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. [ B ] #ad W 3 R B U TAR 16 a (AR KA, I0Hr M Rl b R & Bedizs, I E %
B KEMBUIISSE, [ FiE ] BEEMSHHR TR 3 FgfE 25 R 1250, 883, 667 #k-hm™ 16 a 4=
KB, IHEMR AR, FEAPEEEAERE . RIS RAVEIE, [ 458 1 % 1250 #-hm ° 5%
883, 667 #k-hm MR AE K ZER B E (p<0.05); ARBERMIEREZFALE (p>0.05), PR
A B HAE R MR AE 7~12 a A 16 AELABEE 883 Bk-hm 2 (UMM R, 7~12 a % 667 #%-hm 2> 1250
Bi-hm 2, 55 16 4F%5 R 1250 Bk-hm 2 3% 667 bk-hm 2, % 883 #k-hm 2 7856 16 AETFHA LB R H . B
1250 #% -hm™ FYFEARIA R 7 o, %% 883, 667 M-hm” Y2 9a, 9 a B %5 1 250, 883 #k-hm ™ A B {E 1A 5|
{8, W 667 #k-hm > 7£ 8 a A FIIEAE, 2 1250, 883, 667 #k-hm > Ay A BUAE M0 30 994, 40 193,
31288 JG-hm 2, Xf R PFRILES RATHIN 37%. 41%. 42%. [ Z5if ] IS 883 Mk-hm 2 A5 B G EREL .
BRI 2 2R L) R A i B A KW )7, 667 Bf-hm 2 Rz, 1250 #k-hm > Fefik.
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AR A AR A 0 ] P T 3 R BT e AR A R R
4 ey T BT ke, DI (o B 22 B R R R M R g
i KM RN R, mEsEgE b
— U8 R R S IR G s A %, (AR
ZIRTEMAER . Mo i KRR E, T
FELE A HBRB R R AT H R A5 10 B2 28 55 380 25 o BT O
T, B MR 25 G406 A ORI AR A pr i ok
TR R E AR R A A E L, IR sl
i, (H AR IR &GO B A FE R L . Emilio
SO Sy M WS K (Eucalyptus globulus Labill.) Ak 10 a
SKIWE 1000, 1428, 1667, 2000 #k-hm 2 %5
THIZ 3RS, &I 1000 kk-hm™ BY¥e I0(E 5
o Ay JRURS: S AR 9T, 1 667, 2 000 £ -hm™
SR Z A, W%, (HIZIFFE s = MR
BLAYHT . SEFOIRFAE R, AR AR B ot tal o ke
AR, SrA A KL (A DCHREAR D . A

x1

FREE] VIR 73 R B (E. urophylla
S.T.Blake x E. grandis W.Hill ex Maiden) /] ¥ % J&
AR 16 a FOWLIN B}, XA W] 00 A %% B 1 v
KEEM M. STz Mk AR KT RS 57
B, HiZFRLE AR . B E B s AR AR
PRI

1 R X AER

B AL TP A AR T IR A 34 21 AR
HE (22°17'~ 22°30'N, 107°14'~ 108°00' E), 4FF-
B 21.8°C Ze A, Mo v il 41°C, % ARG it
—0.1°C, 4EMEKEZ 1300 mm, +IERAIRELT
B, £ L2 R0 EE 1wl 1E N T B AR
(Eucalyptus citriodora Hook.), 55l [a) FH3 , 3%
J& K 5°~10°,

TEUFAEM

Table 1 Chemical composition of soil

pH

5] +Z BHHLR 2R
Parent rock  Soil layer/cm  Organic matter/(g-kg ')  Total N/(g-kg™)
b Sand 1~33 34.8 39
Y& Mud 33~70 13.0 40
“ Rock 70~130 10.7 32

5.0
5.7

6.7

KA R TR
Available N/(mg-kg ')  Available K/(mg-kg™')  Available P/(mg-kg ™)
33.7 30.6 5.3
704 2.0 b
29.3 1.3 3.0

KHMLBE 4 B s, A 30~35 em;
FAE AR BBk DH32-13 B4/, Jf ke
BRMEEE, BiEh 15~25 cm; DL 100 g- Bk 45
BEWEIEAE A EEAE; 1993 4E 4 A 2 HiEM.

