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Comparative analysis of plant species diversity in coastal city parks: A case study of Hai-
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Abstract; City parks are an important part of urban green space, and reflect the plant diversity
of the city. In this study, the typical quadrat method was employed to investigate the present situ-
ation of plan diversity with 420 quadrats from 10 major parks in Haikou, which were divided into
two groups as seaside parks and inland parks according to their distances to the coastal line. The
plant species constitution and o and [ diversity indexes within these two groups were compared.
The results showed that 320 vascular plant species belonging to 244 genera in 88 families were
identified in Haikou city parks. However, the richness of plant species differed among different
parks. The cultivated species took the main part in the inland parks and the wild and alien ones
took the main part in the seaside parks. The a diversity index of plant communities in the inland
parks was higher than that in the seaside parks. Compared with the inland parks, the seaside
parks possessed a higher a diversity index in herb layer and shrub layer, and a lower a diversity
index in tree layer. The similarity of B diversity indexes of tree layer and shrub layer were the
lowest and the one of herb layer was the highest between the two types of parks. Habitat differ-
ence and human disturbance were considered important factors causing the divergence in urban

plant diversity in Haikou.

Key words: human-caused disturbance; urbanization; plant diversity; seaside park; habitat

difference.
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AOFA 5 45138, ( Crane et al. ,2005 ; Huste et al. ,2007)
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B (BT IESE,2013) , o 5 0kt A= A8 5 M 1)
FHE (McKinney , 2006 ; 32 1 45, 2007 ), % $& 7 3k i
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SRS A BRI SRR BT EEEH . E
SR T AR A 22 R 1 i 0F 9 S AR B | 4 HUR ]
AT R [ AR AR SR R T A ) 2 R
A7 A9 F EAME (McKinney, 2006 ) . A H T4 F138
FEXF P Fp 2 BEPEA 3 5 (B 2248, 2006 ; Huste
et al. 2007 ; BFFIE4E 2013) , i ok A 25 74 458 h A %
PRI AR Z AR IR T A AR R
(A RGRAR (8234 2007) o BB AT T A 25
IS R AT O 5 N R BE 1 38 U oK, ande
P T R R G0 B AR S T KR ISR AR ) £ fE
PELRA, 520 e AR 42 6 30 1T S Ak 15 rh SR Rk 2%
A SRR MRS — , B — A R AF R A [

P N X SRk T R A 2 R R 9 R AR T AR
FEYIFh S 5 YR Z AR PE 1R A (#/NE, 2009 5 12
KEF,2011) , NIREE R B 0F 5 Sk i A 9 22 e b
R FHR R M B (B FFIES,2013) . AHFFEHEH,
TP R 5 PR R A i AT — 2 B A M ( Zerbe et
al. ;2003 ; McKinney ,2006) , i 4= 5% (8 2 £ 1k X 4k 45
IR 0 W R 22 R B B3 B9 AE T ( Cornelis et
al. ,2004 ; Legendre et al.,2009) , = 3 B A1 & 9 B
(9N R TP S FCk T S5 5 1 A 35 (D K, [ Bl %
YR IX BRI RS A — 2 B R (B 7255, 2006
A EE4E 2008 ) , B 0 25 22 S (O Ik T A ) 2 4
PEAT A AR 5y (THES 45 2009) . R T T IR T Sk
R TE ER B 9 SR FER AR, 208
ISR R A B0 B HoA ) 22 e vt 23 R LA
3 BATR A A (BB EE, 2010) 5 3 o XV e #AGHE
TR ZREME S AR TR (40 pH E 3745
85) OC R BT B T IR 58 N S5 2 4
PEZ ] 268K B (B /NS, 2000) , T DL, G
WA T (A AE Y 2 RE RS, X T B A )

