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Neighborhood comparison of Cryptomeria fortunei plantation by using different variables. HAO Yunging',
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Neighborhood comparison is defined as the proportion of the nearest greater neighbors to a given reference tree
measured by a certain variable. By this way, the dominant differentiation degree of individual wood could be mea-
sured well. In this paper, the variables DBH, biomass, canopy breadth, and tree height were used to make the
neighborhood comparison of Cryptomeria fortunei plantation in Chongzhou forest farm. The results showed that
the neighborhood comparison measured by DBH and biomass had a slight fluctuation range and the highest relia-
bility. Nevertheless, due to the effects of various tree types, the neighborhood comparison measured by canopy
breath and tree height was not as reliable as that measured by the former two variables. The average value of the
neighborhood comparison measured by DBH and biomass was visibly higher than that by canopy breath and tree
height, indicating that the differentiation degree of individual’s DBH and biomass was further greater than that
of individual’ s canopy breath and tree height. It was possible that increasing individual’s DBH to enhance its
biomass, and thus, to achieve its predominance status among individuals’ competition was the main strategy of in-
dividual’s differentiation. Neighborhood comparison should also be taken as an instructive reference in modifying
the spatial structure of stand.
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Table 1 Statistics of C. fortunei stand factors occurring in each plot

3.0 EE THRR THEE ERE O BB #m KE
Plot Density  Average  Average  Volume  FElevation  Aspect  Grade
(stem-hm™2) height  diameter (m-hm™2) (m) ")
(m) (cm)
1 820 15.0 24.3 341.29 1325 NW 2
2 768 15.6 24.3 321.15 1337 NW 14
3 1240 15.5 22.2 420.73 1391 sw 18
4 1540 16.8 21.2 494,58 1424 NW 21
5 12n 16.7 21.9 431.57 1439 SwW 26
6 788 16.9 26.0 367.88 1400 NW §
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Table 2 Statistics of stand factors of the species occurring in each plot
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Plot Species  Density ~ Average  Average DBasal aress  Volume
(Plant-hm™2) diameter ~ height (m?® hm™2}(m®*hm~2)
(em) (m)
1 A 752 25.6 15.6 42.50 338.40
B 68 9.9 8.3 0.57 2.90
2 A 700 25.6 16.3 38.82 317.00
B 68 1.1 8.4 0.74 4.14
3 A 1160 22.9 15.8 52.14 414.65
B 80 11.7 10.1 0.97 6.08
4 A 1516 21.3 16.9 57.40 492.55
B 24 11.9 9.2 0.32 2.03
5 A 1228 22.3 17.0 50.61 429.89
B 44 9.6 8.5 0.33 1.69
6 A 172 26.3 <171 43.97 367.26
B

16 10.6 7.3 0.14 0.62
AW C. fortunei ;B #5K C. lanceolata . .
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Fig.1 Sketch map of neighborhood comparison.
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Fig.2 Distribution of different variables of neighbohood comparison of
C. fortunei and C. lanceolata .
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Fig.3 Values of varied neighborhood comparison in each plot.
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Table 3 Analysis of variance of different traits

df ﬂ ﬁ LSD()‘(" F F erit P
Average
variance
AR A
Among treatments 3 0.00541 0.0537 14.3429 3.0984 <0.001
g‘% 20 0.00038
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