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ABSTRACT  The Kenting uplifted coral reef forest, located on the southern tip of
Hengchun peninsula, is the only near-nature high coral reef forest now reserved in
Taiwan. To long-term monitor the tendency of forest changes, a 10 ha dynamic plot was
established in 2001 and re-inventoried in 2008 and 2013. During two re-inventory
periods (2008 and 2013), deer pellets were frequently found in the plot, and seedlings
and saplings were seriously browsed by deer. Based on the three-time dynamic plot data,
we analyzed the forest diameter structural change as well as the population change of
different species. The goal of this study was to evaluate the possible changes caused by
deer disturbance in this uplifted coral reef forest. The result showed that the density of
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young sapling (dbh 1-2 cm) reduced from 1600/ha in 2001 to 770/ha in 2013, and the
percentage of the reduction reached as high as approximately 52%. However, the tree
density of the great dbh classes showed fewer changes than the young saplings. Among
the 26 dominant young sapling species, 21 species reduced in population and five
species increased in population. Among them, six species, including pioneer trees
Macaranga tanarius, Melanolepis multiglandulosa, Laportea pterostigma and Ficus
septica, Dracaena angustifolia, Boehmeria wattersii, showed a reduction percentage
higher than 70%. The other six species, specifically Liodendron formosanum, Murraya
paniculata, Cryptocarya concinna, Antidesma pentandrum var. barbatum, Diospyros
eriantha and Aglaia formosana, had a reduction percentage lower than 30%. On the
other hand, five species, specifically Croton cascarilloide, Planchonella obovata,
Glycosmis cochinchinensis, Diospyros discolor and Ardisia sieboldii, increased in
percentage. It seems that deer has different preference to different species’ young
sapling, and (or) different species’ young sapling might have different resistance and (or)
tolerance to deer browsing. Further research is necessary to clarify this finding.
Keywords: Taiwan, sika deer, forest, disturbance
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