AT OR KK ¥ F IR, 2020, 37(3): 447-455
Journal of Zhejiang A&F University
doi: 10.11833/].issn.2095-0756.20190396

19 L i 2 Bl JXUS2 30 B AR Y B 5 S5 MR AE
BRI, FRE, BER, ERE

(LT RAMN B EREBE | AE BT S P FHESSERE, TR M 5105205 2. REBRLEESE
EITBE, T4 T M 510663)

WE: [ 869 ] NarREERMIRTHFAKRGLBAAF LML, TR RRFTFARMEGNERFEGEA, [F
® ] RMBAASFGTH, L900m’ #75 HET, A AL TITHAE 20 MEF). XEAE (40 MEF). Tl
AE (20 MET) R B RFHARBEAN, o3 5RRYE, #FERAS, ANBEA SELFPEORIISFA,
FHITRRERRFHFARGEZF oM, [BR] OFUHI2ENXRE., XKSGELAF KB ORFR L 2AF A 4N
#& Khaya senegalensis, 33 BTN AEE—; QF 3 MERGARILFERLFHRILT, FPRESAK & F3THEH
MR, REEFRELER D, A FAARDBESR SRR R, RBEFRE RS QK 3 MFGH
WA HFHF, TEARERS, LESRERRY, Bl FARLT EARAASESLAL, LESARE
Wk Vs @EIAHRAGRTHRAKRT, PEERFEFAELR S, XARFAE LRV, [&#®] 3 ML AanE
B AERTRERFTER B RN R ZHIE, 3 A AR A Bk (oS HR), FRMMFrE A Fk (2%
i) WERBESHHEINE LR RRHEARTELEHRTHCR, RECR ., mANTE, ASHEELSH L 7B
RS, BTHRERZZAATFTRYmRBGERIEAF, ATRRAGHIERREMN AR AEN ALY, B3 A
4 %20

KPR AMASTE; WHRA; RFHRAk; BE; HELR; TORFE; HTFAK

FESES: S718.54 YRR : A TEHRS: 2095-0756(2020)03-0447-09

Community structure characteristics for landscape-recreational forests
in the urban parks of Foshan City
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Abstract: [Objective] With an attempt at the clarification of the dominant species and structural characteristics
of landscape-recreational forests in different ecological niches, the current paper is aimed to conclude the rules
and research the existing problems of the construction of landscape-recreational forests. [Method] With the
method of community ecology employed and 20 sample plots in Qiandeng Lake Park, 40 sample plots in
Wenhua Park, and 20 sample plots in the Pingzhou Park selected as researching areas, the research was
conducted with every tree surveyed using high-resolution remote sensing images. After the diameter classes,
height classes and crown areas were clarified, an analysis was made of the differences among different types of
landscapes. [Result] (1) Compared with Wenhua Park and Pingzhou Park, Qiandeng Lake Park enjoys a higher

level of singleness in tress species with Khaya senegalensis as the dominant tree of large diameter, height, and
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canopy class; (2) Landscape-recreational forests on closed forest land and besides the buildings are mainly
composed of medium-diameter trees while those on in the open forest land and besides the water are mainly
composed of small diameter trees with larger diameter trees taking up a small percentage; (3) Landscape-
recreational forests in the closed forest land and besides the buildings are mainly composed of the medium-
height trees while, those in the open forest land and besides the water are mainly composed of small height
trees, with large height trees taking up a small percentage; (4) Landscape-recreational forests are mainly
composed of the medium canopy class trees with, the large canopy trees taking up only a small percentage.
[Conclusion] To sum up, floristic characteristics of tropical or subtropical monsoon are all shown in the
landscape-recreational forests of the three parks. There are differences in the distribution of diameter classes
among the trees in the closed forest land and open forest land (the center forest land) as well as those besides the
water and buildings (fringe forest land). The differences in the distribution of height class are gradually
decreased with the location of landscape-recreational forests shifted from the downtown to subsidiary center and
finally to the suburbs. It is necessary to conduct long-term dynamic canopy monitoring to reflect the trend of
canopy distribution. [Ch, 3 fig. 4 tab. 20 ref.]

