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Optimal Allocation of Urban Green Space Based on the Carbon Sequestration Capacity—Taking Harbin, Heilongjiang as an Example
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Abstract According to the different configuration structure of arbor-shrub-grass, arbor-shrub, arbor-grass, shrub-grass, arbor, shrub, grass,
the study of the carbon sequestration effect in Harbin City 113 plots, through actual plant monitoring, carbon sequestration effect of 20 kinds of
greening plants in Harbin city were calculated and compared for the different structure of green space effect of carbon sequestration. The results
showed that some planting trees such as Acer negundo Linn. , Ulmus pumila Linn. , Populus ablba ‘ Berolinensis’ and Ulmus pumila 1.
‘Tenue’ and some planting shrub like Sambucus williamsit Hance, Rose acicularis Lindl. werespecies with strong carbon sequestration capaci-
ty, which can be give priority to landscaping. The carbon sequestration capacity per unit area of green space of different configuration from
high to low showed arbor-shrub-grass, arbor-shrub, arbor-grass, shrub-grass, arbor, shrub, grass. Rational configuration of arbor-shrub-grass
can be used to take full advantage of over-ground and under-ground space and to promote the carbon sequestration potential per unit area of

green space.
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Fig.1 Location and green space structure of test sample
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Table 1 Measurement indexes of test plant species
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Table 2 Analysis of the effect of carbon fixation in plants
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Fig.2 Comparative analysis of daily carbon sequestration per unit leaf area of different plant species
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Fig. 3 Comparative analysis of daily carbon sequestration per unit crown of different plant species
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Fig.4 Comparative analysis of daily average carbon sequestra-

tion in green spaces with different configuration structure
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