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Ecological Restoration of Abandoned Stone Field in Natural Protected
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—A Case Study of Huyang Stone Field in Guangdong Luofu Mountain
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Abstract The ecological restoration of abandoned stone field in natural protected areas can improve the
ecological environment, protect biodiversity, enhance the landscape quality, promote the harmonious coexistence
of man and nature, and ecological restoration design is the key to realizing the ecological restoration of abandoned
stone fields. Based on the purpose of protecting ecology and biodiversity in natural protected areas, this paper
investigated and analyzed the main ecological problems existing in the test site, adopted the method of ecological
restoration zoning, and proposed the main content of ecological restoration design of abandoned stone field in
naturally protected areas, taking Huyang Stone field in Guangdong Luofu Mountain Provincial Nature Reserve
for example, including slope ecological restoration, soil ecological restoration, vegetation ecological restoration
design and landscape ecological restoration design. Various restoration factors, such as geology, topography, and

vegetation, are fully considered, and the optimal ecological restoration design scheme is determined through
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comparison and selection of stability, aesthetics, ecology and diversity, etc. The combination of engineering

measures and biological measures is integrated to improve the ecological environment and biodiversity of the

abandoned stone field.

Key words Natural protected area; abandoned stone field; ecological restoration
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Fig. 1 Location of the test site
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Fig. 2 Current situation and restoration zoning of test site
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Table 1 Zoning of ecological restoration in the test site
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Table 2 Slope classification and ecological restoration design scheme
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Fig. 3 Lattice frame anchorage structure
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Table 3 Analysis table of land effect of abandoned stone field ecological restoration
7R 0
1ok S T o 5 T A LA’ CEEILE)
Land types Area before restoration Area after restoration Area of change Ofl?angf)e °
R 16 253 0 -16 253 -100
HEA I 17 248 12 612 -4 636 -26.88
A 0 20 889 20 889

AR o a0 b A= A48 B2 TR B 4G n T Ak 1 AR R
AR, $ PR A RN E R 60.57 m™ i1
B OWINARME R 126.5 m®, AR 50% i,
M4 1000 06 /m’ A B, T BRSO Mt A a2
6.3 Jt.
3.3 #&xzH

R0 L R AETE 3.35 hm? JF Fihh, 38 a2k 35
16 52 MBI g A 25 P M 3.35 h®, B0 T £ 3
FIHE; @RS BRI T, e i b
JRJCE, AR T YR R A A e 4y S
BE TAEMISEH, 45 St T — @ B0t i T4
BN, HEIN T Y MR RO, X R R TR K
AR T RUWRAE R ;IR T IR I RGR X
HAf R, 2R, T EAF RSl 8 215 B
2, ATDMEHE ol AR A g | BT > b
AT AT, BIHE S BHR%,

4 HipSitie

ST ROAERAE EARBR L B
SRR AT, T R A ] AU
ZEITHRAE ARG TR, ACET AR MR
PR A S R AR E R R, $2H A SRR
WSO SR BT HETE R, PO E O B
RSB A SEAT IR, miRIAE R . 1R
8. MEERE, RIITRIBE . ESBER
iR, Db, B PR, %
8 L N LR 2 LR T ML B S 1] ESE TRV R SV
PSSO AEASTERI Z RIS 2275 i e e
IR IS, TRREAE YIRS &,
G, BROREST O RSB RS RO

JUIARB AR G F RO DR R T AR/
FEAE R A T3 T HAT SRR, WA
BBEBATXRE AR HEF OB
HA 7R TR

S7% 30k

[1] JEANT, ¥, X037, 56 b E A SRR AR R 0 T
SR IO FEERAE HE, 2019(3): 1-7.

[2] B, BN, FRA, T RE BRI A 4
FHERFFE )] M0l 53R EEREE, 2021, 37(6): 111-117.
[3] ZRHE, S0 A% PR [ 25 P AE SR v L T Bk
B P kR 0.3 7K, 2009, 31(141): 156-157.

[4] 1%, BRI 10 E F Ak 2 S AR
FEIAEA 4R, 2001, 21(11): 1932-1940

[5] ZEibuh JE T A B R L R 55 5 0 A
THREGE: DA TR0 LR 55 b R I [ D19 2 2= Be 3,
2021, 38(3): 16-21.

[6] BHZREE, sREUE, XIEA, 5. 0 KR bt A SR AE M.
BRI I LAl R, 2017, 45(17): 269-272.

[7] 2R J5 d W G 60 A 3 s R ] R b o AL A B B
Z= R HBLIR 732 GB/T 21010-2017[S]. b 5L HiE
B i, 2017.

[8] JEIMS %, skithsc, bl SR s A S B R IR R
FEHR T DA R 0 T 4 T8 0 2 37 o 9] [ ). e ek
2R, 2021, 27(20): 146-149

[9] EJe.) 7R 48 55 DUIR AR AR BT IR — 2R A = 245 R 4y
MMl 53R RR2E, 2020, 36(1): 73-77.

[10] FlEmE, Bk, T, EEFBERY IESESEE

SERRIST: ARILA KA SEE T A A FI[0].E L%
TEIE, 2021(8): 50-56.