E1 #OmAEZMHREEREE

SYATHE R B R T S Ak i D S ST AR ) 2 R
PRAP AL EAT B0 (B2 P4E,2007) o T 2
253 LA A T R A BB A S 4, R B T b
ERIA Y 2 R PR e AR v AR SR A 1) DX (B
WA 2011) o ASWFSE ARG TV I T I 1 Y 10 A4S
ES /NIGE S IbSE TS RPL B e S NCIE S /N i p d¥a s
Bi & P A ZREPER) 25 SRR A, LA A R4
Fi S A BURRAE | AR [ S 780 2 Dl A ) 90 o 22 e P 1) 22
5o deJa ot H2E SR R RS R R N R T

1 ARMREMRTGE

1.1 AR IR

072 F 110° 07 22" E—110° 42 32" E,
19°31'32"N—20°04'52"N , #i A% 25 JF $haiy Jb % |, bk
oA 2304.84 km®, A0 217.11 T A, @Ti#iE
W SO M- 2%, I 1 LA 15 B =X b 5
S, VS LASL AL ) g R L T O T G
SRR BRRE DT EZ 5 ERmiREm, B
BRI EZ G NEN, X FETENARIRMRENA
WMESE, 4R FHSR 24.4 °C AE TR K B 1696.6
mm , 55 -2 H BEET%L 1954.7 h, FE AR E 85%
ST A A R 1600 B T SR Fh 2R 2
H 600 4B (#/N0,2009) , #ZE 2015 4F, i 13K
AR XA 28 B 19 4, BN 852.70 hm?,
NP A e gk AR IR 15 m?
1.2 AR

AHIFFEHCHE 2 el Y 15 DX 8 965 1 2K 500 m Hy
PRt (R AR R, 2008 ) , H-25 & A= b5 25 S MK 1
LT el A 8 1 (i 25 Vg k) 2 el R v 2 ol 7
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Fig.1 Diagram of research scope about park green space in Haikou City



120

AEBERE HISE H1Y

AR U B R 5 i AT AR e s T TR B 6 A
T3 &bl | PE v R AT OIR 2 B (AR H T RN P 7 T
WE) AR (EEADERE AR BT TTA R
VLA AR A bl (JbBe) FEF5 A bl o A58 2 el I
FRZ (5 it D T T ST AR Y 79.09% , 452 FE A AR B
JER EBIFE 4 A 245) ot Ak N 35 4R DX L
Y FEE R AR,

FRAE A Bl b s T R/ INCA S A e 2 2R
K FH LA E 20 mx20 m IFRIERE DT, FE40 %,
44~ 10 mx10 m B/PREDT  ILBCE/INVE T 420 4> (3R
1), 3 0 INEE T TR AR 2 TEAR JZ R AS |2 3054
HETs 2= A (TR0 20025 5K 4:7H,2011) .
1.3 B
1.3.1 FEZEEITE AU Y YRR E
(importance value,IV) (3K 415 ,2011) JE AR .

(1) FRA V= (CRHXT %5 B + R 035 B2 + AH X f 3
J)/3;

(2) FEAR IV = (FH R 25 B + FH X400 B + AH XF 56
J£)/3;

(3) BLA . IV = (AHXT 157 BE + AH X431 BE + AH X 5
) /3;

(4) FHXTEEELAE = WP %) EE AR A N B
AU EEEZ L,
1.3.2 ZHEMEINEE ARSI Y Fh 2148 2L
MITHE R o B W K2 2R 48 B0 (THEE 4%,

R1 PR 10 M EEREER

Table 1 Basic situation of 10 parks in study area

2009) , o ZFEIEFREUINEE LR T Patrick ¥)Fh
& PEFEHL(S) Simpson 5§40 ( D) .Shannon 8% (H)
LUK Pielou P2 AR HL(T) (KIS, 2002; 5K 7l
2011) , [} i e F 1 B WRAE P R v B AR 2 A P
TE R RETE ZREVERR B (K) (TRIE5E,2002) , B ZHE
PERERUR Y Jaccard B 22 FEE R HIOK S WA R B
v MU RH ] )RR A JEE (T RE A, 2000 ; R 36 52 4%
2010; 5K, 2011) , HBUE W5 FRIE 2 A1 OC &
( Tuomisto et al. ,2006; Legendre et al. ,2009) , 152y
XN B=1-¢/(a+b=c) ,Hf a b 5351 0 H2 FE )
TR, ¢ P2 bl B9 AL AT W Rl B Ak BRAE M-
crosoft Excel Fl1 DPS 13.5 #44 F5E R,

