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Abstract: [Objective ] This study aims to explore the way of forest rehabilitation, improve the forest structure,
maintain biodiversity and provide a reference for further research on plant community characteristics of Cun-
ninghamia lanceolata forests. [Method ] A field investigation was conducted on the plant community character-
istics of the second generation young C. lanceolata sprout forest in Xikou Village, Lin’an, Zhejiang Province in
October 2017. [Result] The data analysis showed that there were 104 species of plants in the young C. lanceo-
lata sprout forest in Xikou Village, including 14 species of arbor layer plants, 58 species of shrub layer plants,
and 41 species of herbaceous layer plants. The dominant vegetation constituted the C. lanceolata-Rubus hirsu-
tus-Preridium aquilinum community. The species richness index, the Simpson index, the Shannon-Wiener index,
and the Pielou index were all shrub layer >herbal layer >tree layer. Except for some dominant species, most
plant species of understory vegetation were small in number and sparsely distributed. [Conclusion] It is recom-
mended that needs of local farmers and communities should be taken into consideration to improve the hetero-
geneily of forest ecosystem species, structure and resource use, and local native broad-leaved tree species and
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suitable broad-leaved tree species should be selected for replanting to form mixed forests, supplemented by sci-
entific cultivation measures. [Ch, 6 tab. 21 ref. ]
Key words: forest ecology; Cunninghamia lanceolata; sprout forest; plant diversity; community structure; forest

rehabilitation
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Yol 3040, LHEONLHE, P IR 85 em, “FIARHMIEE 0.58, PRI 3 165 Hk-hm?, P
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Table 1 Basic information of young Chinese fir forest in Xikou Village

PR W FESMA FeRR/(BRk-hm™) EZAR/(BRk-hm?) | BRSO EBWAN TRARJR/(BR-hm?) AR/ (R -hm)
1 K U2 4 590 2 895 6 yNE) AR 3 690 2 700
2 X (2N 2490 2 100 7 [T AR 3390 2 505
3 Rt [ 2 400 1395 8 [LE]4 AR 4 095 2 805
4 5] A 2 100 1200 9 xR IZZN 3 600 1995
5 E[d AR 2190 1305

100% 5 AHXF L3 EE =554~y A (0 A0 35 B2 BT A W0 A i AL 35 < 100% . ASWE 8 b i e 0B T R Dy 7 AR )2 A e
MR EE , EARFI B A JZ YR I S PR 35 B2 ()R A bRt 5. SRR 45 48 5K
(S). Simpson A MASEFEEL(D) . Shannon-Wiener Z FEPEFEE(H ) L I Pielou YJ5] 48 %0 (E)4 4~ $5 b5
KA HTAZ AR ZE AR AR ) Z AP
2 R G4
21 EONEZKRGEKED S FSE

EARGEMRTEARZH DI 14 B, FET 11 R 148 (£ 2), Ho . #FF Lauraceae 117 3 &, 5
Te AR 2 BB 9.09%, BJEEN 21.43%, BYIFERN 21.43%; HEREL Anacardiaceae 175 2 &,
TR JZ BFPHE 9.09%, SJBREHY 14.29%, S AR 14.29%; HAR¥ AR s, 57 R)Z SR
) 81.82% , MRAELM 64.29%, SFEN) 64.29%, F2ARZTTAZE FZERF, H IR ZHE Y
7.14%, HEAEHN 59.26%,

R2 FAEEMEEEHRF

Table 2 Ranking of important value of trees

JPi L] /% P lizL7) /%
1 2K Cunninghamia lanceolata 59.26 8 MR Rhus chinensis 1.91
2 LM 415l Photinia X fraseri 8.93 9 RA2HE Cinnamomum japonicum 1.88
3 WA Liguidambar formosana 7.99 10 M M Mallotus apelta 1.15
4 1IXSHL Litsea cubeba 5.84 11 AR Sassafras tzumu 1.07
5 J6HE Betula luminijera 3.44 12 K# Clerodendrum cyrtophyllum 1.01
6 A Ginkgo biloba 2.90 13 R A KR Lithocarpus harlandii 0.94
7 WA Paulownia fortunei 277 14 AKEER Toxicodendron sylvestre 0.89

M HEARZAE YL 58 B, SRR 32 BL 47 J& (£ 3), Hrh . KRl Euphorbiaceae t1 7% 4 4N &E , 4
G EOK 2 AR B, R BRI B Y R B 3.13% . 8.51% 11 6.90% ; T #i BB} Verbenaceae . % 2 B
Rosaceae, fBl . T Fl Fabaceae f {5 3 ME, /5 GH#EAZBEE . BEEMEYFMEL 12.50% .
25.53%M1 31.04%; FJNE} Araliaceae . LIZEF} Theaceae. FLAS /LRl Ericaceae, %% F} Vitaceae, &l
WE2ANE, G EARRE SR, BRI SR 15.63% . 21.28%F1 18.97% ; HAH LRl
J&, Ay G EEARR MR RE B Y R B 68.75% . 44.68%F1 36.21% . L EAHHE4 BT 10 L 1
KIZHLY) b7 HEAZ ALY BTN 17.24%, BEEEZ AN 57.80%, BRAZAS, HEM KT 10%MAHEAZ
T A S, 8% RS T I8 Rubus .

