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Abstract: The wild plant communities in Kongtong Mountain National Scenic Area were investigated by means of
sample plot survey. A total of 26 standard sample plots of 20 m X 20 m were set up, and 323 species of wild vascular
plants belonging to 230 genera and 86 families were investigated. The analysis of plant community appearance showed
that the appearance structure of wild communities was clear, among which the proportion of phanerophytes reached
43.34%, the proportion of hemicryptophytes was 23.30%, the proportions of chamaephytes and annual plants were
18.58% and 8.98%, respectively, and the proportion of subterranean plants was the least, only 5.88%. The phyloge-
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netic characteristics of semi~humid warm temperate climate zone are mainly reflected by the mesophanerophytes of paper
grade 4 medium leaves and the hemicryptophytes of grass grade 3 small leaves. In the vertical structure of the wild plant
community, Acer davidii, Carpinus turczaninowii, Tilia paucicostata and Prunus davidiana are the main dominant spe-
cies in the tree layer, while Fargesia nitida, Cerasus dictyoneura and Euonymus phellomanus are densely distributed in
the shrub layer. In addition to more fern herbs in the herb layer, the dominant species are mainly Corydalis bungeana,
Potentilla chinensis and so on. In the analysis of diameter class structure, the distribution of diameter class is relatively
regular, and with the increase of diameter class, number of plants shows a sharp decline from [ to V as a whole. The
typical wild plant communities in Kongtong Mountain National Scenic Area were analyzed by Margalef richness, Shannon

-Wiener diversity, Simpson dominance and Pielou evenness indexes. There were significant differences in species diversi-

ty among different wild communities, but all of the four indexes showed tree layer = shrub layer = herb layer.

Key words: Kongtong mountain; scenic area; wild plalnt; plant community
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Table 1 Comparison of wild species in Kongtong Mountain Reserve
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Table 2 Analysis of leaf properties
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Table 3 Leaf profile analysis
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Fig. 2 Distribution of species height frequency in the standing tree layer of the community



< 498 - JEl T A < I L 5 G IR 44 T DX A A ) T R AT AT 5

1600
1400
1200
1000

F 800

600 -
400

Lo
0 1 1 1 T 1 l ]
v \

I il I
e

3 BEEVMEREN

Fig. 3 Diameter-level structure of the community
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Fig. 4 Margalef richness index of each layer of the community
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Table 4 The top three species in the importance value of the standing tree layer in the sample plots
%
FEdh %1 v £ A
Py Fil B {H LU HEME Wb HEME
01 HMM(Acer davidii) 35.72 B EH F (Rubus mesogaeus) 20.54 /L WkiE (Tilia paucicostata) 5.21
#HA T . e s .
02 ) B 30.55 kM (Tilia paucicostata) 28.18 ZE M (Acer rataricum) 7.32
(Carpinus turczaninowii)
03 13T (Malus baccata) 27.42 /L k#B (Tilia paucicostata) 22.09 254 M (Acer tataricum) 10.32
04 WM (Acer davidii) 45.32 ¥ EA (Carpinus turczaninowii) 28.98 D Wk# (Tilia paucicostata) 3.19
3 540 . ) . .
05 ) ] B 32.71 VM (Salixz matsudana) 19.33 B &Mk (Acer tataricum) 3.20
(Carpinus turczaninowii)
06 T VEW (Acer davidii) 49.73 FEMETF (Ostryopsis davidiana) 27.18 ) ) B 8.33
(Carpinus turczaninowir)
07 > Rk#g (Tilia paucicostata) 31.23 113+ (Malus baccata) 21.00 H M (Acer davidii) 19.31
08 H MW (Acer davidii) 50.33 B ( Carpinus turczaninowit) 43.10 VhHI(Saliz matsudana) 8.20
#H-A et e e :
09 . ] N 32.88 H WM (Acer davidii) 29.32 ki (Tilia paucicostata) 10.22
(Carpinus turczaninowii)
. & H- 4
10 HFHEMW(Acer davidii) 45.03 #it 25 A= (Viscum coloratum) 21.33 . . i B 9.49
(Carpinus turczaninowii)
& H- A X '
1 ) B 33.28 H MM (Acer davidii) 18.33 & %5 Mk (Acer tataricum) 4.32
(Carpinus turczaninowii)
N A R .
12 Dkt (Tilia paucicostata) 30.32 ﬂ—qj' g 14.03 HHEM(Acer davidii) 7.33
(Schisandra sphenanthera)
13 H WM (Acer davidii) 51.32 #EA ( Carpinus turczaninowii) 38.98 D Wk# (Tilia paucicostata) 10.73
14 /DRk# (Tilia paucicostata) 26.33 Wi (Carpinus turczaninowii) 18.37 HHEM (Acer davidii) 8.30
15 ¥ T (Ostryopsis davidiana)  31.79 $&HA (Carpinus turczaninowii) 20.03 ki ( Tilia paucicostata) 10.91
16 HWEMW(Acer davidii) 49.21 JEHETF (Ostryopsis davidiana) 2219 Wk ( Tilia paucicostata) 9.32
17 HWEW(Acer davidii) 44.38 /L IkIg (Tilia paucicostata) 27.30 Mt Z5 A (Viscum coloratum) 3.49
18 Mt 23 4 ( Viscum coloratum) 31.22 B (Carpinus turczaninowit) 18.32 /L Wk#k ( Tilia paucicostata) 7.17
19 H MW (Acer davidii) 35.30 B ( Carpinus turczaninowit) 20.99 /> Fkig (Tilia paucicostata) 9.32
20 /BRk# (Tilia paucicostata) 27.31 Z &Mk (Acer tataricum) 17.21 HFHEM (Acer davidii) 9.40
. - e . & 5405
21 BT (Ostryopsis davidiana) 30.01 Dk (Tilia paucicostata) 10.43 ) ) B 6.83
(Carpinus turczaninowii)
22 HHEW (Acer davidii) 37.22 B (Carpinus turczaninowii) 28.44 FHi (Ulmus davidiana) 4.40
23 HWEW(Acer davidii) 44.22 FEAETF (Ostryopsis davidiana) 21.11 &L%H)Bﬁ ) N 7.49
(Carpinus turczaninowii)
24 FHHVEW (Acer davidii) 30.29 ¥ HWi (Carpinus turczaninowii) 10.30 ¥ T (Ostryopsis davidiana) — 2.81
25 ki (Tilia paucicostata) 31.38 B ( Carpinus turczaninowit) 26.38 Mt 25z (Viscum coloratum) 4.37
26 HMEM(Acer davidii) 41.28 L Ik#g (Tilia paucicostata) 30.09 KEA (Ulmus macrocarpa) 6.64
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Fig. 5 Shannon-Weaner diversity index of each layer of the community
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Fig. 6 Simpson diversity index of each layer of the community
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