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Abstract ; In this paper, according to investigation information of 30 the plots, undergrowth vegetation
species diversity in industrial plantation of Eucalyptus were studied. The main results were as follows
In 1350 m’ the plots, vegetation species abundance of industrial plantation of Eucalyptus were in the
order of herb layer > shrub layer, species abundance of shrub layer were 4 ~ 16, and herb layer were
10 ~22. Simpson diversity index and Shannon-Wiener diversity index were in the order of shrub layer
> herb layer. Simpson diversity index of shrub layer was 0. 639 1 ~0. 859 9, Shannon-Wiener diversi-
ty index of shrub layer was 1. 1425 ~2.260 8, Simpson diversity index of herb layer was 0.096 5 ~
0. 816 8, Shannon-Wiener diversity index of herb layer was 0. 3114 ~2.022 9. Evenness index of in-
dustrial plantation of Eucalyptus were in the order of shrub layer > herb layer.
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Basic status of the plots
H#s  ER/m T Al TR/ em W%/ a e 1/ fr W ()
No. of plot elevation soil types thickness of soil layer  tree age aspect/slope position slope degree
1 1773 Rz 46 4 AR 20
yellow-brown soil eastern slope/middle slope
B R i
2 1770 yellow-brown soil 45 4 eastern slope/middle slope 20
e et s
3 1212 yellow soil o8 4 northern slope/middle slope 20
e el s
4 1210 yellow soil 65 4 northern slope/middle slope 20
Z3
5 1 880 sk . 80 4 BT 20
yellow-brown soil southern slope/lower slope
g
6 1 880 Ak . 85 4 LR 20
yellow-brown soil southern slope/lower slope
7 1 880 R . 80 4 F T 21
yellow-brown soil southern slope/lower slope
8 1700 R . 45 4 T’eéiﬂi/qi‘iﬂi 18
yellow-brown soil southern slope/middle slope
9 1700 R . 48 4 T’eéiﬂi/qﬂiﬂi 19
yellow-brown soil southern slope/middle slope
gy
10 1 800 SRR . 50 4 L 24
yellow-brown soil west-southern slope/upper slope
11 1 800 SR . 51 4 L 24
yellow-brown soil west-southern slope/upper slope
12 1 800 R . 53 4 PR/ L35 23
yellow-brown soil west-southern slope/upper slope
Filge ARAI/
13 1817 brown soil 38 4 east-southern slope/middle slope 25
e AR
14 1810 brown soil 62 4 east-southern slope/middle slope 25
15 1580 B . 61 4 RIS T K 18
yellow soil east-southern slope/lower slope
.
16 1110 “LHk . 50 4 PUR /T35 19
yellow soil west-southern slope/lower slope
.
17 1160 (Ij%. 55 4 Fg L 25
red soil southern slope/upper slope
g R
18 1 600 R . 65 4 AR T 25
yellow soil east-southern slope/lower slope
19 1 860 Sk 60 4 ARRA T3 23

yellow-brown soil

east-southern slope/lower slope
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H#s  ER/m d e Al TR/ em W/ a Ve Ziv W ()
No. of plot elevation soil types thickness of soil layer  tree age aspect/slope position slope degree
TEFEE IR
20 1 880 R . 65 4 AR T 19
yellow-brown soil east-southern slope/lower slope
.
21 1260 (Ij%%. 51 4 B B3 21
red soil southern slope/upper slope
LT FIY T
22 1280 yellow-red soil 33 4 southern slope/Lower slope 18
i“_ ZIN
23 1580 Bk . 66 4 ARR F I 19
yellow soil east-southern slope/lower slope
g ¥
24 1550 B . 55 4 Fs B3 25
yellow soil southern slope/upper slope
AR AR Y
25 1780 Ak . 60 4 AR T 21
yellow-brown soil east-southern slope/lower slope
gy
26 1760 SRR . 58 4 B B3 22
yellow-brown soil southern slope/upper slope
27 1780 SRR . 64 4 RIS T 19
yellow-brown soil east-southern slope/lower slope
.
28 1350 (Ij%. 52 4 F T 20
red soil southern slope/lower slope
g R
29 1 600 R . 70 4 AR T3 15
yellow soil east-southern slope/lower slope
.
30 1 450 (Ij%. 55 4 PR/ L35 25
red soil west-southern slope/upper slope
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g. 1 The comparison of species abundance of shrub laver and herb layer in industrial plantation of Eucalyptus
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Fig. 2 Comparison of Simpson diversity index between shrub layer and herb layer in industnal plantation of Eucalyptus
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Fig. 3 Comparison of Shannon-Wiener diversity index between shrub layer and herb layer in industrial plantation of Eucalyptus
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Fig.4 Comparison of evenness index(J,,) between shrub layer and herb layer in industrial plantation of Eucalyptus
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Fig. 5 Comparison of evenness index(./,,) between shrub layer and herb laver in industrial plantation of Eucalyptus
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