2 HER59H

2.1 HYARSEZEE ST

2.1.1 fHYFERAN fp A BT 10 4
ONPEIEAT A HAE Y 320 B (A 55 B A bR 25 AR
BEF AR ORA HR B AN THZE ) SRR T 88
244 J& P ERAEYA 4 B S B 7 A B AEY)
HARS BT R WA 80 B 234 J& 306 Fif,
FEIAAEARARL (22 F) AFHEFEF (20 F) 2 E
(17 Ff) FRE AR (16 Fl) by MARIZER BF &
WP 74 Bl 190 T8 234 B A RA 70 B
186 J& 238 Ffr | £5 1> B 1 2 el 1 ) o 503 ot 222 v T
FEARMYRE (R 1.R2),

251 UNTGES TR Ay TR JESUN (LR S L /AR
(hm?) HEEL (Fh(®BHJE)) Bifh/ HoAth
BT HAH 1889 6.70 16 71(39/68) 41/18/12
AR 1951 24.40 40 116(48/103) 48/55/13
o s /N T 1995 103.59 60 124(51/111) 56/60/8
B UK /NI 1999 86.55 60 105(48/95) 41/56/8
EEHEANRE T4k 1994 74.53 44 88(43/76) 44/35/9
[Nk NN 2000 100.69 48 87(42/75) 41/37/9
JLERARE/NITT 2006 105.64 40 99(43/86) 50/34/15
SN ARYNT| 2007 54.30 40 103(41/90) 45/41/17
IS AW 2 NN 2010 92.18 40 93(37/81) 42/34/17
SN T 2012 25.80 32 62(29/54) 31/25/6
F£2 BOWARELEEWMHIEAR ST
Table 2 Statistics of constituent plant species in different types of Haikou City parks
2 T VEESUN TR P L Fh/ KA S A
(hm?) HEAE (Fh(RE)) ARIEER
HoAh WEAEY) R TR N A ZNEY
8 /N 221.24 176 234(74/190)  96/114/24 117 28 103 42 80 9
/N 453.14 244 238(70/186)  110/95/33 108 20 77 47 97 17
RN 674.38 420 320(88/244) 143/141/36 158 30 124 60 116 20
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SRR ATEA (124 Fl) (A (116 Fi) FiEE
A(60 Ff)3 FATE RN £, = F Z A b B Y S
(1) 93.75% ; LAREASHE ) ( 0 o A J50 ) de /b AR o sk
01 6.25% , o B bl IR R & 2 | T8
Fel LA ARAE Y G 22, FERL DI SRR D T, 28 Tl
LRARANEY) 158 B, J5 i ARAHE D) 30 B, W4k 5T
A Z L2 Ry 5.3 1, A B8 bl i gk i L
4.2 1 EEEARN 5.4 1 1, 10 A REIIEA B A
Fr 143 Ffr, ZeB5FD 141 B Sk FP 36 Fh, Horb i 24
el B A= o R A1 e AR P A AR ) P 2R B T B
, T R 5 ol 3 1A 2 el 22 i Ut A [l
2.1.2 MYEEH GO FE AR
KT (e 3) , HEFP 25— (A AT ) o L R A 3 1
FIREIUL FER R TAZ MEA)ZE . 342 R
FLRYIF AT, TR 2 A HE Y A A7 i R 4
DAEAMRH AR R R, H S YR L, EARE
AR ZHEP S — 0 I AE 2 LAY, i B A S
HEFF T AR A — 2 R R DL A R