2 HTRF &
21 RBIFT S

ZI e B AL IX i3, % 1250, 883,
667 Kk-hm™ 3 FPa AL HE, K% E I E 4 IRE
2o A IRE/NX AN 20 m x 20 m, A3F 124
NI AR/ RR 4 mo BAE 2 K, EOIRTEARAE
Ja 2 A NI T, BJE 1 IRIEEE 38 A H B 58
o RN RIRE, & N463 gkg's HHIEN
AL, 7 K600 gkg's BEAELMESEERE, S P
160 g-kg ™' 3B AL A 7E IF 37 AR JE 3R KBS 20 em
MIALEAE 15 em W BY/NIC, Rt e 3 FhL ) &
S N W N P S AES Svab N U = Rl ST 1
R, JHEEHIIT . % 1250 #k-hm™ & /N X
248k (347 x 8%k ), 883 #k-hm?> %% /NIX 15 #k

(34T x 58k), 667 #k-hm?2&/NX 10 #k (2 47 %
SHR), #RHE 9 a NIZEFXTE/ N THIE (DBH )
MR (H) g, 55 12 44T 16 A4t xt 2L
b 3 AR S AR A TR A
22 it

S5 B A5 b U b AR B R L M AR AR
W, AR R F HAME (LY/T 2909—
2017) BY, MK EM (M4 DBH = 28 cm) .
W42 4t ( DBH 16~26 cm) . /N4t ( DBH 8~
14 cm) AR B GE iR /N X A A M R AR &
s,
2.3 WBRKS

R N TR BRS04 R Wi AR (5 a LA
). i AKk (6~10a), THAM (11~15a),
AR (16~25a), id#k (262 LI L) P,
2.4 HERRRRBEKPHEKE

RPN RSP 5, DM B A K ik
B K AB I AR e BUAS , JF DA s AR
A BB AR
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2.5 HHEAESKE
251 wAARA HUIT 63 adlm: (1) JU
LR, 10275 7C-hm % (2) EAE#H A (it
T, Mek), FEERERE AT 100 gk, LIk 3 Fp
WS RA M 205.1, 137.6, 109.3 J6-hm %;
(3) @RI (R SoEm . a5 ), ik 3 F
BRI M 328.5, 254.9. 109.3 JG-hm 2
(4) BAE 2 A, Lk 3 Fha B s kGBI 1 2%
AL 722 Jo-hm? s (5) $EHE R, EH
Jo 3 aNBAEYHT VRN, BRI 75
Je-hm?; (6) HEAH 9% AT, MIEARHET 1 4FFF 4R )™
A, RAETT A 1500 JG-hm2-a™,
252 EHMBRERSERITIE  PHLKIE
THA R FRLAR AL AR

V=fxG;x(H+3) (1)

X (1) H VHE (m?); FHER RS20 IE
B, WH 042 G M (m?); HiMm
(m),

A E U R BRE L BT A BARR S AR R
A, BN ABERE (m hm?),

253 KM EMAE  RIBREBRITERAMKE,
FEEATE . (1) KM (Ha4F) 1200 J8-m™;
(2) ikt CHedIst ) 800 Jt-m>; (3) /INEH
(4CHH1 ) 400 JG-m>,

254 RAEBA ALFE 30 J0-m S B L

J 80 It m™ BT 3%
255 AL ARBAFWER IS AT SCRE R A
BE™T W BE > 0, fURAYIZERIT SN YA
s FOATIE, EMBERR Gk S AT
n Ct
NPV =" Toy
X (2) e NPYEREUE, CAERI e RS
BaiaE, nmaFEL, (M BR ORI
12%1),
256 RMIPMEFE  FEH IR A EBLEDS
TREN NG BT
n Ct _
Zt:o (L+IRR) 0 ©)
X (3) e IRR AR R, HABAT 5 [F]
~(2).

3 ERE0H

2)

3.1 MARERKEE
3.1 WAk F1EH. 1220, 3%

JFETR]FRR i A K 22 800N, 16 a PIROR A K 3
2 B 2 R D/ N B K AR e, B 1 250 Bk -hm™
IR A K — BRI, H 5% 883, 667
BR-hm™ 19 2 R MRS S I . XU 4
RBI BRI BE TR B i3 A RS AN K

35 25
a a
30 a aa
a
a ] b| 1:
# s 20
£ 25 a 3 b
= i Z z dm
i g 2 " g
ZE 20} b g !
Z Z 15}
Z Z 2|
[ “ £
Z Z Z
15} ‘M I Z
1l
% 7
‘Al
10 2B HSBE A ZA Rl 10 2 L H
4 5 6 7 8 9 12 16 4 5 6 7 8 9 12 16
ik Age/a Mt Age/a
I 1250 #-hm™ [ 883 #k-hm™ F# 667 Bk -hm™

T REVNG FRHMCE RS E R B (p<005), Fhl.
Notes: Different lowercase letters indicate significant difference among different densities at 0.05 level. The same as below.

