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Spatial Distribution and Stand Characteristics of Inter-city Ecological
Buffer Zone in Pearl River Delta Urban Agglomeration
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Abstract Based on the intercity scale of the Pearl River Delta urban agglomeration, this study identified
and screened 54 intercity ecological buffer zones, and analyzed their spatial distribution and stand structure
characteristics. The results showed that: ( 1) the number of intercity ecological buffer zones cities in Pearl
River Delta urban agglomerations is relatively high, most of which are 200 to 1 000 hectares; however, they are
unevenly spatially distributed, mainly located in Dongguan - Shenzhen - Huizhou and Zhongshan - Zhuhai -
Jiangmen intercity adjacent districts; (2 ) Most of the intercity ecological buffer zones have irregular shapes and
are highly fragile. (3 ) The stand structure of intercity ecological buffer zone is not reasonable. The proportion
of pure forest is relatively high, and the composition of tree species is single, The proportion of plantation is high,
up to 80.6%, but the stand productivity is low, and the volume per unit area is lower than the national level of the
plantation. The structure of the age group is unreasonable, and the proportion of the same age and middle and
young forests are large. Ecological public welfare forests accounted for a low proportion of 50.79%, showing an
overall pattern of low forest quality. Therefore, the future construction of an intercity ecological buffer zone in the

Pearl River Delta urban agglomeration should pay attention to the balance of spatial distribution, the regularity
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and continuity of forest patch shape, and the rationality of stand structure.

Key words Pearl River Delta urban agglomeration; intercity ecological buffer zone; spatial

distribution; shape index; stand characteristic
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Table 1 The classification of intercity ecological buffer zones
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Figure 1 The distribution of the intercity ecological buffer
zones
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Figure 2 The proportions of areas of forests of different
age groups in the intercity ecological buffer zones
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Table 2 The area and distribution of intercity ecological buffer zones
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Figure 3 The proportions of areas of each dominant tree species in the intercity ecological buffer zones
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Table 3 The shape index of forest patches in intercity ecological buffer zones
= o =
Niﬁmj‘zer SL Sy Niﬁmzer SL Sky Niﬁmier Sk Sky
1 2.80 2.48 19 5.19 4.60 37 5.95 5.28
2 6.34 5.62 20 3.28 2.90 38 6.96 6.16
3 10.04 8.90 21 9.19 8.15 39 7.48 6.63
4 7.94 7.03 22 5.94 5.27 40 4.81 4.26
5 10.28 9.11 23 3.38 2.99 41 4.56 4.04
6 10.51 9.31 24 2.81 2.49 42 4.55 4.03
7 2.23 1.98 25 3.45 3.06 43 6.03 5.34
8 11.01 9.76 26 7.48 6.63 44 4.63 4.11
9 9.96 8.83 27 3.69 3.27 45 3.66 3.25
10 8.98 7.95 28 10.55 9.35 46 4.21 3.73
11 3.77 3.34 29 6.48 5.75 47 3.08 2.73
12 2.26 2.01 30 5.15 4.57 48 3.12 2.77
13 4.59 4.06 31 7.09 6.29 49 4.42 3.92
14 4.78 4.24 32 4.67 4.14 50 2.02 1.79
15 4.13 3.66 33 16.97 15.04 51 7.91 7.01
16 2.75 2.44 34 12.67 11.23 52 3.19 2.83
17 2.77 2.45 35 4.21 3.73 53 2.79 2.47
18 3.42 3.03 36 3.73 3.30 54 2.94 2.60
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Table 4 The average hectare volume of different tree species
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Table 5 The forest types in intercity ecological buffer
zones
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