AT T 25 R R, B A TR TR A

®3 BEAESREELAEEZEEHFIEMNEY ST

AJZ LA 2 B HE P 5 — (L ) b 5 5 2 J LRl
FHZEAK, HIRARJZLIFFAFL(Palmae ) FIZFL(Mora-
ceae ) SR N A, TTIEEE 2> bl 25 )2 UCHE P i
T R E AR I AR 2 AR K A A B 1, BB A
B2, ToARZLMEF-( Cocos nucifera) AR E ( Casu-
arina equisetifolia ) F1/NWHEA" ( Terminalia neotaliala )
SEHUAB RN 3= HEAZ PR A B8 AN [R]348 53 A A 4L
P ARPEAAE ) G ( Scaevola sericea) 5

2.2 Y RN LB BT

2.2.1 o ZFEERREULE. AR SR2E RS R
R BN PR I 2R TE B (K) YR T A
bil . MRS B B b B I R 2 & 30 2
FEVEFR RO & TR A R T AR R 8.3 1)
225k (P<0.05) 5 1M 7EPEAJZ MR AR 8 i 2 el
18 2% T HOU /N TR AT (R 4) .

2.2.2 B ZHEMEIREULE 1T 8 v X el
AT RIS Jaccard B ZHEMEIR B A Z <FRA
JE<HEARJE, Horh IR R E FIHEAR 24 B AL 4
I, ST AR T P 22 el AR 1) B AR 5 RAC )R

Table 3 Statistics of plant species with top five importance value in inland parks and seaside parks

[ ——— NI B AT YN
[LIED P Ee P R P E

TARZ 1 BBF* Cocos nucifera 0.21 W * 0.13 W = 0.26
2 @R Ficus altissima 0.06  FIlifE 0.06  FIlifE 0.06
3 /NS * Ficus microcarpa 0.04 Tk 0.05 NS 0.05
4 KIFKE Casuarina equisetifolia 0.03 %% Livistona chinensis 0.04 JNHHEA™ Terminalia neotaliala 0.04
5 {li%% Elaeis guineensis 0.03 NGE 0.04 JNIF 0.04

HEARE 1 4G Ficus microcarpa * Golden Leaves’ 0.13 prrtiva 0.16 WA 0.17
2 TEHEZ * Carmona microphylla 0.08 NI REAE 0.11 83%5%8 Duranta erecta 0.06
3 L135H: Excoecaria cochinchinensis 0.07 WA 0.10 27 0.06
4 INHTEIEAE Ivora williamsii “ Sunkist’ 0.05 faR 13 0.10 prxtio 0.04
5 JeHEAE Inora chinensis 0.04 Tt 0.09 LA * Scaevola sericea 0.04

AR 1 YRR Zoysia tenuifolia 0.22  ZHMEsE 0.19 B 0.24
2 =54 * Desmodium triflorum 0.04 RIS 0.07 BV 0.05
3 KM Axonopus compressus 0.04 FEERiZi%] 0.04 B 0.03
4 e Sphagneticola trilobata 0.03 KB 0.04 ZEOR Zoysia japonica 0.02
5 JKULEE Hymenocallis littoralis 0.02 PIH-H* Paspalum conjugatum 0.03 pNURTIE 0.02

i * R S LAY,

*4 EBAESHEBAENM o SEMEREHLLR

Table 4 Comparison of species « diversity indexes between the plants of seaside parks and inland parks

o ZREVETSEL RN SN

TeAR)Z HEAR)Z FAR)Z TR AR JZ HEAR)Z FARZ HET%

Patrick (S) 100 A 65 A 87 A 88 A 71 B 83 A 113 A 85 A

Shannon( H) 3.922 A 3315 A 3.779 A 3.707 A 3311 A 3.654 A 3.851 A 3522 A

Simpson( D) 0.963 A 0.941 A 0.948 A 0.953 A 0.912 A 0.950 A 0.931 A 0.926 A

Pielou(J) 0.823 A 0.710 A 0.764 A 0.775 A 0.695 A 0.783 A 0.779 A 0.736 A

AR FRARER AR 2 el R Rl — Rk Z 8] 22 5 2.3 (P<0.05)
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*5 BEBAEMEEGAEEY Jaccard B SHFEIREEX
PR

