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Abstract

Most of Taiwan's plantations lack of density management today, and the overcrowded stand structure
either directly or indirectly leads to stagnant productivity and low timber self-sufficiency rate. This
study used mathematical models to develop a set of tools for managing Japanese cedar (Cryptomeria
japonica) plantations, and it aims to provide a quantified strategy for managers to evaluate Japanese
cedar’s production during rotation in order to stabilize the output of. In this study, the data was
compared and debugged between the long-term experimental plots of the National Taiwan University
Experimental Forest and the permanent plots of the Forestry Bureau. After grading the processed data
into 9 percentile ranks, the Schunte growth model was imported to fit the growth curve groups of
"age - size" and "age - density" of each PR from different age classes, then the different curve groups
were merged as the "Chiou’s density management diagram”. Meanwhile, the size-density trajectories
of Japanese cedar plantations were fitted by the parametric and nonparametric methods. The basis of
"stand density index management diagram™ was the outcome of mutual authentication between those
two methods. On the other hand, considering the calculation of the volume, various value of tree
height and form-factor were used to draw a volume simulation diagram for different situations. This
could help the user to point out volume of Japanese cedar plantations promptly. In order to assist the
first thinning plan, a " Classification Chat " was derived by combining the Chiou’s density
management diagram and stand density index management diagram. The results showed the error
values of age-size curve group and age-density curve group which was fitted by Schunte growth,
were relatively low. Moreover, Chiou’s density management diagram could also effectively
demonstrated the changes between literature data and virtual on before and after thinning. Hence,
managers could use the PR50 of Chiou’s density management diagram as the growth baseline to
evaluate the growth quality, formulate thinning plans, and predict the change of Japanese cedar
plantations’ various growth traits with stand age. Both parametric and nonparametric methods could
effectively fit and verify the trajectories of stand development. Parametric method is suggested for
0\
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facilitate the application in forestry practice. SDI threshold used the coefficients of demarcation point
among each stage of the standby parametric method, and the "stand density index management
diagram" was came out from it. The combination of "stand density index management diagram" and
“volume simulation diagram” could quickly estimate volume changes and total harvest before and
after thinning, view the growth and yield trajectories of each stage from different scales, and control
the production capacity management of the entire rotation period. In the future, it could be promoted

in a form of database and applied to the management of different tree species.

Keywords: growth baseline, size-density relationship, stand density index, volume prediction
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i » k=0.0000785 °
2. 2EHSEE

4 55 a4 £ #55(growth model or growth equation) 5 1 * “§ pF & 5% 1t
PHRE R AP A LGRS B2 o P (L0978 L B EA L H
*en8 it EHN 2 Benbl o P en8 A BN ST AR Y B34
ERESE 1T Schunte # & #05% de#-a~b Sdic2 @3 § [l 4 MEFR 8 7 Richards~
Mitscherlich ~ Logistic - Gompertz #i-3% ~ & S 03¢ ~ = =0 d &~ 3 #c & B % (Schunte,
1981) > o ¥ AR HON S A S M2 A SRR Z A AR(1998)F 7 ¢ ]
TRAEF T BT A e SR B AN e 2 B4R E

R A RGN B A B (1976) it T k2 A R HNRE TR AR A F 2

WHAR T T oy 2 R 2 LR R TR G IRAKRE R 20w o

Mitscherlich #2 =,

B Schunte #£ 5, Richards ## &, Logistic 4 X,
f? Gompertz # R,
i’(. O T
z Von Bertalanffy % =,
".:F
47 | Modify-Weibull# &,
h
{fﬁ‘ Schumacher #£ %,

— EEHAZRIOANGRSRLSZE) |

W13 S f52 £ 05 R L M (e h SR P - 1997)
AR EEL ¥ ch2 EH58 4 w5 Schunte ~ Richards ~ Mitscherlich

11
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Logistic ~ Gompertz ~ Von Bertalanffy -~ Modify-Weibull ~ Schumacher % -3¢ - iz
Fe i ARaMESY AR A RS RAHAZER L NPT (P
Fr 01985 ; B ~ R Ec 0 19905 F A & s f’f/?rﬂ’% 019945 2 A K&~ ﬁ”l 2
1995a; 2 4 & SR »1995b; 3 A i\ﬁﬁﬁ]&ﬂg ’1996:§ﬁ5,’ltﬂg ~% A 4 >1998a;
;i-;TﬂJ‘ P~ E AL 1998b s ;j;?ﬂr & > 2006) ; %laeds ~ 3 0v4a 0 2008 ; @R F mE

2010 ; s @ =% > 2014 ; Fi~% % > 2021 ; Shihetal., 2021) -

Zeide (2003)~ 47 7 tREF * h 1282 £ H > Tt P B F e A
PoRFieEFFIAEESF LD RNRFEP TG S HOER £ T
d3F AR ERIPG G - B AN T U A i 4 K AR TR
AERGS Y RE ARG S PR A L. 51595 5 (2013) % £t 4
BoRend RV YR E A 8% o Gompertz - Richards £ £ #05 §
ROtk T AR BRGNS - BAE T BN E kR Y i

R EHAREEHE  EF A2 £

Schnute(1981)# &£ fist eha~b S # B H i R #5152 883 (R 4) > &
a~b f2#E Y <> 0 Fn g 28E 4 R &9 Richards 558 « XA > § /]

¥ 0 ¢hah S8k 2 Richards 2 £ {8 ¢ A4 487 B2 F R &

bo

T2 £@md b4 £ LR chffFR . & iR E G OTRRI A Bt o

Fruenf_> Schnute # £ #2558 e 3 A st fady i i%#ﬁt@fﬁ-%&#ﬁ%@ IR
Joo dp A P 2 PR (F 4 A1) A de i 2 AHEA B e0F 2 & SR & S Maunder
(2001); Punt et al., (2016) % 41 * & & e Hig b 5 E I E R © akin(% 7
A T RHE AN B A R HEEEERFT - R > H K Richards #5¢
Rkt g o1 R 12 AR T T RE IS FRA L £ bl
FrooR ] AERE A BRSNS 0 551 8AlA A AHESLY #
i o
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7 r* fy Curve 5: o

Curve 1 : (0<a,0<b<1) Curve2:(0<a,l<b) (a < -b x log () (tr1y), Curve 6: (a<0,b<0)
0<b)

(). . © mmmmmmmememeeeoizooee Ve

. 0 0 e 0 0
Il * 1# g

Curve 3 : Curve 4 : Curve 7 : Curve 8 :

(-b x log (n/y)t-1) <a <0, (bxlog (mh)t-1) <a=0, (0<a<-bxlog(/v)t-1)), ( b x log (m/vii-1y) < a,

1<b) 0<b=sl) bh<0) 0)