B 1 3 #EEENRS THMEHERER

Fig. 1
3.12 Ak K1 R BEEOC, Mie
KRN, BB 1 250 Bk -hm 2 5 %5 BF 883,
667 Bk -hm 2 Y- 47 i 428 A 1 BRI 10 48 T 2 7

The average height and DBH growth of three initial spacing

Pior2eiE, HZE 1250 #k-hm? 5% 883, 667
FE-hm? (R 2R B (p<0.05). ME 4 4FFF
A, BREEAE 1250 BE-hm 2 AR A DB A
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sOFE, S 3 FRIRLEEERR AR AR . MRR R G ST 61

KB AR M bR UE, KA SR B 5 1 A %
667 #k-hm 2 H1

313 EFRFTARIE HASEFHEMBE
ARG, 55 6~7 4F& L A FERE 25 BT 13 K

MK, 56 8IEE M P ERAERK RS R
JZ 883 #k-hm” i K, % JE 667 #& hm ™ (1) 5 ik
(%2). &IFENNT, 3 FEE MRS FHER
AR ERARE (p>0.05).,

R2 IMYEZRENKRS FHEREERKTRE

Table 2 The average stand volume of three initial spacing

IR R TP EFIE Average stand volume/(m®-hm )
Initial spacing/
(¥k-hm ™) 4a 5a 6a 8a 9a 12a 16a

1250 110.54 +13.63 a 146.69+15.08a 186.26 +£19.21 a 218.84 +£19.25a 244.63 £22.98 a 270.71 £20.22 a 322.66 +23.56 a 404.04 +19.90 a
883 104.26 £12.79 a 14526 +13.91a 186.43 £ 15.51 a 218.46+18.96a 25540 £23.84 a 288.60 +22.70 a 377.82+19.79 a 467.14+44.23 a

667 87.63+16.96a 122.04 £24.18 a 158.28 £30.69 a 181.54 +33.19a 210.35+36.47a 237.15+43.79 a 305.06 +62.87a 37221 +61.27 a
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HITE 2 B WIS 1250 Bk -hm * A9 44 R
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RITEss 9 dhdacy, I, a8k 3 R B Ko
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Fig.2 Dynamic changes of the mean annual increment of
stem volume between three initial spacing

33 AEVIEZENKS P . ARMEMEN
=AU
HIEFIM AT A SR, WA R
(7a) HIBFIFLRTTIE A i o AR BR A3 H 4 %
i B ALA 80% 11O, U W] A %% 5 X6 v
KR CREVIATFIEERE ) b o ARS8 b f 1) 52
M (26 3) R PARM M LHARY b R
55 7 AESETE 1250 Fk-hm 2 5% 883, 667 £k-hm™
BiERWE (p<0.05); 5 84FH A 1250 #k-hm™

5% 883 Hi-hm” 2R (p<0.05); 5 124F
2 883 Kk -hm 2 5 1250, 667 Fk-hm? 2557
BE (P<005), 9. 16 a P #2Ar b & K HAR
Brhar i 3 s R ERARE (p>0.05), 7~
12 a WA A A 534 0h % B 883 Bk -hm ™ > 667
FE-hm™ > 1250 #-hm2, %5 16 4F% & 883 #4-hm™
i, (HZREE 1250 Bf-hm ™ ML %R 667 #f-hm 2,
3FEEAE 7~9 a ¥ B KA, HE 667
BE-hm 2 7R 12 i e R AE M, 5 16 %%
883 Fk-hm? FF-4fH I BLRAR M, % 1250 £k -hm >
— EAR IR o 3 FhIRE 2 B 1) Hh AR A A2 1
B Y ARS8 i 25 TR TR, H
16 9 AN A FIE(E ; 7~12 a HARMHAEL b
PR3 BE 667 #k-hm™ > 1 250 #%-hm?, 45 16 4E%5
Ji 883 & hm /h &, H L 1 250 Bk -hm™
B 667 B-hm 2, B 667 #f-hm > [ KA
PR S BE AR BN s Y, 2R 16 ARRY LU
883 Fk-hm™ f{) 5.

