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A Study on Health Assessment of Forest Ecosystem
in Guangfeng Jiangxi Province

WANG Bing' LU Shao-bo” BAI Xiudan' NING Jinkui’
YANG XiaoHfei’ WANG Xiaoyan® LU Shao-wei’

(1. Institute of Forest Ecology Environment and Protection Chinese Academy of Forestry Beijing
100091 China; 2. College of Forestry Beijing Forestry University Beijing 100083 China; 3. College of Land-
scape Architecture and Art JAU Nanchang 330045 China)

Abstract: Distributed calculation method was used to establish the health assessment index system of for—
est ecosystem in Guangfeng County from the productivity index structure index disturbance index and the
service functions. The forest ecosystem health in Guangfeng Country was evaluated based on the data obtained
from the forest resource inventory and the field investigations. The result showed that: in the five major forest
types in the Guangfeng County the proportions of healthy broad — leaved forest and fir forest were the largest
the areas were 3 887.2 hm” and 2 875.4 hm’ respectively occupying 41.28% and 33.11% respectively
of the total area; the most of Phyllostachys pubescens forest was in a relatively healthy state the area and the
proportion of that were 4 689. 1 hm” and 51.86% ; the most of camellia forest was in a non-healthy state the
area and the proportion of that were 5 428.2 hm® and 41.72%. Among 21 townshipdevel estimate units of

Guangfeng County the forest ecosystems of 4 township-evel estimate units were in a healthy state; the forest
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ecosystems of 7 towns were in a relatively healthy state; the forest ecosystems of 5 towns were in sub-healthy
state; the forest ecosystems of 5 towns were in a non — healthy state. Overall the forest ecosystem health index
of Guangfeng County was 9.76 the forest ecosystem of that was in a healthy state there were three main rea—
sons: increase of the forest land improvement of the forest quality and implementation of the forest policy.

Key words: Guangfeng Country; forest ecosystem; health assessment
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Fig. 1  Distributed calculation method of forest ecosystem health
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Fig.2  Plots distribution schematic map of Masson pine forest
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Fig.4  Plots distribution schematic map of broadeaved forest
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Fig.3 Plots distribution schematic map of fir forest

Fig.5 Plots distribution schematic map of Phyllostachys pubescens
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Tab.1 The health assessment index of forest ecosystem of Guangfeng and assignment value table

Index species Index Methods of assignment value
/em =1.0 3;0.5~1.0 2;<0.5 1,
Productivity index [(m’ +hm™?) =15m’/hm’>  3;10~15 m’/hm’>  2; <10 m’/hm® 1,
/(t*hm™?) =30 t/bm”  3;15~30 t/hm*>  2; <15 t/hm’ 1.
/ =80% 3;40% ~80% 2;<40% 1.
Structure index 2; 1.
4; 3; 2; 1,
=3 3;2 2;1 1.
Shannon — Weave =2 3;1~2 2;<l 1.
/em =10cm  3;5~10em  2;<5cm 1.
0.6~0.8 3,0.8~1.0 2;0.6 1.
0.3~0.4 3;0.3 2;0.4~1.0 1.
0.4~0.6 3;0.4 2;0.6~1.0 1.
/(t*hm™?) =150 t/hm”  3;100 ~150 t/hm>  2; <100 t/hm’ 1.
<5% 3;6% ~50% 2, =50% 1.
Disturbance index
1% =30% 3;10% ~30% 2;<10% 1.
Service functions index 1% =80% 3;60% ~80% 2;<60% 1.
CO, /(t*hm™?) =30 t/hm*  3;10~30 t/hm*> 2; <10 t/hm* 1.
0, /(t*hm™) =6 kg/hm’  3;3 ~6 kg/hm’>  2; <3 kg/hm’ 1.
SO, /(t<hm™?) =20 t/hm*  3;10~20 t/hm’>  2; <10 t/hm*> 1.
/(kg * hm?) =150 t/hm*>  3;75~150 t/hm*  2; <75 t/hm’ 1.
4
4.1
4.1.1 7 8.14.8.78.8.25.
9.09.8.98.10.5 10.62( 7). ; .
; o 36 589.2 hm’
. 3 o 10 659.9 hm’
29.23%;, 12 351.1 hm’ 33.76%; 13 542.2 hm’
37.01% »
4.1.2 8 8.53.8.53.8.52.8.67.
8.98.9.77.10.36 9.91( 8). 3 ;
8 683.1 hm’ . 3 o
2 875.4 hm® 33.11%:; 2 581.4 hm’ 29.73%
3226.3 hm’ 37.16% o
4.1.3 6 9.33.7.83.9.6.8.72.
10.37  10.46( 9) . 3 ;

o 9 416.7 hm’
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Tab.2 The score table of health assessment index of forest ecosystem of Guangfeng

Index species Index Measured values Score

0.8 cm 2
Productivity index 13.8 m’ /hm’ 2
17.8 t/hm’ 2
58% 2

Structure index 75% 1.25

. 2/3.1/3 5/3

70% 1.3
1.4 2
12 em 3
0.6 3
0.5 1
0.4 3
194 t/hm’ 3
2
Disturbance index 3
3
3
Service functions index 3
o, 3
0, 3
S0, 3
2

(3) 9.76,
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