@] 4 Schunte # £ #-5% e~ F8 4] f5 (12 #c p Schunte, 1981)
AR (Yo) » 2 £ By ubrE a5 Curve 5 & o 4 Schunte #8558 H3 i 5 to 2 PRV G
O chdedpBh 5 155 & o Bhenph g 5 U7 3 BT A hpE R (t* *);; Fo gk g
FHED 2 EEYE TR R BERRTE Sy UFZA R Y i R
AEEULARTE R 0 R R R ?‘(Iowerbound) to 5 fifE 2
s F= B+ f (upper bound) s a5 b 55 Sodk

¥

Flpt AFT 7 * Schnute 2 EHNEFHEE > FARmEFE Nk 14 &
Ty QMD B Aa B R Ed ) FIA R B T kA A %L PR1I0PR20 -
PR30 & PRO0 » 1/ +k#t 5 X #th» DBH ~ QMD 224k 4 % B et PR &% 5 Y #h -
i% 3§ Schnute # & #5535 (Schnute, 1981) & f7# & (05" 2) » & s fe— ¥ £ 3% PR
Fazd LS TP DBH-QMD & 4ks % R EF @A 02 L0 &> T fh ik
500 £ 4 e > A LS T ks s-T 1255 15 (DBH) |~ 4kdd 8-- 5 T 32
92 (QMD) & ke -thA R | 2 B2 LRSI Mle s TR g2 S g R
HI2E £ 2 JA# o Schnute 2 £ N e T Slieat A rrend 5 3 R 4 £

FOeA55N o d Pl - IR A Kz B R (%2 o Schnute 4 £ N Ao 5N 2 BT o

@)

1
(1_e_a(t_t1)) E
y= [yl” + (2" = y1") % —(1_e_a(t2_t1))]

yafgmd iz #taod EE i uFzZ A EE i b4 ERE LS
PR E 2 AR St A ECRZ R ER T R b S O R s as b S
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N

9

i o

d ° Schnute #03% 5 % S-BOinZRMILHCSS B E R 4 TR JTaeR iR
FIVL:_E.Z‘”‘&\:"E' ’3"i:’:lp‘2‘7 RV mz/#fgj%«%zzm ) (% Lé&%] er@;yE"ﬁ?;"\g{
R £ A1 Excel & cn TR K52, R ] T3 B ARLESb | B 73

SKPIFER AW REEA A b Sl 0 L RE TSk > REFEZTESE -

B2 LBV E HE PR 22 £ A& e > 1 DBH &2 QMD 4 %]
PX o HRARAES Y P TiREx2E PR A BGMR - FAL R R
1tz T hde-T 305 T4k A % B A & [)(age-DBH-density diagram) £z ™ k- -
& TR TR A B R 4 5 Fl(age-QMD-density diagram) F S 3R FEE £
(Chiou’s density management diagram) = f& & 4 2§ » % 5 3% >4 B 7 F & 5 ir

PHA2ERZAEE L
S HEATARAM G

Reineke (1933)% Bl 14 f& > #H(Pinus spp.):h QMD 2 k4 % A chbf (330 g
$t#c(log-log)#h+ - & - Hdp Ty AR R 7 AIRA S 5-1.605 ahp Agr i
RAF 5 d pboF & 0 > A & (Stand Density Index:SDI)## &+ % B & > H WA 4
IS RA PRI P R LDEY FERPEFF I HRF D SR
AT LHATE Y I FRAFIH BT HEE NS R F TR R
LN AR TR S AR R AR 2R RRDLE AR T
% € A2 7 gl 5 (Bi and Turvey, 1997; Morris, 2002; Cao and Dean, 2008;

Sun et al. 2011; Zhang et al. 2013; Zhang et al. 2018; Yang et al., 2018) -

FMARA TR B R AN GERFET S EEAY T > L Lewis and
Ferguson (1993); Curtis et al., (1997); Gilmore et al., (2005) 7= ;gk)@’# RN
3 Langsaeter (1941) -4 & 45 itk A % B frd £ B 25 % e 1];% - Langsaeter

14
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(1941)in % HA B ALY B s enF A28 BA K47 #17 - 47 %

Fo it 4 £ frths B A 2 B et B (B 5B) > %G T B R RFRE o

D(¥ - HER)EREZ A HFLLEFHRAS DR on APH e B o Hha
R IEE ST SRS S S - TR I

@(% = B E & - BT PR AL ek bl B2 L 5T

@(F =) AR 2E* 2B BB LFE g ot EEREFF e

P BARFT Ok 0 SRR AR ER T S B R (plateau)
@(% ® FFE)E T - BER T EF AT BB S R A KRB e

O(F I HE)FHA 2 ity > ER7= FHRFUE 2 EFER

15
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DENSITY (stems/ha)

0 24 741 1235 2470 4746
12.0 ) , ( A)
7410 12350
6.0
45.7 cm
ISOLINES
HT cms——

P
0 DBHOB. == =
g
m
=
=)
= 028 |
@)
>
rd 12.7 em
<
58]
>

0.03  —_  Maximum Site-density Relationship

= (Pr = 1.00)
6.4 cm
- Lower Limit of the Zone of Imminent
Competition-mortality (Pr = 0.55)
0.01 " Pr=0.40
———Approximate Crown Closure
(Pr=0.15)

(B)

0.15 0.4 055 1.00
RELATIVE DENSITY INDEX

GROSS PRODUCTION
(m*/ha/yr)

5 *3vind P iR % LE (i 5c p Newton, 1997)
%4 R A(HT) 2 2594 S 0% 405 % d B S(DBHOD) & 14 499 2
R BRI PrARHBA
Yoda et al., (1963)f* ¥ ixa fif % & & & ~ {24~ T #5483~ £ £ (mean plant
weight) 2 FF &l 0 2 R 3 & 20 % SoRtiR H4f 2 B b g 015 312 3% R (-
3/2 power rule) » 2o % f % T o £ 80 A B Bhego A AT K | 2 R B TR A N

fht 't ¢ ERARBITA S L-15 g A MA S TR H 2 Rld B FF D] 4k
16
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Tefegfae g% oL E-Hig M br#nE - F I HY A EERARR
AR A TR R A TR R EE R AR EF 4 p N3 8
Bt £ 1 ¢ Pl fBA B 5 gt b SEE PR A b K ¢ feacs - BRT
G R kT o

Drew and Flewelling (1977) & * Yodaetal., (1963) 32 %t 4k 4 % & -QMD
ot gchny o0 p A g 5 RA K L1 cha il w i g B 15 S+ (Pinus radiate) <
=% = &~ & #(Full stocking line)» 12 2 :8 37 e & 31427 = e T L% i 7 (the
lower bound of the lower limit of the zone of imminent competition-mortality) » &2 #X
T ' # 7 (bound of the lower limit of the zone)ihix % ¥ 2 = 2§ > & &z B

TP oo ﬁ?ﬁé—*’i’ﬁi’ﬁ B oM T ‘ﬂ?vii”x‘-”"‘ S FERR AR o

Drew and Flewelling(1979)i& - # /-~ * Drew and Flewelling (1977) 32 3 &2 4p
% & 4 #ic(Relative density index) %_& ) 7=7# > (Pseudotsuga menziesii) 4 = f&
BAE RS HE U A SDMD ¢ > HiSd]: AP LB ARRD A

