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Ik = f i X I $H SR8 AR MR = HFAIE
FEHE, B K, & R, W &
(T RAMBEIERE, T4 T M 510520)

WE: 28 AR TARARGEZART S, AL RSN R AZARRGHTRELY | FHZHELED, 244
HERFIAEAGE, £ET 302 M5, SRR, BRAFRKEATT H@AE, FALEREH, RRNERFE
AR RIAT AT, T it D3 AR RS AR R+ 0 LEAIYXLF BT Resh,
3B b o) A AL (79.8%) > AR BF A (60.7%) > k& A (45.7%) . QAR TR LI ey FAMMN LR H B T AADLGIE,
AR A ) A2 AR AL (0.066) > 2R B A (0.040) > & A2 (0.026), 3 AF KRG a9 AR, HARA bk BB AR
EARFEEF, AT AR &R (0.068)> 48 A (0.067) > A FF A (0.060), B4 A EEAX, FIHAX h I
Bl RS T RMAEX, b 65.6%; GE#AMBRERX, S, AOBXEZE P EAGRA R ES T LR
X, Sl L 52.0%, RHE 31.5%; FEMAHENGEEEX, P XA NREEXZEH TLREEX,
B & et B 64.6%, k8 % 15

G B, G MHTNSH, MINE,; 28, RHEEX
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Landscape features of urban forest greenbelts in the Pearl River Delta

TANG Honghui, ZHAO Qing, YAN Jun, YANG Qing
(Guangdong Academy of Forestry, Guangzhou 510520, Guangdong, China)

Abstract: Greenbelts are an important part of the urban green space system. To understand the features of ur-
ban forest greenbelts, with the help of the GPS, a 400 m* standard sample was set along the greenbelt every 5
km. There were 302 greenbelt sample plots in the Pearl River Delta (PRD) were tested and analyzed by vege-
tative spatial structure (tree-shrub-grass), canopy density, canopy coverage, and plant configuration according
to three types (urban, suburban, and ecological ). Results showed that the proportion of tree-shrub-grass struc-
ture was the greatest with the proportion of the three types of greenbelts being urban (79.8% ) > suburban
(60.7% ) > ecological (45.7% ). The canopy density of the urban greenbelt was the greatest with relative
canopy densities being urban (0.066) > suburban (0.040) > ecological (0.026). Coverage of the three types
of greenbelts were almost same with their relative coverage being ecological (0.068) > urban (0.067) > sub-
urban (0.060). The linear planting (65.6% ) was the most common planting scheme for trees. The linear plant-
ing (52.0%) and group planting (31.5%) was the most common planting scheme for shrubs. The single species
of ground cover (64.6%) was the most common planting scheme for grasses. [Ch, 8 tab. 15 ref. ]

Key words: landscape architecture; greenbelt; plant spatial structure; canopy density; plant coverage; disposi-

tion pattern

ZRIE R BT 1867 AR, AU AR E SRR R T, JE R SRR L PR PR 9 A A B
B J BERti A s AR TE Y E RO E T AR, R 1A SRR IRE, H
Wk F B 2015-09-02; & 13l H . 2015-10-24
FGTH - EZMOL A f3 PEATL BHIEL T (201404301)
EF T FRULEE, SRR, MW AL ATSE . E-mail: 787226271@qq.com, {F1E# . &K, TR,
P, NIRRT AL . KU FEARSEH 5 . E-mail : zhaoqingflzzq@qq.com




