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Abstract

The pine forest is one of most important trees in Guangxi. At present, there is not the standard
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method for the plantation quality evaluation. In order to provide a feasible method for pine forest
quality evaluation and improve high-quality development of Guangxi pine plantation, this paper
established the pine forest quality evaluation index system based on AHP (Analytic Hierarchy Pro-
cess), matching species with the site, classification management and sustainable development. The
evaluation index system includes the 5 main aspects (forest origin, forest structure, forest produc-
tivity, forest health and forest value) and 36 sub-classified indicators. The evaluation result was
divided into 5 grades: excellent, good, medium, pass, fail. According to this evaluation method,
Guangxi pine plantation quality in 2015 was evaluated, which was medium class.
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1. 5|8

FAR 2 ) V0 d ) = RGO Tz — o SRR =AM, EReSR A NG, BE2 AR A 302
LTI T PR AR S N TR AR KL FIAR . RARIRAEAR . 1998 ) P R WY T AR e KIS T8 3]
320 /3 hm?, BEA 21 O, B PRI RR, 2 2022 SEA58R4T4) 200 75 hm?. Wnf$2TF
FARI AR BB, 890 RAERAM IO S35 2030, A TR aE A AR 7 b v ot g B R R o) T ARk ) 75 22
R KRR . AR AR B AP 2 25 81k, RILATFRIE . 5 3 REE S (WWF)R AR5
HE SN RS A MAET R T7 H R ITE e S0 ES A" o AR BT PR 2 0] FEAT & R4y
PRERAT VY . R T AR, dRE . fEE . SR SRR MO RS K AR E R E . R
PR AR RS E R SR A DR BRI (1t 22 b R 55 T e PRl 7 A B DL S R A R W 5 T
THUDO ARAR B2 B AT VP [ 1]-[3]: 7EEIN, 2000 LK, JEER[4]. BEWI[S]. BWUE[6]1 LA ATR|7]-
(12150 XS AR AR i BV PAN TR AT TIRER s DB IR S (13D A AR 43 g B b AT I VRN 20 A, AERI
BIFAR o ASCARIEZ IR HTIEIRER, T IEHER . 2REE . RS R BIRN, AR AR 72T
Mrigtafk &, DL T EHRMREIE B (2015 ) Fd B RS EIFY, BE NIRRT E
TR SRt — AR EE S 0%, RAR &8 # N BT kit it 2% .

2. Ko REEN S

AR I FEARBE 2 VX 53 B2 (Analytic Hierarchy Process) iR BE, % BRIGEHIEN . 02REE . Al RS R B
FEA G LRSI AR I3 A A A0 PR 2 3 Ok R R PP PR AR &R, AL HEBR. Il ZRE B YLDy
8 A VE FE AR A FVE A v AT AA B AR 20 I3 B VP A
2.1. EA&FN

TEHE R R . AR I8 AP R A IHIE LA IR 45 o BR R B AE HOBhRe  2E A 2 R
XIRAE], HAEAN LB A, &M RPN o 277, &R SR B )
EEIA N = B S, TIANE G AT IAM RIS . A 3= AN [B] B 2 b S5 AR I BEAA BB R, A4 Re 78 70 FIIH B 248
BRURAERA AR AR, IR BRI =R
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SAREEREN .. HIRT A SR SRR . A SR ET 7 B R R AR MR 7
s AR AT A R . TR BRVREAR = M o ) 178 7 T B L IR R A AR A e i, A DARS S AR 3
P AR DA MR 325 ) P 3 o B B P B e Tyl AR PR Sk, A E A RN B RIS A SR A A
A5, DRIERAR AR P8 K 2 B X IR A RE e AR T 70 2 T ] A e A = P pR e b, 2B AR FH A A
R UL =M F . TP R TR EMOW AR S @R E B (X) 2 —, A sd bR FRATER AR R A 2 .
FRMEI TRy PN, ThRgE M ANE, 208 H An A B4 it 2 AN A [ .

TRERBIREN. BEEERE Y MMM EIRMGEFE, NEZEARRMW R AT FEE . R
SRR S A LI R TR SRR, BEEL 7 o I A ar bRt AR = 7y, NELRL A B4R ) R T,
B AR A RR AL, Hh R

SFERMBBARAEN . XA 2 5 bR 2525 R I A S R G AL S AU o XA RS it PR B 2225 FE AR
L5, B B ARG A 2 8a, M = KA 31 52, I8 B L5 5 RS A 2080 KAk .