Table 5 Comparison of Jaccard 8 diversity indexes be-
tween the plants in different layers of inland parks and sea-
side parks

=378 Jaccard B ZHEPEFEEL
A2 0.598
HEAZ 0.603
EAJR 0.521
JENZN 0.525

* 6 BHEARESEEAEEWHN Jaccard B SHFMEEH
Table 6 Jaccard B diversity indexes between the plants of
inland parks and seaside parks

YNTEA AW KRR &4 FEN
NE APRARE
T 0.744 0.708 0.738 0.659
PR RS 0.720 0.696 0.703 0.717
LN IT| 0.706 0.654 0.678 0.706
SRRFNT| 0.676 0.724 0.678 0.681
VLG R 2 0.788 0.767 0.757 0.735
bt /N T | 0.826 0.760 0.798 0.785

AR IPERS s, 5 BRI BEEIE (R 5) .

NG B P LA ALY Jaccard B 22 FEPETE £
RKHI(FR6) , N Bl F 20 23 Bl () 4 4 ) b AH AL
PEFAR (0.654) , T2 Al FIHE 75 2 el A 040 b AR 40
PERR (0.826) o HARZA P LA AE Y Jaccard
B ZHENEFR BRI E 0.7 ~0.8, HLARIEIE = T 25
5 Pl 5P Bl PR 2SN el ) B AR AE ) Jaccard B £
FEMESR %L 0.525,

R I B

301 Ast N WA P FP AL A Y5

VA 1T R ) A 3 SR B3R 11 7 2 el g
R 320 Ffr, i 4 1T 1 A 3 i SR 228 BT A A9
A 549 Fh (TH 4, 2015) , B R AR HRy 1 XY
JUINTT A FEAE ) 646 Flv (A 4li%,2013) I 2
FEIHEY 596 F (5KAT 45 2011) I i K 2, KA
YR E s AT AT Sl fh e AR
GIPNESTFHINRIS: b A RPN A A T e B
fiE I8 T 4R 5k 4 3 Tl AR 1% ( AR B S, 2008) .
T W BT s A A gl i B i U AR
Kt S A AR B 2 AR G A AR, SR Z A
AR K1 oy , T % ) 40 o ) J Akl 25 AT AL AR B v
R4 b 8 25 A 5% 4 LTI ( MeKinney , 20065 32 ] 45
2007 ; FHEE % 2009) T 1T 2 Bl DR b Ak 3k X

HU sz N TR, BAI RN 2 (HHAR 3G A
He B A ey, 3% 5 P2 [E A1 AK ( Zerbe et al.,2003) | [
I Flanders ( Cornelis et al. ,2004) ZE3E T AH

P ER R B2, e85 52 3
B2y, a2 e Stk B , 1Y pH (B T
WAL, TR - S8 0 A= W T 1k 55 A BIL S 46 8 3 i ot
Wit = 30, 3T 55 i 1A ) %) 3 N RN 2 R (A5
W55 20005 Buckley, 2003 ; 5958 %5, 2010) , i L 17
TEIF N TE] 52 BT IR (an R G R EEAE) iz X
SR T DA 2 7 4P K 2R AR LA B R B B Ay
F B UN TR PR 3, 5l X E SRk
(#/NiE,2009) AB YRS (H BT A 55 80k Fh
(1) LG AT 2558 15, 3 SR vl el (R R S B 5 2
B K FR, Van der Veken 55 (2004) X LL A1 i)
Turnhout 3R TTAEY) A IR 120 4F i) Wi i 285 SR A&
IR B 5 5 AR E SRR BB AEE, IR
T AN AR B3R b 18 SO el 22 A AT 8 2H B e 28
(2 A AR RS (2008) Xf - HEAE Y 2 ARV
X ZMFEARIEN T X — 55,
3.2 REZEEVA R 2R 25