BIBEHSH BEUERESE o R A M DB R T AR AR LR 785

LA S T8 H g5 B, BN T 54 b i e AR AR PR L AR JE R e N RS T ) T
Bt [ 2 0T AR 0 B 5 A L AT LB B ) 1985 AEDY Y k4 4 A R A 45 B AE TN I
BB K o HEA 21 28, IR FE S R R R T TR AR . T AR BRI & @R T
T 2010 FFAEER = A b XA UG TE R T “BRYL = A N 238 ) S AR KL R 4022 Fn Bk = ff X It (4 5T)
MRNBTFEARTE S, FE BRI RBAR SO A8 51T, IR R R S8 @ik 506 . 2008 4F ) M 3 3k 1l
T RS E B AR, AE IR L GV R SR R T AR d I H I TR L R iR
PRUES RS, #RE 2014 4R, )R A SGE O @ IREUR S 10 976 km, b Pk = b X & 2 3% 8 909
kmo DUFE XS SR T8 A AF 58 K 22 S5 i 7 8 B0 R B0 T B A o R0 25 0 1 o IR 18 T A o U 5 i
BB B . PRBEA M | SR R R RO S AR L RBEF AN L WA ek . KR 4
X255 T S U e IR S 7 B TR S AR 3 R A U B AT 2 A, X R R T Sl R s
(2% Y LS AR, B A X O i A AR R E AT 4 TS S5 A IR 25 5 40 A I 9T . S IE 1R D —Fh
(I FRAREENL, B H B B T 7 i S UURRAE , i AR SR R R 0 2. [H ik, ABFSEH
LRIEAE R —FP R ARAREOI, DABR = MAHLIX 6 558 L 4kIE T s &, IR b, BRI ER = A i
X S8 1 ZRAR S LRI, 0 5 BR = A Ml XA [7) 28 28 St 35 (14 5 80 S 00 o

1 R E

1.1 FiExkE

RS Bk = DXl (3 30) RN B EORIE517 Fo 2kl i L, JEBR = A 4 ar X S Akl 19 AR i
LRIEERL | RRUFLRIERAN | A AR E R R T AR R A AR B ARE . BRI B X A
MRFC NSO I 2Bl 37 55 DA R Sl B S 0 10y e st T g 7, S0 FBT 9 2 — AR 20 20 m, R Y
BRIH T EARKFTIAECE X H T Rk L KA W RS, G LGE A 1R PR R E S
ST A ST, AT B T8 B — AN /N T 100 mo A= S RVAGE . AT AN BRI . NE L R K
WAL Sy, P HTE 98— A/ T 200 mo
1.2 H#FH*

PAAE 2R G 0H WY SN EE LTS, (5B TR kg AL R GE(GPS), ki s, B S km 5& 1
A~ 400 m® fBRAERETS, JE3E 302 ASAETr, R T BUARIE 99 A, SREFRIZRGE 122 4>, RIS TARIE 81
Ao NGBS e, AR, AR TR S Bl A A AR FARERE Ty, A AL SRR T
A AR O e AR AR AR iR, BT, AEREEG I WERARE . PR IR Rl
P, AEREGEE N HPEME, mBl, PRer, BRI . BRI A RLGEE Y BRI RAE
J7 WAL A S — T 28 AR A AR
1.3 Sth7AE

fir B Excel R &k 2 Y 19 25 AR ERE 7 I 25 45 R IR 4T R G B b B

2 HRERAA
21 SEEYZEERST
LRIBAEY) A5 A5 R B R T SRS B BEEAR T, T AN [R] ) Sk AR W 2 R A B S
Fo, A agiE R ) A3 R G A 1A 22 5 o XS R S AS M 2R BY 04T 2 B LU B0 TS 1 TR+ i+ R A2 JR 45
x1 EYZEEAET GG

Table 1 Proportion of plant space structure

2% [i] L A

AR Tr+E+ T Ir -+ Tr+1 HEAR T+ T
T 0.040 0.798 0.030 0.131 0.000 0.000 0.000
e 0.074 0.607 0.066 0.221 0.008 0.025 0.000
A 0.025 0.457 0.370 0.025 0.000 0.012 0.111
P 8. # P («=0.05) 0.043 a 0.623 b 0.157 a 0.123 a 0.003 a 0.010 a 0.037 a