TP Ta bR I BE B R R . VRN SR AR LIS I A B 0T HLE 5 RS . R I SRR PR S A Bl B
s R AT IR
2.2. BEARER

RGNE: VRN bR BE S S WRA AR T (AR A e LB AR R 1
FSENE: PR IR bR RENS S FA B AR 2 B A FRAFAE 5

FIEEYE: PPAR SR bR A BT G A SRR ] R

JERNE: ARFEVEHRIRDIRE T AR U0, I BT A R O & 5
SCHYE: PPN TRIRIRIERIGE, FHRS.

2.3. THEIRE R

FARE IR R VF AR IRAE R 0 N AR R TRIRARNIEASR R 5 TSR, MR aitl, o™
e, MOMERE, MOIOMED): T ZFRARNVEA4RRR: 36 JI(K 1).

Table 1. Indicator system for the quality evaluation of pine forest

= 1L ITERERS RETFNERER

U FE 1 gd5k WE R
WaRE 1 TR 5 e 2 AT AR BT B 4 Y
(105 2 T BLF 5 P 2 3 AT B TS A T
3 PR 5 3 P TR 7 R FT S A L
4 PR 5 e 2 PR T B bR A L
Wi s P A BB L 4 PR 5 BRI Y
@5 7) 6 PRI SR BRI o L 5 P A B BRI B 4 T
7 B P BT L 3 PR BT B 4 T
8 i BRTET 5 2 i PR i L
9 BT 7 L 2 B PR B T
10 SIS PR T 5 2 SIS PR FTSY A 4 L
1 AR E R 2 BRI S AR T i i T
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12 FARNEACARIE AL 5 L 3 A BRI R/ B R T A

13 T B & L 2 T 5 TR AT 2 T
w14 i TR R 3 A 25 AR A Y T
(30 49) is LA L AR AR 2 Ly BB T S R TR

16 b B TR 2 2 R bR 5 A BRI A

17 SR AL TR R 3 S BB A T

18 PR AL A R 2 PR 2 R R T A

19 o AR 1 K 4 P 4528 KT T A

20 YRGB KR 2 L1 AR I KR AR TR

21 BRI KR 3 R PR A7 442 B e BT

2 MM RUE S K 3 SEE TR 12 A TR TR A

23 AR K 2 PRI A 1 AR TR

24 AT 2 R 2 2 B B

25 PRAr T 2 PEH MR T Y
Worlede 26 My R 2 155 1 ) TR T
(10 49) 27 B R B % 2 MR 2 TR T A

28 R R 2 SR R TSR R T

29 ek Rk % 2 o e TR B R

30 (R HERR > o £ 2 i HEAR 53 TR/ B T
W 31 BB A TR L 5 7 bR B R T A BT A
@597) 32 EREBRHE SRR 3 FATR 4T 0/ A T

33 AR SRR 5 L s FA S B A RS

34 CHILoE 3 b SR AR

35 ORI I L 4 SRR M P R A b

36 SRR A 5 s A5 R 45 0/ T A

100

2.3.1. iR

RO EBIE 7 R SRR AN N TR KIS . N TV 7 N IR . (R IR 50 . B IR
AN RAET S AR RA RS RO R A BRI . L, AR IR IR 3 o E AR Y
FHERAR, HAFRERBREBE . N AR R A R AR AR & A

RIS N THAR LA 2 R BOR R PERUF . RARMRIIA G LU, RGiRa e v, #Ro)

JR AT -

KPP A8 R MO 22 B B B B R AR 2 o FONAS, BONYE. AR ROFP R s,

AR AT BE PO

MRS Sk g, CHUBFOMRARLL, 5], MAREESE, MO BERE: E AR & R
Ky R o mE bk aT
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FAB SRR M IEFN T TG =S A PRI, FAB AR AR AR, SRR AR o L AR
OB BB B PP R IR A 2R o

2.3.2. koG

RO EERELFE R A LERY . MRFPEEF . AIRhEE I MR ALSs M R EESE 5 AN DT . RO S5 AR
JRERMR, AR, DR UME AR A

ALLERE AR BEARTHIRR L 78 A AR I RR 43 301 o3 PR L THT R 2 L o AR AR 23 BEAS 1 i A RN A 2 Ak
HAT]REA BRI R ShAR, LIS R R 2 BRI bR 2R B

MRFRCIE AR Z5 46 SR R e MRS A AR G5 pk, FP2b S — ok 2 M AR B, A
AT RAS . ) P TR B R SR s, AR R AR TR N 2 A R

WAL GE A0 3 B S A B 2 R R M . S AR, R AR, T BOAR. RREVRR . I BORR I TEIAR S b, R
A RFEE Y LU A RE B ARAR BRI AT RESE R A, ST RESER JE

T A B R A2 R RIRR e M. MRy R R %, A5 2, FRRERETHAA (5 b
B, MR ERARE, ORIEK LR ELT .