34 ZEFWEmES

341 EARBRALHEKRN EET LERE
16 AR EPRBA L 4. BB IR BB
BB SRK., BRI ZEE, EF
o mESAHE: FRBREEY (7a) 5, %
J& 883k -hm ™ ) B A L & T & E 1250, 667
P-hm?, BRES 9 AEZA1, I 667tk -hm ™ [ EH]
M= TR 1250 #&-hm 2,

342 HIAE [F 3 EKW. HEF 883, 667 Fk-hm?
IS 4 Bp R sr K. 4R %E
1250, 883. 667 #k -hm 2 7£ H Xt 1 19 % 31 7.
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Table 3 The stand volume and MAI of stand volume with middle and large diameter timber between three initial spacing

RS 4 F HAF T YIAE % Initial spacing /(F% -hm?)
Agela Wood assortment Timber situation 1250 883 667
Hi# & Timber yield /(m’-hm™) 78.75+£25.08b 168.64+15.17a 14325+24.25a

7 HE# Middle diameter timber o e
3 A & Average annual output volume/(m**hm™=-a™")  11.25+3.58b  24.09+2.17a 20.46+3.47a

Hi#1 E Timber yield /(m*-hm %) 128.16=26.19b 200.43+22.65a 166.24 +26.39 ab
8 &4 Middle diameter timber
SEXJ M & Average annual output volume/(m*hm >a™")  16.02+3.28b  25.06+2.83a  20.78+3.30 ab

] k4 Timber yield /(m*-hm?) 169.44+1737a 22944+18.14a 187.66+32.68a
9 T4 Middle diameter timber
EH) A Average annual output volume/(m**hm >a™)  18.82+1.93a  2549+2.02a 20.85+3.63a

tHi#1 & Timber yield /(m’-hm ) 22334+13.71b 30050+ 1549a 226.59+39.94b
Fr42 44 Middle diameter timber
£ M & Average annual output volume/(m*-hm >a™")  18.61+1.14b  25.04+129a  18.88+3.33b

12
44 # Timber yield /(m*-hm ) 0 0 14.97
KA2#4 Large diameter timber
EYJH M & Average annual output volume/(m*-hm *-a™") 0 0 1.25
Hi#4 & Timber yield /(m3'hm72) 296.64 +19.58a 331.71+61.64a 23523 +45.15a
rF 4244 Middle diameter timber
EH) A Average annual output volume/(m**hm >a™)  18.54+122a  20.73+3.85a  14.70+282a
16
41 & Timber yield /(m’-hm?) 0 39.84 59.53
K4EH4 Large diameter timber
Y H M & Average annual output volume/(m*-hm 2-a™") 0 2.49 3.72
x4 3MYEZESENEREE
Table 4 The silvicultural cost of three initial spacing
WITE % FE nitial spacing/(Fk-hm )
kg Age/a T H Item
1250 883 667
0 Hoffl, #EHh. FEJE Rent. Land preparation. Base fertilizer/(JG-hm?) 2732.6 2 665.1 2636.8
1 Hufil. AR, $EH . IBJE Rent. Afforestation. Tending. Top dressing/(JG-hm™?) 26255 25519 2 406.3
2 Huffl. $&E Rent. Tending/(JG-hm™) 1575 1575 1575
3 Hiffl. $£E . BAE Rent. Tending. Top dressing/(JG-hm?) 2297 2297 2297
4~16 H#1F Rent/(F%-hm >-a™") 1 500 1 500 1500

3% i hm 2 B S ;
£5 IMUEEEAFREARHERARNENE 0o o0/ hm ORNFR R, A § ks
Table 5 The gross profit after deducting sales cost of three WEH 5 9 a3 bR B A9 AR 1 52 T I kL

initial spacing for each year Horp ) %5 R 883 Bk -hm ™ (1) Ml Vi 4f 4 5 F % E

sehm? 1250, 667 Bk-hm™, B 1250 #k-hm™ (4R 4R

Ifﬂf{a:@s ) it Agela KA. 3 M Bk R BLE I, % 883

CHhm ) 7 8 9 12 16 Bk -hm? FE % E 1 250 #% -hm * 5 29.7%, LU
1250 82226 107969 130528 164141 212391 667 ¥k-hm™ & 28.5%,

