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Abstract: Taking the clear-cutting plot survey data of Eucalyptus plantation as the research object, the loca-
tion coordinates of each tree in the plot were recorded, and the biomass of wood, bark, branch and foliage for each
tree was measured. Then, the spatial distribution patterns were described for the wood, bark, stem, branches, fo-
liage, crown and aboveground biomass using Ripley's K function, the spatial auto-correlation characteristics were
analyzed by both global and local Moran's /, and the spatial heterogeneity of each biomass component was quant-
itatively described using the intra-variance index. The results showed that the aboveground biomass of Fuca-
lyptus plantations had scale effect, and it showed the different aggregation or dispersion characteristics at differ-
ent distance scales. Except for the foliage biomass shows a significant aggregation distribution if the distance is in
the range of 18.5-21.5 m, and spatial distribution characteristics of the others are insignificant aggregation.
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Moreover, the optimal distance bandwidth for all biomass components of Eucalyptus plantation are 12.5 m, and

spatial auto-correlation could be found in each component at a certain content, and the global Moran's / from 0.0160

to 0.0289. Meanwhile, the local spatial auto-correlation change of all biomass components are similar relatively,

and nearly 15% of the trees in each component have a significant spatial auto-correlation. The spatial heterogen-

eity of all biomass components increase gradually with the increases of the distance, and the spatial variation

would be stable if the distance is greater than 5 m, the spatial variation of foliage biomass is the largest one in all

biomass components. In sum, there is spatial auto-correlation and spatial heterogeneity in the individual above-

ground biomass in the Eucalyptus plantation at a certain degree, and the differences among the different biomass

components are not significant.
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Table 2 Statistics of biomass clustering model of Eucalyptus plantation in each dimension
%P7 score BEAERER AR RAEYE WHAEYs  WEAEYE R EYE RdEYE L EAEYE
5 PREC % MR NE%  BRER A% BREC N BREC % BREC SH%  BREC N IHL%
-1.96 ~ 1.96 NS 353 79.33 359  80.67 351  78.88 382 85.84 365  82.02 364  81.80 353 79.33
HH 8 1.80 7 1.57 9 2.02 11 2.47 11 2.47 10 2.25 8 1.80
HL 9 2.02 7 1.57 8 1.80 6 1.35 9 2.02 8 1.80 9 2.02
LH 7 1.57 7 1.57 6 1.35 5 1.12 3 0.67 6 1.35 7 1.57
LL 6 1.35 6 1.35 7 1.57 1 0.22 1 0.22 2 0.45 6 1.35
-2.58 ~—1.96 HL 9 2.02 9 2.02 11 2.47 5 1.12 8 1.80 8 1.80 9 2.02
LH 6 1.35 6 1.35 6 1.35 7 1.57 4 0.90 5 1.12 6 1.35
1.96 ~2.58 HH 13 2.92 12 2.70 12 2.70 9 2.02 15 3.37 14 3.15 13 2.92
LL 3 0.67 4 0.90 2 0.45 1 0.22 4 0.90 2 0.45 3 0.67
<-2.58 HL 2 0.45 5 1.12 1 0.22 2 0.45 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 0.45
LH 14 3.15 13 2.92 15 3.37 5 1.12 15 3.37 15 3.37 14 3.15
>2.58 HH 14 3.15 9 2.02 16 3.60 6 1.35 9 2.02 8 1.80 14 3.15
LL 1 0.22 1 0.22 1 0.22 5 1.12 1 0.22 3 0.67 1 0.22
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Fig. 5 Intra-block variance of different component biomass in Eucalyptus plantation
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