LZHARA RIS | J. Anhui Agric. Sci. 2018 ,46(12) ;122 - 124,160

EFit& BTt REERITFMHAR

o b \
0l EEIR, B EE e h B, R S30011)

FE AR GIS H A, WA LA AT T AR TN JER FHAE R MAT R 55 R TS R L MR IR0 2 AP AR R B9F 5 5 ok 1)
B, APRGERE, A TS LTI Z RN T R A T IR SR RN T ok LB T, FFNHELS,

KR MIE ;RN GIS; s T
HRESES S724 XEFRIREG A

Study on Woodland Quality Evaluation Based on Raster Cells

XEHS 0517 -6611(2018)12 -0122 - 03

LI Man, PAN Zi-ni, WEI Jian-bo ( Guangxi Forestry Inventory and Planning Institute, Nanning,Guangxi 530011)

Abstract

This paper analyzed the advantages and disadvantages between the evaluation methods of woodland quality based on vector plaques da-

ta and raster cells by using GIS. The result suggested that the evaluation of woodland quality based on raster cell was more scientific and reliable

with higher precision.
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Table 1 Quantification level of relevant factors

TR JE B TR R R i B e IR

L E Level Soil Humus layer G d'x . A . Slope Altitude
thickness //cm  thickness //cm Fradien spec position m

I >100 >100 PGP (<15°) eI (I A H<500
II 80 ~99 80 ~99 Rl (15° ~24°) AR ARy HIEEN ;3 500 < H<800
I 40 ~79 40 ~79 [Ed: (25° ~34°) Vb Ak =283 800 < H<1 000
v 16 ~30 16 ~30 Lk (35° ~44°) itk 3 3k 1000 < H<1 200
\Y <15 <15 & dk (=45°) PUEE Y Ik BB H>1200
HL T Weight 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
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Fig.1 Data processing flow
TEIX T M9 143.6 hm”, i 2.46% ;11 2okt 203 878.7 hm”,

7 54.88% ;T 2 Ak HL 126 000. 6 hm®, [ 33.92% ; IV % bk
32 418.0 hm®, | 8.73% , S B At 4 =240 A 7 1T 2%
BT IERS A6 o FEas (B4 Ae 1, T bk 32 200 A 7 20 T8 45
PRS- b 2 i PR 3B bAcH,, S etk i R oA 5 T
bRt 32 L3 A AE SC A LA 25 1 4 1l T bR A 52
SR L AR T bk i 32 243 A 7F 383 2k 1 3%
ZE T ESOPR I, LR R B A 3 i i R R B R
Ml 5 IV Gkt 324370 A i S5 U () bl L 32 3 S AR ds 2
MY, , 55 SERR RSO LA (81 2) 6

R
H
R
z
_V:F_
m

R2 AIRETHEBTHHBRESRSH

Table 2 Grade distribution statistics of woodland quality base on raster cells in Youjiang Region

N 1% J1E43 1124 Vg V&
S \
gt S ER wm wR ww @WR e mE kB @R
unit hm? Area  Propor- Area  Propor- Area  Propor- Area  Propor- Area  Propor-
hm? tion // % hm? tion // % hm? tion // % hm? tion // % hm? tion // %
Jp A1 Longjing Street 29261.9  824.4  2.82 15705.1 53.67 10786.2 36.86 1946.0 6.65 0.2 0
K4 % Yongle Township 32801.4 1583.8  4.83 21755.7 66.33 7921.9 24.15 1539.4 4.69 0.6 0
T4 % Wangdian Township 54002.7 1035.9 1.92  29273.0 54.21 19350.3 35.83 4324.6 8.01 18.9 0.03
FHEF48 Yangwei Town 63585.0  528.7  0.83 32161.9 50.58 19984.0 31.43 10903.3 17.15 7.2 0.01
F4% % Daleng Township 63164.9 1827.5 2.89 40866.6 64.70 18161.1 28.75 2305.4 3.65 4.3 0.01
27K £ Panshui Township 24491.2  189.0  0.77 11713.4 47.83 11290.9 46.10 1297.6 5.30 0.3 0
JUHE4H Sitang Town 36715.1 1775.3  4.84 17851.6 48.62 12845.0 34.99 4241.9 11.55 1.3 0
J¥)11%8 Longchuan Town 40277.9  304.5  0.76 20381.1 50.60 14800.1 36.75 4782.4 11.87 9.7 0.02
W18 Baicheng Street 4676.4  243.4 520  2194.6 46.93 2039.5 43.61 199.0  4.26 0 0
[ ##k3% Bailin Forest Farm 11403.5  524.3  4.60 5848.4 51.29 4551.4 39.91 479.0  4.20 0.5 0
HRLFT Institute of Forestry Science 2 083.0 153 0.73 436.6  20.96 1474.0 70.77 157.1  7.54 0 0
FAIF4¢3% Yangwei Farm 5550.8  262.9 4.74 36827 66.35 139.1 25.15 209.1  3.77 0 0
£ {4 Wihk Baise Prison 3 470.1 28.7  0.83  2008.1 57.87 1400.0 40.35 33.3  0.96 0 0
43+ Total 371483.7 9143.6  2.46 203 878.7 54.88 126000.5 33.92 32418.0 8.73  43.0 0.01
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Fig.2 Grade distribution of woodland quality based on raster
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cells in Youjiang Region
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Fig.3 Grade distribution of woodland quality based on vector

