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Abstract: This study was conducted to clarify the differences in density and body weight of rodents among
unburned and two burned areas (silvicultured and natural restored areas) after forest fire from July to September
2004 in coniferous forest of Samcheok, Korea. The density of rodents was the least in the silvicultured area.
There was no differences in density between the unburned and natural restored areas. Also, mean body weight
of rodents in the natural restored area was higher than in the silvicultured area. Shrubs, seedlings, snags and
CWD (coarse woody debris) would be good for inhabitation of the rodents in forest fired area. Therefore,
coverage of understory layer should be maintained in forest fired area.
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Table 1. The description of three study areas.
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Study area
Unburned Silvicultured Natural restored
plot 1 plot 2 plot 3 plot 1 plot 2 plot3 plot 1 plot 2 plot 3
Altitude(m) 502 281 285 256 279 372 345 290
Inclination(") 17 16 16 24 19 24 25 18
Dominant Pinus densiflora
tree Quercus variabilis - -
species Quercus mongolica
Dominant Quercus mongolica Pinus densiflora Quercus mongolica
understory Quercus aliena Quercus mongolica Quercus variabilis

species Lespedeza bicolor

Lespedeza bicolor Lespedeza bicolor
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€ Vsl $18) Kruskal-Walis tests 2 AISHATHETE, e AN S Bk 2ey AdBedx oM e 1
2003). At RS WA EA had FEIHEEY A F o
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Zdn gl D&k Z7F e A& VERSE(Table 2).
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749 had Hat 752301 ﬁol HEak ASdTt FHE9) o & 30 AL ol AN 42 108 9] 2Ex
U= haT ©F 600 A B} x]do] vl =] e} AHE Sl Bl A Te] Ee-F (Apodemus peninsulae), &
wWom, x)e] = A Xi o7 AL Holgr}, 4Heus| W (Eothenomys  regulus), ‘5% %|(Apodemus agrarius)
Aelr e BFetaL e wEo] glom musz| oo & & 3% 30270A7} 5843] ¢ 742:1 =it v s
Hlaf AdriEo.s HEe) HAlF A Mol T Y dF el A F 1N9NAZE 2258] £ H o, A E
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G AAbES EEREIRYS A AR 2He] AHe] ) Aefel B¢ 687N A 7E 1383 X E =l on A U
Table 2. The habitat structure in three study areas.
Study area
Unburned Silvicultured Natural restored
plot 1 plot2 plot 3 plot 1 plot 2 plot 3 plot 1 plot2 plot3
No. of trees/ha 820 708 728 - - - - - -
No. of shrubs/ha 632 580 606 17 102 112 132 199 97
No. of woody seedling/ha 2,429 2,516 2,541 3,310 3,835 3,799 3,275 3,209 3,402
No. of snags/ha - - - - - - 326 280 250
CWD*/ha (m®) 0.24 0.43 0.16 1.48 2.48 223 6.19 4.69 5.65

*CWD : coarse woody debris

Table 3. Captured number of individuals (Mean + SE) of Apodemus peninsulae, Eothenomys regulus and Apodemus agrarius

among three study areas.

Species Study area Total no. of captured ind. Mean no. of captured ind.  Kruskal-Wallis test
Unburned 157 (83)' 15.7 £ 425° —
Apodemus peninsulae Silvicultured 96 (73) 9.6+ 237 ns j
*
Natural restored 127(71) 12.7+£ 541 —
Unburned 64 (34) 64+327 —
] ’
Eothenomys regulus Silvicultured 3320) 33£1.39 ns :I
*
Natural restored 58(28) 58+ 1.36 —
Unburned 4(2) 0.4+£0.35
Apodemus agrarius Silvicultured 9(%5) 09+047
Natural restored 36 (16) 3.6+ 1.68

"No. of captured individuals including recaptured (excluding recaptured)

*Mean + SE
**P<0.0005, *P<0.005, ns=not significant
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Table 4. Mean body weights (g, Mean+SE) of Apodemus peninsulae and Eothenomys regulus among three study areas.

Species Study area Body weight (g) Kruskal-Wallis test
Unburned 31.9 +11.35' —
:| '
Apodemus peninsulae Silvicultured 30611248 ns :l
*
Natural restored 31.7+£14.29 —
Unburned 28.0+12.34 —_—
j "
Fothenomys regulus Silvicultured 26.5+9.46 ns ::\
*
Natural restored 283+ 13.52 —
'Mean £ SE

#+P<(),0005, *P<0.005, ns=not significant
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