRPEIE Psorosa taishanella 0 1 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 2 0
JKHLUE Orthopygia glaucinalis 2 1 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
[ 255 E7E Bradina atopalis 0 1 9 6 5 4 4 2 0 1 1
MLk BEUE Nephopterix bilineatella 1 0 0 6 1 0 2 0 5 14 5
KE MU Teliphasa elegans 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRLLRYBEEE Dioryctria rubella 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 1
4li 1 5 Pseudocatharylla simplex 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Hki:dE Dichocrocis punctiferalis 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0
Hi& V) E74E Herpetogramma luctuosalis 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
HLAi I Calamotropha paludella 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 11 0 1 1
#H T/ Pk Fuscoptilia emarginata 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2
KA Nemophora dorsigutellus 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
HINR4Higk Caloptilia chrysolampra 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2
S[H (1% Hyphantria cunea 0 2 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 1 0
H 5 #Ek Porthesia kurosawai 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0
MR Earias pudicana 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 7 18 12
/N % Agrotis ipsilon 4 6 8 3 9 10 12 42 2 12 9
J\EHZ R Xestia cnigrum 30 22 24 34 28 15 11 18 9 16 11
Z %I Niphonyx segregata 6 2 6 6 9 3 4 16 10 12 9
FIARB Axylia putris 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 7 4 3
TS ZER Athetis lepigone 8 5 11 3 5 6 7 3 1 0 4
ZR Athetis furvula 76 42 22 148 94 30 23 26 151 167 62
FHZERk Spodoptera exigua 1 0 3 13 7 2 1 0 3 11 5
WA, Emmelia trabealis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
KRGS A Ephesia dissimilis 2 5 3 6 3 2 4 7 4 11 3




B2, 458, FM, BEUK, M5, EK, KR BLTFEE, 29l (2023) FE TSR 2 REVERTE 5T TRBESR IR0, A2 FE1E, 31, 23074. https://www.biodiversity-science.net/CN/10.17520/biods.2023074.

Yk BABK  BEMK- ERK 1 0% [E#EAR 1 ES RIS SRR MR- b 2 2% FE Bk 2 FRAF bR AR 2 2% [N SRS LS AR RIS UL FAf K

Species Populus Edge of Populus tomentosa  Styphnolobium  Koelreuteria Edge of Koelreuteria paniculata ~ Styphnolobiu Edge of Juniperus chinensis ~ Juniperus  Salix Edge of Salix matsudana ~ Eucommia
tomentosa  forest & Styphnolobium japonicum paniculata forest & Styphnolobium m japonicum forest & Styphnolobium chinensis matsudana forest & Eucommia ulmoides
forest japonicum forest 1 forest 1 forest japonicum forest 2 forest 2 japonicum forest 2 forest forest ulmoides forest forest

LS Acronicta rumicis 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 3

JHREERI Macdunnoughia confusa 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 3 0

/NSCAE Eustrotia noloides 4 1 7 6 1 2 4 5 1 1 1

A B KA Herminia satakei 7 1 4 1 10 10 5 13 4 17 10

ZI KGR0 Mythimna rufipennis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

W %% Nycteola asiatica 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 2

K H Mythimna separata 4 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1

H44 it Helicoverpa armigera 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1

FREGBI Maliattha signifera 26 14 17 36 44 17 11 56 22 57 42

5RO Simplicia rectalis 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

B A0 Deltote martjanovi 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

H 57 ik Mamestra brassicae 5 4 3 2 4 1 0 3 5 10 1

a7 ik Abrostola triplasia 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0

XU Ak Naranga aenescens 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0

UFER Raphia peusteria 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 2

8 F Rk Spodoptera depravata 3 3 10 9 8 6 6 5 10 16 20

JU& Ak Xestia ditrapezium 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

JB Rivula sericealis 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1

Wi Phyllophila obliterata 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

F3##Hidk Gonoclostera timoniorum 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0

#lsFH Clostera anachoreta 0 2 0 1 1 3 1 0 2 12 6

¥/ i+ Micromelalopha troglodyta 6 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

i34+ Nerice davidi 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

JRIEFLR E R 1 Unknown Geometridae 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

JURRLA 52 Ff 2 Unknown Geometridae 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

T RA AR A2 F 1 Unknown Noctuidae 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

BHRAL A E A 2 Unknown Noctuidae 2 0 0 0 8 7 0 0 0 4 3 6

T RA AR 52 Fi 3 Unknown Noctuidae 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 7 3

BRI E F 4 Unknown Noctuidae 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

T RA R 7 Fi 5 Unknown Noctuidae 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 1




B2, 458, FM, BEUK, M5, EK, KR BLTFEE, 29l (2023) FE TSR 2 REVERTE 5T TRBESR IR0, A2 FE1E, 31, 23074. https://www.biodiversity-science.net/CN/10.17520/biods.2023074.

Yk BABK  BEMK- ERK 1 0% [E#EAR 1 ES RIS SRR MR- b 2 2% FE Bk 2 FRAF bR AR 2 2% [N SRS LS AR RIS UL FAf K
Species Populus Edge of Populus tomentosa  Styphnolobium  Koelreuteria Edge of Koelreuteria paniculata ~ Styphnolobiu Edge of Juniperus chinensis ~ Juniperus  Salix Edge of Salix matsudana ~ Eucommia
tomentosa  forest & Styphnolobium japonicum paniculata forest & Styphnolobium m japonicum forest & Styphnolobium chinensis matsudana forest & Eucommia ulmoides
forest japonicum forest 1 forest 1 forest japonicum forest 2 forest 2 japonicum forest 2 forest forest ulmoides forest forest

BRI € F 6 Unknown Noctuidae 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

T RA AR 72 Fl 7 Unknown Noctuidae 7 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0
BURAL A E F 8 Unknown Noctuidae 8 0 0 0 6 1 4 0 0 0 0 0

T RA A %2 Fi 9 Unknown Noctuidae 9 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
IR A 2 F 1 Unknown Gracillariidae 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
il A 2 F 2 Unknown Gracillariidae 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ZHIARLA 52 F 3 Unknown Gracillariidae 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Ui )R 2 F 1 Unknown Pyralidae 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
SEHRARLAR E A 2 Unknown Pyralidae 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Al F 3 Unknown Pyralidae 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
SRR E i 4 Unknown Pyralidae 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Ui} 2 f 5 Unknown Pyralidae 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
SRR E A 6 Unknown Pyralidae 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
g A} 5 F 7 Unknown Pyralidae 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
SRR E i 8 Unknown Pyralidae 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Ui} 5 F 9 Unknown Pyralidae 9 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 4
WSk} E Ff 10 Unknown Pyralidae 10 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

i A} A € F 11 Unknown Pyralidae 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
WSk} E Ff 12 Unknown Pyralidae 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
el E R 1 Unknown Nepticulidae 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

B ERFIAEF! 1 Unknown Tortricidae 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
iRl Fh 2 Unknown Tortricidae 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 1 0 0
BRI EF! 3 Unknown Tortricidae 3 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 3 0 0 0
ALK EFh 1 Unknown Crambidae 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
FALR E R 1 Unknown Gelechiidae 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
FARLR EFF 2 Unknown Gelechiidae 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




