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Table 1 Survival rate and increment of the trial tree species

R w R Hi(a) RERW) SRR ErHFE Dem) H(m)

1 X FA 100 10 S/ AR

2 L] ¥ 43.0 20 B %K

3 EB B 30.5 25 2 # K

4 BERA 20.0 0 B # K

5 a M F 97.1 20 28K AR

6 ® Ok 56.0 0 B %

7 H » 99.3 10 B W% ;oA R

8 E R 55.6 0 B ¥ K

9 B w 98.0 20 G I/ b S N
10 pi AR S 100 10 R/ 3 AR
11 - 7 95.0 0 B %K AR
12 oH Ak 30.0 0 A - I/ N HAEEE
13 i VN 0 0 BN /N

14 F/R B R 93.0 0 B ¥ K

15 B2 & A 0 0 B # K

16 k2 ® — 0 B WK

17 & & n 17 100 88 HERRR 1.76 2.4

18 BmARA 16 100 70 EERR oK R
19 4y 16 100 50 ERRR #H kR
20 . SAlE 0 16 100 35 EERR ook R
21 # K K 16 100 50 BERAR AR
22 OO 16 100 80 Kt — B 6.10 5.9

23 | %M 16 95.0 85 e gh— 8 7.01 5.5

24 3 # 16 " 85.0 60 R’ 7.68 6.2

25 W WME 15 90.0 70 T -8 9.72 5.7

26 HBRE 17 100 90 MR RAF 11.80 8.3

27 R & 17 100 95 KRR 10.72 7.4

28 kOB 17 100 85 ERRIF 14.58 9.7

29 RS 17 100 75 ERRE 14.29 8.9

30 ® LA 16 100 80 ERREF 14.52 8.7

31 AHE K 17 100 99 ERRF 12.82 9.2

32 x B B 17 100 97 ERRW 13.70 9.9 AR
33 M REE 16 100 90 LR R 10.50 8.5 AR
34 " % 16 100 80 R R 8.70 8.2

35 H #& 16 100 90 ERRE 9.76 7.3

36 [LF)iPNY ¥ -] 16 100 96 ERRIF 11.75 8.7

37 X # 16 100 95 SRR 10.95 8.7

38 w® 0w 16 100 26 EXRRE 10.64 8.2

39 ¥R 14 100 80 EERRE 9.15 9.8

40 m M 17 100 95 LEERE 9.06 7.3

41 %® B 16 85.0 60 KR 7 6.5
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Table 2 Data of stem analysis from 13 tree species

52 wp D H BTE ¥ # EREER(2) e ERE(ER)

5 PR o em m) (m) (myhmh D H v (cg‘) (In{) (m87hm2)
1 & ME # 17 14.58 9.7 6.2  244.857 6~8 3~5 KF 0.73 0.6 14.403
2 8 o M 17 14.29 8.9 5.3 198.080 7~10 7~8 X3 0.72 0.5 11.652
3 BB 16 14.52 8.7 5.6  176.187 8~10 1~6 12 0.70 0.5 11.012
4 TR M 17 10.72 7.4 4.4 89.666 6~10 13~15 k%  0.56 0.4 5.274
5 & B & 17 13.70 9.9 6.3  174.782  8~10 7~10 14 0.73 0.6 10.282
6 AR 17 12.82 9.2 6.3 169.283 8~10 5~7 R 0.66 0.5 9.958
7 K # 16 10.95 8.7 5.4  137.613 8~9 5~9 14 0.66 0.6 8.601
8 F i 16 9.76 7.3 3.5 78.990 7~10 4~8 14 0.55 0.5 4.937
9 MNKRuiE 16 11.75 8.7 4.8  140.054 8~12 4~8 14 0.68 0.6 8.753
10 B X 17 12.08 8.3 5.1 143.010 3~5 1~14 16 0.67 0.5 8.412
11 %32 # 14 9.45 9.8 4.8 96.905 5~10 6~9 12 0.65 0.7 6.922
12 & W 16 10.64 8.2 5.5  105.017 6~10 2~6 10 0.61 0.6 6.564
13 M & 16 8.96 8.2 4.8 70.461 7~9 11~12 %3] 0.53 0.5 4.404
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1 m®/hm? . RN H34.92%, 22.90% F1108.80% ~173.09% . 7E22iRTH LI4EHK
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Table 3 Chinese fir increment of different varieties

w ¢ S _ BB EXRPER
w i D(cm) H(m) V(m3/hm?) HREHEKR
(a) (m3/#) (m3/hm?) :
x K 17 13.7 9.8 0.0683 174.75 10.28 122.43
Ak A 17 12.9 9.2 0.0634 169.20 9.96 118.59

