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08'04"E,26°50'02" ~27°36'04"N, ¥4k 720 ~2 325

m, BIRFREENIEHE L, FEHSE11.8C,
B AFHSRIR 3L 5C, &KAEHKRE -9.3C,
SESEXIRETHE 1 180. 8 mm, 4 H B % 1 335.5 h,
TR 257 d, HIEUHE HIFEMAKE N E,
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FEAREH , BT 50800 0, HAVB L RS T4
SREE MRS, TR ERE N 0 ~ 1, D FHi5R
ERKRELTRIBEEK,

R1 EPREREEEUERSHRENTIRE
Table 1 The disturbance source of vegetation reserved

and recovery in Bijie karst area
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Fig.1 Restoration potential evaluation indicator for degraded
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Fig.2 The restoration potential index of each evaluation sets
and comprehensive evaluation of degraded communities

and reference community in Bijie karst area

HE—B MR TR, F IR AR
BEMHERME(ERS), # ERE ERIEEM L%

 BRZARARBENIEMX, AT WAEKE SRS

X = B PRI, 480 b 1 4 L AR S R HE B R
RHERR, MTFHRERSENZELESE fHE%, &N
FHext st b BT R A L R R —
ERORELASVE A, M T8 B 2 0 AR, FE MR A K
B SRR, T S AT B BONR BEAR X, TiAE
et R A/INU R B T %A S X S 0 B B
BRI/, b b BETE AR A PETE B9 Kendall 4036
ZB B, Pearson M REBAE T 0. 97, AT KX
FE R S TR, THRE b, MR
ELARERAMITHE A, T R R A AR B, B
B - L R e PR A AR R B AR o

X T RAE PR S W TR, 5 R R B b
S5 A M 1R B K /IMECE PR X 53 35 SE BRI
RHATHE ., BEH 11 BB 1 4 2,
1 260% 1 MREB AR, mE 4R, AR
WAV 1R B BAE S B % 5 SRR AR S, TR
PRI T LUPE 9 — N BRI AR SR Mg 7
BB R E SRR



532

i H ¥ 30 &
F2 EVTHENRSRESBRUEENSREEOITNISIRERBEIE (20 x20 m* #%)
Table 2 The raw data of valuation index of degraded communities and reference community in Bijie karst area
TEMERR #H15 Plot number
Indicators 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
DBH=3 HIFAEE X, 0 0 1 3 0 27 31 39 5 3 6 103
LB
k DBH <3 ST AR E X, 0 0 1 8 3 11 13 2 3 28 24 17
Vegetation
£/ (kg/bm®) X, 2793 2834 23095 28 492 28 936 57 373 59 922 52 283 38 321 52459 35 441 77 959
ARAFTFHEE/ (B/m?)X, 57 63 100 60 140 200 140 140 240 220 440 1442
watk  AERTYUREEE X, 2 2 3 3 4 4 9 6 6 9 10 14
Propagule bank #h-FFEEF W I X, 0.03 0.02 004 002 006 0.11 0.1 0.12 0.12 0.1 0.09 0.12
KTAHLER X, 0 0 5 34 0 35 78 17 17 68 29 69
AHREE/ (g/kg)X; 38.22 63.74 83.92 88.96 79.5 93.97 73.03 49.84 75.73 85.7 110.8 120.62
SRER/ (gke) X, 0.687 1.115 0.824 0.706 0.712 0.874 0.605 0.623 0.547 0.592 0.774 0.49
R 900
) 2HER/ (g/kg) Xy 12.71 11.42 10.37 9.66 10.19 14.12 10.2 15.75 7.2 6.297 7.09 2.7067
Soil property - —
LEESER/ (g/kg) X, 2.35 3.87 4.49 4.38 4.34 4.74 3.65 2.79 3.55 4.32 519 573
BHASE/ (mg/kg) Xy, 150 241 315 331 323 376 305 182 271 365 393 500.67
F$k Disturbance TFHEE X5 0.7 07 0.6 06 05 03 0.2 03 04 04 0.4 0

12 BRBHHE

R3 BN KEEBRNERRGEHREENEEZAEXRERY

Table 3 The correlation coefficient between the restoration potential index of each evaluation sets and comprehensive evaluation

mH R P, KRR P, THER PI Fik DI A TEN PI
H b REE PI — 0.947** 0.858"* -0.775** 0.972**
KRR Pl 0.879** — 0.793** -0.877*" 0.977**
TSR PI 0.636"* 0.576"* — -0.656* 0.857**
Fik oI -0.604"* -0.604"" -0.381 — -0.882**
LAV PI 0.939°* 0.939"* 0.576"* -0.636"** —

*p<0.05, * xp<0.01

T XA LR Pearson K RI, THBA Kendall #1352 KK

F4 LURAREBNERERFIIEBITREN

BV KR E S ES RER
Table 4 The classification of degraded communities obtained by the

index of the comprehensive restoration potential

BE  GAREMANE  KREESH  IEWRR
1-28 >0.2 — % (1R55) i
3-5% 0.2~0.4 ZR(%H) BERITE A
8-98 0.4 ~0.55 = () WA
6-7.00-118  0.55~0.7 Mg (E) TR
4 H5iE

RS TFREREUE N — A T AR ANRET
WEMRMBEARF R, BTULER, [N RS

Hhigs AR LA e b B TR | SR TR A
ABF] 4 A EHEAE R, R HE, TS Bl
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PIA 455R BE 5 2 W MR 1 S RS V4 L ik X4
BT R E K S0 ), R S R B S B
BB

M EERKE , 5l ERVE MBI AL,
B R FUR BB B R B, A R S
HBEZE, TER S REAER AXLER?F
RIBBIPREHRIFIE R B R, RUI L REHA
R KSR E R E T, AR HY K
RARERE T oEENEM. MEFRTEXRE,
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Abstract; Our objectives were to accurately assess restoration potential of degraded karst vegetation in north-west of
Guizhou. This research will provide scientific bases for prioritizing and forming corresponding restoration practices.
An comprehensive evaluation model was constructed to assess restoration potential of 11 karst communities at differ-
ent succession stages in Northwest of Guizhou which representing a chronosequence of grassland to young forest. 13
indexes from four groups representing characteristics of aboveground vegetation, of propagulum banks, of soil matrix
and of man-made interference were used to examine the potential degree of degraded communities approaching refer-
ence natural forest. According to the index of the comprehensive restoration potential ( PI) from small to large, all
sample plots were classified five categories; PI<0.2; 0.2 <Pl <0.4; 0.4 <PI<0.55; 0.55<PI<0.7; PI>
0.7 ,the result was matched with the fact. In general, compared with aboveground vegetation and propagulum
banks, the restoration potential of soil matrix was better-and its variation was small which indicated that the soil ma-
trix wasn’ t a limiting factors of vegetation restoration in study areas, while sufficient propagulum will exert a grow-
ing important effect. This model can be a useful technique for monitoring restoration programs in karst degraded

vegetation.
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