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Abstract

The shelter forest is a part of the forest ecological system and the foundation of ecological civiliza-
tion construction. At present, there is not the standard method for shelter forest quality evalua-
tion. In order to provide a feasible method for Guangxi shelter forest quality evaluation, this paper
based on the 5 main aspects (forest origin, forest structure, forest stability, forest health and for-
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est value) and 35 sub-classified indicators. The evaluation result was divided into 5 grades: excel-
lent, good, medium, pass and fail. According to this evaluation method, Guangxi shelter forest quality
in 2015 was evaluated, which was good class.
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Table 1. Indicator system of shelter forest quality evaluation
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Table 2. Grade standard of shelter forest quality evaluation
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Table 3. The shelter forest quality evaluation in Guangxi
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Table 4. Analysis on key indicators restricting shelter forest quality in Guangxi
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Table 5. The key indicators restricting shelter forest quality in Guangxi (I1)
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