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Applicability and error analysis of leaf area index model of summer maize

PENG Ji-yong"?, LI Jun-ling"* , ZHANG Zhi-hong'*
(1. Henan Institute of Meteorological Science, Zhengzhou, Henan 450003, China;
2. Key Laboratory of Agrometeorological Support and Applied Technique, China Meteorological
Administration, Zhengzhou, Henan 450003, China)

Abstract: In order to study the applicability of Logistics model for leaf area index ( LAI) , summer maize data
and meteorological data from Zhengzhou agricultural meteorological station from 2009 to 2013 were used to establish
Logistic LAI model. The model was verified by four years data from 2014 to 2017. To further explore applicability of
the model in different regions, four summer maize varieties were sown by four stages in 2014 and 2015 in four sta-
tions ( Hebi, Yellow river flooded area, Zhumadian and Zhengzhou). The model was verified by 4 stations data in 2
years. The results showed that the trend of measured values was basically the same as that of simulated values. The
mean absolute error of three leaf stage and seven leaf stage was between 0.01 ~0.23, the average relative error was
0% ~12%. The absolute error of jointing stage, male pumping stage, and 10 d after tassel was 0~1.11, and rela-
tive error was 0% ~62%. Mean absolute error between simulated values and measured values was 0.06~0.32, and
the average relative error was 4% ~18%. On the whole,the model showed good applicability in different years and
in different regions. It can be used for the simulation leaf area index under the condition of normal growth of summer
maize, which provided reliable data support for the promotion and application of Logistic leaf area index model.

Keywords: LAI; Logistic model; summer maize; applicability; Henan Province
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Table 1 Maize varieties and main growth periods in Zhengzhou agricultural meteorological station in 2009-2017
Sabrct
i i WREMCI-R)  mARMOI-R)  mokormewes B
Year Variety Sowing date (m—-d) Maturity date(m-d) Maximum LAT - /( °C . ;l)p S
2009 FB 2R 958 Zhengdan 958 06-05 09-08 4.3 2573.3
2010 WA 20 Xundan 20 06-07 09-14 4.0 2696.9
2011 W20 Xundan 20 06-04 09-20 3.5 2804.0
2012 * 2. 958 Zhengdan 958 06-09 09-16 4.4 2655.6
2013 W20 Xundan 20 06-03 09-10 4.3 2806.0
2014 ¥ 20 Xundan 20 06-04 09-18 3.2 2778.0
2015 W 20 Xundan 20 06-03 09-20 3.6 2859.4
2016 ¥ 20 Xundan 20 06-02 09-12 4.8 2839.0
2017 WA 20 Xundan 20 06-04 09-22 4.0 3017.4
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Table 2 Summer maize development stages and meteorological information in Yellow river
flooded area, Hebi, Zhumadian and Zhengzhou stations in 2014-2015
s 10 d H i H R Bk LAI
FAy v A EWREMA-8) (H-H) (H-B) Accumulated Maximlilm
Year Station Variety Sowing date(m—d) Date of 10 d after Maturity date temperature LAI
tassel (m—d) (m-d) (C -d)
- V2 B 20 Xundan 20 08-05 2689.6 3.58
Fiz bt Y5 29 Xundan 29 08-05 2689.6 3.99
Yellow river o 06-05 09-20
K509 Xundan 509 08-07 2689.6 3.94
flooded area o
VR 3136 Xundan 3136 08-08 2689.6 4.14
V2 5. 20 Xundan 20 08-09 2698.2 4.15
B V& A 29 Xundan 29 08-09 2698.2 4.28
i B2 29 Xundan 06-09 09-28
Hebi #5509 Xundan 509 08-13 2698.2 4.47
2014 YR 3136 Xundan 3136 08-13 2698.2 4.14
V24 20 Xundan 20 08-04 2667.1 4.16
Iy ok V& A 29 Xundan 29 08-05 2667.1 4.02
JE AT 29 Xundan 06-04 09-22
Zhumadian V224 509 Xundan 509 08-05 2667.1 3.87
VR 3136 Xundan 3136 08-05 2667.1 3.93
V& 20 Xundan 20 08-07 09-18 2903.1 3.51
FB V& A 29 Xundan 29 08-07 09-21 2967.7 3.46
N 05-30
Zhengzhou ¥ 5. 509 Xundan 509 08-07 09-22 2989.7 4.09
YR 3136 Xundan 3136 08-01 09-20 2945.4 3.87
w05 1% V24 20 Xundan 20 08-10 09-16 2607.2 3.99
,\«zlxj R 5129 Xundan 29 08-09 09-15 2586.0 3.11
Yellow river o 06-05
¥ 5. 509 Xundan 509 08-10 09-16 2607.2 3.33
flooded area .
VR 3136 Xundan 3136 08-10 09-15 2586.0 3.30
V2 5. 20 Xundan 20 08-09 2672.5 4.27
et B V& A 29 Xundan 29 08-11 2672.5 4.29
e 3 29 Xundan 06-09 09-28
Hebi ¥ 5. 509 Xundan 509 08-11 2672.5 4.31
2015 213136 Xundan 3136 08-10 2672.5 4.49
V&4 20 Xundan 20 08-05 09-23 2810.6 4.12
BEI V2 B 29 Xundan 29 06-01 08-07 09-23 2810.6 3.81
Zhumadian V2 509 Xundan 509 08-07 10-03 3019.2 3.84
V& 513136 Xundan 3136 08-07 10-03 3019.2 3.90
V2 5. 20 Xundan 20 08-06 3284.0 3.36
KRN R 5. 29 Xundan 29 08-06 3284.0 3.46
N 05-31 10-06
Zhengzhou VR 509 Xundan 509 08-06 3284.0 3.28
YR 3136 Xundan 3136 08-06 3284.0 3.52
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Table 3 Statistical analysis of model parameters

