33 2 Vol. 33, No. 2

2013 4 Bulletin of Soil and Water Conservation Apr. , 2013
’ ’ ’
( . 100083)
s ,  Raunkiaer .
o : (1) s
117 s 58 99 3 (2) s

1) H (3) ) H

(4) : > > 5 H

s > > o

: A : 1000-288X(2013)02-0124-06 : S718.5471 2

Structural Characteristics of Plant Communities and Species Diversity of
Natural Secondary Forests in Beigou Forest Farm

GUO Feng, CHEN Li-hua, JI Wen-xian, SONG Heng-chuan
(College of Soil and Water Conservation, Beijing Forestry University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: In order to understand forest community structure, species diversity and their changing dynamics
and therefore to provide a reliable basis for effective biodiversity conservation, the natural secondary forest in
Beigou forest farm, Weichang County, Hebei Province was selected to investigate forest communities struc-
ture and species diversity including Raunkiaer life-form, diversity index, etc. The results showed that the
study area had vegetation resources of 117 species belonging to 58 families and 99 genera. Phanerophytes
dominated in the communities, followed by geophyte, while other kinds of plant showed no obvious advanta-
ges. The internal lamellar structure of the community was complex, as dominated by phanerophytes lamellar
and in high bud lamellar. The richness index for each plant communities could be ranked in a descending or-
der as herb layer>>shrub layer>tree layer. The diversity index differed among different layers. The evenness
index varied significantly between the layers of species, in the descending order as herb laye™>shrub layer>
tree layer.
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