2.3.3. O =RE

RO P2 e R MR 2R 77 AN i KT SR P S ) DU R R (Y T R P A, AR A
A KR AT A B R AP R A g AR H BB 58 AR

ATEIF B R, MO ERR, R .

SIS AR RS AR AR AR I B T AN S B R AR bR 43 S A AN A A R IR SR . S
MRy FRES MR TR B AR, RN T SRR R B B, R SE AR Bt
TRREE, MO EK .

BT TR RLAE I A KR PR AR PR B RS B KO O B AR gD AR. PR T ERR. Rk
FREEE I8 2E K B AR AR 20 3 S AR 0 7E S P E K R R A BRI . 2 bR R bR AR K Bk,
AR IERM A KRR, R, THREEE.

RO I EE . IR G S BB EERbR . £ PHME AT RREARR LT, %
AT B BRI, M E R,

W PR RS R BN EER 2 — BRSHRHRER B, EFEHRALET, 7
RPN TR BB R, S5k,

2.3.4. WOER
RO B R BB R bR 2 —. FRARKR. Mk EEAYRE. GREN. KENS L
FRAT SRR AT B, ST IEH AR K, T L AT RESRARAR,  BEm AR o) i &

2.3.5. o ME

WM E RIS IR S5 AR, AFEMDAESME. H2SMEMEFFNE.

LNt R (R N7 K VATV AV Nl T S (N % e N Y B S 1Y T

RS> RIGHM T W @EER . S KEERFEWhsE. BRI T B faE R
I MR THAR 5 LR, A ARbR 2 i B

FARRERAREE 5 AR S RAR B I LU AR K, S DTERE R K . T KRR P2 o LR, AM A
HRE, PEEBRK . AR, AR R AT .

RO 2SI E R T8 BT [T FR AR I P A A5 RS T BE 5 T S A (. SRS TR R MR bt 4 24 A 75 IR 45 T
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P ERR, MR R B
2.4. VN 3%

2.4.1. BETEMIBIRS T

oG, BT TRV HRARALE . T T Fads S T, 23 ANAR o TR ARAr 854, MR T=RE. MR
BE. MROMME, FRIRER 20%. X 5 BHHAfabr i s S 2 R 5ok, ik, AEARE P,
WA= Re o R VPN PR L AR, BN 30%; MRATSEH. AR E X AR R Foh Re R 15
HEIBELN, SRS ETN A E RS, AEEN 25%; MR8 B PR ThRERIN (A
P LR, AR VAN R LU E B4R bR, AN 10%.

HKk, B UGN R E . LSBT EFR 36 T, “PRIRE N 2.78%. FPF01Ebn B BEIEA &
KER, NEBHHIAR. GESARERNEREN, WAERRELL 2~4 /3 R8E, DNHlTERE s
EGENE 1 Gy

B=, 06 BN IRERE 4 P badE: 8. R By 220 B, ZEVEM A AR AL A A KR
Fabmit, IR FNE BRI, KB FE PR T AR R, 3k 3 — SRR T =5 7= pobr e
N, ARTF— AP 2, R S 0. 498, 348, 2 77 RIEEHHE.

2.4.2. MEWS REFNFR

R A5 PP A 5 B ) SEAEDNS 2 2% PR P AR I VR 0 At TP BLAR 23 AR Bk S iR d A
WRAE R HER S R AFSL, 90~100 20 A5 80~89 7P N REF. 70~79 73 NHhaE. 60~69 434 K
& 59 73 BV AN R AR (2 2),

Table 2. Grade standard of forest quality evaluation

2. MO REWEFRIDIRE

AN FEAR 1% 2% 3% 42 54
indicator grade [ grade 11 grade 111 grade [V grade V
Lie
. 100~90 89~80 79~70 69~60 59
comprehensiveness
AN Eab)
%ﬁiﬁ‘. 10~9.0 8.9~8.0 7.9~7.0 6.9~6.0 5.9
Forest origin
I\ bk
oGt 30~28 27~25 24~22 21~19 18
Forest structure
I\ =r ik
%ﬂ\r&ﬁh. . 20~18 17~15 14~12 11~9 8
Forest productivity
AN
MO 10~9 8.9~8.0 7.9~7.0 6.9~6.0 5.9
Forest health
INAN
Horpiriis 30~28 27-25 24-22 21~19 18
Forest value
£ 7 RA4F Hhag AN Bk
. K% pass )
grade excellent good medium fail