WFEARZHY I 41 Ffh, FET 228378 (% 4), Ho . RAF Gramineae 5 6 &, 255
TR 2 BB SR BOR S B 4.55% . 16.22% 1 14.64% ; 45 F} Compositae f155 6 &, 43515
FARJZBRML, BB BB RN 4.55% . 16.22%F1 14.64% ; 4 L BRF} Thelypteridaceae f1 7% 4 4~ J& ,
O3B R E RS BB BRI SRR 4.55% . 10.819%F1 9.76%; A FF Liliaceae U 3 MME, 4
B AR BB, BB BRI R EC 4.55% . 8.11% 1 7.32% ; HATY Rl AR | A i b AR )2
MEHEC, BRECR BRI R 81.82% . 48.65%F1 53.66% ., T EHHEA AT 10 17 A FASAG B 5 R 2 R
Yy EFhEL 24.39% , EEAEZ TR 78.79% ., FEAH KT 10%M RIA ZHY)A B . WokE = Ik 2856 15 5848 42
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Table 3 Ranking of important value of shrubs

P ik7] H L H/% P ik7] HEAH/%
1 3% 8% Rubus hirsutus 11.61 30  1L#E Lindera reflexa 0.73
2 K2R Cunninghamia lanceolata 10.75 31 AT Vaccinium trichocladum 0.70
3 LAY Litsea cubeba 5.90 32 ZLW At Photinia X fraseri 0.69
4 =B Mdlotus apelta 4.97 33 HEZEEK Hydrangea chinensis 0.67
5 EBALERE Camellia fraterna 4.92 34 XBJE%E Premna microphylla 0.63
6  HAERIK Cdlicarpa japonica 4.83 35 BEEMER Boehmeria tricuspis 0.57
7 111%F Rubus corchorifolius 4.83 36 —W3K Flueggea suffruticosa 0.51
8  FE% Rubus buergeri 4.44 37  &MF Rosa laevigata 0.48
9 %% Camellia sinensis 4.28 38 WA Liquidambar formosana 0.44

10 #hHKA Rhus chinensis 3.88 39 ZLREIRE Lindera erythrocarpa 0.40
11 $%%E Smilax china 3.69 40 %Rk Wisteria sinensis 0.35
12 WER Eurya hebeclados 3.01 41 KIERE Toxicodendron sylvestr 0.32
13 Wl Caulis sinomenii 2.37 42 M llex cornuta 0.32
14 /NHERIERE Actinidia lanceolata 2.05 43 "I A KE Lithocarpus harlandii 0.32
15 M HET Kadsura longipedunculata 1.60 44 ZENFESRERE Celastrus oblanceifolius 0.32
16 WEHIWE Broussonetia kaempferi 1.55 45 BRI Vaccinium bracteatum 0.32
17 YA Euscaphis japonica 1.49 46 @B TN Acanthopanax gracilistylus 0.30
18 ¥ Sapium sebiferum 1.40 47 /NRIE I Smilax davidiana 0.30
19 FI4EJE Styrax faberi 1.34 48 FHIE R S Millettia dielsiana 0.30
20 W Evodia fargesii 1.30 49 J€IIFE Parthenocissus tricuspidata 0.30
21 HKWRER Phyllanthus glaucus 1.28 50 WA Lindera glauca 0.27
22 92 Lindera aggregata 1.16 51 KL Sargentodoxa cuneata 0.27
23 JEM#E B Smilax glabra 1.06 52 EAFTF Elaeagnus glabra 0.27
24 ERML Rubus lambertianus 1.02 53 Bl Dalbergia hupeana 0.24
25 i ¥ Buddleja lindleyana 0.98 54 K4 Trachycarpus fortunei 0.24
26 EMEET Rubus feddei 0.87 55  Z4 Lonicera japonica 0.22
27 KK Ardlia chinensis 0.81 56 B A4 Vitis flexuosa 0.22
28 K7 Clerodendrum cyrtophyllum 0.76 57 HAEERMEME Actinidia chinensis 0.20
29 F:E9AE Rhododendron simsii 0.73 58 44 Ardisia japonica 0.19