[PEEY 5 . 15 AR
= N\ o 22 K
i;% Model coefficient -5 1 ym;%& R
ear___ SSE R RMSE
a b c
2009-2013 12.26 -24.95 9.27 0.0110 0.9902 0.0523
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Fig.1 The fitting of leaf area index measured value

and simulated value
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Table 4 Model error analysis of leaf area index in Zhengzhou

agricultural meteorological station 2014-2016

HH #i %= 2% Absolute error FAXFRZE Relative error/ %

Growth

stage 2014 2015 2016 2017 2014 2015 2016 2017

=M

Three-leaf —0.03 -0.06 -0.04 -0.01 2 3 2 1
stage

L

Seven-leaf -0.14 -0.36 -0.34 -0.19 9 20 16 10
stage
$
Jointing  0.14 0.65 -0.10 0.05 9 37 5 2
stage

g

Tasseling -0.13 -0.03 -0.15 -0.15 9 2 7 8
stage

FLBIH

Milk -0.06 -0.06 0.41 -0.07 4 3 19 4

slage
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Fig.2 Comparative analysis of leaf area index simulated values and measured values in 2014 and 2015
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Table 5 Absolute error analysis of leaf area index in Yellow river flooded area station, Hebi station, Zhumadian station and Zhengzhou station

, i £t WL et HEJ5 10 d
iy i i vl ERR O BRWE s iR T
; . Three-leaf Seven-leaf Jointing Tasseling 10 d after
Year Station Variety Average
stage stage stage stage tassel
i ¥ A 20 Xundan 20 0.02 0.03 0.23 0.13 0.00 0.08
=iz ".“ 2 29 Xundan 29 0.02 0.23 0.11 0.31 0.41 0.22
Yellow river "
#2509 Xundan 509 0.01 0.16 0.36 0.16 0.22 0.18
flooded area .
¥ B4 3136 Xundan 3136 0.01 0.18 0.50 0.06 0.05 0.16
¥ B 20 Xundan 20 0.01 0.10 0.66 0.14 0.01 0.18
fi R R .29 Xundan 29 0.01 0.12 0.39 0.13 0.07 0.14
Hebi ¥ 509 Xundan 509 0.01 0.05 0.41 0.14 0.21 0.16
014 V2 A 3136 Xundan 3136 0.01 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.01 0.08
¥ B8 20 Xundan 20 0.02 0.13 1.11 0.15 0.18 0.32
I )% ¥ B 29 Xundan 29 0.03 0.14 0.96 0.13 0.05 0.26
Zhumadian R ¥ 509 Xundan 509 0.02 0.10 0.92 0.14 0.00 0.24
¥ B4 3136 Xundan 3136 0.03 0.10 0.90 0.14 0.25 0.28
¥ i 20 Xundan 20 0.02 — 0.21 0.14 0.48 0.21
FBM 2 P 29 Xundan 29 0.02 — 0.32 0.13 0.26 0.18
Zhengzhou 509 Xundan 509 0.02 — 0.53 0.18 0.33 0.27
V2 A 3136 Xundan 3136 0.02 — 0.46 0.28 0.38 0.29
s ¥ B 20 Xundan 20 0.01 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.04 0.06
"(Zg 2 L 29 Xundan 29 0.01 0.15 0.04 0.42 0.26 0.18
Yellow river Vo
#2509 Xundan 509 0.01 0.08 0.22 0.14 0.19 0.13
flooded area .
¥ #3136 Xundan 3136 0.01 0.13 0.22 0.13 0.04 0.11
¥ B 20 Xundan 20 0.01 0.09 0.61 0.11 0.06 0.18
i R ¥ i 29 Xundan 29 0.01 0.13 0.22 0.14 0.11 0.12
Hebi ¥ 5509 Xundan 509 0.01 0.07 0.80 0.00 0.06 0.19
2015 V2 A 3136 Xundan 3136 0.01 0.13 0.33 0.17 0.31 0.19
¥ B 20 Xundan 20 0.01 0.14 0.97 0.10 0.17 0.28
I ¥ B 29 Xundan 29 0.02 0.12 0.52 0.12 0.15 0.19
Zhumadian R B 509 Xundan 509 0.01 0.08 0.51 0.12 0.20 0.18
V2 A 3136 Xundan 3136 0.01 0.11 0.70 0.11 0.19 0.22
¥ B4 20 Xundan 20 0.02 — 0.12 0.45 0.04 0.16
FIM ¥ P 29 Xundan 29 0.02 — 0.15 0.29 0.15 0.15
Zhengzhou 2509 Xundan 509 0.01 — 0.13 0.17 0.06 0.09
V2 A 3136 Xundan 3136 0.01 — 0.16 0.01 0.07 0.06
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Table 6 Relative error analysis of leaf area index in Yellow river flooded area station,