WhAEHE T ARHRA 00 100% 0 i tkA B E S BPOE R

HA®AEHH-PrEs s 0150551 %= B R > 4oB BA #77 o
% Prigir 0.15 % tk» 48>+ % & ¥ 5 (approximate crown closure) i ;%> % Drew
and Flewelling (1977)# %2 cn ™ LR E K > @ 8 iTendid 51427 = F i 430 Pr 3t
055 % 1.00 2 @ ; & Pr 2 015 3] 055 % AP » &3Fen = ¢4 4 4z BIf
B A Pr#EF>r 0153 040 pF > H imo ff e REERAH v 0 2 F B £
T o w PrdeF>t 040 1 055 2 el mg ff 4 K3 X R DPE - F3 Pr
<3 055 Ed LR EFRAETE LS L PrAt 0401 055 R

AekE A B K EAET i AT

FrdI s R\ EE > VR Pr < 04 Pk R EE R RE A
17
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£ (maximum gross production) e 4e% & £i2 § & ¥ 7~ < F R T § EpR A B R
PR &8 T s 51425 = F & (zone of imminent competition-mortality) 5 x4

E4femE S R Mg i

Newton(1997):& — # # ik k4 3 & e0kf % - & % Langsaeter(1941); Drew and
Flewelling (1977); Drew and Flewelling (1979)# 3 e 3] 4@ 5 #77% - Bl ¥ ¢ 2
HAgREDDIOFE - THEHH-%AM G 1R T FPETOWGE R R D
B s AT LEERcTHOREFRET B2 S 4p
HBREFE ki Pro (% - FFE)TEPr<015 enfim » sk & A ¥
B O(%zrFE) TE_015<Pr<0.40; @(#% =) 5 040<Pr<0.55; @(%
TFFE)E Pr>055 2 3 RiO(F I HE)BELZETPr=1 g% > ¥ it

s s s
E NN /Jw";/“ ~ ;t;_";/\\ o

WAFTIHAF RN B L H S WA A PR RAF
fo it o 4oz > 2 8 b 4 (full-site occupancy) ~ p # s B ARAL F S EFE Y HRoh Rk
fel o tFOB G ARERAS IR EE ST ERRRAE G- o
Cao and Dean (2008); VanderSchaaf and Burkhart (2008) 2 t 4 & 4 &89 4T % -] 22
BOR B2 AT Y 0 A BLw 4] R & 45 4 (Cunninghamia lanceolata) £ 44
A LR ANEE R REZME G d PP E AR RAFEER L AR
(Maxium Stand Density Index : SDImax)J& 7 24+ g % 5 f Ho38 e 5l i 4 i
LpFE ATk 5 0 Tt 247 3 B * VanderSchaaf and Burkhart (2008) 7= 7 3% 41 4 £

WAl B S WL A AR A ) B R R 2 e

BTt EY > d T REFE LN PR E > TR R E Y (data intensive
computing) @ B L B * AR E B B R areY o 2P m A (B f 4K
R BRI TAEP T ¥ A E 44k % B 42(Nunes and Gorgens, 2016; Silva
et al., 2017; Scolforo et al., 2018; Socha et al., 2020) - 45 ##* 7 #74v > & * &2 #ic
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Bk Rl R PR AP AR T 0 40 L R g 4
ERT

Flet A P A 2 4 M (penalized spline) ¥ g # A+ (random
forest) s fd & * #oiz kot fx B o Bow FHCRI(F * B2 ) HHr 4 3 e s
X I’/bi ?&Fﬁg ]‘Amﬁﬁ I’/biE j'\'],l',, l;éﬂmﬁg ‘Fl;-qc ’ ‘F 1E: ﬂ'BFJ:-]p 7/2“35174/ s 4

B ot AR AEF SRR

1. 3 2 %32
4B 6 &2 238 34497 o A8 ¢ & * VanderSchaaf and Burkhart (2008)#
T AR A B B fFicd] o B HCA S AT Reineke (1933) % p gk B UL

ezt o RGeS E o e - S TN R chxy A F E

NN
- TARE KT b PRSNGSR e Bdp A TR E KA D B A

7 B F¥ < (Stage)¥z = B p# # (Phase) - %g& Y s ST g kB bkA S

39S~ o) &2 % R B % (maximum size-density relationships) & + ¥ =& # ¥ &£ ¥ h

B RARRE > LB *“i‘,},%(?,— A {43t f27 Frﬂmgﬁ"% FAdvie A A Ko

=

sts

° M

9
g

[

Il

HRERURF LTS B R A EUR S HTL
A R ROl A% S PR (TR Sl Az 2 FR )Y A R SRR

SR Y 1 1",4’1}_?5? CHAIY D H B Sy it e AR R P ATIEK gp A

<

R S RMET A é_ﬁg;u HoA P o IR g A S pEE Lo Ao ek A

IR o PRSP S - R A A R BT AN s

POV s - PR G R A A E B0 2 B A B e F B e B
= FaRS g o L5 %R &M R (density-independent mortality

stage) > K A ARG P W AIARE > A AFAE F RS L B A A 2 A R R
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NEZFFE e 0N 3 4 Y gAY B PPEREN S DR OAS FE D R A

¥ - PEE el o

FoORERAEARANIE A ERRPPE S p AR S PR A EREF
RILA hi s fhad 2 B4 FIETE P > HoA e S TIRaIEE > Hha v
SRR LR - B EFFRH SO RS RA NI [ ERARP R R
Mk s o s %R G M- K 1E £ (density-dependent mortality stage) o 44 59 f

<ol B R R PR Of G P 8 Sy e Ry B

BRZFEE RASGZBREY 5 - B A kAE 8 L FE R A R
TR EIEE A p AN hA e E o M EHRA Y AR A 4 A TR
HARAGBF AN FEFEDp AR5 FHo3B 6039 /8 4 | B RAERMGH LIS M

PRI T il Mo N3P N Ad B e s o B g R g

Ed IRy Pl LA p AR B PEE RR BRE F R 4R
%gaﬁiﬁgmgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁagw%ﬂ%@ﬁﬁwﬁk+ﬁﬁﬁﬁw
A B Mo oY ot 3o XTI Rt Reineke (1933)F 7 ¢ 2 b
AR eho L3989 S dik(Dg) ¥ 3¢ 245 cm o @ g B EH ek s FE G G TR
aE R B A S ) B ROM T e gt & SRS BL(Weller, 1990) 0 2t F R4 s E

## (fully stocked) 7374 i (del Rio et al., 2001) -

BECMESF DR EEFEAST S e AR e R >
TRV T T U A A B 0T S o] B % R BE Th e ik R 5 A (Zeide, 1985;
Bredenkamp and Burkhart, 1990; Cao et al., 2000; Nishizono and Tanaka, 2012) - i
WAL REFA AR d R0 G - BFFREARS S NTA E R AN
R Er AL B 4y i 5 s (Lonsdale, 1990; Nishizono et al., 2002; Ningre et al.,

