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Abstract

The Environmental Protection Plant Zone of the Shanghai Botanical Garden, distinct from special-
ized plant collections, showcases vegetation composition and configuration patterns similar to those
found in urban green spaces. To elucidate tree growth status, community structural characteristics,
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and differences from typical urban green space communities, we conducted a comprehensive tree
census within this zone. Key findings include: 1) Vegetation types: 55.56% are evergreen broad-leaved
forest, and 27.78% are mixed evergreen-deciduous broad-leaved forest; 2) Floristic composition: A
total of 96 species (excluding ruderal species) from 74 genera and 47 families were recorded. The
Environmental Protection Plant Zone demonstrated biodiversity metrics comparable to those of nat-
ural forests in Shanghai, surpassing those of other urban green space types; 3) All communities dis-
played multi-layered structures (tree-shrub-herb), with 77.8% featuring dual-tree-layer configura-
tions, significantly exceeding the average level observed in urban green spaces.
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1. 51§

FE A el (0 B A2 LAY Jm) AR L R R I Ko, AR RERFELNBRHRBaM 2 +
T [ AR e K 2 S e s AT S IR Tl T it (1 A B, R B SR IR . 2B
BRI E, X H AT 2Rt A S E SR TH A BRI A 25 8 S iR W el 2 [ P9 S 1 R e 0 el
-, HHHERFW T ARSI R E Ll fr, 1974 FAESEHBET 1954 F)RFEA BTG,
1978 fEIEAXAMT I HAT, A #A 24 DML REMMEAF IR =R b P ORAE Y X A i [X o
— ALY BRI, R AR SR DL BT A g, 1 HaZ AL T 15T,
NTAENRBMAL, FEED, NNTIERS, HWAREZRE, WA, MR, B REFRESH
Bighan . AR R DX A AR DL SR SRR, DRI SRR S5 I 22 5, AWEFETT
JEAERE I SR BT IT, DA s i ZE S BRI A2 REPE R SR AL 2 .

2. ARF=*
2.1 FEHbiRFE

AWFFRT 2023 4 1 AXF EEHEYFEIMEEY X (8 )G ERE AT A . BT IR IX R
PRTEFRA TN, FECAIR . K. B AU AR e ARG, Xy RE st AR A,
JHEEEYE 18 4, THAUE 233~4227 m2 2 i), AT 29,439 m2,

22. HERE

R B 2 YRR R0+ XAV (] 2)REAT A S A 2 o ARYE AT U5 22, R AR MUV 25 MR AL
TR RAE R AL ToARJR . BEARR AR R LR IR IR 58 S 45 I T ) R A e v 5 Bobm it
BEATRIP[1], TR T A S AR E N . T AR R M AR GRAE Y X P L3 FE R, X
LRILE RN RERZMTRLDN, SOANFEAS T AV Y

2.3. BORGHIHEVTE A

1) YRk Z R b
YyFh Z B E R IE RS £ B FE 4 8. Simpson $5%0A1 Shannon-Wiener $5%4[2]. 115 77%2% Magurran

DOI: 10.12677/wijf.2025.143043 350 B 7


https://doi.org/10.12677/wjf.2025.143043
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

e

SEWEFL3] [4].

2) HEEIRRHT

LA A PR A A5 B R R a2, A SPSS 26.0 (GE ) R&ATIRSE, AT %, FIr
B PR BE B AT VR TR I [5] o

VR BRI T B AR R A v P IR 45 sl T ) 150 GS(2020)3183 5 GS(2019)3266 5 ik b B il
i 45 24 (http://bzdt.ch.mnr.gov.cn/browse. htmI?picld=%224028b0625501ad13015501ad2bfc0431%22) .

