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Short-Term Effects of Leucaena leucocephala Removal and
Restoration Planting to Remaining Native Woody Plants in A
Kenting Coastal Forest Restoration Site
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! Fu-Shan Research Center, Taiwan Forestry Research Institute, > Corresponding author
(fhchen@tfri.gov.tw)

ABSTRACT  Leucaena leucocephala is a widely-spread exotic invasive species that
has seriously threatened the natural ecosystem in Kenting National Park. Therefore, L.
leucocephala removal and native vegetation restoration are urgent issues to be
addressed. A 2.2-ha experimental site, an abandoned farm, was dominated by L.
leucocephala before treatment. Density of all trees with DBH=1cm was 7,645 trees/ha,
with 72% being L. leucocephala. There were two widths of removal zone, 12-m and
6-m, respectively, and a 3-m preservation zone (no L. leucocephala removal) between
the removal zones. Woody plant surveys were conducted before and after removal of L.
leucocephala prior to the rainy season in May 2008. Our results showed that L.
leucocephala removal and restoration planting did not affect trees with DBH=1 cm in
terms of density and species richness, but canopy area of trees was reduced, especially
in the 12-m removal zone. Furthermore, considerable canopy area was reduced in
October as a result of typhoon disturbance. In contrast, removal of L. leucocephala
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significantly decreased the density and species richness of saplings (DBH<1 cm and
height=50 cm) and seedlings (height<50 cm), especially in the 12- removal zone.
Average density of saplings and seedlings was reduced by 1/3. Overall, L. leucocephala
removal had more impact on smaller trees. Vegetation was affected slightly more in
wider removal zones. However, most of the disturbed vegetations would recover after a
growing season through various regeneration sources, such as seedling bank and seed
bank. Long-term monitoring is suggested to fully understand the effects of L.
leucocephala removal on subsequent vegetation regeneration.
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vegetation dynamics
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