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Construction of diversity index of tree species composition
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Abstract: [Objective] This study aims to construct quantitative indicators to quantitatively express the
composition characteristics of tree species, which is the technical basis for accurate forest management.
[Method] Based on the theory of biodiversity and the characteristics of tree species composition and
management requirements, the diversity index of tree species composition (/gcp) was constructed. The variation
pattern and basic characteristics of index under different tree species were analyzed by “ten method” . 322
coniferous and broad-leaved mixed forest plots in the inventory of national forest resources of Zhejiang
Province were selected as the application objects. Igcp and existing major a-diversity indices were compared.
[Result] /5, covered information on the number of tree species, the relative abundance of tree species and the
proportion of tree species in the stand, which not only highlighted the number of tree species, but also fully
expressed the uniformity and mixing degree of tree species composition. Igcp could express the changing
characteristics of tree species composition completely, independently and effectively. Compared with the major
a-diversity indices, Igcp improved the differentiation and sensitivity of tree species, closely evaluated the

uniformity and mixing degree of tree species structure, and reasonably and effectively reflected the tree species
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diversity. [Conclusion] Compared with the majora-diversity indices, the construction of quantitative index can
quantitatively characterize the diversity of tree species composition in a more detailed, comprehensive and
targeted manner, and solve the problem that it is difficult to effectively distinguish the composition types of tree
species in different stands, such as low richness and high uniformity, high richness and low uniformity. [Ch, 7
fig. 7 tab. 28 ref.]

Key words: forest stand; diversity index of tree species composition (/gcp); diversity index; number of tree

species; uniformity
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Figure 1 Trend of diversity index of tree species composition (I5cp) for

two species
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Table 2 Summary of tree species uniformity distribution types
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Table 3 Diversity index of tree species composition (Igcp) value of different tree specie composition types
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Figure 4 Species richness of sample plots
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