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Fig. 1 Distribution of sampling plots in Beijing Olympic Forest Park

1.2.2 o(PM, ) Wil

K F Dustmate #2286 M3 W] 25 0 =2 2 T 4%
HiAE G R BEAE S BEHR AT 1. 5 m AL R p(PMz.s) s
KA az8918 R KRR & = A — MR &<
T A X 3 B A XU B . ORI B[R] A 09: 00—
16:00, B WM 43 3 d #47T, B R4 3 BRI
W3 AR B R EZIEW 2 h(09: 00—
11:00,11:30—13:30,14.:00—16.:00) , | Z=F
W6 REE . 3BT L2 Pel £ UE DA 5 5 5% RERE
R p(PMy.5) B 22 57 1 43 3 (KB 3R O LA HE
ELERINT PM, s 5 AR AE G RZ

HIWE P (%) = (Cx —C,)/Cx X100, K
B, Cox N BEAEHE o (PM.5) 5 C, A2 2 Bl 5 b N
e(PM;5),

BREGAEYNEEE TR AL O T &
B = CHEXT 2 B + A X 35 B+ M 35D /35 4
Xt % B = REFRE B B AR B/ b P A TS AR )
SRS AN 5 =2 A I 5 /BT R W) A 0
RUFE ) o 2 R 5 AR 48 BE = B ) B EE / B
A R A G BRI 2 R

1.3 BiESH

A $C3E W Microsoft Excel 2003, SPSS
21.0 #1 Sigma Plot 10. 0 237, RABERH R F &
Ay Hr AR /N B3 2 ik (1LSD) Hu B A vl fig ' 4544
FIRETE N PML. 5 HIl D838 1 22 57, >R P A 58 43
RIS IE R A5 CF3RR P R E
TBFNAREUR ) 5 PM, s BB Z 8] 1Y R R IR 55 5
BEWCOPRER «=0. 05,

2 GHRE5HMH

2.1 BEEMARFHIE

X RV TR £ 45 SR T 0 B AL AR A
P9 A~ UL RURE H AR W) P I L R AR o B A B
R R R SRR IR R (R D

FEVHE R RERE H rh , BRI M A AT RRTR
SR L BLER BT AR R R o O A T AR B SR B I AL
BED . FEHL Py H BT AR Bl T A, okt
HIA 4RI

H BRI RE F RN & B
R RS P LE RS P R AL ANPE AR



5 1439

It B B Z2 81

E SRS » A A A s o O B (RO, R oA
AR PR ME, SHMHEZRERT
60 I, RIS BIAE AR BAT 4B % (5, 4n Ps
(9B B EEAEAE 40~60 B, RO FHTEREE
HEABELHE I P PREEE EEEANT

20 I}, RO BPAE o P ML 355 . A RIS A
ZXF PM, s HHALAE A RIS, BRI T AR B0 2 A
AR PRI TN  ZE R A i Y e B D7 SR M
HaXF PML. 5 BB B2l o

1 BHRLERHR LA EHEFHEREE
Table 1 Information of sampling plots in Beijing Olympic Forest Park
BESEET ﬁﬁéﬁ%*’g Structure of communities
R TR A R B R B Types of MELH  AEE bR HHE
Communities Plant type and importance value » Vertical Canopy  Coverage Density
communities
structure  closure/ % /% /(Bk e (66Tm2) 1)

P [FIAE(29. 46)+ EL(8. 46) +2M1(29. 87) +1LBk(32. 42) SRR SRR 90 85 93
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Table 1 Difference analysis of PMz, 5 removal
percentage of green spaces with various plant

arrangement modes through the year

) AR B E PR 5% BEKTE
E Number of Mean of removal Standard 5% significant
Communities
samples percentage/ % error level
P 24 —5.80 8.01 d
P2 24 15.07 3.21 be
P 24 8. 31 5.99 c
Py 24 4.99 4. 69 cd
Ps 24 14.59 3.49 be
Ps 24 28.52 5.59 ab
P7 24 13. 81 4. 34 be
Pg 24 17. 88 5. 67 ab
Py 24 20. 26 4. 83 ab

