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Abstract: [Objective ]JOne of the main tasks of reconstruction of low-function forest of Beijing-Tianjin Sand-
storm Source Control I Project is to increase species diversity indices. The aim is to explore and assess the
effects of various environmental factors on the species diversity indices of understory in low-function forests in
Beijing. [ Method ]35 low-function Platycladus orientalis forest plots were investigated and species diversity in-
dices were also calculated. The Maximum Entropy model was used to study the relationship between 10 envi-
ronmental variables (such as soil properties and topographic factors) and understory species diversity indices of
low-function cypress forests, analyze the effects of site conditions on understory biodiversity of cypress forest.
[Result] (1) The main environmental variables affecting the species diversity indices were altitude, slope di-
rection, soil total phosphorus content, slope and soil total potassium content, and the cumulative contribution
rate of the five indices reached 93.8%; (2) The probability higher than filter value of species diversity under
low-function cypress forests increased from 0.354 to 0.431, 0.654 and 0.379 by improving soil total phosphorus,
total potassium content and micro-topography, and the distribution probability was increased to 0.738 after im-
plementing the above three measures. The total phosphorus, total potassium content of soil in classes of low-
function cypress forest and slope measures adopted separately and simultaneously can help improve diversity.
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[ Conclusion [Improvement of site conditions can increase the species diversity indices of low-function cypress
forest. [Ch, 5 fig. 3 tab. 38 ref.]
Key words: forest ecology; species diversity; maximum entropy model; Platycladus orientalis; low-function for-
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Table 1 Basic situation of sample plots

B b 25 T b A7 e BEE/(O) AR/ || FEHL S S b 7 ey BE/(C)  HH/m

1 T =R X B 25 260 19 Bk E A SE PR PR 26 268
2 FAURSGL Rk 10 118 20 171 3k 7 Y T S 2 PRk 15 370
3 Pk i A 1 FH Bk 12 420 21 % X A 2 PRk 12 230
4 I3k i R A 2 PH 3 5 450 22 W KRB 7 33 15 305
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Table 2 Undergrowth species diversity index of cypress low-function forest sample plots

B Shannon-  Simpson  Gleason  Margalef  Pielou ML Shannon-  Simpson  Gleason  Margalef  Pielou
'S Wiener 88 84K i Eizk TRAL 45 Wiener 84k FHEL Eiiki Eizg3 Fizg 3
1 0.501 0.542 0.567 0.907 0.827 20 0.119 0.049 0.501 0.542 0.109
2 0.668 0.844 0.424 0.844 0.608 21 0.674 0.483 0.334 0.434 0.971
3 0.167 0.238 0.125 0.458 0.359 22 0.868 0.510 0.501 1.116 0.790
4 0.264 0.298 0.133 0.297 0.131 23 0.203 0.084 0.501 0.442 0.185
5 1.001 1.111 0.536 1.029 0.574 24 0.706 0.360 0.668 0.900 0.509
6 0.669 0.891 0.713 1.327 0.953 25 0.665 0.861 0.334 0.402 0.959
7 0.528 0.297 0.501 0.509 0.480 26 1.438 0.725 0.835 1.516 0.893
8 1.358 0.691 0.835 1.200 0.844 27 0.588 0.314 0.501 0.550 0.535
9 0.442 0.344 0.268 0.533 0.349 28 0.999 0.556 0.668 0.749 0.721
10 1.024 0.620 0.501 0.638 0.932 29 0.162 0.073 0.334 0.205 0.234
11 1.069 0.496 1.001 1.365 0.597 30 0.245 0.124 0.334 0.244 0.353
12 0.466 0.291 0.334 0.353 0.672 31 1.038 0.672 1.001 1.365 0.579
13 0.167 0.339 0.268 0.567 0.349 32 1.399 0.708 0.835 0.929 0.869
14 0.707 0.342 0.835 0.878 0.439 33 0.349 0.143 0.668 0.813 0.251
15 0.206 0.082 0.501 0.520 0.187 34 1.560 0.781 0.835 0.908 0.970
16 1.221 0.667 0.668 1.303 0.881 35 0.582 0.393 0.334 0.209 0.840
17 0.623 0.354 0.501 0.499 0.568 || B2 1.441 1.062 0.876 1.311 0.862
18 0.203 0.084 0.501 0.442 0.186 | trifE2E 0.410 0.275 0.231 0.376 0.281
19 0.511 0.214 0.835 1.228 0.318
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Figure 3 Response curve of main site environmental factors
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