Hebi station, Zhumadian station and Zhengzhou station

L e 10 d

ARGy 3 fn A =M1 P il SEIME %
. . . Seven-leaf . . 10 d after
Year Station Variety Three-leaf stage Jointing stage Tasseling stage Average
stage tassel
o 2 B 20 Xundan 20 1 2 13 8 0 5
HIZIX. 5
. R %29 Xundan 29 1 12 6 16 22 11
Yellow river .
K509 Xundan 509 1 9 20 9 12 10
flooded area o
¥ 5. 3136 Xundan 3136 1 10 27 3 9
VR B4 20 Xundan 20 0 5 33 7 9
T RE ¥R 5 29 Xundan 29 0 6 19 6 3 7
Hebi ¥ B 509 Xundan 509 0 2 20 7 10 8
YR 3136 Xundan 3136 0 6 5 7 0 4
2014 —
5. 20 Xundan 20 1 7 63 8 10 18
BRIk V2 B4 29 Xundan 29 2 8 53 7 3 14
Zhumadian VR B4 509 Xundan 509 1 6 53 8 14
¥ 5. 3136 Xundan 3136 2 6 52 8 15 17
V2 5. 20 Xundan 20 1 — 12 8 26 12
FB M V2 B4 29 Xundan 29 1 — 17 7 14 10
Zhengzhou VR EL 509 Xundan 509 1 — 24 8 15 12
V23136 Xundan 3136 1 — 23 14 19 14
o V2 5. 20 Xundan 20 1 6 6 3 3 4
WZIX o
. R 51 29 Xundan 29 1 10 3 29 18 12
Yellow river "
K509 Xundan 509 1 5 15 9 13 9
flooded area o
¥ 5. 3136 Xundan 3136 1 9 15 9 3 7
VR B 20 Xundan 20 1 5 31 6 3 9
1 HE ¥R 29 Xundan 29 1 7 11 7 6 6
Hebi ¥ 5. 509 Xundan 509 1 4 41 0 3 10
2015 YR 3136 Xundan 3136 1 7 18 9 17 10
V2 5. 20 Xundan 20 1 8 53 5 9 15
LS ¥ 29 Xundan 29 1 7 30 7 9 11
Zhumadian V2 A 509 Xundan 509 1 5 30 7 12 11
V2P 3136 Xundan 3136 1 6 41 6 11 13
%520 Xundan 20 2 — 10 39 3 14
FBIN % .29 Xundan 29 2 — 13 25 13 13
Zhengzhou R 5. 509 Xundan 509 1 — 11 15 5 8
¥ #3136 Xundan 3136 1 — 14 1 6 5

EIERY Logistic M TAIFR A8 BB | H8 58 15 FH 1
FEATRIH X AR B T SRS A" EOR R4 2 T
AR RET AR, P 7R Y 1 iy 2o A% rh 75
B2 M A T, X B T 50T 44T, SR
FIEA R R B B R KIS 5 R DL R
Y5

4 zt B

FIHAS N A SRR K2 5 a () H ] 56 5L
it AT ABIE W Logistic 17 FHAS $505 15 A5 A0 | 455 741
FHM T a=0.05 B0 E VR, JeE REU(RY)
70.9902 , ¥ iR (RMSE ) 24 0.0523, 5% 2F )5
FI(SSE) y 0.0110, #EH BA A7 A5 8801 . K
YR, S 2 4 xR 2500 0.16, SF YA X IR 25 R
9% I RVE AT HUATHDL T AN A lh 5 1050 3 B ok
MR FRFR B TR R 4 Al S TR

B3 FH PR B0 IR A4, SF 2 4 X 22 0.06 ~0.32,°F
PIMXT R 22N 4% ~ 18% , B 53l 5451 % B
BEIDR 22 R K2 A1, HEA o w5 00 K o 2 2k 3] 4
UFIRIRCR |

AR FI 4 A vk AT T 2 a BIRE AT,
WK 4 A TR SRR, FEAS [R) B [B) RN 23 (8] RUBE B 647
T BRI RE A A g S B b T AT — 2 K B
FEACT-34 LA, RWABIRLEA |32 938 PR DR 5R 45
REA— W8 X, BRI Sy s X
KIEFERKEBIGOL  IE 5 57 Fh % B 55 1F 1 B
BB SO R 2% S SCBLEE T LAL Y
VR P R Aff 1153 A A P SR i

S & X #k.
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