YL R IE2E R R E R ARG 5B R0R
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FRTEAS ) 2R TE 2 A0 v Y B 40 L g 35 s T 25 # (3R 1), 5 62.3%(P<<0.05), ULHIER =Y akiE 7E
AR I 700> % B8 T R R MR SO A, BLE SR A, 2R a W, BARENAES
Dfig. MERIEZT b b, #RT BLARE th T RIT AL Fokil o s X, SR s R R AR S, T+
LG RS T Lk 79.8%
2.2 BRH EEFOME A B AT

FRAR PN T A 1 IS A 35 RS e 7 5 R AR bR A 5 5 R B 1) AR AE 2 — o AR I R MR R T R 2
Ho, 3R E TS Y Hh L0 16 B A S R T B T AN R 2 U I A N 25 A HOARZ R, Y
—ANTETE DR A G, R 55 E A /N e e AR PAT R A T R 1 LA e b, R LA R [ 4
TE 288 R RO I 5 [

A TR A P L AT, B AS [T P Ry B A T bR AL AR B, bl AR R A s T A R D i e AR,
L, B s AL S i e T L 25 B AR A RE S0 i, RIVAS SIS [ 248 780 2 38 AH 6 P B (3R 2) 5 X AR [Rl iE
AR AR A B UEAT 7 25 0 AT I 5 3R I (38 3) . LA i AL & 18 AN AR AT SRE AR A B A B 35 25 5
(P<<0.05), BHARTH L8 (1 T AHR P 3 22 B S v T AR A AR E 302 PRk #0178 A 3 oy 8 2o 1Y) [X
D IRIX, AR A B E IR BRI TR, (R B R R R R 2% B, DA RS 3] R A7 RO s AR
ARV I B 0K, TGRSO, B, TR AR 1) Sl I LA B ok A 2 B A AR T B A3l N o

F2 AEXRBGERTERHE
Table 2 Relative canopy density of different types of greenway
AN Tri) AR XS IS PR J3E 4 2 TR 3 3 LG 191)
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
BT 0.000 0.000 0.035 0.063 0.079 0.068 0.111 0.121 0.098 0.023 0.066
KRBT 0.000 0.000 0.043 0.037 0.098 0.082 0.083 0.040 0.020 0.000 0.040
T 0.000 0.003 0.038 0.046 0.061 0.041 0.043 0.028 0.000 0.000 0.026
1y 0.000 0.000 0.035 0.063 0.079 0.068 0.111 0.121 0.098 0.023

F3 BHEEXRZVEENEAENFAILER(LSD RINEEFEE)
Table 3 Comparison of relative canopy density of different types of greenway by LSD method
95% ‘15 IX.[A]

LRI ESEESUNO) Y24 (-D) i 2k p— R
Eit pyLg 0.019 0.234 -0.013 0.052
A 0.034 0.044 0.001 0.067
2T # -0.019 0.234 -0.052 0.013
A 0.014 0.375 -0.018 0.047
E #T -0.034 0.044 -0.067 -0.001
g -0.014 0.375 -0.047 0.018

T I A T R VR A, RS [ 5 B R T RO AT AR AR AL R, el A O A I BT A A T T AR — B
B, R AR HEAL FE B RE TR LA R S R, RIS B [ AL A T AR X 52 (3R 4) 5 XS [R] Sl 28 RUAH
X EHEAT 7 2 BT A R RWI (3R S), 3 PRI LRE 1Y s EE O B 2% 22 59, RW] 3 PP T ARIE Y TR AR |
TR A A St A 1) R i R P AT AL o AR pl T T TR A 1) T AR P JRE A 2 o T AR AN T A IR AT JEE
171 #6877 28 2 T AR A 5 R 0 10 B PR SR BEARL, A5 H A 2 TR A FE R M e 10 R R I o T AR i

x4 AEEBGEHENEZE
Table 4  Relative coverage of different types of greenway

SR AE o 2 i A T 4§
- N T AR X i BE 4% 28 L 2 5 L 4] ¥
5 15 25 35 45 55 65 75 85 95
Hp 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.047 0.037 0.068 0.127 0.085 0.070 0.235 0.067
B 0.002 0.000 0.017 0.055 0.022 0.099 0.128 0.056 0.091 0.132 0.060