plaques data in Youjiang Region
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Table 3 Grade distribution statistics of woodland quality base on vector plaques data in Youjiang Region
- N 1% [ (23 V%%

TR ) BB HWE b WE R
Aunit b’ Area Propor- Area Propor- Area Propor- Area Propor-

hm’ tion // % hm’ tion // % hm’ tion // % hm’ tion // %
Je5fE 1A Longjing Street 29 284.0 3197.9 10.92 26 054.7 88.97 31.4 0.11 0 0
7Kk % Yongle Township 32 830.0 3785.2 11.53 28 994.0 88.32 4.6 0.14 6.2 0.02
7118 % Wangdian Township 54105.6 2 436.0 4.50 49 262.4 91.05 2 378.7 4.40 28.4 0.05
BHEFEE Yangwei Town 63 675.5 4 464.4 7.01 56 842.9 89.27 2339.0 3.67 29.2 0.05
KH5 % Daleng Township 63 238.6 5079.0 8.03 54 278.6 85.83 3763.7 5.95 117.4 0.19
77K £ Panshui Township 24 551.5 1114.0 4.54 21 061.4 85.78 2 360.7 9.62 15.4 0.06
PUEEE Sitang Town 36 745.3 5583.6 15.20 30 991.2 84.34 160. 1 0.44 10.4 0.03
J2)114H Longchuan Town 40 328.7 2745.7 6.81 36 586. 1 90.72 943.2 2.34 53.7 0.13
H Y ATIE Baicheng Street 4679.4 519.2 11.10 4 003.8 85.56 149.9 3.20 6.4 0.14
H MAHkIZ Bailin Forest Farm 11 409.1 640.3 5.61 9 654.8 84.62 1114.0 9.76 0 0
MBI Institute of Forestry Science 2 083.2 104.4 5.01 1721.4 82.63 253.4 12.16 4.1 0.19
BHEF 437 Yangwei Farm 5555.3 268.3 4.83 5 060.8 91.10 226.3 4.07 0 0
H {4 W6k Baise Prison 3475.9 293.9 8.45 2525.3 72.65 656.7 18.89 0 0
41 Total 371 962. 1 30 231.8 8.13 327 037.4 87.92 14 421.8 3.88 271.1 0.07
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Table 3 Comparison of economic benefits of different treatments

MEZ5 Tk 36 B A< Control cost // 7/hm’ g }ff% 1@.@& N

AbEE Anplvi N N e Yield Yield-incre-  Increasing Input
Treatments Il’P y{ﬂg . )\I 23l %ﬁﬁ H it K h P asing rate yield income

imes  Artificial control Drug Trapping Total g/hm A I/ hm’ ratio
ANBJj X No control area 0 0 0 0 0 25275 — — —
E Bjj[X. Chemical control area by 7 3150 1 869 0 5019 53 640 112.23 11 895 1:3.37
peasants themselves
15X Sex pheromone area 0 600 0 234 834 32010 26.65 3207 1:4.85
1EBi X Chemical control area 5 2250 1 407 0 3657 61 920 144.99 18 255 1:5.99
£ BJj [X. Integrated control tech- 3 1 950 873 234 3057 65 280 158.28 20 901 1:7.84
nology area

TR H A 0.6 T8/ ke, M2 I T HIAS N 450 T8/ (hm - U0) , i A 20 O & BI4# 10 78/ Ui

Note: The price of cabbage was 0.6 yuan/kg; artificial cost of applying drug was 450 yuan/hm” for one time; the placement and management cost of sexual

traps was 10 yuan per time
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