%40 K% 4 FTRIBRFPFZR(AAFAFR) 2023 48 H
Vol.40 No. 4 J Chongqing Technol & Business Univ( Nat Sci Ed) Aug. 2023

B oY BELIRISE 1 25 bR B0 BRI 5

M o FaE’ i
L ERIBRE A2 FHEFR, TR 400076
2. mH KF BEAFFR, TR 400715

i AT ARBEIERTREEA T EMRE SN AR ERBILRBE ARBE TR S5E BGFRRT
BESRILERR AN TR EmiE 2 ILm A% P A, 32 A R R SR SHH A GPP 1L NPP 14,
RH 5% NEP {63 | RUE ARARMALBE L R R P ABIL/ R L, KT ER AR EARALIZETERES
ARAR M B 48 33t AR BRI IC 69 A SIE  E AR AU 69 Bt AR R, B AR AR B R 9 SRR & R AR R
Foif AR AR LE A v N GLOPEM-CEVSA #2478 B F v 230 AR E KA E 0 R 8 = BACB R ks
Wy ob BB LR E IR BT AR AR R R T AAARBAE £ F, PRV (1) KB ILR A, %
ABA FE >R R A M > KRS R AR AR M A A S R A 75 >R AL A Ho> 33> 3 3% 8 Ho> R 3% (2) RS
W& NPP/NEP {A k& , itk A &5 R G RHHRILA KA CO, BIL; (3) AAREZ A KW EIEH T NPP AR % &
It R e AR BRE (A4) > T BN/ AR AT B (AS) SHI AT SRAT T R BE TR (A6) > SR A/ B/
AT ERFEE(A2)>ERBEE (AL) ;NEP AR I A F 4 3% vt B vt AR BE B > I BN/ A K G4 rh IR 5 > 4k it
/BRI T RERBEESARF FA T RBE RS ERBEE A TR T NPP AL R X R (& AT) k%
>3 BAN/ H KR AT P R B S AR SRAT T B B> SR A R /A TR B NEP AL R A (Bdr) 4%
RBETE > I BN/ A5 KT oAt v B > G M/ N/ AN T KB % > A0 K AT e 4k BE3%  NPP {iiA= NEP 14
RORAT 843 2 IR 5k L6 T e 2ok L R A H

el ARARBE R R A IR AR SR BRI

B SEST18.5  SCERERIG A doi: 10. 16055/j. issn. 1672-058X. 2023. 0004. 015

Carbon Sinks of Forest Community at the Forest Patch Scale

YANG Ting', LUO Hongxia’, WEI Xiang'

1. School of Public Administration, Chongqing Technology and Business University, Chongqing 400076, China
2. School of Geographical Science, Southwest University, Chongging 400715, China

Abstract: The spatial simulation scale of forest carbon cycle process models is diverse, but the data acquisition is difficult.
It is impossible to install a carbon flux observation system in different environments in the study of forest carbon change
response and adaptation. In this paper, the remote sensing process coupling model was proposed to quantitatively estimate
the dynamic GPP value, NPP value, RH value, and NEP value, to invert the carbon sink/carbon source situation of
different dominant tree species of forest vegetation community, to explore the ecological value of vegetation restoration
measures such as afforestation, forest transformation, and forest artificial management, and to activate the reconstruction

effect of carbon source effect. Through the combination of field survey sampling method with space instead of time and
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remote sensing model, the driving factors of temperature influence coefficient, evapotranspiration, water-pressure influence
coefficient, carbon dioxide concentration stress, plant respiration, and soil respiration in GLOPEM-CEVSA model were
input to study the differences of forest carbon storages at the forest patch scale. The research showed that: (1) in the
picture as a whole, Net Primary Productivity of Woodland>Grassland>Agricultural Land>Water Area>Construction Land,
Net Ecosystem Productivity of Woodland > Agricultural Land >Grassland >Construction land >Water Area; (2) from the
inter-annual NPP/NEP values, most forest ecosystems showed atmospheric CO, carbon sink; (3) the relationship of NPP
values in the natural restoration succession of forest community was: Deciduous Broad-Leaved Forest Community (A4) >
Pinus Massoniana/Cunninghamia Lanceolata Evergreen Coniferous Forest Community (A5) >Cypress Evergreen Coniferous
Forest Community (A6) >Evergreen Shrub/Shrub Grass/ Artificial Shrub Community (A2) >Herbaceous Community (A1l);
NEP values were as follows: Deciduous Broad-Leaved Forest Community >Pinus Massoniana/Cunninghamia Lanceolata
Evergreen Coniferous Forest Community >Evergreen Shrub/Shrub Grass/ Artificial Shrub Community >Cypress Evergreen
Coniferous Forest Community>Herbaceous Community; the relationship of NPP values in artificial assisted succession was
as follows: Bamboo Forest Community > Pinus Massoniana/Cunninghamia Lanceolata Evergreen Coniferous Forest
Community>Cypress Evergreen Coniferous Forest Community>Evergreen Shrub/Shrub Grass/ Artificial Shrub Community;
NEP values were as follows: Bamboo Forest Community>Pinus Massoniana/Cunninghamia Lanceolata Evergreen Coniferous
Forest Community > Evergreen Shrub/Shrub Grass/Artificial Shrub Community > Cypress Evergreen Coniferous Forest
Community, and both the NPP values and the NEP values showed a unimodal development trend of rising first and then
decreasing with the sequential succession.
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