Figure 1. Location of environmental protection plant area
1. MRAEMXXAE

Figure 2. Community code map of environmental protection plant area
2. IMREYIXEEE RS

3. ARER
3.1 HEHRBMBELRR
ZHE (R ERRE) [61/0 02 bn i, RAER 18 NI CRAEY X BEVE 434 b PR g2, BN & SR it
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RO BLIA 55.56%) V& [ AR (HH IR 27.78%) & Zrv& R MR A AR . BT RRTRASAR . SRR (H
PIIRZEAR) (K] 3). LAFTA VIR AR XI 35 BE RN FEA, 255 AMURFE, XS ORI X 1) 18 DM RFVE HEAT
REHr, AEFTTERIREERE 5 BbadE b, 2By 13 FEMREE LA 4). i THRRRE 9 N LHC & F
fH, FEREHM SRR RS EZRER, BRI R BRI R MR 2 .

&
0 2 4 6 8 10 12
W 5 AR 10, 55.56%
% W R R R A 5,27.78%
§ A R B M 1,5.56%
%ot W A 1,5.56%
EH 1,5.56%

Figure 3. Quantity of vegetation types
3. EWABHE
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Figure 4. Cluster diagram
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3.2. THELARL

B IARIEDIX 18 MR IR SE R, IO RYEE Y 47 Bl 74 8 96 FR(EFICL TR HA4r), H
HER TR 5 BET B 7 R, #TAEY) 42 FL 66 JE 88 A, BRZSEEA 1 B 1R 1 AP AR EYIEL R,
o) i bR 33.5%. 8.9%. 0.9%, JLrh4x[EEFAL LRI HEYI[7]H IUCN L1044 FAE Y815t
11 Ff, 43 H)5E K2 (Metasequoia glyptostroboides) . HE## (Torreya grandis). %' {X ¥4 (Podocarpus macrophyllus)-
A5 (Ginkgo biloba). RS H-47i(Carpinus putoensis) . 1% ## (Cercidiphyllum japonicum). =& % (Yulania den-
udata). 5 & &% (Michelia chapensis). #1117 A 27 (Neolitsea sericea) . ¥%/TUik(Acer palmatum). K 4:(Cin-
namomum japonicum).

3.2.1. B4R
ARV 47 B 2w MG CR 1), FEORT 6 REHE 1A, AR S5 7
T, PREE 2~5 ZATIRHE 20 /S, & 43 )& 64 Fi, SRR SRR 26 4M[3].

Table 1. Family number of seed plant flora of environmental protection plant area
= 1. MMREYXEIROERES T

5] B SRR R N
(1 7 (2~5 F) (6~10 Fh) (11 Fh LA L)
RHJEF) 26 (26/26) 20 (43/64) 1(5/7) 0 (0/0)
U RHE R LA (%) 55.3 (35.1/26.8) 42.6 (58.1/66.0) 2.1(6.8/7.2) 0 (0/0)

T2 P E R B SRS T R I ORAE Y X R AR B AR, S 5 R AL
FIEFE 6 1, N RN (Rosaceae) 7 Ff . SR (Leguminosae) 5 Fir. AR (Oleaceae) 5 F' . 47 2%l (Malvaceae)
5 f. K14 Fl(Asparagaceae) 5 Fi. o T Fl(Sapindaceae) 5 Fr, Ftit 5B B, FEUK 12.8%. 25.7%
F133.0%. HAoEmE KRR SR ENMEESRREAR. DA A,

Table 2. Number of families, genera, and species in the environmental protection plant area
2. MREYXENNEMRHE

# Je& # JE 7 &I
R 5/7 BEEMERL 212 R 1/1
2R 315 FARE 212 AR 11
ekt 1/5 oA 212 SRR 11
ARBEFR 4/5 faAt 212 T e 1/1
PNRESTES 4/5 SRR 1/2 WHR 1/1
T EBTH 2/5 HEZITER /1 %Ak 171
ARAF 2/4 ANSR 22 11 R 11

TR} 3/4 HIBERL 11 ikt 171
FATHER 33 AR TR 11 BRAR 11
ARZEF 313 HEAR /1 R 1
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22 AR} 1/3 kRl 11 Wtk n
hARTER} 1/3 25 11 R R n
INEERL 213 HRE 171 HRAAL 171
Rt 212 R 1 KR 1
Rt 2/2 AR n e B 11
ZHR 1/2 =R 11