B SRR E T EREl Peridiaceae Bk )& Preridium . %G8V 555 )@ Aster 5 75 BB} Cyperaceae E IR Carex

ARG ML R 104 Fh (£ 5), HP IRk | AR . AR YR8 3 b R SR 8L 13.46% |
55.77% . 39.42%, YIFpFE & EFEE . Simpson S SEFEE . Shannon-Wiener ZHEMEFE L, Pielou ¥
SRR B HHEARZR S EARZE > TRAR,

22 EHEOREARGHBHREDEELN

TeA )25 B W A S5 2 800 BRI > A3, KRB 2, seoh, aontatm . W, IS
FE W A I B A6 . TRAREWFE B MR 7E 1.07~5.90 cm, (XA AFEH 942 (5.06 cm)>5.00
em, “F¥IIETE 3.00~4.00 em R FA AR m AR, P EEAE 2.00~3.00 cm BB RRAIE | O6 R HE
WA, AR A2 34 4E 1.00~2.00 cm,

TR A2 B B2 85 FE7E 106.00~680.00 cm, B FhF- 2 5 B AR EAS, F 39 M 7E 5.00 m LU (4 Ff
TR HN 98.93% (% 6), HEEHAAT 10 ML TEARZHFprh | U2 A F 0 5 (4.01 m)>4.00 m,
V- 34 15 FEAE 3.00~4.00 m A RRA A | DGR HE | WO, P34 BEAE 2.00~3.00 m A B A L0 A AR
WEHL, FE M, P& EETE 1.00~2.00 m R RARA | K2R hIKAR, ARREITARZ W FZWFI,
Fg4 A 1.80 em A2 % 10.90 em, 4.00~6.00 cm 43 fi e 2, W 8.50 m, HXH 1.60 m, 3.00~5.00
m A%

TP RETI i L, S RAED WIS H . Bk, 200 TARNGIEGE R, =0y
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Table 4 Ranking of important value of herbs
JFs isk7] T EAH/% 75 k7] HEAH/%
1 Bk Preridium aquilinum 26.50 22 %3 Osmunda japonica 0.84
2 Tk =Bk EE%E Aster ageratoides 11.44 23 B FK Macrothelypteris oligophlebia 0.73
3 ZEWEER Carex brunnea 10.67 24 R Selaginella tamariscina 0.50
4 TS Miscanthus floridulus 9.47 25 Y ZE XU 8% Tripterospermum filicaule 0.49
5 BBBEEFK Dryopteris fuscipes 6.39 26  PFHIE Crassocephalum crepidioides 0.45
6 TRk Woodwardia japonica 4.70 27 /NMEFES Mosla cavaleriei 0.43
7 & EHE Hedyotis chrysotricha 3.88 28 10 ¥ Houttuynia cordata 0.43
8  ROKHE Oplismenils undulatifoliusfolius 2.20 29 BN Patrinia villosa 0.36
9 IRV Lophtnherum gracile 1.77 30 XBIR ¥ Kummerowia striata 0.35
10 FAB%6EEBR Dryopteris championii 1.77 31 PP Y5 # Conyza bonariensis 0.33
11 BRHBISE Adenocaulon himalaicum 1.60 32 HEHS3E Youngia japonica 0.30
12 ZIEEHR Polygonatum cyrtonema 1.57 33 XUMIEE Tripterospermum chinense 0.30
13 % Il Macleaya cordata 1.55 34 JKAT Phyllostachys heteroclada 0.28
14 EHBR Pseudophegopteris pyrrhorachis 1.42 35  RARZEEH Carex dlopecuroides 0.26
15 ZHELH Carex tristachya 1.32 36 ATk Coniogramme japonica 0.25
16 #igREWK Cyclosorus acuminatus 1.25 37 BB Panicum bisulcatum 0.25
17 #% Ophiopogon japonicus 1.16 38 BiFMHIER Metathelypteris laxa 0.23
18 4> Lygodium japonicum 1.10 39 /NEH Conyza canadensis 0.23
19 BB S5k Athyriopsis japonica 0.99 40 TR Commelina communis 0.23
20 IMAHEE Tricyrtis macropoda 0.89 41 HALEEIK R Oxdlis corniculata 0.23
21 BiAE ¥ 2 Deyeuxia arundinacea 0.88
R5 HAYWRHED SR
Table 5 Index of plant diversity in the young Chinese fir forest
L7} YA Simpson 5 %% Shannon-Wiener #§ £{ Pielou & %X
FrARJE 14 0.54 1.32 0.50
NS 58 0.92 3.07 0.76
AR 41 0.88 2.67 0.72