2016) > & 5 » T Hd i A (Zeide, 1985; Cao et al., 2000) -
20
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LnN=b I;+[b;+b, (LNQMD-c;)?]l,+[b; +b,(c,-¢1)2+b3 (LNQMD-

c2) 115+ [by+b,(co-C1)?+b3(C3-C2) +hy (LNQMD-C3)]14 3)

LnN = by l;+[b;+b,(LNQMD-c;)?]1, (4)

A3 3044 LN Hp A% N SHRA HE 5 QMD G o S TN

T

by,bobz by 5 el Iyl gl s A B FEFN SR BEC= 5 B -

o
T

PR

b

e B = S EIHRADE - FHEE - FH AR = 5 R MRS

gz 5 VI B o= 5 | IS SR . 1

4o LnQMD<cy > Bl ;=1 H s Jkmg 0;

4r%  C<LnQMD<Cy, > P I, =1 H &} =E_0;

4r%  C<LnQMD<cC3 B] I3=1 2 }k;wf 0;

40% LnQMD>c3 B I, =1 H @ kmf 0o

Density-independent|  Phase I

Stage | ¢

Phase 11

InN

Density-dependent
Stage 11 Phase 111

InD,

B 6 7 *#2ha fow fFHCAI (51 p VanderSchaaf and Burkhart 2008)
INN % +k4 & BB p A¥t#c(In) 5 InDg 5 QMD 2~ p #A ¥+#c(In) ; Stage | ¥ Stage
Il 5% - FFE 2 % - F#EC; Phase | ~ Phase Il ~ Phase Il 4 %] 5 % = Fefiens
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e IR <=5 - I o RS M 1o S e Ml 0 S VA N | S o7 e S-S Ml 4 S

P s i A R gL o
2. RA ¥
BIPR 2 MG - A58 h2 b Mm(spline) B o 4£a B &m0 TS
£ 78 (Eilers and Marx, 1996) o T i S * »> 24 & B0 o T f R

-

Bofe? P
TR R4 Sl e (node)dorE T o & 4w iF (ridge regression)Ap iz > 3 SRR

HERRCE NI ST SIS F S IO IR Y R I ]

- A S AN L ,%gv} B B & R R Z# E(Minimum Generalized Cross

Validation : GCV):£ # & 28 & {o* i $-#(Ruppert, 2002) -

LnN = f(LnQMD)
= B; + B2(LnQMD)? + B3(LnQMD)?
(5)

T
+ Z b;(LnQMD — k;)*
i=1

l(LnQMD)==§;UmNj— meQMq)r—FlffwﬂmQMD) d(LnQMD) (6)
j=1

4% LnQMD > k; FF(LnQMD — k;)3,= (LnQMD — k;)* + # # %/ 8 0«

Ln 5 p 258 N SH4 %A JQMD 5 = xT393/5 S b % 1 HiEL

Sl k5 &80 chim % PuoPoo PP S s A £/ (LNQMD) d(LnQMD) 5 %

R R -

P % NTUEF ehk #p sk (T34 S ficdp 8 TFB e A A 1 % 17

AR iy
£ REYIgE

PHCAIRE - G E R YRR R FERE S TFB A AR F K

S EBEMGEHRPD S - BHRFEZEF L ORI Fl > R PR
PUREWARERENE A ERAEM AR - - Ba 3 REEkdyE AL
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Blp AR B o R B Y O AR U B R kR
Fh A B R 202 lihy b 1R A AR L B AR £ fek

PRl s B A i AR & A 1% R3F S ¢ rvRandom Forest #t i+ &

YT ETEY IS

Powell (1999) % 41 * Long (1985); Cochran (1994)# 11 chz A R | » vt ehff &
B2 - FRHFTPMONRS FREZETHF Bfs  GFEL 3550
ot L ot p B G - B 2 ARF AV E S AR FIE

REEE S Ery S AR L

R HFERA G F L0 R A A1 LA A ks R R
WIE A B R R M G Y 7 R P E G 42 14 (Chiou et al., 2020)£2 Powell
(1999)#% &1 e & F L4 {7 45 % (Implementation Guide) == % ¢ » 3+ % SDIF 4 -

BEEAFE > E2d A B REQMD E X-Yihenz AR ¢ ILE o

1. 24ARRE

Long (1985)% Jis * SDI ¢ A vt i s W ER T B A § W= 45 24
Reineke (1933) 120 28 4 2% 46 e SDI F * (8 0 £ 4137 2 7 A 1+ 60125% ~ 350 ~

60%% 3 @ & f* crfp$ SDI | & vt 17 5 R IE > 23k e hB {7 > Biks

I SDI FAVAF LR B RFFIRAFEHNA EH X UF TR ER
(Pinuscontorta) = & » 3% = # % & ¥ et T UL 50%% 35% 0 &% - SIEAK

7 ¥5r 2 (pre-commercial thinning) & » & § +k4 = £ 1 SDI=50%p* & (7 5 ¥

#r  (commercial thinning) & 35% > & I % & 4z f&(final yield) -

Cochran (1994)4]* Long (1985)# i ch Bl 5 7 fé >3k i3 2_SDI%:hE
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MEB RS AR F1T7 SDI=75% 5 ¢ "% A& § I % (upper density limits or
management zones : UMZs) » 12 2 SDI=50% % ™ *3 % & ¢ I % (lower density limits
or management zones : LMZS) ; £ wlend_» d 3 X B A DB RERE OFRE 5

WR TG BT AR AL AT RN I SDI B A R K e

HiL% P fE SDI% S if % cn® B F VR L ik g7 de g ond b 4 £ 5
ARETRL PR ME A EHRT o BBk, A B R B (LMZsand UMZSs) 12
TS A EREATS SR g F D0 L 40% 0 1 SR A T(E W 4 )
A P E AT S 40%PF T BT E A8 5 SDISE0% o et A T - 4R
TS R L KRR o BV A B R B 3 f K iR 0 R RS

Eigensd = AEBHR A4 £ ¢ s 3L Ik B ‘,/g—, o

Powell (1999)i&— # Bl k4 % A& F RE EH#F EM 2R L w2 (R 7)
& =k 2 A~ & (Full stocking) 2.4 T a3 #f 1+ PO rn\SDI =100% =73k A »
M g I % b *Y(Upper Limit of the Management Zone : ULMZ) 2 :# 7t & =% = A R
1 75% > = r c &_SDI=75%:k fs 5 @ F % T *(Lower Limit of the Management
Zone : LLMZ) 443+ = )’%c’ w2 o= BHAFEH T 0 LLMZ 5 SDI=50%:q% f& > H if