883 118 139 139 428 158 731 207 854 272931 343 I}‘]%Mié_$ M[g 5 %'ﬂﬂ %ﬂg 1250 ;F;k.hm—Z

667 99418 115299 130084 173386 228073 lt@]%’ﬁz/ﬂﬁ 7a|ﬁ" 3@%ﬂ$ﬁ%ﬁﬁ’\]ﬁ\]%ﬁﬂﬁ§$i@
IREECRAE, ML 883 fk-hm 2 AYPIFRINEE %

9. 9 a BFFEN 23 000~41 000 JG-hm 2, FE 1 3 FEEE R . 1k 50% LLE. B 1250 Bi-hm
J¥ L 883 Hi-hm ? > 667 M-hm ® > 1250 B-hm™e gy od A% . 3 R pRas B P 3025 24 7E 7 a
7~9 a % 1250, 883 #k-hm > AN B F L 5B uiRAR, HA [F AR K B i [ ok BE A BT X
Ft, Horb, BB 1250 B -hm? BRI AR, B, BEEE 883, 667 HR-hm ™ VA I SIS
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——1 250 #&-hm2-H1 4244 Middle diameter timber
=1 250 #&-hm2- K444 Large diameter timber
—— 883 #k-hm2-H{&44 Middle diameter timber
—— 883 Ff-hm 2-K4E#F Large diameter timber
—— 667 Fk-hm2-H 424+ Middle diameter timber

350 - == 667 ¥f-hm?-KA1&#f Large diameter timber
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Fig. 3 The stand volume of middle and large diameter
timber between three initial spacing of different ages
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Fig. 4 The net present value of three initial
spacing for each year
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Fig. 5 The internal rate of return between three
initial spacing for each year

M. B 667 #k-hm ™ i INFIL2E R KT
EE 1250 Bk -hm 2, 7E 7~9 a % F 1 250 £k -hm™
5 667 th-hm N FRI R B WhLE, 252
FEARTCASAL, 55 16 A0 3 Fhas B 0 eIk N SR 28
ZAIBE 20%.

4 it
4.1 MAREKEHRHERE

R AR ) 28 2 280 8 s ol X 90 5k S 1 ) T 4
b, HZB R, Moeas e, vt
JES AR R ARG, % 1250 Bk -hm? KRS
E 883, 667 H-hm? R WA, XM
W DI B — LR AARSRIESE, R
S ROCIR . IR B IR sa e I, S I XA AR
AR AEAFIFERET R e 52 RE AR BERSE AN K

MO E B B . MR R Mk B ]
P, BRI A B TR USRS AR K, $2
AR R, (RIS TR SR RE . TEARE
JITRE M AR 3 RS A ot R/ ST AR AR 4
IS E B P T R A B A 22 (Y, AR
WFFE, AR B R R B & B Sk b
IEAHDG, XS AR - R A A, B
BB REEARLE, AR EE PTsD ()35 ST R & R
A Ik DR LR A AL A P A ) B T R B R
42 HMERZEFUEST

W2 TR o3 B G BEAR B, 45 B M KA
WA AR, wMEREMRI/ MEr . Rk Al
KEM . A5 H, M B EZEERN, 7a
S HPARKE AR 883 BR-hm 2 i, A 12 4R
J& 667 ¥k -hm? W FE ML S LR (1 3),
VERHIE AR X . K AR %) H R ) Kt 6 L 431
AW, RARINEP LI, BEBRREMT
AT RE Pk B 1 AR BEU NI K o AN R B Ay LA
TEOA FEARTE, 12 a B A B AT K S/ NMER
AR, BEREHHBMEMCRERAE, 16 a5
SIS ARYIC R R, Hi, A ESEREIE
FH o

AR LFIMEIRT M i R B A5 T
PIARE A o e e MR B T 2l 25 A P AR A
2T ER I ED, BB EIUE Moy =5, MR
PEAM PR, ZHMLGEE R R AR e A
EEMERERNE, AW, %5 883 Hk-hm™ 1Y
ERURTE 8 a BHEEIT 2 1250 #&-hm 2, Z55ksE
S iRs A — B T4 2 MR, RHIERR
ZTERLER Y, W 883 R -hm ™ 1 B L % B
1 250 Bk -hm™ 1755 29.7%, HHEE 667 #k-hm > 1
151 28.5%. N[BT IR Mo FEAE — 2Lk 5y, A
FAR P A TR G HCYTT TSI AR, A