2.4.3. TRIESILH S RERXEITNIER
RGN AR 0 R EREATH Y o VRN RN 20 F8s,  H bR B SR TH otk ok PR 4R
PRASI FHAR,  HXIAR P BRI HIZFE RO . RBP4 bR — ik 3~5 1.
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3. =6
3.1. AR FHEEER

ARAE CH Lk A AR BRI 2 PO AR RIS & R (2015)) [14], & 2015 4F) PHAA W Al AR AR
121.53 Jj hm?, SR 1050.10 /3 hm? [ 11.57%; FARER 10,222.27 i m?, HEMARE 67,752.45
Jim? 1) 15.09%. H AR 106.64 75 hm?, EFT 94,000 /7 m®; = FIAALEMR 1.44 75 hm?, ZE#H 113.39
Jim?; JRFALEAR 13.45 73 hm?, EH 708.88 15 mP. Ty RAA 5T RAM AL AR HRHEAS AR 11.05 75
hm?, E#903.40 /7 m; LRI SRS RS AR 61.01 75 hm?, & X 3966.39 Ji m3. | FUFaR %
TREHE L% 3

Table 3. Data of pine forest stands in Gunagxi (2015)
F 3. RO BIRSITRQ01S F)

FE5 I %R br X SAE THEEE R (E R AL TS hm?)

1 RARARTE AR & L % 4347 RIRHK 52.83/FA R L HIF 121.53 = 43.47

2 R 2 % 80.0 2011~2015 AR A AR R A %4 80.00%

3 T ARG 2 % 85.0 2001~2015 SFFAWHE FIE AR IR 85.0%

4 FARE ARGy AR L % 18.44  FAMKTHAYARMEATIA = 193.59/1050.10 = 18.44

5 FARR 22 2R AR I o5 EE % 13.83 AW A MR =16.81/121.53 =13.83

6 AR AR 5 E % 86.17  FAWT ML ARAA B SR = 104.72/121.53 = 86.17
7 ARSI & L % 12.84  FARFEARTBUVAAR B bk =13.45/104.72 =12.84
8 4 ARTHTAR 5 L % 3518 ARSIV IR = 42.76/121.53 =35.18

9 AR AR o L % 36.01 RSBV A =43.76/121.53 = 36.01

10 EHARE L % 1738 FARSUC BRI ARAA R THAR = 21.12/121.53 = 17.38
11 gl ARt % 1145 AR RS B RIIAL = 13.92/121.53 = 11.45
12 FARSRACAREIRA o b % 9.09 FARHEAZA 11.05 73 hm?, (S FAR ST 9.09%
13 JRERIAALLE % 85.0 PR A B S5 A4 TR 7 EE D 85.0%

14 A m¥hm? 8411  MAMEBUMMIEE =10222.27/121.53 =84.11

15 S pRA AR S i m¥hm?  47.69 IR ERBVLIMRIEE = 42.76/2039.05 = 47.69
16  HRHRBEAHRERR m¥hm?  93.78  FIRRMRE /R =4101.03/43.73 = 93.78
17 PSRRI AR S m¥hm? 12151 IERAEH/AERME =2566.35/21.12 = 121.51

FRARE R AR AR = 1313.16/10.56 = 124.35
I #Hk 3.36 75 hm?, EHH 202.68 15 m3, “F14 60.32 m3/hm?

19 BAIEAEEAERKE m¥hm?>  9.60 FAPAE B AE KBTI = 1166.76/121.53 = 9.60

20 AESARERAL A K m’hm?  12.08 ARSI KB/ KT = 516.69/42.76 = 12.08
21 AR A KR m’/hm?  9.42 FAP i AR K B/ AT AR = 412.10 =43.73 =9.42
22 ERRRAIIARAE KR m¥hm?> 6.0 FARR I B AEAC /AT AT AR = 126.64/21.12 = 6.0

23 AR K E m’/hm?  7.47 FAR AR AE A B AR TIT AR = 78.90/10.56 = 7.47

24 Mp-rBfatE cm 16.3 R SRR A, TR SRS AE 16.3 em

18 PRI AR B & m3/hm?  124.25

fem
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28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

b Fk/hm?
FRARK I KR %
SAERFERER %
HEARKERER %
AR LL & %
R AR AR B %

AL IAMIES SRR m/hm?.a
FARERARE S AR RAE %
LG MR %
TR P B L E %
I AL AR S OME J376/hm?