R 0.002 0.000 0.003 0.030 0.022 0.068 0.120 0.102 0.147 0.188 0.068
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x5 BEEBXRVEEMNEENFRLILER(LSD RNEEFEZE)
Table 5 Comparison of relative coverage of different types of greenway by LSD method
95% ‘15 IX.[H]

LRIESI(D) SRIESI()) ¥IH 208 (I-)) . p— e
i gydig 0.007 0.796 -0.051 0.066
s -0.001 0.980 -0.059 0.058

2T H i -0.007 0.796 -0.066 0.051
A -0.008 0.777 -0.067 0.050

A H i 0.001 0.980 -0.058 0.059
g 0.008 0.777 -0.050 0.067

ZRIE, X R WA ST SR IE SR T RS A B, T R R N M B A A
23 BEERXSR

L I AR ) 14 C AR U RE 08 4 S bt M Sk TE AL S DL AL, 0 e X A T PN g A ) ) T A S A T
Git, B, EEARRBER A S, AR IR SRR+ AR SR+ . AR +IIAE 6 Fif,
K o gy 1) e A XA g O B — o R L R i — SR 5 53 b
231 FARBRERXCESN FARSEMY MW, @ HETARNICEL, T ARTFAR
B G A, TSGR TR BCE R AUE A 225 XA R TR OR IS B A AT 2 LB M A
L SR AR CTE Sl b B T 20 LR R T BN (P<<0.05) (3% 6) o LTINS A S AR IR e L
SRR, B AE AR — AR s E], PR, R IR S R BR R R, R 2 AT IE B Y S A
AT A

®6 FABEEZENXM LA

Table 6  Proportion of arbor disposition pattern

i TR 1
it M g i+ 1 i+ 41 Wil
# i 1 0.536 0.212 0.010 0.212 0.020 0.010
it agi! 0.661 0.101 0.042 0.178 0.000 0.017
AT 0.790 0.085 0.014 0.085 0.014 0.014
Y1 2 5 0 1 (a=0.05) 0.662 a 0.133 b 0.022 b 0.158 b 0.011 b 0.014 b

BT R P IE 28 R WM AR ARG 5 R0R

232 BEABRAERXWESM WA RGERY W EEZLH, KR IR AR SR E ) R S
T, VA REAR R ECE R, T A R RS AR ST e, M R T A E R B R SR
A2 MR BT ZH LB Sk, P RBICTESRIE i BUAY 7 23 L2 35
T HAMR (P<0.05) (3% 7)o HJgt P —J5 HIFEAGH # LGk 8 A8 305 SR TR AR MR, 4R H AT 5 21 4[]
B AR W s 75— 7 AT, WEARTE ST AT R AMEE ik (808 (0 @B LUE R Ik, 2tiE
HEARTC & T 2 ASI R FAE B S B

233 AREEARX  AHETCHTE BB Y R I N R 0 B A R I E R R AR AR Y, R R AR ITAE
AR PR LI LAY — 5 B (ORI o 0 e O 2 M gl A T S, T A () b A Ay TS A T i

x7 EAMERERE GG

Table 7 Proportion of shrub disposition pattern

S TR L
EZliA LN PIAA BIIEN H|+4K A+
AT 0.337 0.422 0.000 0.217 0.024 0.000
g 0.626 0.253 0.022 0.088 0.000 0.011
AT 0.652 0.239 0.000 0.022 0.065 0.022
PIE B M («=0.05) 0.538 a 0.305 b 0.007 ¢ 0.109 ¢ 0.030 ¢ 0.011 ¢

