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Evaluation of forest ecological function based on projection

pursuit classification
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(College of Landscape Architecture, Central South University of Forestry Science and Technology, Changsha 410001,
Hunan, China)

Abstract: [Objective ] The rational evaluation of forest ecological function can provide basis for formulating the
corresponding measures to improve the ecological function of forests, [ Method] Taking Guanyindong Nature
Reserve in Nanxiong, Guangdong Province as an example, 19 indicators related to forest ecological function
were selected and a forest ecological function evaluation system was established by projection pursuit classifi-
cation. [Result](1) The relatively excellent grade forest in the reserve occupied an obvious advantage, but the
overall rating of the reserve was medium. (2) The forest structure in the reserve is generally good, but there are
too many bamboo forests and young trees, which caused weak forest accumulation capacity and low degree of
naturalness. (3) Canopy density, litter thickness, number of trees per hectare, average height and total coverage
belonging to 19 indicators in the evaluation process are extremely important. Slope position, naturalness, eleva-
tion, age group, soil layer thickness, forest community structure, average DBH, and slope direction are generally
important. And hectare biomass, hectare accumulation, tree species structure, health, slope, and soil type are
not so important. [ Conclusion ]Suggestions by the preceding evaluation grade are as follows: (1) Monitoring
and protecting should be implemented in the excellent and relatively excellent grade forests. Finding the symp-
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tomatic reasons, monitoring and protecting the medium grade forests emphatically. Poor and relatively poor
grade forests should be closed hillsides to facilitate afforestation. (2) The reserve should control the growth and
expansion of bamboo forests. (3) The functional zoning of protected areas can be adjusted appropriately ac-
cording to the evaluation results. [Ch, 1 fig. 6 tab. 22 ref.]
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tion system; forest characteristics; Guanyindong Nature Reserve
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Table 1 Structural area and proportion of tree species
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Table 2 List of evaluation indicators of forest ecological function
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Table 3 Classification and apportionment table of forest ecological function evaluation indicators
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Table 4 Weight table of forest ecological function evaluation indicators
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Table 5 Relevance analysis table of forest ecological function evaluation indicators
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Table 6  Overall evaluation grade and area proportion list
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