1165 FRAEANFERA, 1T PR B AR 2% B 1165 #%/hm?

6.25 2011~2015 FHEHRET 12.10 J7 hm?, RAR 6.25%

0006 2011-2015 SRR ARAR K Y R AETHAR 110.0 hm?, 5
' I AR 0.006%, FNED

0.014  2011~2015 fEAEHRKE 265.0 hm?, KAEZE 0.014%

0 2011~2015 FFIRA R A B MU S 5T ¢ R K AR

85.50  fEEEM AN 103.30 hm?, HFARHIFR 85.50%

35.6 SRS R B AR ) AR 2 TR 1 35.60%

478 FERRAEMA TR =580.71/121.53 = 4.78

11.63  MPELRLE/HMAEKE =580.71/4991.89 = 11.63

65.50  MAWLRE HIAEN 65.50

4550  HRAEMTEE HAM AR 45.50%

10.78  2013~2015 FFAEZS MRS MME 10.78 Jist/hm’.a

3.2. GRERHT
3.2.1. M RETFMNER

Table 4. Pine forest quality evaluation in Guangxi (2015)

= 4. AR REITN SR

1 Zdebs 575 11 Hdats BUE P53 byt SAY A4y
a1 RORMRIEIFA &5 2 >40: 245 39~30: 1.5 455 29~20: 1775 <20: 0.574) 43.47 2
fﬁj\) 2 R A A& 3 >90: 374r; 89~80: 2.54F; 79~70: 2 4y; <70: 14y 80.0 25
3 MEEARLLE 3 >90: 374r; 89~80: 2.54F; 79~70: 2 4y; <70: 14y 850 25
4 ARG E 2 >30: 24 29~20: 1.5%%; 19~10: 143 <10: 0.5 %) 1844 1.0
a5 VN A R NTTE e 4 >30: 54); 29~20: 44%; 19~10: 3 4y; <10: 24F 13.83 3
(éf'smﬁ) 6 AR RARTAR G L 5 >70: 5%%; 69~50: 44r; 49~30: 34y <30: 24 86.17 5
7 EAREFEARIEAR G 3 230: 34%; 29~20: 24 19~10: 143; <10: 054 12.84 1.0
8 AT G 2 >20: 24%; 19~15: 1.54%; 14~10: 143 <10: 0.5 4y 35.18 2.0
9 BRI AR o £ 2 >20: 24¥;5 19~15: 1.54%; 14~10: 1435 <10: 0.5 4y 36.01 2.0
10 ERHREF L 2 >20: 24¥;5 19~15: 1.54%; 14~10: 1435 <10: 0.54y 1738 1.5
1T gl BARE R G T 3 >20: 245 19~15: 1.545; 14~10: 1735 <10: 0.54r 11.45 1
12 FARHESEARIAR 5 B 2 >25: 24F; 25~20: 1.54%; 19~16: 1.0 4 <15: 05438 9.09 0.5
13 MATHESSHERLEEE 2 >80: 2% 79~60: 1.54); 59~40; 143; <40; 0.57> 85.0 2.0
oy 14 BRAIAER 3 >2120: 3 495 119~100: 2.5 4%; 99~80; 2 43; <80: 1.5; 84.11 2
gﬁz\) 15 YRS RE 2 >30; 2405 29~20: 1.5 495 19~10: 14%; <10: 0.5 43, 47.69 2
16 HFEEMRPLIIAEHE 2 >80; 2455 79~70: 1.5 45 69~60: 145 <60: 0.5 43 93.78 2
17 GEHRMERAEMAERE 3 >120: 345 119~100: 2.5 455 99~80: 2 45 <80: 1.5 4. 121.51 3
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18 EUHMKEBAHARBMRE 2 >150: 2 4 149~110: 1.5 4F; 109~80: 1 43; <80: 124.25 1.5
0.5 4%