Unsg B 2 o A TR T sl A P 25 BRI AL, JHC A AR R AR P /N PR B 1 1 AR B AL 0 BUE KT AR
TEARZAHYFPOF- 2 55 R 0.80% , UK AR Fh 35 B (6.52%) >5.00% ,  ZAEHE 2 i 10 £ 193 AR Z 404
Pl 2 56 BE O 2.82% , LA ZAHYFNOT- 55 Ry 1.82%, Hrh R i KT 5.00% 0 BA Z YA B . T

RER =N

ks = Bk %6 . AR AR

(9 A JZ R RV B S 6.72%

a5 E 0k 33.67% . 10.74% . 8.00% . 5.33%, HEAGHE4 T 10 i

MR AR B T A 7E 0~100.00 em, A JZ FIRCAS 2 AR ) Bl -F 2 5 EE7E 0~100.00 em A 52 Z2{E 2 I

I35 98.50% A1 98.45% , HEAZ ML FIF-1 i BEAE 6.00~271.00 em, FEEAHHE FT 10 47 1 HEARJZAH D)
R6 TANRMEMEZEEN

Table 6  Plant community structure of the young Chinese fir forest

- 3 i BE e ARJZ MY TEARJZAEY) AR JZ ALY
cm T AL Z /% T A Z /% T i 2H 2 /%
>500.00 1 1.07 0 0 0 0
500.00~400.00 1 59.26 0 0 0 0
400.00~300.00 4 15.14 0 0 0 0
300.00~200.00 3 15.92 1 0.32 0 0
200.00~100.00 5 8.59 2 1.18 1 1.55
100.00~50.00 0 0 25 46.74 4 37.30
<50.00 0 0 30 51.76 36 61.15
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TSP 18 B2l 24.00~78.00 em, B ZAE P AF- 2405 B O 2.00~99.00 em,  HEAEHEA T 10 7 1) FA
) T34 15 B R 4.00~85.00 em,
3 itk

B H AR ARM R BT I SOGE A A2 RN TR, —REARMOS R 2SR E, Rk,
FENS, FRAFML —, XM EFER, FRaIHE D, TR 1~5 a il EARAREYET, B2
AREFI S REARZ B, I EAZA A FEEL R B rg BUR 6] 4 8 i AP S 4 AR R Y
M, —fRAZ AR 20 a UMK B £, RS f B A, MM G oA g Y, B SR RE ik
TR ZERZ R G PR R SE AR, AROB IR SRR ALY Rl T EOLR A, KRR AR,
A LRI B IG, (AR AR BTG 4 L3Rl TR 2 & B AREAL ., A2 AR ZE 6k
Ros, SATBRMAE R — SR AR KIS BTk, WA | s &9 aas ™, (IR A E N
FEAR N TR B TR A 25007 185 B — 30, A AL B, SRSl R TR e g sl 55, BB RS
ZREVENR, 2 npii o RE T 2% o X REARE A5 BT A 70 THT S i [ A T ) R RS A A R 1S I I, Kl
AN KRN, ZM S LRFD, kil 2R R A, BRSO G T YR s T
M IR RS RGO, RASEGMAESRENRMA, RAESRENYFHN, =
[E) G5 e | AT 0 5 48 A B 0 VR 45 T EL A S I, W R R DA R AR S IR 2 R ST R 2R S R
J B ZRE AL T A, TE R R AT RR S IE I . PRI, A UEAT BRAMRK 2 T Sl i 2 R B AR AR
EBRGWNE e, ERPEE I T ST TR, R, R 25 R R Y R 0 A T SR X K
&, BMEA H R ERESTs TS5, RAIRE TAEMEL RS R A A s, flhn, fE8A s
7 JEAR RO B SE FCR Y FEATT SRR, Bl & bR M DL St 1Y

4 i

B R ZARH ZF A2 AR AR AR BB — | MR SR feg B, SRR R A E MR, BT, B T
=X CANE A b= 3 E o 1P T /S B TUR: CB TR N 56 7/ R B e o £ D W1 R ok € B o L v N e oY
MR, AT | KRAAH: | VLA Phoebe chekiangensis S5 EAT#ME, TBURASH, RIS, Z5G R BRI |
TR TR FERIARN R | R KL A SR F AT B Al LAGER MR S5 | bk A2 9
ZHENE . IR TR ARG o0, SR A58, SRTPARMOR LR, HL R A b i K3 4R S5 2
AR ARG, MRS T, W S BA BR A rI AT o 5 5 XAk dE 47 A2 BRI
WM, B — 2B BT M BRI A2 T SURE S S MR A R A AR 2 | A S AT RLR
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