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Optimization of Species Structure of Natural Forest in Xiaolongshan
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Abstract ; Five main indicators, including slope, aspect, vegetation coverage, bare rock ratio and farmland
distribution were adopted to rate the levels of ecological frangibility of the natural forests occurring in Xia-
olongshan. Based on the ecological fragility strengths of different forest types, analytic hierarchy process
(AHP) was used to determine the suitable optimization program of natural forest types. The results
showed that the natural forest in Xiaolongshan was ecologically fragile. The areas of ecologically fragile
natural forests for level one (general fragile), two (relatively fragile), three (very fragile), and four (ex-
tremely fragile) accounted for 5.12%, 24.62% ,43.35% and 26. 90% of the total natural forest area, re-
spectively. The results of optimization indicated that the proportions of the forests with different functions
were as follows: 49.10% for water conservation forest, 14.65% for soil conservation forest, 18.60% for
natural conservation forests, 8.66% for scenic forests, and 8. 99% for commercial forests, respectively. It
was suggested that the scientific planning should be carried out on the distribution structure of each forest
type based on its contribution to ecologically fragile level, namely to reduce the ratio of water conservation
forest and soil conservation forest in each ecological fragile level, to improve the proportion of the other
three forest types. The study would provide scientific basis for the implementation and operation of forest
classified management and protection of natural forest.
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Table 1 Ecological frangibility classification in Xiaolongshan
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Table 8 Existing forest area proportion of each forest type in

ecological fragility grade distribution %
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Fig. 3 Proportions each forest type before and after adjustment based on ecologically fragile area level (planning proposals)
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