HRPEADEC- TR AL AT AP S A 20
el T A A T 0 K T R 2 38 B RV e/ N T R (i
Ai,2011) , HA5 X AE Y 2 0 1 5 R K E X
YR EE A 2R,

Connell /Y i1 BET-HRARBE" IR, AR BT
YA R TREK IS & 2K (B 5, 20065
EFFIESE,2013) , 1 H 1 851 2 il K 2 AR AR A
IE AL, e A e S5 I R T e e R
REHAT T — @ B e fb ltad , 1 M 7% A8 e
FU R A M A FHZE R Z AT BT 5 Bk i AR 55
AL AR SR A4y T = AW Z R (Zerbe et
al. 2003 ; BFFIES 2013) , PRI B 1 28 FEl O R ) 22
FEMEZK-ZE 0 b 5 T Ui bl T A5 (2009) XF
JE 3T ARAR A B SR B A T R EE R T K
ST B H S ST A R A DX, R 2R PE R
B T A 2 e R A 2 S LS N S
Ry EH m 2R BRI R RS E AP eI . T
VEE T DX 3 PR A 58 B S DX ) T 0 AN el LA b 2 4
P2 R AN ], V2 B AR B D e (L
U PR ) 7 22 BRI, TR A2 A ) A2 1k H]
R H— A 2 R AR T B T A el (1 TR
J2 3 (U HCHE A 2 T B A 22 O v T B T 2 el e e
PSSO Pl P A B el T 4% 2 R 36 T 1 s ) 14
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B KR BE R AR W Pl A R Bt B B8 0 1 2 Ak
FRIE ARSI IX W Fh 2R A0 A
1 FLIAAEL 25 1) Fh 5 2R B8 22 18] 1) 56 & (Legendre et
al. ;2009 ; R £ 7245 ,2010) o i HTT B AR YY) Jaccard
B ARRIPE AT SR R R AR TR ARZ (0.598) 5
HEARJZ (0.603) 1) Jaccard B ZAEM: 8 BUER 20 i =y
TR B ZREVEFS B 0.525 , 3 WAL MR AR ; %
A ZARRUE 55 A A A 2 30 5 A el T 7 L A
Jaccard B ZFEVEFEBLIYAE 0.7 ~ 0.8, {H UL AR i 15
FRARFR TS H, 13 10 B 4542 [ 8] %) 4 oA
IVEARAR , ARFIE R0, ALY 2 RE v A b %
e FEAEIREE T AR T AR Ak, e RIS 9 1V H
ISR B v, AR SR AR D R R A
A 1T R FR R R, 26 35 25 AR DGR R, B b U 45 22
FE(BUR5E 2010) , S50 T MY Jaccard B ZHEME TS
BN TR], 3 5 4 b 10 20 6 A0 L B A B KA 6 R
( Buckley, 2003 ; McKinney,2006) , A5 (1) 22 S04
B Py B ZFEE, S s R ] A9 B M, BE
AR A W) Z #E1 ( Cornelis et al. , 2004 ; Bk 2% 52
55,2010) , PR, 48 o A 58 5 5k R b 2 St o
YRR Z R B B

