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Evaluation of Forest Quality Based on Subcompartment Scale in Yong’ an

TANG Yajuan

(Forestry Bureau of Yong’an, Yong’an, Fujian 366000, China)

Abstract Based on the data of the fourth secondary survey of forest resources in Yong’an, the forest quality
evaluation system was established by using principal component analysis. The evaluation indexes were mainly
composed of 10 factors that reflected the timber quality and forest land quality. The quality index is divided
excellent, good, medium and inferior. The forest quality is analyzed from three aspects including forest types,
tree species composition and age groups. The results show that the forest quality index of the whole city is 0.643,
which is a good grade. The forest quality can be further improved by accurate improvement. The research results
is considered truly reflect the quality of forest resources combining with the actual situation of Yong’an, and
provide the basis for formulating scientific forest management plan and sustainable development of forest.
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Tab.1 Isometric value assignment guideline for qualitative
indicators
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Tab.2 Normalization formulas of value indicators
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Tab.3 The forest quality assessment indicator system
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Fig.1 Normal Q-Q chart of forest quality index of
subcompartment
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Tab.4 Descriptive statistical analysis of forest quality
index of subcompartment
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Tab.5 Statistical results of forest quality evaluation in subcompartment
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Fig.2 Distribution diagram of forest quality grade of subcompartment in Yong’an
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Fig.3 Mean values of area and forest quality of subcompartment in different species composition
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Fig.4 Mean values of area and forest quality of subcompartment in different age groups
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