19 BfrEBESEKE 4 >15: 4455 149~10: 3485 9.9~6: 24 <6: 1.547.9.60 2
20 4EEMRRAIBUZERE 2 >5: 24 4.9~4.0: 1.5 %5 3.9~2.0: 14 <2: 0.5 4p, 12.08 2
21 MR RKE 3 =120 3485 11.9~8.0: 2455 7.9~5.0: 1548 <5: 147,942 2
22 EEMRRAIEAAEKE 3 =15: 3455 14.9~10: 2455 9.9~6.0: 1548 <6.1 457,60 15
23 RS AEKE 2 210: 240 9.9~7.0: 1.5 40 6.9~4.0: 1.0 435 <4: 0.54r. 747 1.5
24 MoEHRE 2 >20: 24¥;5 19~15: 1.54%; 14~10: 143: <10: 0.54y 163 1.5
25 PR 2 >1250: 2 4%; 1249~1100: 1.5 4%; 1099~900: 1 43; 1165 1.5
<900: 0.5 4y

o 260 AEMIREREZR 2 K 2405 B 154 e 14 H 0.5 4 RFE 0 4. 1.0

fi)i\) 27 MK RER 20 T 24 B 154 e 14y E 0S54 RRE O R 1.5
28 AMEREFRER 2 TG 248 B 154 e 148 HOS 4 REOOS B 1.5
29 HEHARREREZR 20 B 24 B 154 P 14y EOSA FFEOS L 2
30 fRERAKELE 2 >95: 245 94~85: 1.574%; 84~75: 1435 <75: 054y 855 1.5

oy 31 AR AR E 5 260: 54 59~50: 4 4; 49~40; 3 435 39~30: 2.5 7% 35.6 2.5

ME <30: 2 4%
(25 4%)

32 BPIERMIBESRARE 3 >5: 340 4.9~4: 254 3.9~3: 240 <3: 154 478 25
33 MWERMAEHE 5 >30: 54%; 29~20: 44); 19~10: 3; <10: 2 4% 11.63 3
34 AR 3 >70: 34F; 69~65: 2.54; 64~60: 2 435 <60: 1.54) 65.0 2.5
35 HRgMTELE 4 >50: 44; 49~40: 34r; 39~30: 24; <30: 14 45.50 4
36 pALEAAESIE 5 MR 54 Re 44 T34k T2 EL14 R4
&l 100 74.5

WA 4 AT, )RR S T B VBN AERRA 4 74.5 4, 952t
WS T, BROHEIRASH N 80.0%, N BEFSRGE HAMGERY . HANTERE. HOMREE. MO
SYBESY BN T20% T5.0%. T5.0% T4.0%, BONFAESEL. SR ARA ARG, RERRA IR BT RIECK.

Table 5. Quality evaluation for pine forest in Guangxi

= SRS REFMN SR

5 1 48 H5 S (E¥ B9 %% VS
No. indicator I weight score Score rate% grade
1 AR 10 8.0 80.0 R
2 o4 25 18.0 72.0 i
3 A RE 30 225 75.0 i
4 Mo 10 7.5 75.0 i
5 Mo E 25 185 74.0 4k
a1t 100 74.5 74.5 %
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3.2.2. M REXEITMN IR D

A 6 AT L, AAREAR SN TR BB L AR P2 ARTIAR 5 By i AR TR AR (5 B AR PRV S ARTHIAR (5 L
U AN AR A& AR H KA RBAR S AR EE AR 7 Z 34K T 50.0%, R IIFARE AR 3 AR
O ARG B8 = P AR T AR A S5 AR 43 TRIAR o ™ B (ARG 2R A4 9 35 U™ B, Rl BRI AR o L™ 2 fR /)N,
X B 7 E RS A AR A3 T BT, A2 M LI RA B AR Ay B SR AR T I G FR AR o BIR 7 TN PR AR AL E S 20 47
R13 8.5 77, 13703 42.5%. WRIX 7 BIPFNFabai3 70 R385 2] 80%, MIAIILH] 16.0 75, AR i
PN S TTIE 82.0 4y, IAFI RIS

Table 6. Analysis on key indications restricting pine forest quality

= 6. HAMMKY REXEITFNIERS R

5 IT 248 H% Y (E¥ %% HLIFE

No. indicator II weight score Scoring rate Restricting grade

1 FARSBRS3 HIAR L 2 1.0 50.0 APt

2 FAR =R EAR &5 LE 3 1.0 33.3 AN Bk

3 R AP 5 B 3 1.0 333 APt

4 FARVR S AR IR o5 B 2 0.5 50.0 ARk

5 VT SR AL TR AR K 3 1.5 50.0 ARk

6 VR ERER 2 1.0 50.0 APt

7 PRI S TAR LL 5 5 2.5 50.0 AN Bk
&t 20 8.5 425 APt
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3) AT TC LA P B XA R R B AT 1 SIE, SUREBR A IR M. ATHEER A .
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