BB e R R EHFAPRIT BR A F NS 2R RRPTRT R

Bl 7 75 UMZ + = %83 282 2B FREp A5 % (SELF-
THINNING ZONE) » # gt itk h 7 = S HRA SR S4B 2 & d FhL
54z > WEFRA A p Agn S FFE Ak L 0 ¥ SDIF A v Eet ULMZ B s
2 LLMZ R st 2 g RIP 0% 8 5 2% (MANAGEMENT ZONE) » # 5+ = &
BARks B R EM > TIIERMEARL 1 SDI B oA AF e B R L AFRE G
HAEEF o FHRAHSDIFAVIE ULMZ R ke Fen s 5 @ Kt
LLMZ %77 = F 5 > ¥ 4L 5 % &> A(UNDERSTOCKED) » 7] % #f 4 ¥ 4 % 2

RS 2 LR
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LOG OF AVERAGE TREE SIZE

LOG OF TREES PER UNIT AREA
B7 £& ks 2 AREE(GEH Powell » 1999)
%% »cenfl* SDI%IF % g b en% ¥ M > & & Long (1985) ~ Powell (1999)

e SDI R 8 2 7% % 1 2 VanderSchaaf and Burkhart (2008)# % k4 % B #Lpr =
BN BHB T ERANE A ERRERP Y E LFER B SDI% S
& > p £ <& Chiou et al. (2020)2 ¢ #73+ & 1 chd + SDI=2126 % 100% - »
#5'—&%?&31 ARCEBFVFENORAFEZES I ERRN Y B FFER
i gk SDI EiFZ R EF BIrii A 1 hehz AR F L Eb%ﬁ“ L

RAE S SRR A T T 0 B T8 5 o
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Prizdd amt g P 2 L LA 0 A Fle R A T T g
Tk FFFOHFNFE (Rl E 1977 RS pE 05 21 0 1986
PRRP % > 2008 ~ pRiTH BP0 2018) 0 FRF S st T SR T ant R
R0 B R cpt R 2235 8(0.40 1 0.50) 5 AA# L A1 250 738 10m 2
BMehTIoE B AL BAFRTHERETL TEHEIREL > i

R BRT S AEH BRI 0 R D DB SRR o YR EH

= i R

ek

Vi, pr(age)= X7, BA;xHsxFs )

BA %% % i f(m2hal) : age 5 thes(yr) i BAI 5 % N ¥ i thikA n¥ &
WEETH M) p S HEE N R Hs 5 74 T 354E & > Hs=5, 10, 15... (M) ;

Fs % % ¢ a,#c » Fs=0.4, 0.41,0.42... -
I~CHi%

FOR 1R S R T B 6 IR N o iR s DY (R
VanderSchaaf and Burkhart (2008)# % crgrip #5143 = SDI J & W [ @ ehz A&
BREEBE>SMARREEL L H DL T R E A0 C & 4 (Classification
Chart) ;> 5 C-t % % it §Tet § T Poid 32 0 gk B o B30 5 4505 > F 2 &
BRI ¥ e B RE QMD = Jﬁ‘ ¢ & chficdy 0 401 PRS0 ehd £ AT S
i B HRtks PR Eikdp o £ ik fhen@ g d B AA Y chdk Y ghizangp

Witz dwirER FToRREEFEE m#%w °
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Ao WA REE R b3
1. w f;ﬁ::};, 1 (regression metrics)

¥ LanEi v FHAlL Aldp s W A5 5 (Mean Bias Error: MBE) » £ 4
% % £ (Mean Absolute Error: MAE) ~ T 325 ¥ | ~ 3% £ (Mean Absolute
Percentage Error: MAPE) ~ #5- 12:% % (Root Mean Square Error : RMSE) ~ - 3535
= 2% % (Mean Squared Error: MSE) ~ T 235 #+#c:% £ (Mean Squared Logarithmic
Error, MSLE) % 2> 3% » H fici@ 4% A%4F > F]Pt 5 7 v s BRI 2 FE BrEfan
WABHPE o A RF|% MBEf- RMSE 3 24 (254 8+9) > @ Schnute 4 £

FoeEA 1% RMSE fo MAPE 3-8 354 -

MBE = =Y, (sim; — obs;) (8)

RMSE = \/ 2, (sim; — obs;)? (unit) 9)
100 (sim;—obs;)

MAPE = 237 [ enen (10)

NZtr®k:isN? % i BH*obsi=F %@ ;sim =ik @ ; RMSE ¥

ad p—}’—im_r—‘J. N —FT‘\#I,_ 3% o
2. & ¥4 t(classification metrics)

PR AEAEKEOELEL R G R ER R L2 ( Bagging * 4 Bootstrap
aggregation) i 5 i > #-d HER E T WM R AR FIE L 4 XVRTE S B
T AR RR FORARNE AP 1000 cha g R HRRR T RE A RE > KR E

FE o
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3. R 3l

RERERARREIEE LG LIRS & B iR Bz (Cheng et al,,
2021):* 5 T HR#-QMD-+r 4 % & | BB THR#-T s e R BF S A
ERZRFRY LR oo LB BT FEQROLL)EAFH A T HRAET FREAR
RS ARIE T s EF E TNy e 4 B ¥ »Eﬂ%@;}f;%gg% s R R R R
PP A ARG T S * PE B & (511 Ashtonand Kelty(2018):# *
e I EFS R 0 TFB By 5 PR ITHERPBER > R B R FEE 4

- Hitwm o d 0 B RS RA AR AR REEE AP DR P

BRSOk R R TH R (2011) iy B ifi? 2§
=t

FEER R R B R NS R MR R R B AR i R
B C-He g 2 dgn B3R 4 i asd o
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£ B %A
-~ RS AR B A EW
1 tenptiAknsd s

FHARIM8E 4 Loa frp A AT FA Y REHD S 3T
8L ~EHFN A2 Seh 141 B> B3P A FHAF T 55 L F# - £
Bk oA @ B 10 ) 88 7 £ 0 H ks - tkA % & ~ DBH ~ QMD ~ BA i
BSEEA w89 8 £4 1 93 &4 340 $k I 4400 tx ~ 11.9cm I 55.6cm ~ 12.1cm

% 57.4cm~13.3m?hal 3 197.6 m?hat -

Pri, L fsk s e i k- R a T8 61254
th#s ~ +k4 % & - DBH ~ QMD ~ BA e~ W Ed 2 £ 4 1 105 £ 4 ~ 190 &

% 3657t ~1.1cm % 56.1cm~1.1cm % 58.8cm -~ 0.2m?hat % 170.2 m? ha' -

40 37 38 mRE2? ORE3

35

30 28

16

l()9

j |HIH IIH%

Luodong Hsinchu Dongshi Nantou Ch]zlyl Pingtung Taitung Hualien

M8 &FEFHFEDE BN
FoBd R i EG2AaTRA; R d Rl B 3Rk A o
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F140F HPYS A 3R R RS PR P
Sources # of plots #of obs. Stand Variable Average Min. Max. Std.

