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Table 2 Alternative models for grass yield fitting
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1 Exponential Growth, Stirling, 2 Parameters Yield= a*(exp(b* Coverage) —1)/b

2 Exponential Growth, Single, 2 Parameters Yield =a*exp(b* Coverage)

3 Exponential Rise to Maximum, Single, 2 Parameters Yield =a*(1—exp(—b* Coverage))
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Table 3 Fitting results of alternative models for grass yield
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Table 4 Fitting results by different methods of dummy variables for grass yield
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Fig.1 Scatter and curves of yield by various grassland types
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Table 5 Modified results by different grassland types in Guangnan County for grass yield tehm *
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Study on grass yield modeling and table establish -
ment based on grassland classification

WU Heng'?,LUO Chun-lin', LIU Zhi-jun'
(1. Southwest forestry university , Kunming 650224, China; 2. Kunming survey & design institute of state forestry

and grassland administration , Kunming 650216, China)

Abstract: Grassland is the largest terrestrial ecosystem in China and one of the main battlefields of ecological
civilization construction. Under the strategic background of carbon peak and carbon neutral, rapid and accurate survey
and monitoring results can guide grassland protection and restoration more scientifically. The lack of inventory tables
for grassland productivity has limited the management grassland resources for a long time. Therefore, it is of practical
significance to establish survey tables for grass yield. In this paper, different alternative models and dummy variable
setting methods were used for model fitting, and the ratio method was used to compile the inventory table, and the
drop point test was carried out. The results show that the average determination coefficient of Chapman model fitting
is 0. 62, and the fitting result is better than other alternative models. Taking grassland type as dummy variable can sig-
nificantly improve the fitting effect of the model. Compared with other dummy variable setting methods, the fitting de-
termination coefficient is increased by 0. 26. The drop test value of the yield table of each grassland type is greater
than 75%. In conclusion, the preparation method of grass yield number table based on grassland classification can
meet the requirements of grass yield estimation in field survey of grassland resources.
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