64 G2 S A S A %34 %
SCUMH AR SRR . KRR BE B LA T E TS 16.
. (9] Z=meale, Bz, sk, 55 AL i RFD 52 B bl AR 1 3h
BB | AT T, BRI, AL
it %, MEEHRR IR BN [T TP R4, 2020, 42 (4): 778-787.
5 %‘]{ff} [10] #hPLRI, sk, Be i, 45, A AR N T Ak A SR A EREAF 5T (0], K
AV REBIFST, 2014, 27 (5): 626-630.
3G EN R . BB REEN K [11] LeiJ, DuHL, Duan A G, et al. Effect of stand density and soil layer
%B‘J%ﬁ uﬁ%ﬂ&ﬁ*{“fﬁ%% , Z—\‘Iﬁj%ﬁ;grﬁj %*H/EE{/( o.n so'il nutri.ents'of a 37-yea.r-old Cuéninghamia la.mcea{a.te planta-
e s P e b T R tion in Naxi, Sichuan Province, Chinal[J]. Sustain ability, 2019,
wEFAEE, 4~16 a E KB, WiedKE2® 11(19): 5410-5439.
JE B B, HLARE 1250 Bk-hm® S5 RE 883 [12] sltanig, TR, WA, S5 kAR T RN K SR
667 Fk-hm? —HZEZRTE (p<0.05), Z5E5L SUMBETE (1], ARMLRIERFSE, 2011, 24 (4): 470-475.
S e N w o e » = S oS 1 A AR A ZERIKII ST
S35, IFHIREOR EERS , W 1250 #khm2 (1Y jﬁffff{"jﬁjfiﬁ;ﬂ;;:gﬁlﬁfi AR
SRRSO (1], Mol Bl=Ear5T, 5 : 35-43.
A > Y . 2 $A7 BR
MR By 7a, 667, 883 MR-hm™ 3900 9 ac WL 10y o seaim, w5 1A A MR K
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Dynamic Analysis on Economic Benefit, Growth and Production of
Eucalypt Plantations with Different Initial Densities

ZHANG Cheng'?, OUYANG Lin-nan', CHEN Shao-xiong'

(1. China Eucalypt Research Centre, Zhanjiang 524022, Guangdong, China;
2. Nanjing Forestry University, Nanjing 210037, Jiangsu, China)

Abstract: [Objective] To study the economic benefit of Eucalyptus plantations with different initial planting densit-
ies by monitoring their growth. [Method] Three initial planting density treatments were tested, i.e. 1250 tree-hm 2,
883 tree-hm 2 and 667 tree-hm 2. The data of 16 years' growth were collected and analyzed to calculate the timber
yield, mean annual increment (MAI), internal rate of return (IRR) and net present value (NPV). [Result] It is showed
that the DBH of the plantation with initial planting density of 1250 tree-hm > was significantly different from that
with the initial planting densities of 883 and 667 tree-hm 2 in the growth process (p < 0.05). Meanwhile, there was no
significant difference in stand volume among different initial planting densities (p > 0.05). The largest timber yield
and MAI of middle diameter timber were at the plantation with initial planting density of 883 tree-hm ? in the range
of 7th to 12th years and the 16th year, followed by the plantations with initial density of 667 tree-hm> and 1250
tree-hm >, At the 16th year, the timber yield of middle diameter timber of the plantation with initial planting density
of 1250 tree-hm ™ exceeded that of the plantation with initial planting density of 667 tree-hm . Large diameter tim-
ber began to appear at the plantation with initial planting density of 883 tree-hm > at the 16th year. The harvesting ro-
tations of the plantations with initial planting densities of 1250, 883 and 667 tree-hm * were 7, 9 and 9 years respect-
ively. At the 9th year, The NPV of the plantations with initial planting densities of 1250 and 883 tree-hm ? reached
the peak, while that of 667 tree-hm > was at the 8th year, The peak NPVs of the plantations with initial planting dens-
ities of 1250, 883 and 667 tree-hm > were 30994, 40193 and 31288 CNY-hm and the peak IRRs were 37%, 41%,
42% respectively. [Conclusion] Overall, the plantation with initial planting density of 883 tree-hm > has the highest
NPV and IRR, as well as higher growth potential, followed by that with initial planting densities of 667 tree-hm ™ and
1250 tree-hm .

Keywords: eucalypt; middle and large diameter timber; initial planting density; timber yield; economic benefit
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