Age (yr) 36 2 105 24

NTUEF
DBH (cm) 26.6 1.1 56.1 104

Long-term
i 20 612 QMD (cm) 27.4 1.1 588 10.6

experimental 1

lots TPH (N ha™) 1269 190 3657 693
P BA(m? halt) 60.5 0.2 170.2 26.2
Age (yr) 43 8 93 14
TFB DBH (cm) 259 119 556 8.2
permanent 222 525 QMD (cm) 27.2 121 574 7.6
plots TPH (N ha') 1316 340 4400 604
BA(m? ha') 79.5 13.3 197.6 35.0

# of plots. = % % #ic& ; # of obs. % ?%iﬁx*% s Age = tr# ; DBH 3 T 3534 %
(diameter at breast height) ; QMD 7 = =t I 3533 j& (quadratic mean diameter) ; TPH
& FR A % R (trees per hectare) ; BA % 39 % %ro i (basal area) -

DBH(®l 9)2 QMD(®] 10):4 & 5§ ¥ & 58 4v » R4 T & (B 11)5E Heds
L #% 103 802 DBH 5 108cm 3 398cm 2 F - QMD B 5 11.1cm %
411 cmz > Tioatks %A 5 564tk hal © 2376 & halz 7 » W42 F 415

SRR 8 R K % (2014) 7 H1 g S T a0 E W AL B ERARRR L - R o

d BT F A RS B A DR T8 25 & 4 K AP §
fap-ig o #£% 10152025 Fangis e f 2 £ £ A 9% 54cm-~33cm 2 3.0
cm> #2525 Es AR5 &YX E 2em LT 5 @ QMD A& 10~15-20~
5 F#fFenE 4 EE A WL 56cm~34cm % 31lcm #£ %25 #isFE 5 Ed
BHRE22CM T o thA BAR T A8 B35 E U mE T ETEHT S HRE L

200-500 2. ¥ » #£ % 35 £ 11 (s Ttar 5 & X0 FE X 100 R 7w oo
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60
55 -
50
45 -
Z 40 -
E%35-
30
A 25 -
20 -

15 #
10 g
5 T T T T T T T T 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
age-class (yr)
WO o9 e & W TR BT £ B
TRLYHE LI IR MET - A fFYBRMREY e 45T
ZTARLEB e AT, £ 3¢ B EAML TIE .
60 -
=i i
S 4
45 A

%{D+-
--}—EZH-
-}—EIH- s
S I L
a= +—H3—+-
+—|:IZI—|-

B I ;
= ?. f

i

0] ,+
15
o] &
5

i i
G

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
age-class (yr)

B 10 = T L e TSN £ R
THLYEIE £ F PCR AL e A f IV EME Y ks £ 3
TRLE e A £ BRAML T o
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Density (per ha)

]
N

ki

500 - :

éi
Il
0oL i
0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

age-class (yr)

W11 A % R & @ TR ER £ R
BEIHSE I EI I AR - e AR £ BIMAE Y e £ 500
TRLF e A £FY BRARL THE -

Ny T G

Lt
fi%;

:
!

{on e [T 1 fueme

2. &fﬂiaﬁr‘__

Lt cn7 p PR W S 4oR) 12-14 #7757 > B ? B 12 ¥ 9 PR50 ¢ s % ¢

FERATE F (2014) 5 A 2 E B R Wil dhos T34 £ A& -DBH &2 QMD .4
che S % 4ok 23975 »  RMSE 4 % 4% 0.251 cm 3 0.412 cm 2

ez 0.798 cm 1 1.005 cm 2 fF » MAPE 4 *t 0.0327%% 0.0731%z & 12 2
0.1640%3 1.1019%z_ R ; DBH & PR e £ & 4 # 4 3t-1.754 &2 1.627 2. & » &

QMD & PR e £ (84 F £ 3+-2.477 22 0.667 2. fF o

A2 T 0 A F R iE 0992 111 - QMD 7 RMSE ¢ MAPE % v %

3 DBH - % & %5 DBH ** QMD § #it s £ 5 % > o [ 15a 22 B 150 it L%
I QMD +* DBH ehfici B F o a4 - 7 2 R ¥ £d 3-8 QMD pFarit
BenH AN B o B RS RRR G R > F b R TR e S

32

doi:10.6342/NTU202200795



B BRI E 0 o BB Y RIT T EARR T E QMDA L E A €

RS hf o

FulhE > Schnute # £ 58 AR A ER LS R P
(Maunder, 2001; Puntetal., 2016) » &R L L Ap F ch2 m ik > B ivi g & I H 2
£ 0 AR ot Schnute 2 E GV ERR M 8 AN(R 4) MEHASBAR
MEPE R e S T A PRIOPF >t % 7 41 o 4(0 <a<-bxlog(y2/y1)/(t-t1), b<0)-

PR20 & PRO0 % 3 5 6 4] 4(a<0,b<0)° & & ¥ 6 2| chw 4 & t=0 pF y=0 -

FTAOY RAEOPRFL G ySy* - BRESC S RSy R R A A ey e Y
fhit e LA K@ RS BRBIRREFR ERY REFT A F D

BES A0 PR R AL SOy e Y iht v ET2 K oo d A B A dHe
B E 0 ¥ & PRIO chd 8% & JAR#S()=10 o 8 E § =45 1239 & » 5
PERF YRR T 80 & 4 pF L 365tk @ PR20 1 PROO stk A % A o A Ie 1 A thds(t)
=10 PEd ML f G A4 (B 14) 0 PEPFFER I 80 EA LA B - ko)
W E(E 4); ®H L § t=oopF PRIO ch S ¢ 483720 0 @ B i o -2 p 48

A

=

o

fr

# 2 1% Schnute 2 £ #°3V 4% & T 399 fL ensib 4 &
parameter RMSE
PR MAPE (%) R?
a b Y1 y2 (cm)
PR10 -0.025 3.704 7.4 33.1 04122 0.0556 0.992
PR20 -0.021 3.542 8.5 354 0.3260 0.0423 0.995
PR30 -0.018 3.361 9.4 37.0 0.2773 0.0342 0.996
PR40 -0.017 3.320 10.1 385 0.2538 0.0327 0.997
PR50 -0.014 3.190 108 39.7 0.2514 0.0366 0.998
PR60 -0.012 3.107 114 411 0.2674 0.0357 0.998
PR70 -0.010 2.997 121 425 0.2795 0.0402 0.998
PR80 -0.009 2.913 129 441 03127 0.0461 0.998
PR90 -0.006 2.803 140 46.3 03887 0.0731 0.997

PRpfpg%&abﬁfi}k&& Y1,—.~t1F$74F'_,yZPtZB§74FE‘O
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% 3 J1* Schnute 2 £ #-5V$8 & = & T 30T endih g &

parameter RMSE 3
PR MAPE(%) R
a b Y1 y2 (cm)

