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Table 1 Comparison of floristic between Castanop sis carlesii forest and Castanop sis carlesii plantation
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Table 2 Composition of families, genera and species
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Table 3 Distribution types of the genera in two communities
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Table 4 The comparison of floristic relationship with some other regions of China
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Study of Naturel Castanopsis carlesii Community and Planted Forest on the Cut and
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Abstract: Compares natural Castanopsis carlesti community with Castanopsis carlesii
plantation ( 17 years old) planted on a cut and burned area in floristic composition by way of
temporary sample area- The results indicate that the number of families, genera and species
in the natural forest is larger than that in the planted forest: the common families, genera and
species hold 70%, 94% and 93% by total respectively- Pteridophyta in the natural forest is
less than that in the planted forest: dicotyledon and monocotyledon in the former are more
than those in the later- The distribution types of genera are mainly tropical elements, but the
triopical elements in the natural forest are just more than those in the planted forest- There
is a higher percentage of common species between above two forests over the same types of

flora in Guangdong and Guangxi-
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