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A method for forest resources quality evaluation and its application in Miyaluo
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Abstract; In order to define the forest resources quality of each subcompartment, and provide scientific basis for the forest
farm to take reasonable forest management measures, an indicator system of forest resources quality evaluation was built in
this study which based on the subcompartment investigations, previous research results and expert advices, also, the easy
used evaluation method with the attributes of easy use and close to the production practice was put forwarded. This indicator
system was composed of three aspects, the naturality of forest, the maintenance ability of forest productivity, and the
integrity and stability of forest community structure, which included 15 evaluation indicators, such as the origin of stand,
the age group, and the stand density.

Analytic hierarchy process and experts consultation method were used to define the weight value of each indicator, and
the Golden Section theory was also introduced, combined with the expert advice and related standards, the evaluation level

and score of each indicator was defined. The status and classes of forest resources quality in the whole forest farm was
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evaluated based on the results of each subcompartment. In this study, the No.301 and No. 303 forest farm in the Western
Sichuan Forestry Bureau were used as a case study. The results indicated that the ratio of the first class subcompartments in
the NO. 301 forest farm was 45. 65% , and the second and the third class subcompartments was 53. 52% and 0. 83%
respectively, the score of forest resources quality was 0.59 which ranked as the second class, classified as general; in the
NO. 303 forest farm, the ratio of the first, the second and the third class subcompartments was 64.80% , 32.35% and
2.85% respectively, and the score of forest resources quality was 0. 63 which ranked as the first class, defined as good.
According to the related research and the actual situation of the studied area, this evaluation method can objectively reflect
the real situation of forest resources quality, and it also suitable to be used in other forest regions. At last, the advantages

and disadvantages of this evaluation method were discussed.
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Table 1 Indicators of Forest resources quality evaluating

HirZ W= ZEUEN EiE L7y e
Object hierarchy Rule hierarchy Category hierarchy Indicator hierarchy Weight

AR AR (A)  FRAR B RYE(B,) BRI BARIECC)) MATEIR(Dy) 0.10

KA (D,) 0.15

BRAREE T I I AERFRE T (B,) MAFERRIL(C,) MAFEEBE (D5 ) 0. 06

BN RE LA BERP B EKE(D,) 0.10

HAFREL (DoS) 0.05

A BE(C5) SLHEEGL (D) 0.06

TR (D;) 0.06

3B ( Dy ) 0.06

T3 (Do ) 0.03

PRAERE A e S REFELMERIE(C,) AR (Dy) 0.02

FaEM:(By) TAREERE (D) 0.10

EHB BB (D) 0.08

RERTENE(Cs) TEARJZ BRI AL LB (Dy5) 0.05

LR RO LI (D) 0.05

EHEHR(Dss) 0.03

1.00
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Table 2 Classification and value of evaluation indicators

PEHFE R Indicators RG] Category 1543 Score

MAEPE (D, ) Origin of stand FARAK 1.00
ANTHk 0.38

K41 (D, ) Age group AuE 1.00
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EsS
TFEMEHR Indicators LAV 5] Category 184y Score
TR 0.62
bk 0.38
M43 B (D, ) Stand density IR +10% 1.00
BOB B +10% 0.62
BIEHE -10% 0.38
BTG SLA BRI AERE(D,) = bR SHE 1.00
The average volume growth of living tree per unit area =FREMAME % 0. 62 0.62
<FRIEASHE x0.62 0.38
%5 (Ds ) Rank of production volume —%% 1.00
=Y 0.62
=5 0.38
LR (D ) Site index classes 1.1 1.00
om.v 0.62
\Y 0.38
+ HEJERE (D, ) Soil depth =70 1.00
>[43,70) 0.62
<43 0.38
3¢ Fih (D ) Soil texture 4 1.00
b 0.62
Wt Kt 0.38
+ 5454 ( Dy ) Soil structure BR 1.00
ZZNNEEEIN 0.62
ENVIEINY /N 0.38
HBHIBE ( Dy ) Canopy [0.6,0.8) 1.00
[0.8, 1.0] 0.62
[0.2, 0.6) 0.38
TR BB (D, ) Total coverage of undergrowth [62% , 100% ] 1.00
[38% , 62%) 0.62
[0, 38%) 0.38
TG Hb 9 555 FF (D, ) Total coverage of undergrowth [62% , 100% ) 1.00
[38% , 62%) 0.62
[0, 38%) 0.38
FEARZEREFIALR L (Dy5) [62% , 100% ] 1.00
Constructive species ratio of tree stratum [38% , 62%) 0.62
[0, 38%) 0.38
LR PR R LB (D) [62% , 100% ] 1.00
Constructive species ratio of sapling [38%, 62% ) 0.62
[0, 38%) 0.38
HHSS% (D,s ) Grade of regeneration —%% 1.00
=Y 0.62
=% 0.38
1.4 FRARBTUR B EAROUE I 58 07 s
REFH— BN < [1,n] ,n /NSERED) AU RARDE A ) WO ELEH R S8
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Table 3 Rank division standard of forest resource quality

— % (%) 5 (—) =5%(%)
First class (good) Second class ( general) Third class ( poor)
A>0.62 0.38 < A<0.62 A<0.38
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Table 4 Evaluation results of forest resource quality

— SRR /NIER YRR/ SRR/
/NGRS (k) (Lefl) (k) 4 -
e Number of The number of the The number of the The number of the B ,E\QJ—-F.,,E'(
Forest farm . Total score Ranking
subcompartment first class second class third class
subcompartment (ratio) subcompartment (ratio) Subcompartment (ratio)
301 #k3g 1930 881(45.65% ) 1033(53.52% ) 16(0.83% ) 0.59 ZH%(—)
303 #kig 1020 661(64.80% ) 330(32.35%) 29(2.85% ) 0.63 — (&)
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Fig.1 Forest resource quality map of 301 forest farm
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Fig.2 Forest resource quality map of 303 forest farm
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