PR10 -0.024 3.640 7.5 344 0.7976  0.1640 0.994
PR20 -0.020 3.457 8.7 36.7 0.8035 0.1419 0.996
PR30 -0.018 3.357 9.6 384 08185 0.1333 0.998
PR40 -0.015 3.191 104 398 0.8106 0.1244 0.997
PR50 -0.014 3.162 111 412 0.8434 0.1209 0.998
PR60 -0.012 3.062 118 426 08702 0.1145 0.998
PR70 -0.011 3.011 124 441 0.8960 0.1082 0.998
PR80 -0.009 2.892 133 458 0.9253 0.1034 0.998
PR90 -0.006 2.718 145 482 1.0047 0.1019 0.997

PREEFAAS A b s Sl iy s ML 2E® y25 P 2 L2 -

A B A L PR # £ ¢ RMSE 4 %] 4 % 25,2411 ha' 3 35.6569 hat z & >
MAPE 4 %] 4 %+ 0.0020% % 0.0120%z. (% 4) > 2 A L @ 4-76 1 94 2 FFF » &
5207045 F gt enEd o (B 14c) » mT R A A F o ipa 5 PR10 &

PRIO % 7 $+ chfiliaf 4 » A 30 A & S e TR o

% 4 f1* Schnute 2 £ HN4g & HA % R A R

parameter RMSE
PR MAPE(%) R?
a b Y1 y2 (ha!)
PR10 0.004 -1.556 1239 365 33,5789 0.0120 0.970
PR20 -0.006 -1.824 1632 447 31.0663 0.0066  0.988
PR30 -0.011 -1.945 1914 506 29.2916 0.0046  0.993
PR40 -0.014 -2.047 2156 557 27.7446 0.0036  0.995
PR50 -0.017 -2.126 2382 604 26.4328 0.0029  0.996
PR60 -0.019 -2.201 2609 651 25.2411 0.0024  0.997
PR70 -0.021 -2.274 2852 701 25.5762 0.0020  0.997
PR80 -0.023 -2.320 3135 761 29.6485 0.0020  0.997
PR90 -0.026 -2.411 3528 843 35.6569 0.0020  0.997

PREEFAAS A b S FBe iy s UM E® y25 P 2 L2 -
Schnute 42 £ itV ema~b B A £ F 8 Mk B4 % > A7 B iE 2T % &
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Wit ERGY £8-2 PRva~byi vyt st 8 H #3# L Richard
4 £ #i-78 (Richards, 1959)pF » #1384 ke % S#c? PR R AR 1 22 8 &

Bttt P bhd BB RAop s AT i K S8k a % it 1 5 DBH 22 QMD

\\\Xr

ﬁﬂRi&ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%’ﬁﬁbﬁam{pRiaﬁs,ﬁémﬁﬁg
AR o

0% B TE 2 EFc(1990) % J& * Richards £2 Schnute & 4 & #5848 & 5 & 42
FEdEeriirdl A 1 kA= 4 A Baka i B 2 p & IR Schnute 4 & 550
A e fEEEd A FFu EEnrat §.4 £ £ 4 o £ 4Bk Richards 2 £ i
PP REASRE SR B ARy 2o B AL A 2 LARE N H
b H e A E Mg od B AMA A Hd L LG H U &k

Bosbenie * $aZiRi * g F oo B S Al M FHRE o

EELR A A 2B AT 5 (2014)8 £ 2 & PR A % R EHApR 0 A~
7 DBH £ QMD sra 8%/ % F » b %% <+ 1> i Schnute 4 & #-5%
% 3 A A (-bxlog(y2/y1)/(to-t1)<a<0, I1<b)» H 33 5 m i sn > & 20 E & o 2L
PEFRARG A FAPLENE G- REFEFAEERE AL
CTHRASERFER A RSP R S R RS EEE e w2l
FARIRXIFA BRFIPE ARELE » VDR EE ) R P ood A

Eﬂ"i‘!ﬁ%ié * g ] *#&&F‘ 6-10 # # » 11 % W48 F ég'ff,m“)«l»,guxﬁ%:f%ﬁvmri(c

BERE) 12 3 14 chd MY 3 5 G OERE S A B S AL A FF o
MAGRE PR RSt EIRRE N 4 2 0 R S ek 2 b R T
RZ i %32 099 11 ¢ 2 30 % e [l % % 0.16% 14 b » BE 77 3% &t

EHERPN ST RS R 0 2 R R AR R LR
DBH ~ QMD 1 2 #£4 % & 2 A2 % {7 fid PRS0 e S3m i 4 & 3 F 2

Fris 4 3 Hk2 EHA) 0 nie s RS IR AR 2 ARGER T -
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QMD (cm)
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Bl 13 Etd#te- XTI A B TR Ed R
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—— PRIO0 —--— PR60O

——  PR70
————— PR30 ——— PRS0

3500 + A ———- PR20

Density (per ha)

age-class (yr)

Bl 14 L8tk BRAT A EBLFTHEY R

100

3 3 s
(a) (b) (c) N = PRIO
s | 2 .. . © PR20
_ . = S 50 g o a v PR30
o [=) & v s
1 | z b a g PR40
8 ¢ g g v g i R g @ 8 " PRS0
= L ., s = 47 7 = - g o . ©  PR60
= 0 \ = 0 o = 0 ‘i. I
] cEgte ] Bogey + X = . b o e [¢  PR70
e i B 5% : vg“ei 3 - g = : ¢ |x H
.+ . o . @ « 2 5 H . »
& & g E edg iy e 3 s £8 - PR90O
2 2 § é <
-3 -3 -100
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
age-class (yr) age-class (yr) age-class (yr)

Bl 15 T3999/c ~ = X T8 ~ A BARBERE R IRLELF
(@)= T332 (b))% = T8 2 5 Ok~ B AR ©

3. M BARFEE 4

HRAGREAVELNYUTL R L ERT ERE L LS 22 BRI
SHEHESEE(R 12 1 14) 0 ikdp  #5%2 PR A~ Wi ApF > Brdbehda 10 £ > A
P2 10 3 90 2 [ Rds- K TI0N EoRA R | B Rl TR 05 TR
DR e B4cB 16 ~ B 17 #ro1 0 H ¢ PRS0 2 & A T4 B Fpri T a4k
WA IR B A MR R E B AR R ME BRI 0 P A

ot thas ~ A B A PR %50 HRAMLA T R fe v & G -
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3500
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500 -

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55
QMD (cm)
16 56 < % & § L 4 (H&-QMD-1hA % A ko )

4000

3500
3000 -
2500 -
2000 +
1500 -

Density (Trees pre ha)

1000 -
500 -

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55
DBH (cm)
B 17 s % R IR & (-T2 54k 4 % & 2 F)

o ot R T RS- T I TR A B R BB T o X TN s B
BB\ ABELRY FnZ B #(Chengetal., 2021)3% » #icdp B » £ 4 7 >
AR % A 5 3000 th hal etk ® 4 R FALS b0 #1944 7 1055 & = 3
Bietrih LS T BBHRFALTE T ALS 12 1043 (15 & 4 )¢ 1954 =
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(26 # 2 )emd & FALRE 5 b F 9 15 s A o

