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Table 1 Basic status of quadrats of natural secondary forests
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Table 3 Tree species biodiversity of communities in natural secondary community

FRA 2 Y Menhinnick Margalef MeclIntosh Simpson Brillouin Shannon-Wiener Alatalo Pielou
Stand type  FREERE  FEERE ZHEEREC ZSHEERE ZSHEER E2 A ETiE BISIBER AL ISR
e A 0.1301 0.5561 0. 0389 0.0750 1. 0809 0.2110 0. 3461 0. 0940
¥ B 0.1310 0.6521 0.4179 0.6510 2.8639 1. 2390 0.7610 0. 7809
Fedth C 0.2843 1.2650 0. 6140 0. 8370 6. 1281 1.9709 0. 8301 0. 8220
4 D 0.2947 1. 2751 0.5372 0.7709 4. 3790 1.7201 0. 8369 0. 8569
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Table 4 Shrub species biodiversity of communities in natural secondary community

i Menhinnick Margalef MclIntosh Simpson Brillouin Shannon-Wiener Alatalo Pielou
Stand type  FEERME  FEERHE ZHMEER ZHEER TR ZHEE R AL WIS EEAR R S AR R
e A 0. 1840 1.2319 0.1950 0.6137 1. 1755 1.5671 0.4183 0.5231
H b B 0.2319 2. 0429 0.3709 0.7726 1.5330 2.0549 0.4997 0. 6980
ke C 0.2699 1. 7430 0.2870 0.7033 1.5754 1.7298 0.5112 0.6388
i D 0.2779 2.4019 0.2820 0.6790 1. 6046 1.7736 0.4319 0.5739
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Table 5 Herb species biodiversity of communities in natural secondary community

R4y 2 Y Menhinnick Margalef MeclIntosh Simpson Brillouin Shannon-Wiener Alatalo Pielou
Stand type  FRERE  FEERE ZHEMEREC ZRERE ZHEER LR H WA IR R WA IR
e A 1. 9836 9. 3756 0.7957 0.9763 2.4539 3.9888 0. 7809 0. 9485
e B 2.0529 8.4239 0.7276 0. 9680 2.1437 3.7617 0.7146 0.9303
Fedh C 2.0794 9.7090 0.7867 0.9768 2.2074 4.0067 0.7777 0.9462
e D 2.0899 10. 3339 0. 8009 0. 9802 2.5357 4.1286 0. 8135 0. 9562
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Table 6 Larch stands typical diameter class index

R 2 Y 2By /ecm Diameter class ZWre s
Stand type [5.10) [10,15) [15,20) [20,25) >25 Diameter exponent
B A 269 303 407 191 100 5.7695
R B 149 264 305 237 89 5.3497
e C 199 253 299 257 187 6. 1026
FEdh D 169 240 313 244 162 6.2523
RT7T HHMPYBEHBR
Table 7 Seedling regeneration of each plot
A B C D
o A 31 31 31 ait
Tree 1/ % i1/ % ]/ % i1/ %
species Plant Piifcj);ti)n Plant P[j:)fi:tim Plant Piifiiti/on Plant Piifirti/on foud
number number number number
TE A 0 0 0 0 153 24.5 189 32.8 654
P A 0 0 0 0 0 0 180 31.3 180
[ 87 51.8 312 55.0 137 22.0 91 15.8 456
A 0 0.0 97 17.1 62 9.9 23 4.0 85
TEMk 0 0 0 0 56 9.0 21 3.7 77
R 25 14.9 8 1.4 52 8.3 34 5.9 119
g1 17 10.1 141 24.9 73 11.7 18 3.1 205
T A 0 0 0 0 9 1.4 13 2.2 22
it 56 33.3 9 1.6 11 1.8 7 1.2 83
SR} 0 0 0 0 61 9.8 0 0 61
#it 168 567 624 576 1942

AT AR E R IR AR R AT A AR AR E RS Y
FEBE .l xh 7 ARG AR 8 AR B A5 vfE AL T
S IF ARG JZ O3 Hr 1 X 25 T4 b A T AR 45 114
TR BT H AR (W3R 8) .4 HpE I F AR
JE e R R L DO 0. 284 3L RARAY R A
ISR 0,241 4, bRy DR ICIR & AR I3 25
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Table 8 Analysis on assessment indicators for close to natureness of nature secondary forest

TE i K Updated seedling

MR RRRE i A e WL UGS N -
Stand Diameter mA/ AL ZHHERE A KSR Litter Top AR
type exponent (m?+hm?) Plant Diversity Evenness decomposition fitness Natureness

number index index
i A 5.7695 35.5128 168 0. 4085 0.5101 1.8 3.174 0.2414
i B 5.3497 25.0396 567 0. 6060 0. 7569 2.7 4. 439 0.2562
e C 6.1026 26.4163 624 0. 8430 0.9359 2.1 3.747 0.2538
¥ D 6.2523 47.2051 616 0. 7876 0. 8755 2.6 3.726 0.2843
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Best Stands Study of Mulan Typical Larch
Stands of Hebei Province

ZHANG Chun-ru
(Mulan-Weichang Forestry Administration of Hebei Province,Chengde, Hebei 068450)

Abstract: In order to explore the optimal larch hunting stand, the Mulan typical larch stands species diversity

and nature closeness were studied. The results showed that: the composition of species in tree layer over the
complexity and richness of biodiversity: Plot D>Plot C=>Plot B>Plot Aj;shrub layer diversity index: due to

the presence of a large plot of birch saplings of Plot B, the upper space was sparse,easy to light, conducive to

the development of understory shrubs,the abundant shrub species was diversity, the diversity index of Plot A

was minimum. The herb layer species diversity: the indicators of Plot B was minimum,Plot D was maximum.

According to the standardized calculation of seven indicators including diameter class index,updating the num-

ber of seedlings, basal area, Shannon-Wiener index of seedling trees, litter thickness, Pielou index and fitness

community climax,based on levels law of the index weight assignment, the nature closeness of each plot were a-
chieved.Stand D (0. 284 3) > Stand B (0. 256 2) > Stand C (0. 253 8) > Stand A (0. 241 4),Stand D was

closed to nature stand,which was optimal larch stand as a target stand for its operations.

Keywords: larch; species diversity; nature closeness
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