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The Study of Suitable Family Sizes and Plot
Sizes in Progeny Testing of Pinus elliottii

Zhao Fencheng Li Xianzhen He Lihua Chen Xiaoying

Abstract Two progeny testing plantations which contained the same
open-pollinated progenies of slash pine (Pinus elliottii) were established.
These two plantations were of randomized and complete block design, 48
offspring per family and 4-tree plot. Height and diameter at breast height were
measured in the 5-year-old progeny test stands, and these data were used to
analyze the relationship between families (or parents) ranking or family
heritability and family sizes or plot sizes. The results show that the required
minimum family size is 30 for obtaining reliable rank per family and family
h* in one single site test. But in two site tests, the minimum family sizes
are different for family ranking and family 4%, they are 10 and 30 respect-
ively. Different sites and family siZes have different optimum plot sizes, in
general, two- or three-tree plot is more efficient than single- or four-tree
plot for estimating family ranking and family #%.
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