BT R P IE2E R R H R ARG TR
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S, TS ERMERE B RS A ER . &R *8 i EYEEENET & LG
iﬂﬁ@aﬁiﬁﬁ j&’/f?z E Hﬁi’iﬁ?\*ﬁ %E'f Hj : $4it E’\J :Hij‘%ﬂi Table 8 Proportion of ground cover plant disposition pattern
TP B ATl P B T 0 LU BB T HAEE nem . Ho bl e L -
R (P<0.05) (4 8) ., KA BLGARAARIE I 12 b Ho o 4 o i L
e NI SN, i . N HB T 7 0.111 0.519 0.370
YIEE M R RO ), RS M P I — oot 0716 0273
AT ENG AN T2 3088 L DL e R s R Vs O R . T s 0.135 0731 0135

T SR TE P Y M T, DA IR BT AT R S AU B . 2P S 25 S A AUR R NG R
M, HFEPE g RS, N TaEMEY

- SUn
3 ZwEEN
3.1 Zig

ABIETE MBS UL A 1) A 56 10 A, T O R A Bk = A i X 302 ANERIERE DT, BETE AT T AR AR Y A
()28 . I PAT 3 2 G A R AE , A3 AR 3 g6 . (D3 Fpagid 2 AR I+ + 55 (1 B 2 25
Y3 o IS, T JL T &5 L3 11 7 (79.8% ) > XB I BY (60.7% ) > H: 25 (45.7%) . @#K 1l
T 23 T8 B T ARR P R I v T AR A R AR AE AR G A P A T 7 (0.066) > XK BF 7 (0.040) > A 25 R
(0.026); 3 PR BILERIE TR A | JHEA I 0 10 (A BT 2 T A 5 22 e, LA U & 2 A4 45 712 (0.068)
> HR i 5L (0.067 ) > 8 HF 7L (0.060) 5 38 1o Xob = Fift ¢ T8 S HU T AR P JEE 1R X 3t JBE 1) FE AR BT 9, R
A A TS IH (14 25 18] G B TR, i 1 SR P B 25 1) 8 A R0 e A A 400 o 5 s 2 A PR S 0L 5 1 4 i 2 2 K
ZA T RIX, A )RR, i SR P R DR TR AR i R AR AT . DS TR R 1 B A
e, HIRERE S B E A bR TR, (5 65.6%, HAYEEZ I R 22 A K SRaEE
ARBEEE B LIS . AR FT 70 He 2 3 v T AR, s g 52.0%, M 31.5%, Hx 44
P 32 ) B 22 S AN K5 okl e A3 A A0 114 I 5 QP — 9 ol e oy e e A L 2 T Ll 5, o
LB 64.6%, T AL ORI L —+ R SR A SUBC B A 25 TR AN R
3.2 il

AR B = Al DX 3 AR AR UL [R1 454 | I DA 88 R i B8 A M BC A S e it o A 4 2R, ) FL
L TE FRMOT A VSR HH DA R 3 il s (DR TE ZRMCR UL 2 1) 5 44 i e %, AR B 4 30 190 57 8 24 b 1 3
T BACE FFE S RORER A5 18 . I, 7EA 20 PFHEAT RS 40 77 574 B A0 #0 v 28 sl A iy JR 2 i, T LA
TIN5 T+ 98 + ) S 2 AL 2 RV A5 A o T G S0 T e i AR AR TR ARG, PR B OR T , JG 3 8 AT i Y
SRS T 03R4 45 KO, 0T LR SRR TR RS, BOC LUHL A= B S A R . b T2k = At X
A H R RE AL, DRI, BT i A F RIS DA B A BT R, I i R 3 T LA B R R A R R
ToARME B TR, I ARZ A HPUZ Al AR I8 B AR A SR, A [ (9 008 s AE (4 48
MR, 35 FERAIOR, 5 1500 5 25 A0 A 25 R 2 a8 o 1) 2 PG S, 7 3 i R AR MR I B 481
FEAMGIEE AR LA S s e R 4 ey PR E 91, AT BR 30 S0 1 BB B MU . M Rttt i A, R oK
AR S B R Ay, TR ) 90 A R DA AR S B A vy, T ) A DA A ) A 2 DL R AR B —
B, DLRBIRNER BRI PG, BEO0F S AR ) T Y DR A, SR TR A 2 A i A i T o A
A L

4 5F ik
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