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Table 1. Analysis of variance for evaluation of quantity and quality characteristics of the coppices, formed after
coppicing in E. camaldulensis, E. microtheca and E. sargentii

MJ)
Dls glawl sl = . e 7 b Lo
Sl gt t\.ﬂa‘;\ U 3 oy &:’f G «
s G o~ ) . c S R
Number s - <7 ot Average cee LY Sources
Percentage ¢ i Height Percentage Syurface  canopy ) df ¢
of plants o Volume ; DBH 0
! . m canopy canopy diameters o
with coppices  canopy . om cm variation
coppices
S
1.61™ 1.38™ 2.25m 0.086™ 26.28™ 0.107™ 0.084" 0.105m™ 2 )
Block
822.37" 0.086™ 158.06" 6.99" 265.88" 0.84" 0.486" 7.83" 2 i
Species
o
24.32v 0.716 11.50 0.110 16.82 0.089 0.146 0.083 4
Error

Jlagme SN s pde NS Ao ey Olaebsl CEM 53 s me s 53 K Ol CEM 53 s e ¥

*: Significant at 1% level, *: Significant at 5% level, ns: not significant, ns: not significant
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Table 2. Average comparison for evaluation of quantity and quality characteristics of the coppices, formed after

coppicing
E. sargentii E. microtheca E. camaldulensis
(o 5les) diees pl o
2.61¢ 3.31° 5 69 (A s pl kb
Diameter at breast (cm)
(o le) 70 Lo gie ad
2.85% 2.53b 3.338 ree) T . s kb
Average canopy diameter (cm)
(oo 20) (2 o
6.46® 4.820 8.61 G U s e
Surface canopy (m?)
b fldg do
71.842 61.48° 80.27° T s Ao
Percentage canopy
() gl
3.51° 4.40° 6.49% s
Height (m)
(caSo o) U il s 0z
12.57° 12.84° 25.28° ) (B S e
Volume canopy (m?)
G- 3145
3.72 3.80 3.5 .
Number of coppices
- s slaal ws
54.56" 80.26* 49.33 TGP SRRy e

Percentage of plants with coppices
sl .Laﬁ@ck_«ﬁjbdxu Sl sy OLid Ot o s alie e by >~
Dissimilar alphabetical letters in a column indicates a significant difference at 5% level.
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Table 3. Correlation of quantity and quality characteristics of coppices in studied species

. 2, = T 3 9%
W85y 238 - 4 & Eg
- -8 1§ - E -3 & 33 7 S2
498 ¥4y xo )7 3 g = 2 3 S &
L85 L 3E 2 55 b4 s oy E o 08
W E~ o 5 g SN " o i B o 8 =
~ 8 : wn 2 0O ~ T '\3 ~ § =] ) 5-‘:
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- E 2 s Z ]z
(" .Lﬂ) - . 8 ek ek
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Percentage canopy
() CLEJ
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(oS 0) (76 iy o 1 -0.2530 -0.189"
Volume canopy (m?)
G 3l
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Number of coppice
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*: Significant at 1% level *: Significant at 5% level*
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Abstract

Reaction vegetative growth and yield of 7-year-old trees of three eucalyptus species (Eucalyptus
camaldulensis, E. microtheca and E. sargentii) to coppicing and coppice production which damaged by
frost, were studied. Trees had been planted under Yazd climate conditions and they have been irrigating
with wastewater. The species were used in this experiment; planted in 2007 for compatibility testing in
a randomized complete block design with three replications and 36 plants per each block. All trees were
damaged by frost in 2013. In the spring, trees were cut by a chainsaw at a height of 15 cm from the soil
surface. After three months of coppice growth, the number of coppices were reduced to three in each
trunk. After three years, results of coppicing and thinning of coppices were evaluated on six plants in
each block that they were selected randomly. For evaluating production ability of coppice on each trunk,
all plants in each block were investigated. The results showed that between the coppices of species were
significant difference (P <001) in the number of basis after coppicing. E. microtheca had the most of
basis with 80.26 percentages. Diameter equations and height of coppices in all of species had significant
difference (P<001). Coppices canopy diameter, surface canopy, volume and percentage canopy had
significant difference (P<05). E. camaldulensis coppices had better characteristics than other species.
In some cases, such as coppices canopy diameter and canopy surface were not significant difference
between E. camaldulensis and E. sargentii.
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