3.2.2. XEEYMA L IR

TSN R AT (Frequency) [3]oR RAFE N THEVE & F MRS, IR A X H BUTR
f> 20%I1WHP 4 5% W3 3. )\ ff 44 (Fatsia japonica) Fl1Z ¢ (Ophiopogon japonicus)7E 18 AMEE& £ A 1)
HILE ST 80%, % (Cinnamomum camphora) i HL =T 70%, N H B 5 =i 3 M. B
P AR, B 3 ALAE IR AR NERE. | 2% (Magnolia grandiflora) . 83 4 ; & % /Nfr A A % 01 (Ligustrum
lucidum). 1z £} 44 (Distylium racemosum). #:4¥(Osmanthus fragrans); M- FR A N/KAZ, -G (Aesculus
chinensis). i (Ulmus parvifolia); ¥ /NeACA(Acer buergerianum). ZL#(Acer palmatum). H A1
(Prunus x yedoensis); AN\ f4 4. B¢ (Viburnum keteleeri) . 1175 (Camellia japonica); FA AZ 4.
T ¥ ¥ (Reineckea carnea). ¥SBE (Ophiopogon bodinieri). HISAZAE 20% L Y RSE 29 Fh, Hod i
SEIRARBNTEA 8 Ff, I TRARBUNTRA S B, FEAR 8 B, FIA 8 P (EEAZEFITRARLITE), 7 i
K 27.6%. 17.2%. 27.6%FH1 27.6%. Fr AR Flth, HERIPAREMEEE B 5. NG RAITUEL, 3
TRAEIX 3 2 M) IR &L . S —T7 1, RE <2 (F<10%) Rl 59 Fh, X 15 B RAE Y X
BB FSE, H2EET 60%M 4R HBLREUN 1~2 Wk, Ui B IX Sy Fh B A AR SR MR

Table 3. Species frequency > 20% in environmental protection plant area

52 3. IMRAEHMIX ISR > 200R049F

f (%) ¥iFh(Species)

f>70 J\fi 4% Fatsia japonica. # 4 Ophiopogon japonicus. 7% Cinnamomum camphora

50<f<70 % 57 Ligustrum lucidum. /™~ = Magnolia grandiflora

FEAT Phyllostachys edulis. % #£# Reineckea carnea. ' Nephrolepis cordifolia.
30<f<50 7T Ginkgo biloba. CEF# Distylium racemosum. F4¢ Viburnum keteleeri.
111%% Camellia japonica. #:{£ Osmanthus fragrans

45301 Cercis chinensis. X2 Iris tectorum. VA% Ophiopogon bodinieri.

7K+% Metasequoia glyptostroboides. Fg<7T Nandina domestica. % 1% Vinca major
20<f<30 KM% 4% Buxus megistophylla. 12748 Cynodon dactylon. EEZZ % Oxalis corniculata.

K#HE Trachycarpus fortune. HIHI# Viburnum odoratissimum. -LiH-#4 Aesculus chinensis.

HEH Ulmus parvifolia. 74 Pittosporum tobira. #4& llex cornuta. #EH Torreya grandis

3.2.3. UM
Y BEVE (Species Diversity) & B2 BENE ) L BIG bRz —, AT LA R BAANFEVE BRI 5T X 3 (1 4 o
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HEMZ I, DRSPS H AR A ANME S o BRI S BE[9], R Rt BOR o A R
FER) AR

XF 18 AMEMIRE I 2 BEVESRBOR - IME bR e %, A5 A 45 BEAR#0N 17.8 £ 4.1, Gleason
f6%0M 2.5 + 0.4, Shannon-Wiener #5%7% 1.8 + 0.4, Simpson 54 0.8 + 0.1 (/%] 5). XPUI IR B &
T L T A 10] .
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Figure 5. Plant community diversity index

5. YRR S HIMIER

33. B EEESN
FEVK SRR AE 3 B S (8] B XS PH Y K IR AR, SEOLEEE L ZER, XN )Z
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PR (Stratification) #f 7% 3 i 45 14 (Vertical Structure), &[] LA A R 47) 5 P4 53 18] AH H.OC 28 19— Fh A4 30
[11].

