HWBW S FFR 2006, 15(1); 45 -50

Journal of Plant Resources and Environment

T AR K meta F B H B A5 40T
BOE, TRA, AEE, REW

(1. SPkERER S TR, R M 5102755 2. RlikAERPEER, 7R M 510275)

HE ., RARMEAREE A EEE WA SR R REW S J R AR B A A5 i Bt AT A BT B
5, FSE T MU 35 T AL it 7R o TR T RS TR SL M %5 % 35 4 K meta FRBELE M. S5 R RH A RREELLF R
{ Cratoxylum cochinchinense (Lour. ) Blume) F1%) f7#%( Lissea rotundifolia var. oblongifolia (Nees) Allen) FiPfh B4
AR EEAARAT , ST R YR SR SRS B AR R R R S B RS R T A
214y B 1.58 ~ 1.85 45 .0. 67 ~0.87 £5H1 1.34 ~ 1. 60 &, LB BHAE B A 2 W SR & R RS W TR,
BERRE . IR, 24K meta FhBETE & 1 MR (Acacia confusa Merr. ) B 7% A4 1 &7 (llex asprella
(Hook. et Am. ) Champ. ex Benth. JEEVE B B (5 IR UL SR AL , IS A W I A Y &5 BB TR BRE L=
FrAR B YIRS, O REE RBAEIR

4R meta FPBE ;I FIERE  BEVE G s PR TT AL

hESES: 0948.15  XEERIAE: A XEFEHS: 1004 -0978(2006)01 -0045 - 06

Analysis of forest meta-population structure and dynamics during the urbanization GUO Luo',
XIA Bei-chengl , YU Shi-xiao®, Song Yan-tun® (1. School of Environment & Engineering Science, Sun
Yat-Sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China; 2. School of Life Science, Sun Yat-Sen University,
Guangzhou 510275, China), J. Plant Resour. & Enwiron. 2006, 15(1) : 45 -50

Abstract: Based on sample investigation and analysis of richness, evenness, diversity, structure
complexity of forest community, the structures of Cratoxylum cochinchinense (Lour. ) Blume population in
different site classes were studied during the fast urbanization of Shenzhen City. The research results
showed that C. cochinchinense and Litsea rotundifolia var. oblongifolia (Nees) Allen were closely relative
species in C. cochinchinense population, and species competition trended stronger under better site
condition. Richness, evenness and diversity of C. cochinchinense population in better site were 1. 58 —
1.85, 0.67 —0.87 and 1.34 — 1. 60 times higher than those in poor site. It revealed that when patch
habitat became poor, community structure would go forward simpleness and unstableness. In the process
of urbanization, C. cochinchinense meta population became more dominant in Acacia confusa Merr.
community and Ilex asprella (Hook. et Am.) Champ. ex Benth. community, these would promote
regressive succession process of forest communities. Enriching layer structure and improving patch habitat
of forest communities are very important measures to control regressive succession process from subtropical
evergreen broad-leaves forest to secondary shrub forest. The study of meta population structure could be
used o guide conservation and utilization of forest resources.
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pedunculata  ( Linn. ) Miq. ], 3€ 2 ( Viburnum
dilatatum Thunb. ) | AR J& #} ( Toxicodendron sylvestre
(Sieb. et Zucc. ) Kuntze) , H 2B} (Lantana camara
Linn. ) . U35 ( Psychotria rubra (Lour. ) Poir. ] \{%Ha
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sinensis (Lour.) Gilg) %, EABRFTEATE
( Dicanaopteris dichotoma ( Thb.) Bemh. ], 2§ 7%
( Neyraudia reynaudiana ( Kunth) Keng). 3 % BK
( Blechnum orientale L.) %, BEA Y B XA Y
( Strophanthus divaricatus (Lour. ) Hook. et Am. ],
& J1715 ( Psychotria serpens Linn. ) 4§,

Table 1 Characteristics of Cratoxylum cochinchinense (Lour. ) Blume community in different site classes( area 600 m?)

HREEH SLER FIIRTE/m BB/ - hm™? WEAR -hm T HIRER/% )
Sample zone Site class Height Total density Density Relative density

T E B, South slope of Xiaweiling %52 Poor 4617 2 767 59.9 78.1
FAYIILE North slope of Leigongli 14 Middling 7 483 - 4067 54.3 64.3
S Z B3 Southeast slope of Weiling 4T Better 11 510 4217 36.6 50.8

DCL: #aARSH M HER (% ) Relative density of C. cochinchinense and Litsea rotundifolia var. oblongifolia (Nees) Allen.

