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Abstract

We mapped the spatial distributions of Leucaena leucocephala (L. leucocephala) and other plants
in the Kenting National Park, using remote sensing data from Satellite Pour L’observation de la Terre
(SPOT) and IKONOS. Their distribution patterns were compared among the three ranges of elevations
(0-100m, 100-200m, 200-300m) and four ranges of distances from roads (0-500m, 500-1,000m,
1,000-1,500m, 1,500-2,000m). The results showed that L. leucocephala occupied 12.08% of the areas
at the elevations of 0-100m, and 11.69% at distances of 0-500m from the roads. The lacunarity indices
of the spatial patterns calculated with multi-scale method indicated that most of L. leucocephala were
found in the critical zones, such as low elevations and proximity to the roads. As these critical zones
were associated with human disturbed areas, it was more likely that the human disturbance promotes the
invasion and spread of L. leucocephala. Therefore, enhancement was required for the L. leucocephala

management program in the critical zones with a particular attention on human disturbed areas.
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Fig. 1. General geographical features of the Kenting National Park.
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Table 1. Landscape types and areas in the Kenting National Park

Area
Landscape types %
L. leucocephala 1,565.21 8.66
Other plants 11,510.65 63.65
Non-forest 5,007.64 27.69

Total 18,083.50 100.00
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Fig. 2. Spatial distribution of L. leucocephala and other plants in the Kenting National Park.
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Table 2. Distributions of L. leucocephala and other plants in relation to elevations

Elevation Areas of L. Areas of other

Areas Areas for non-forest

ranges leucocephala plants
(m) (ha) (ha) (%) (ha) (%) (ha) (%)

0-100 8,998.40 1,086.96 12.08 3,485.76 38.74 4425.68 49.18
100-200 4,724.64 442.49 9.37 3,836.61 81.20 445.54 9.43
200-300 2,735.36 35.76 1.31 2,583.52 98.10 16.08 0.59
>300 1,625.10 — — 1,604.76 92.59 120.34 7.41
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Fig. 3. Relationships between lacunarity indices and box sizes for L. leucocephala and other plants at
the elevation ranges of 0-100m, 100-200m and 200-300m.
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Table 3. Distribution of L. leucocephala and other plants at different distances from the road

Areas of L. Areas of other Areas for
Road buffer Areas
leucocephala plants non-forest
(m) (ha) (ha) (%) (ha) (%) (ha) (%)
0-500 9,414.18 1,100.89 11.69 4,400.21 46.74 3913.08 41.57
500-1,000 4,198.53 353.75 8.43 3,060.35 72.89 784.43 18.68
7.95
1,000-1,500 1,995.26 90.16 4.52 1,746.52 87.53 158.58
1,500-2,000 995.90 20.41 2.05 917.93 92.17 57.55 5.78
>2.,000 1,479.63 — — 1,385.64 93.65 93.99 6.35
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2T P REREL AP 2 FRIIRC 15 155 72 52 2 B s »
HESR & 08 LRSI B v 2 JR SR & R B -
AfESE % 0-500m [ ([ 4A) R & H i 7= BRI A
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RGP IR E RS LS - B SRS %
i EHIRCIESS 2) » A5 BB IR SR & R -
IRAT IR FT 5 AR - 22 ] R 2 B
Ui » A AIR



WIS 9(2) © 7-18, 2007

A (0-500m)

7

Ln (lacunarity)

0 1 2 3 4
Ln (box size)

C (1,000-1,500m)

z e—
= 0\
< 5 W
o ..
= ®e
g See
=3
—
1 T
0 1 2 3 4

Ln (box size)

—eo— Jeucaena leucocephala

15

B (500-1,000m)

Ln (lacunarity)

7

(e}
—
S}
)
~
W

Ln (box size)

D (1,500-2,000m)

7o

\
—__

W
...
&
()

/

14 T T T T 1

Ln (box size)

—O0— Other plants

4. SRE LI IR R O W i B A R B E o LI L R AR R -

Fig. 4. Relationships between lacunarity indices and box sizes for L. leucocephala and other plants at

different distances from the road.
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