4 B 2

AHIFGEIE AL 1 1T PRI (B R TR ) 8T A
Dl (1 LU AE 53T, AR AE ST Ay s 2 el 1 A 45
2SN TR A IR 2Rt 22 T i 2
S E e B2 = e SN AR N R 7 3 I 78 i)
A RGO, XTI TR & e A BRI,
BIRAHIGE (1 A 52 2 57 5% AU e PE R iR AT, B3k
= 5E R S H R AN 5 I 7 2 [l ) RE 4
ZAEMEKOT- I F A oM . 3T/ e 2l PR R T A 1Y)
TIREJE M, H ) 2 P8 500 IR 5 R S W AR
Z A WA SR ZR |, (EAE ) 22 M 15 0k i el o %
FlA: 5 Fa e B UIAR G | PR IHG A T 1 3 T UL 8 1Y)
AL T e R 2R K S R B E
FARIE T el S Al ) Z R R TfRg B— |
SER TR (N S, 2011)  FERE W B B b A
HEYFFETAL & SHEYIBLE HE AN HhE A AN
o RS FEARSE AL AT LB I ARSI kLl
PR FOUL | ZT BRI R L (R /N, 2009) , R
Wk 28 38 BT AR RIS T o BN, S8 AR RAE
BB L A

(1) B bl R A R F & BE 4, IR A A

PARAF IS ABTEREAR §REARY iz H] EA K E
B 7 S0 i W 1 A R ) A ) 3k Y An R
(Fagraea ceilanica) \J& AL (Artabotrys hexapetalus) |
KAT- 2% (Aglaia odorata) JM 45 ( Camellia oleifera)) F
2% ( Zephyranthes candida) %5 WAL ST HAEY)

(2) T2 el PR A B3 ) 2 S DA R T ¥ S WL Y
T, ] LI R E — e B & A S Aok
R B 1 SR A ) S I RO B v R A
( Elaeocarpus hainanensis ) . 35 5 1§ %< ( Calophyllum
inophyllum) F1 ¥ 15 &' ( Polyalthia longifolia ) 55,
BTG AR SRR v] 5 TR 2 P ZL R ARAR ) | U it
WV AT L 2 PP AR I 3% (Sonneratia caseolaris)  AH
( Bruguiera gymnorrhiza ) F1 21 i i ( Rhizophora
stylosa) EEH LT AR D) s T A] A E & ( Barringto-
nia racemosa ) | 58 W W ( Heritiera littoralis ) . ¥
( Clerodendrum inerme) F17KSE4E ( Pemphis acidula) %5
LT, )i S A S P IR T ik i ¢
R IR B A SRS 5 AR A A 5 SCR

(3) FBITAE Y iz FH BN AN B 2 e 2R A rp
E[J i 2548 ( Prerocarpus indicus) KU A ( Delonix re-
gia) FILLAEE B W ( Bauhinia blakeana) %530 AUIEAS
iR PR e 07 B 22 3 P 380 8 9B el b T SPAZ ( Taw-
odium distichum ) | WG 15 ( Cerbera manghas) , 5 FE
( Hibiscus tiliaceus) .2 5 A8 (Acacia mangium) FlJ
YT ( Nerium indicum ) S5 470 XU 5 B AR 4 1 BE 22 2%
B AR S EE D £,

Ot RMESKFTWE ARTH, T oRel e gk F AR
B FENBAAYIAE IR P b8, BT 37 246
RIS R I AT S A T E AL,

S 30k

MR, BB =, DA, 45 2010. Beta Z4F M 535 3F
JE. AWk, 18(4) . 323-335.

WE R, BRETEs, BRIDWAGE. 2012, ¥ 10 17 38 T 4% 3 DA
YRR SRR 9. P E AR, (3) . 105-108.

EZ ol R, 2008. WiEB Mk R TREEBRH AR MNE(LY/T
1763-2008) . Jb5t. FEVRAE IRFE.

BOOUR, LN, AR L. 2010. JEEERVE K A RE S 94
iS5 2. AR, 19(3) : 657-664.

TEAAE. 2015, T 1 TT 2 el 4 i A 40 0 9% o OLBIE 98 (A 2%
NRSD) . M, IR R,
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