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Table 3 Degree of tree dominance of major tree species
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Stand Structure Diversity of Cunninghamia lanceolata
Coppice Forest

Sarina', LIAN Qi', HU Yan-bo', ZHANG Gong-qiao’, LU Yan-lei',
SUN Hong-gang?, YAO Jia-bao®, ZHAO Zhong-hua'

(1. State Key Laboratory of Efficient Production of Forest Resources, Key Laboratory of Tree Breeding and Cultivation of
National Forestry and Grassland Administration, Research Institute of Forestry CAF, Beijing 100091, China; 2. Research
Institute of Subtropical Forestry, Chinese Academy of Forestry, Hangzhou 311400, Zhejiang, China; 3. Experimental center of
subtropical Forestry, Chinese Academy of Forestry, Xinyu 336600, Jiangxi, China)

Abstract: [Objective] To analyze the structural characteristics of Cunninghamia lanceolata Coppice Forest
and provide a basis for optimizing and adjusting the stand structure and accurately improving the forest
quality. [Methods] Based on the Cunninghamia lanceolata Coppice Forest in the Shanxia Forestry of the
Subtropical Forestry Experiment Center, the diameter distribution was fitted by the Weibull distribution, and
the univariate and bivariate distribution characteristics of the stand spatial structure parameters, the de-
gree of dominance of the tree species, and the structural diversity of the stand were analyzed by the quant-
itative analysis of the stand spatial structure, and the significance test of differences was carried out by the
method of the genetic absolute distance. [Results] The species composition of the three stands was dom-
inated by coppice sprouts mixed with a small number of broad-leaed trees, with the Shannon-Winner in-
dex ranging from 0.933 to 1.039, and the Simpson's diversity index was less than 0.5, resulting in low spe-
cies diversity; The diameter distribution of the stand showed a left-skewed monoclinal curve, with a tend-
ency towards an inverted "J" shape; The mean angular scales of the uphill and downhill stands at Sanban-
giao and Qilikeng uphill and downhill were 0.503, 0.486, and 0.500, respectively, all of which belonged to
the category of random distribution. The stand level mixing was 0.345, 0.404, and 0.409, respectively, and
the stand as a whole was in a state of transition from weak to moderate mixing; Structural diversity index
values were low in three stands with 1.423, 1.349 and 1.649 respectively. The uniform angle index-ming-
ling and neighborhood comparison binary distributions showed some regularity, but the mingling-neighbor-
hood comparison binary distribution varied in a relatively complex manner, and the regularity was not obvi-
ous. [Conclusion] The species composition of Cunninghamia lanceolata coppice forests is relatively
simple, the tree species diversity and stand structure diversity are low, and the DBH distribution and tree
distribution pattern initially have the characteristics of natural forests. It is necessary to improve the stand
quality through optimization and adjustment of the stand structure.

Keywords: Cunninghamia lanceolata coppice forest; tree species diversity; spatial structure; structure
diversity; structural adjustment
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