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Abstract: [ Objective | Forest site quality evaluation refers to the judgement and prediction of site suitability or
potential productivity. The aim is to establish a site quality evaluation model of Cunninghamia lanceolata plan-
taion. [Method] A new site quality evaluation index,the maximum growth rate index of DBH, was proposed.
Taken as the site evaluation index, and based on the National Forest Inventory (NFI) data of Zhejiang Province
from 1994 to 2009, the maximum DBH growth rate for 529 permenant plots of C. lanceolata plantations was
extracted from the NFI time series data as the site quality evaluation index of C. lanceolata plantations. Inte-
grated with readily available site factors such as latitude, altitude, slope position, slope direction, slope, soil
types, etc., and based on the quantitative theory I method, a site quality evaluation model of C. lanceolata
plantations was established. [ Result] The statistical test value of the model is 14.723, and the complex correla-
tion coefficient of the model is 0.606, which reaches a very significant level, and the effect of the model is sat-

isfactory. The maximum DBH growth rate based on NFI is an appropriate index for site quality evaluation. The
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contribution of site factors such as slope direction, slope position, soil type, slope, latitude and altitude to the
maximum growth rate of DBH decreases sequentially. [ Conclusion] Based on NFI and quantitative theory I,
the overall index of site quality evaluation model of C. lanceolata plantations in Zhejiang Province is reason-
able. It overcomes the dependence of traditional site quality evaluation on age, and can effectively use NFI his-
torical data, which is suitable for forests of the same age and different age. The site quality evaluation model
can effectively evaluate the site quality of the study area. It can not only evaluate the productivity of existing C.
lanceolata plantations, but also predict the potential productivity of non-forest land. [Ch, 3 fig. 6 tab. 23 ref.]

Key words: forest management; Cunninghamia lanceolata plantation; maximal growth rate of DBH; site quality

evaluation; site factor; quantification theory I model
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Table 1  Classification and quantitative numbering of qualitative site factors
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Figure 2 Comparison of growth rate of C. lanceolata
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Figure 3 Trend of average growth rate of different DBH

———D8§ ——DI12

grades of C. lanceolata with time

BRI, IR M A R AR i A A A R B S B (AU R A S A
PRSI AT AR, K 3 B 3 BRER RN AR A R AR ICR 2 L R M A 7t PR A R A A
Kk, DL, 0 TR AR N R AT, AR Y SR R AR A A SR I 3 BRI S AR 28 AR R 4
PRI 529 D HEHL B9 o R MR A KR

®3 BRAMBERREIMEFZERRREXFEH

Table 3 Pearson correlation coefficient between the maximum DBH growth rate and the site factor
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Table 4 Score and t-test table of the quantification theory [ model of C. lanceolata
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Table 5 Variance ratio of the influencing factors of various site factors
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Table 6  Error analysis table of the model-fitting
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