%2 FEANMSHETABEERBMNEEMHE

Table 2 Important value of dominant species of Cratoxylum cochinchinense { Lour. ) Blume community in different site classes

i s o PUEE  RAEE BAEEE o
Species Site class Abundance Relative Relat.lve Rel? tive Value
) frequency - density prominence
W4 Cratoxylum cochinchinense % Poor 166 15.0 59.3 74.3 148.6
S MR Litsea rotundifolia var. oblongifolia 52 15.0 18.8 7.5 41.3
I Viburnum dilatasum 18 12.5 6.5 4.8 23.8
B AZET Lissea glutinosa 11 12.5 4.0 1.7 18.2
KIEW Toxicodendron sylvestre 10 10.0 3.6 3.8 17.4
4% Aporosa chinensis 8 10.0 2.9 2.3 15.2
BH K Cratoxylum cochinchinense 14 Middling 244 10.0 54.3 62.9 127.2
FI i 18 Litsea rotundifolia var. oblongifolia 45 10.0 10.0 5.6 25.6
ML H lex asprella 33 10.0 7.4 5.8 23.2
AKIER Toxicodendron sylvestre 30 8.3 6.7 6.5 21.5
ek Viburnum dilatatum 20 10.0 4.5 6.9 21.4
8 F1E Gardenia jasminoides 15 8.3 3.3 0.7 12.4
HHAK Cratoxylum cochinchinense 4T Better 253 5.4 36.5 47.3 89.2
KR 4% Litsea rotundifolia var. oblongifolia 99 5.4 14.3 4.8 24.5
A BB Toxicodendron sylvestre 39 5.4 5.6 6.8 17.8
IEHEAZET Litsea glutinosa 11 4.5 1.6 8.2 14.3
YRR Microcos chungii 26 5.4 3.8 3.7 12.9
LML Lantana camara 29 4.5 4.2 1.4 10.1
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Table 3 Species: diversity and structure complexity indices of Cratoxylum cochinchinense ( Lour.) Blume community in different site

1)

classes
= o 4k 1 424

N i s et e s Drames e
LR Richness Evenness Diversity 4 - .

Site olass complexity complexity

RGl ng Esp Esw Dsp Dsw pr st Hsp H,..,

BE Poor 2.19 2.31 0.95 0.52 2.50 1.37 2.27 0.87 6.08 1.74
4 Middling 3.44 3.44 1.01 0.57 3.13 .77 - 2.41 0.88 4.95 1.57
4T Better 6.25 5.96 1.59 0.97 5.86 3.57 2.53 0.90 4.21 1.46

D Re e Gleason & & & 5 50 Gleason richness index; R, : Margalet 3= 5 fF 35 4 Margalet richness index; E_ ; Simpson 357 B # $( Simpson
evenness index; E, ; Shannon ~ Wiener 35 FE 45 ¥t Shannon-Wiener evenness index; D,, : Simpson g#‘&%ﬁ Simpson diversity index; D, :
Shannon ~Wiener ZAEM:H# Shannon-Wiener diversity index; H,,: Simpson#f #%355] 5% Simpson community evenness index; H,,: Shannon -

WienerBf 7% 1351 B H5 % Shannon-Wiener community evenness index.
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Table 4 Important value of dominant species of Acacia confusa Merr. community

WA WNEE  MMEEE  EEM

zr)fcsies . Abifﬂce Frficy fRelative Relat.ive Rel'ative Important
requency density prominence value
EIEME Acacia confusa 125 7 7.22 26.40 65.60 99.22
#4H4 AR Cratoxylum cochinchinense 76 7 7.22 16.10 6.92 30.20
FIF2 1 Litsea rotundifolia var. oblongifolia 30 S 5.15 6.34 0.87. 12.36
o 5 AHE Acacia mangium ] 16 3 3.09 3.38 5.15 11.62
FUHF Psychotria rubra 21 5 5.15 4.44 0.7 89 10.49
KEEWS Toxicodendron sylvestre 16 5 5.15 3.38 1.87 10.40
HALE Aporosa chinensis - 12 5 5.15 2.54 0.58 8.27
AT AT flex asprella 16 3 3.09 3.38 0.50 6.98
YRR AT M Microcos chungii 14 5 5.15 2.96 1.79 9.91
B LI Rhodomyrtus tomentosa 11 5 5.15 2.33 0.22 7.70
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Table 5 Important value of dominant species of Hex asprella {Hook. et Arn. ) Champ. ex Benth. community

MMEE  MONREE  EEHM

. ki R
?ﬂ% £ W *EZL{?/EZ Relative Relative Important
pecies Abundance - Frequency P donsit rominen val

requency ensity prominence ue
#HAAR Cratowylum cochinchinense 97 5 6.67 23.1 29.85 59.62
R Ilex asprella 109 5 6.67 25.95 7.49 40.12
WA H Microcos chungii 41 6 8.00 9.76 13.05 30.81
P Eucalyptus citriodora 4. 1 1.33 0.95 21.82 24.11
HIRT A% Litsea rotundifolia var. oblongifolia 42 6 8.00 10.00 4.48 22.48
FKEEB Toxicodendron sylvestre ) 23 5 6.67 5.48 8.39 20.53
#FH¥S Ficus hirta 13 5 6.67 3.10 0.49 10.25
%*ﬁ% Sageretia thea 9 4 5.33 2.14 0.32 7.79
F R Homalium cochinchinense 12 1 1.33 2.86 2.59 6.78
LN Pinus massoniana : 2 2 2.67 0.48 3.61 6.75
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