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Assessment of Forest Management Model of Pinus massoniana Plantation

LI Ting-ting, LU Yuan-chang” , JIANG Jun, PANG Li-feng,XING Hai-tao

(The Research Institute of Forest Resources Information Technique, Chinese Academy of Forestry, Beijing 100091, China)

Abstract; The influence analyses of three management models including even-age rotation forest manage-
ment (RFM), close-to-nature forest management (CNFM) and no management (NM) on individual tree
and stand increment were conducted based on two observation data extracted from Pinus massoniana plan-
tations, using one-way ANOVA., and compared the differences about forest structure and tree species com-
position between stands under managements. The result suggested: CNFM could effectively improve tree
growth in up strata and down strata, but not trees in middle strata, comparing with REM. Whereas RFM
just had obvious promotion effect on middle strata trees relative to NM. CNFM significantly increased the
stand periodic annual increment, but RFM did not. Although both of two management models could in-
crease species diversity and evenness, CNFM was much better than RFM (the difference was significant).
In general, CNFM is superior to REM, the latter may have changed forest structure to some extents, but
did not substantially improve tree growth conditions. At last, corresponding following management recom-
mendations were proposed according to the present forest structure.
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Table 1 DBH and volume annual increment of individual tree across DBH class

Z W /em Imi/(ecm+»a ') Ine/Cecm e+ a ') Ips/(ecm e a 1) Ivi/(m® «a 1) Ivy/(m® «a™ 1) Ivs/(m® «a™ 1)

0~2 1.1 0.001 1

2~4 1.4 a 0.7b 0.002 9 a 0.001 2 b

4~6 1.6 a 0.4b 0.007 2 a 0.0011b

6~8 1.5 a 0.6 b 0.008 8 a 0.003 4 b

8~10 0.7 a 0.4 a 0.7 a 0.0050 a 0.002 7 a 0.003 7 a
10~12 1.6 a 0.7 a 0.1a 0.018 7 a 0.007 5 a 0.001 3 a
12~14 1.2 a 0.7 a 0.4b 0.017 2 a 0.009 4 a 0.004 0 b
14~16 0.8 a 0.9 a 0.3b 0.0137 a 0.014 2 a 0.004 2 b
16~18 1.1a 0.9 a 0.4 b 0.022 9 a 0.016 6 a 0.007 3 b
18~20 1.5 a 1.0b 0.6 ¢ 0.036 0 a 0.0233b 0.013 2 ¢
20~22 1.3 a 1.1a 0.8b 0.034 7 a 0.029 6 a 0.0184 b
22~24 1.4 a 1.2 b 0.5 ¢ 0.045 7 a 0.0351Db 0.0157 ¢
24~26 1.6 a 0.9b 0.8 b 0.055 8 a 0.0303 b 0.0284 b
26~28 1.6 a 0.9b 1.0 b 0.062 2 a 0.034 3 b 0.038 8 b
28~30 1.9 a 0.8 b 0.080 0 a 0.034 3 b
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Table 2 The growth increment of individual tree on vertical layers under different management models
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22 MHokEERKSE
2.2.1 HRHEREML EHRDEWNSEHRE
MEERARKEYSREMAE ML E RS

3 RS POV 28 bRy HE SR BRI U R R IR
REIR T HRAEM AL T A B YW 284

>N =

it AN BEAT SRR i bR A2 s T B I AR AR



168 VU b2 B 2 41 30 &

PR A R R A CRAR & B A BE
JE D G488 ARG A R Al AR B0 B R IR Ab
THRARARKR/NMHEEFHKERTREMEE,
TiAh 3 Tl 2 B A OMR 43 19 AT G AE B T 4 Ry
K. IEAREEMS BN HEZER AR F
(D,

%3 BZ2EEATAAMRAKRBEKE

Table 3 The growth increment of different tree type under
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Fig. 1 Tree species composition and volume distribution across dbh class under close-to-nature management
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Fig. 2 Tree species composition and volume distribution across dbh class under rotation management
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Fig. 3 Tree species composition and volume distribution across dbh class without management
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