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Abstract
Background and Objective: Increasing of degradation process in-Chestnut (Castanea Sativa) pure

stands as reserved forest in west of Hyrcanian forest led to genetic erosion of the stand. Understanding
of ecological demands of plant species is necessary for their management and conservation. So we
investigated on leaf morphologic characteristics of chestnut in response to different light regimes.
Method: For this purpose 60 trees of natural stands around of Ebrahim Emamzade (in Shaft city
located in Guilan province) were selected. Ten leaves (40 leaves from every tree) randomly were
selected from four aspects of trees (north, south, east and west). These leaves were imposed by
different light regimes. Some of the parameters such as lamina length, lamina width, distance from
leaf base to the leaf maximum width, petiole length, nerves (counted variable), teeth (counted
variable), leaf tooth width, leaf tooth length, tooth distance and tooth index were measured and
analyzed after calculating the plasticity for each character in four aspects.

Findings: The plasticity values showed that there is no significant differences among four aspects of
crown. The results indicated that plasticity of all studied characters is so low while the most value of
C.V was belonged to leaf limb width (4.04%).

Discussion and Conclusion: The results of ANOVA showed that all studied parameters had no
significant differences between surveyed aspects except distance from leaf corner to the most leaf limb
width. Our finding confirmed that morphologic characters of Castanea sativa leaf has low flexibility
in response to light conditions. We suggest that study of other ecological demands are necessary for

presentation of accurate guidelines to forest managers.

Keywords: Castanea Sativa, Plasticity, Light Regime, Leaf Morphologic.
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Figure 2- The studied parameters on the leaf

aslass Jebo :F.d_il..xj.)é,o.c:E S ppd J#:D.Sﬂ&;@&;ﬁlwboxléjl alols:.C S Sy e Sl B Sy S Job A

Qe zU cz Sz o adlas 090 Dlas slasy wad
S pS ) olass g aslass dlass s (V oz )owl cdlas oyl
= 0 Ol i 9 sty e S sl
30 A S U1 plal .l 005 aslais Job 4 bgs e
Lz Gl 5l oo 48 515 sladigad SIS slewl,
Sladiges o b LB glis poe 0929 5l (S 502U
Ladiges yidey 45 (5 sk Conl 004y ZU alies g 0 S
LQQ] Lsi""““" o2, odido sl Slaise b jge slad o

A S8 wbbe Ko b

A0 Slawd s p e Slael SHS ) slaw s slael wlwis alols :G

alllas 3550 Slio oy 5l a8 sls las il ly lUT el
3 Sy e Sl e b 5y oacls alols cis s
el iy o sme Dglay oSG b 2l alisee > )
ol s 5 S8 g, 44 gpaSiles i gl () Jpaz)
e S Joe b S oaeld Cdo pliee (n S &S
55 cal 5l lem plo 5 a8 sanlive Jlo g 8 Sigg

(¥ Jgaz) wisls olai |y ol Sy
iy lie Ol b a0 (il ly 5T b
gl iz cuz ez o Slao ISy e @l 0nd anlxe
Ol $9) = g5 Sz s flogzg pos 5l S 5
S e pace gliwly 1o () Jga2) Conl 0ogy (Sl
Ol (il Gliee 53, 26 2Bl Cur o

d)“) . ij )..:.; e Ql{,’? )\) .o ).Q ..“ “« )L&



v Olao g9y alie (98 bl ps iU

anlllao 3 )90 Cilao (05 o)l g (Sommainsdly (700 595 EU ez 31 bl 50T s - ) Jgur

Table 1- The effect of crown aspect on the plasticity and quantitative traits of leaf based on ANOVA results
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Table 2- Mean comparison of quantitative traits of leaf in four aspects
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Table 3- Mean comparison of plasticity in four aspects
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Figure 2- plasticity values for different traits in four aspects
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Figure 3- Plot of four aspects by discriminant anlysis
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