MR 16 10.5 8.5 0.0540 134.40 8.40 100.00
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Fig. 1 D, V increment of loblolly pine, slash pine and pond pine
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Table 4 Increment comparision between 8 species of broad-leaved forest and masson’s pine
L) 4 — — HREERK
F5 w L D{em) H (m) V(m3/hm?) MREHERKK
(a) (m3/hm?)
1 28I PN S 16 11.75 8.7 140.054 8.753 165.97
2 KX # 16 10.95 8.7 137.613 8.601 163.08
3 HOR R 17 12.08 8.3 143.010 8.412 159.50
4 % B 14 9.45 9.8 96.905 6.922 131.25
5 -3 B 16 10.64 8.2 105.017 6.564 124.46
6 R B 17 10.72 7.4 39.666 5.274 100.00
7 % & 16 9.76 7.3 78.990 4.937 93.61
8 A * 16 8.96 8.2 70.460 4.404 83.50
9 E 16 7.45 6.5
#£5 MEMHBAD, H, V(ZE)EKIRE
Table 5 DHV data of sample tree of Chinese sweet gum
#® B Daxk Dtk Hipgk Hyeyg g Viggr Vemek
(a) (cm) (cm) (m) (m) (m?) (m?3)
2 0 0 0.83333 0.416 67 0.00001 0.00001
4 0 0 1.500 00 0.375 00 0.000 40 0.00010
6 1.200 00 0.20000 3.500 00 0.583 33 0.001 02 0.00017
8 3.200 00 0.400 00 4.500 00 1 0.56250 0.002 98 0.000 37
10 4.500 00 0.450 00 5.500 00 0.550 00 0.006 05 0.00061
12 5.90000 0.491 67 7.500 00 0.625 00 0.011 03 0.00092
14 7.30000 0.521 43 8.000 00 0.571 43 0.019 02 0.001 36
16 8.500 00 0.531 25 8.300 00 0.51875 0.027 76 0.00173
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Table 6 Tree analysis data and cv for 19 species of tree

- vV D (ecm) H (m) T H(m)
(m*/hm*) D CV (%) ®&kD H CV(% #xH H CV(%) #&kH

B M & 143.01 11.81 22.0 16.5 8.3 14.88 10.7 4.96 25.63 8.0
) # 55.42 8.8 25.15 14.9 7.3 18.32 9.5 1.09 74.91 3.0
TR & 89.67 10.73 22.33 14.7 7.4 9.01 8.2 4.51 17.68 6.1
® M # 198.08 13.96 28.27 21.5 8.9 10.61 10.8 5.24 16.28 6.5
X OB 244.86 15.09 26.25 20.7 9.6 14.04 12.3 6.2 13.71 7.8
® KB 174.78 13.68 15.18 18.7 9.9 12.11 12.0 6.02 15.55 8.0
iR 169.28 13.32 20.76 17.4 9.2 11.01 11.5 6.01 11.23 7.7
B /N 176.20 14.52 21.68 20.0 8.7 13.18 11.4 5.46  21.60 7.0
F M 78.99 10.10 28.25 14.5 7.3 18.99 9.7 3.33  28.80 5.7
® M 2090  5.98 21.09 8.3 5.9 14.43 - 8.1 2.96  30.92 5.8
! %R 22.50 6.48 42.02 13.5 5.5 26.57 8.7 0.78 38.74 1.4
B & 70.46 8.36 30.64 12.4 8.2 20.98 10.5 4.55 26.07 6.3
T B 39.30 7.20 31.20 13.90 6.5 24,23 10.1 3.33  26.03 5.5
EE® 96.91 9.38 18.41 12.1 9.8 10.21 11.5 4.47  24.35 6.3
w4 140.05 11.15 ~ 24.38 16.0 8.7  12.42 10.2 4.99 21.38 6.7
x Eod 137.61 10.95 21.51 17.9 8.0 9.17 10.6 5.20 16.31 6.3
®m W 105.02 10.64 21.68 18.5 8.2 11.04 10.0 5.52 15.77 7.4
W% 38.22 7.26 35.06 12.0 6.2 30.47 10.9 3.44  48.42 8.0
# oW e 48.80 9.31 30.59 16.7 5.8 17.85 8.4 1.90  49.78 4.8
3 £
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Zheng Deliang (Forest Enterprise of Lin’an County, Lin’an 311300, PRC),
Gao Lin, Qian Lianfang, Experiments and Selection of Commercial Tree

Species in Northern Zhejiang. /. Zhejiang For. Coll., 1993, 10(1): 106~112

Abstract: A forestation contrast of /41 -tree species had been conducted on
Hengfan Forest Farm of Lin’an County for 17 years, with the results that
16 tree species were eliminated because of extremely bad growth and low
survival rate; that 5 species grew bushily with a low survival rate and bad
growth; that 4 species grew ordinarily with survival rate being above 60%
and that 16 species grew well with the survival rate being above 80%. Coni-
fers such as, Pinus taeda, P. elliottii and P. serotina grew well, with the
amount of growingistock per unit area for 17-year-old trees being 1.0~1.7
times as large as that of masson’s pine, Of 3 varieties of Chinese fir, grey-
shoot Chinese fir grew best. Ofibroad-leaved species,Cinnamomum septentriona-
la, Sassafras tsumu, Choerospondias axillaris, Schima superba and Nyssa sinensis
grew well, with the height, diameter at breast height and the amount of
timber volume growth surpassing those of masson’s pine on the same site,
and the amount of annual timber volume growth per unit area being, on
average, larger than that of masson’s pine by 24.46%~65.96%. From the
trial had"come the result that the conifers and broad-leaved ‘species men-
tioned above showedfgreat promise of development and extension on the hilly
ground 'of northwestern Zhejiang.

Key_words: lowland; hilly ground; commercial tree species; fine tree spe-
cies; selection