AR E R TR 8 FERE S N AR, ST 8 mIEYATAR TLUE. 48 mIATTA T 2. 4
m LN OREER S |2, HIRMEYIREA H JZ[12] AT HARKI AR, 8 S v A 7 B e 2= R AE
KRBAETE ELEMFHE. SWETARZNIIR T BE, RE LEARERITER To B A T 850%, &&)2
NS ERTE N S BEVE, A& HEMIEA HBE[12]. 4558 5R, NEESMHE, MEEYX A 2 #
HEERM(E 6), 702 T HE& 44, Tolfig 141, UMY XA R 5 90 & TR s i) 2R
W, R (T ) 83 T 2 (T BEE) .

SRR KBS B E A X
21 6-2-1
a1 331 22
\ ! : 3-3-3 6-2-3
~—1) -2-
\ 4 M 332
43
s 6-1 BERNZIE TRl
4-4

REHANE CRIF+N+E+ED)

Figure 6. Plant community vertical structure types

6. EMRHEEEENLE

3.4. BEKTEHY

TRV TR A W0l LU R A 5 2 85 8 £ /K -2 8] (A 9% Z K 97K~ 45 #4 (Horizontal Structure) [11].
RALKIE T KT G5 IR PR G5 25 ) B o A (i P BRI A )« SR AR OO0, RSt B SO B R A B
A L E

341 BHEEE

B SEE D EREA L EE . SESRES. MUMEMXBE SN 4 F: TR 1 ET). TR 2 E
(T2)s BERZES)MEAIZ(H). FAJZE D E N 58.0% +29.1%, F% 3-3-1 i RZEiE R A, N 99.0%,
K 3-3 e RZm e/, N 11.3%; #ERZEGEAN 15.7% + 13.7%, g 4-3 FERZHEERK, N
52.2%, FEVE 5 HEARZ TR/, N 2.2%; HAZ RGN 34.0% +23.0%, BEE 4-2-2 HAR SR,
N 84.2%, WiV 6-2-2 EAZHER/DN, N 6.1% (K 7).

342 MOEE

PRG35 B AR AR FLRIT o 23 (R ORI AR BE, S e pR o AR KRR M = B R, AR Fa bk
Hew g, BRI LMK S . AR BN, IR X REVE R 5% (873 + 917)Fk/ha, #x
KAHETE 4-5 1) 4117 Phiha, FZEFONZEE LB AIHM, /Ny 4-2-2 1) 75 #hiha, FEZFN
RO EIEEVE . AR 3.2.1 A1 3.2.2 A, MORAEMIIX 18 NMEFEH, A 12 MR DLAE R N @A EL
WHFN, IX 12 NEEEIOPR Sy 35 B (722 £ 520)Kk/ha, STEG B E SRR,  Gn4x il [ SRR AR I RS VR b
Sy PR 565 Biiha, Z5HRM, IR DR R CRAE A X I A AR T AR 0 2 B R v T LA R, R
BEVE 3-3-2 Fil 6-1, MRO)BEFE 7 Hilik F) 1477 ¥k/ha A1 1980 Fkiha, %5 i B RK S 25 B S i R 4 5ot BV 25 ) 1)
A A 8)s
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Figure 7. Coverage of different layers of the community
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4. #ig

FRLRAE A X LA 2% ] PR 5 S P R P VRS PR 2 ML R Y 9 2, HH A 36 43 1) A 55.56% 1 27.78% .
5 gk i A S R AR PR R LR [13] [14], g R4 [ B CRAE A X Hh o 5 v ] Y S bR 1) L A3 A T
B, XTI R X TR EMARMIEFE, Fak. Vi R E B A i 2w WA .