T ARNEFRERZRRE, TR,
Note: Different lowercase letters show that significant difference, the

same as below.
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Table 3 Difference analysis of PMs, 5 removal
percentage of green spaces with various plant

arrangement modes in summer

. HEAR Bl E R SUBEBEKFE
# Number of Mean of removal Standard 5% significant
Communities
samples percentage/ % error level

P1 6 —12. 84 20.71 b

P 6 17. 99 6. 56 ab

P3 6 4.93 1.16 ab

Py 6 2.12 6. 59 ab

Ps 6 7.53 11.61 ab

Ps 6 30. 33 17. 44 a

P7 6 5.46 5. 54 ab

Pg 6 5.57 1.78 ab

Py 6 11.03 4.62 ab
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Table 4 Difference analysis of PMjz, 5 removal
percentage of green spaces with various plant

arrangement modes in autumn

) FEARL B E R SUEBEKT
T Number of Mean of removal Standard 5% significant
Communities
samples percentage/ % error level
P 6 —24.54 12. 36 ¢
Pz 6 10. 80 0. 31 ab
P3 6 2.98 1. 19 b
Py 6 0.16 1.33 b
Ps 6 17. 00 9. 83 ab
Ps 6 17. 26 8. 36 ab
P7 6 3.09 8. 16 b
Pg 6 37.68 5. 86 a
Py 6 33.08 1. 41 a
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Fig. 2 Height class distribution of trees in the plant communities
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Table 5 Difference analysis of PMs, 5 removal
percentage of green spaces with various plant
arrangement modes in spring

FEREL Kl 3{E R SUREAKTE

REIE
Number of Mean of removal Standard 5% significant
Communities

samples percentage/ % error level
Py 6 7.28 4.25 c
P2 6 12.14 2.88 be
Ps 6 18.79 6.16 ab
Py 6 3. 06 7.51 c
Ps 6 19.53 1.16 ab
Ps 6 21. 67 1. 58 a
Pr 6 17. 70 1.47 ab
Ps 6 18. 24 9. 67 ab
Py 6 15.77 2.22 be

RAE BTG BRI PMe. s B 1 6k 1 FR 3¢
R RS
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Table 6 Partial correlation analysis between structural

characteristics and PMz 5 removal percentage

R SRR - WHURE
Average diameter Average Number
rown
at breast height plant height density
AR
—0.760* 0. 580 0. 300 —0.710
Correlation
BEH
0.031 0. 094 0. 332 0.175
Significance

¥ ¥ FORTE 0. 05 KFARBE.

Note: * indicates significantly correlated at 0. 05 level,
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Fig. 3 Comparison of diameter class distribution

between coniferous trees and broad-leaved trees
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Effects of Different Plant Configuration Modes in Urban Park
Green Spaces on p(PM;. ;) Reduction

CHEN Bo!, XU Yan', LI Zhigiang' , JIA Jianxue?®
(1. Department of Horticulture, Beijing Vocational College of Agriculture, Beijing 102442; 2. Daxing District Forestry

Station, Beijing 102600)

Abstract; Nine typical plant communities in Olympic Forest Park as objects were studied using long-

term fixed-point monitoring method to analyze the seasonal and annual PM; ; removal percentage by

different plant disposition. The partial correlations between the removal percentage and the structure

indicators of green spaces were also studied. It aimed to provide a quantitative reference for optimizing
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the plant community structure and improving the function of urban green space to control PM; 5. The

results indicated that the purification ability of lawn with few trees to PM; s was significantly lower

than that of woodland; PM; s removal percentage of mixed broadleaf-conifer forest was larger than that

of broad-leaved forest and coniferous forest. p (PM, ) reduction rate of green space had the

significantly positive correlations with the diameter at tree’ s breast height, and the insignificant

positive correlations with plant height and crown width. The stand with too large density or crown

density could lead to a rise in PM; 5 concentrations in green space.

Keywords: park green spaces; plant configuration; PM; 5 ;removal percentage



