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Abstract: Chlorophyll is the main pigment of plant photosynthesis, and chlorophyll content is used as an im-
portant indicator to evaluate photosynthetic efficiency, mutation, environmental stress and nutritional status for
plants. To determine the best way to measure chlorophyll content easily, quickly and accurately, nine species of
broadleaf trees were sampled and measured. The nine species of broadleaf trees were Cyclobalanopsis glauca,
Castanopsis sclerophylla, Cinnamomum camphora, Magnolia grandiflora, Koelreuteria integrifoliola, Magnolia
heptapeta, Sapindus mukorossi, Liriodendron chinensis and Prunus serrulata. The purpose of this paper was to
explore the relationship between chlorophyll content index (CCI) and absolute chlorophyll content, so that just
by CCI to obtain the absolute chlorophyll content in leaves. The absolute chlorophyll content meant the quality
of chlorophyll in leaves which was obtained by solution extraction method. The Chlorophyll Meter CCM-200
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was used to determine the chlorophyll content index (CCI) of leaves. And then CCI and leaf thickness were
used to simulate models of chlorophyll content. Comparison of simulated and measured data were extracted to
show the error from 1) linear models which were only based on chlorophyll content index (CCI ) to estimate
chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b, and total chlorophyll; 2) models with CCI and specific leaf weight (SLW); 3)
models with CCI and specific leaf area (SLA), using a regression analysis. A regression analysis showed mod-
els only using CCI had an R* = 0.610. With CCI and SLW, R* improved, but R* was better still with SLA and
CCI, R? between CCI and the content of chlorophyll a (R* = 0.869) , chlorophyll b (R* = 0.893), and total
chlorophyll  (R* = 0.881). Overall, the simulated model with CCI and SLA as variables was more accurate and
universal for estimating chlorophyll content of selected broadleaf tree species. [Ch, 3 fig. 3 tab. 12 ref. ]

Key words: plant phsiology; chlorophyll content index (CCI); regression analysis; specific leaf weight
(SLW); specific leaf area (SLA)
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Table 1 40 samples statistical data
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Table 2 Estimation chlorophyll content models of different variable
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Table 3 Comparison between measured and predicted of the 10 samples
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Figure 1  Comparison between measured and

predicted chlorophyll a content

Figure 2 Comparison between measured and

predicted chlorophyll b content

Figure 3  Comparison between measured and

predicted total chlorophyll content
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