Key words: forest ecology; dominant species; landscape-recreational forests; diameter class; height class;

canopy class; urban forest
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Table I Dominant species distribution of the different landscape-recreational forests
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Bombax ceiba(0.07) . MR HitkSyzygium hainanense(0.04)

pra— INW ¥ Ficus microcarpa(0.36), AEPIBE(0.17). FHEMFicus religiosa(0.14) . TR K Handroanthus
T4 chrysanthus(0.12) . ¥ $Mangifera indica(0.12)

—— JNIFHE(0.29) . FEA(0.15), TR AR Ficus benjamina(0.085) . WBK Chukrasia tabularis(0.085), i %% Livistona
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Figure 1 Diameter class distribution of the different landscape-recreational forests
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Table 2 Tree species of the different diameter class of landscape-recreational forests

A e PRl B/ UNEE TR PRGN KARG ATl
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ZER N0 2029  AER(23.1) JEB(25.2) . HiR(20.5) EPBE(51.7)
M 150.0  EAERERAR(100.0) INHFE(75.0) . HEHL(25.0) /NH5(37.5) . AR (25.0)
THW Bk 195.6 fjfi(;m'é)‘ RAERFA REf(20.0) . JFEBE(20.0) JNI%(25.0)
. EMEF£(42.9). FoH(44.0) . BERERY(24.0) . .
i YHBR(63.6). :
AFHEMM 2389 AL (28.6) HER(24.0) FEMH(63.6) . FH(27.3)
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Stk Bk 2257  KALERR(22.7) ARHH(26.6) AH(22.8)
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o f Rkl ERVR R .
SKREE 2302 MIFHEQOS) W%(16.7) BRIERH23.5). A Phoentx
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WML 2389 AHH(22.6) HT2(35.9) PR (25.0)
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Figure 2 Height class distribution of the different landscape-recreational forests
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Table 3 Tree species of the different height class of landscape-recreational forests
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FER N} F122(39.2) K FEE(16.7) KA (25.6)
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Figure 3 Canopy class distribution of the different landscape-recreational forests
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Table 4 Tree species of the different canopy class of landscape-recreational forests
_ , /NS TR D b i T R o K5 TR Fh
G *a (0 m’<Cp<16m?) (16 M*< Cp<64 m) (Cp=64m?)
EEp NIl JEMR(25.0). FEH(20.5) ERET(26.2). Rt (24.3) JEMBE(26.7)
B PR A (100.0) INIHE(72.2) . HER(22.2) ALY (40.0)
THH Sk Ak HALMEL AR (21.6) ikt (34.1) A PHR28.6). /NHHE(21.4)
WFTMI SEMETZE42.9). KAEERTE(28.6) E%“m)‘ RBR1.6). AL HE(100.0)
TR (20.7)
EERN: i) F124(63.0) KHH(17.9) /NHEA(23.1)
et i 8 eI (25.0) R (20.5) KRALEHR(18.8) AH(27.3)
FEIK M R % Dypsis lutescens(13.8) KAEEET%(20.2) BTN (27.8) . EHRKA(27.8)
B BTER24.2). HRETEQ4.2) MEHEF(32.7) INHHAT(47.1) . BRTIAR(23.5)
bk if””w"‘((lf;) Tekfluniperus i 12.4) HERL35.0) . BIIFES.0)
T Bkt FI4(85.7) /NIH(100.0)
SRR B PO ZEEE(44.4) KA (13.5) . BERH13.5) HEME(18.2). /NITHE(18.2)
MM FHKiLitchi chinensis(30.8) FT/230.5), AH#i(22.0) JEMB46.2). FILFE23.1)
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