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Abstract : The characterigics of the plant pecies diveraty of naturd secondary forest community in the rorthwest Zhegjiang Prov-
ince were gudied. The plant growth form and the inportance va ue of the community were determined , and the richness, everr
ness, and gecies diverdty index of each layer of the community were caculaed with varied cdcuation method. The resuits are
asfollows: (1) There exised the conparatively obvious dominant pecieswithin each layer of the naturd secondary forest commur
nity , with Cycdobalanopsis glauca in tree layer , Cyclobal anopsis glauca and Loropetalum chinese in shrub layer and Indocal amus
tessdlatus in herb layer asthe dominant goecies. (2) The natura secondary forest community in this area had rich plant gpecies,
with the species number of arbor tree being the nog and that of the herb being the least. Intermsdf the layer of the naturd sec-
ondary fores , the herb layer had the highes richness, followed by shrub layer and tree layer with a smilar richness between
them. The shrub layer had the highest evenness, followed by tree layer. While the richness of the herb layer was the lowest. Al-
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0, the shrub layer had the highes goecies divergty index caculated with various methods. The index for herb layer wasthe low-
eg even if it had the highes richness. (3) There were higher plant Species diverdty index and higher quantity index in the forest

community which was closed for a longer time and suffered from less human digurbance.
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