AR AE T 18 MK, 43 5 md, Fhr Y 47 Bl 74 8 96 PR & 24 HRNE), 5 BT X
SR REVR (227 NEEVR, #9740 73 m2, FiTHEY) 109 B 263 J& 364 ). g IX e U VR (2 10
Jim?, 188 MEVE, FiTAEY) 85 F 197 J& 271 Fh) AN LG AN MR (177 MR, 207 3 m?, 84 Bl 181 J&
223 Fh)LLER[13] [14], EMEAEY PR CRAEY) XA YRR AR 5, A AR A = & T R 4
o b, FE. A ELRNHEBO RN WA, El 7008 I, BRE WAL,
IRAEY X AE D BEVE LB < 2 (F < 10%) 1408 A 59 B, X 5 BHIR SR AR Y IX g A 500 LR S F AT
B2 60% 14k HH B VREAN N 1~2 VR, BTk e b B A A AR PR K

B IR ) XA YR R B M 17.8 £ 4.1 (RE& ), i s R 1
FhaEE BEIE N 7.2 (&5 [13], BiALIXGHAFFEE N 11.6 £ 6.7 (A& 42 5E) [10], AR MR AR
VIBEEYPEEEE 2.6 (AEEAR) [14]. HRIEPIX Simpson $8%0CH 0.8 £ 0.1, S LfEWEE
Simpson FE%HH24(0.8 £0.1), & T3 mi#: X 444t Simpson #5%1(0.7 £0.2); ¥ {#HEY[X Shannon-Wiener 1§
¥ 1.8 0.4, BT A IIEYIEEYS Shannon-Wiener $6%1(2.2 + 0.4) [15], & FmiitLIX 4 H1(1.6 + 0.7)
Shannon-Wiener 184, Fik, ZR&ZMAEMZHNEIRRSEOT LR, Y IE IR O XA 2 K
YK, 5 b HARMRHAR Y, T AR S B A il et

IR R E 25, MRAED X EYRE AT + 3+ BRMMEERK. X5 R
WX St P B A5 AL R B A A RAE — B [13], TS RN AR, AR LR + BERONEE, H
UONTE + ¥+ H[14]. MEYER R, TS RE YR TE A I — 1 (77.8%) MR N XUZ T +
o+ B, T NIRRT (26%) RN T S HE 1) T 45 K ST (48%) o [RILAH bb FAth 28 7 (3 T Sk th, A4
el PR CRAE ) X R 7 1) 2 BB 20, M AEAE VERJZ RN R Z & T BRI 2 25 ]

VA FEHL AR 2% B, el 5o DL 9 ELAE S R AR 35 b 1 B R s, MR A % (722 £520
Phiha) = T3 LU B SR ARAREF 74 (565 #h/ha) [15], Wi A RAEY) X M RE VA % FE LR, e — e PR B B
HAB R IRIE

ZE L RTIR, VRN T G ) B A RS A, AH EE AR A IR T SRk, R A [ R AR ) X A )
BT BAG A FE MR T B A = (R Z FEPE KT, TR EIRD 8 B s, Mo 5
T A i EARRRMOKT

5. &g

BEVR BT, FARREY) X DU SRR AR SRTE I R R A AR 2 PR 2R 9 3, A2 4 i)
°N 55.56%71 27.78%.

FhRAL R ITTH, Y X ILIE A 47 Bl 74 J8 96 Fh(AN S 22 80ph2), VA 40 el PR AR AE 4 [X A
VIR AR, BRI E T ikt . FE. )\ e, EARN AR R
WA, fEREE 70% M EEE T L. HORIEY) X YR FESAME 17.8 £ 4.1 (A5 7% 5E), Simpson #5474 0.8
+ 0.1, Shannon-Wiener 540 1.8 + 0.4, g HEY) IRV X AW 2 AL MKF 5 Ll E AR PR AR Y,
e T A 2T (I T

BEVK I ELAEA 7T, MRV X YRR AT + HE + BRI SRR, Hob 77.8%M8E N
BUZTE + .+ B, e T3 S 35K
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BRI B, Hoh s d WA IF BSOS A I B AR, Mo s m T AR

RS, ULHIA R DRI B R, e R R A S R 1A

EEWMHE
RS2 B IR Z A R T H (23DZ1204601) . EIAE AR5 T 2 B (G 240304) 1
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