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Abstract ; Stand density management refers to control stand density to achieve specific objective through ini-
tial spacing and subsequent thinning. In order to manage the Cunninghamia lanceolata plantation quantita-
tively, we constructed the stand density management diagram (SDMDs) for C. lanceolata plantation in Fu-
jian Province based on Reineke self-thinning equation. The results were as follows: 1) Constructed the line
for up and lower density limit as well as for canopy closure. 2) Developed dominant height model, tree vol-
ume model and site index model as the associated relationships for SDMDs. 3) Based on SDMD, modeled 3
different management scenario i. e. , no treatment, an commercial thinning and a pre-commercial thinning
for 3 stands with different densities and calculated such stand parameters as the total yield of the final clear
cutting, stand mortality, average yield and the corresponding age. Hope the developed SDMD in this study
might contribute to the management of C. lanceolata plantation.

Key words: stand density management; Cunninghamia lanceolata plantation; stand density management di-

agram; Reineke self-thinning; different management scenario
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Fig. 1 Stand density control chart
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Fig. 2 Simulations of different management models for stand density control chart



162 PO b bR B 2 i 30 £
R3 ETZERHENAEAEERAEMER
Table 3 The simulation results based on different management models for density control
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