B kA S lichh b~ 8 A8 4 4oF] 18 “i - ] 18a £ ] 18c 2 mA

&

Bl Ak#s 15 & 4 22 26 & 4 pFend £ M A RIS A Xk &SR

-

AR sged 2 2L THE(H 18 TR) > AT FAAL L (TET
[ Nl 5 "f A NE RN T R En s @8 4 £ RS AR 4 P

A% B PR &% % (B 18a,c 4 ma) -

WS BEHEKRFEHRREASIR TR A AN E A THBD kA

SRR R 1 o d 5 2 ] 18 4T 0 A ks T IO TR R A Rl ¢

>
»

- Zh T WA RESd 149 F 2 % 16557 thAa %A d PR73 T % 3 PR60

»

fooZenh 3RS ARSI RS 248 1 2 1 2925 7 kA B A Y PRE5 T
% % PRAT(W 182) 5 @ o tkds-QMD-+hA % B B it ¢ » % - = b 2 % 5 chik

Atfdsd 149 + 2 1 163 tkA~ B A d PR73 T 1 PR60 > % = = ek

h

=2 sy
s

AR gt Pl d 246 F 2 3 285 4k~ B & d PR64 T "5 1 PR46(® 18c)-

BWALE - HRHRANE- SRS A BN RFRE L DR RS 2
FAR TR 2 RAR T DRMREEY €384 LEIRAS TR PR E BB
WO IS SR Tisd 2624 258 F 4 F ek LR eSS
BF o B EAAHOPRESE FR D PR70 =+ 3 2 7 DBH & QMD # k4
Rz g B A 230%7 T > a2 RERDPRFGELRE . & 213%1T

(53 F LR % A5%T 2 HPhmE - Ripbod )07 Svo &35 8% DBH

bo

L OMD S ERIAFSEL A HnRE - KoL LG AR ARER A o
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A5V RABERAED G EaEE RS

DBH /QMD of deviation evaluation PR of deviation

Age density ] i
simulated age (%) density (%)
15 2479 14.9/14.9 0.00 73173 0.00
(15)* 2014 16.5/16.3 1.21 60 / 60 0.00
16 2014 17.0/16.8 1.18 61/61 0.00
17 2000 17.9/17.6 1.68 63 /63 0.00
20 1944 19.4/19.1 1.55 65/ 64 1.54
23 1831 22.1/21.7 1.81 66 / 65 1.52
26 1662 24.8124.6 0.81 65/ 64 1.54
(26)* 1183 29.2/28.5 2.40 47 1 46 2.13
27 1183 30.4/29.7 2.30 48 1 47 2.08
28 1169 31.0/30.4 1.94 49 /48 2.04
31 1141 33.6/32.9 2.08 50/ 49 2.00
40 1127 38.6/37.6 2.59 56 /55 1.79
50 1099 47.7146.8 1.89 65/ 64 1.54
58 1014 56.6 /56.9 -0.53 68 /69 -1.47
72 690 745/73.4 1.48 55/55 0.00
82 648 83.9/83.8 0.12 60 / 60 0.00

(15)*22 (26)* 5 b % & Nt e -

AR E > QMD ¥ Ak i . DBH if & ¥ 2 g @3 R en& £ > L 5]
B BEH o AHA BRI E U S s Sl T A ;‘gd

QMD £ 4k~ % AR5 4 BA» e 4]* DBH Z4ka R AR5 2 BA 7 & T
4 ; Curtis and Marshall (2000) % % % +k % % * 1T 5+ 4 59 /= (average stand
diameter)d 97 EARA P A 39 T chd e s dc(arithmetic mean of diameters) -

@ §_- =x-T #5935 (quadratic mean diameter; QMD) - # %] ¥_Reineke (1933)% %
F Loz ARY A QMD B 4ke DR M GE D S % “,%t“i b 2F 5 Mt

e77SDMD » & _4ept o

40

doi:10.6342/NTU202200795



1500

(b)
1200 E 555

Density (Trees pre ha)
Density (Trees pre ha)

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 55
DBH (cm)
4000 1500
3500
_ 1200 &
ZE 3000 2
2 2
& 2500 = 900
E 2000 E
21500 { 2 600
1000
= S 300
500
0 0
25 30 35 40 45 50 55

QMD (cm)

B 18 & 46 0 B T i i
PRI TS £ AR g R ML PRS0 end £ A B
SEPA LR R RS Rfer o MBI R TR SHEE R FI A
N TE

4. £E2 O R b

i ehig® 2k F A0 PRS0 02 £ AR il 8 P EHA HLE R

1’<

ek RSB R RS A R R E N E N R A Y e R S
Bt A B AP kA B R PR E 52 AR ops =% > R4

Vo Lt AR

=

L RS R FE R R PR %m0

"\

&\

4R R SR B R R P H A T BN RA R 2
i Raks R L ERESNIEE ZRFL ARG EF BT P

B R R A LE F RS

AOEAE T S S T RS f M RGBS Bl A
4E AR BAGE S S0 R E RS A 4K A Ame

PR RECORE R RS W SR o MRS R TRy
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i iEen S mgh i RIpR A kA2 £ L F R B LE Ro

YR R E(2011)F 3 ¢ i R ER B ARA G B 0 SRR TR 28 & 4 e
7T a5 B 78% crtklicEn 5 o S i KA -E £ 150 E 4 LR A4 B 19a-
Bl19bo mizd 2 E AR ch28 E4 grs o AMB- 5 pchgd g0 H 28 &
4 chk A B A 2 £ & (PR50)22 DBH % 1271 & halgr 23.4 cm (%] 19a 2. 2¢) -
AHE SRR BT F (B 192 S B R B 2 s (KA RA
2365 = hal: PR % %% i2 84> DBH 5 20.5cm > A tRés @ st 219 & 4 5 4

$E RS TR R A S SR B i i

Bk I 1 0 1T Rl B F T8N T R E 5 B 5 RS F E R

FApEEd L BB eI 2T S P R(F 192) 0 A s ks B A

F_&

¢ DBH 3 515 4 hal (PR17)2r 28.2 cm » 4% 5 s thkes 5 409 &£ 4 ; #a >
A g s enfinT > 8 #5(36 £ 4) AMmEL-(PR50):HRA %A % DBH 5 1081
% hal (PR50)%? 26.4 cm (K] 19 % BH) » d Jb b il 4 s 5 (5 chk A DBH 42 2
DA kEAS A B KA RS 8 & kil 0 A R PR $d 847

517 -

BB A Y EFEL DY 0 Wit BHHEA R AL DBH § i F e e
WOARBA S o 55 8 En AR RS 489 £ 4 (B 19 B HERH R
kA % AR 2 DBH 5 470 & hal(PR17)2 30.8cm » fe g » + % B 19 § Bhebi
¥ HikA %A DBH 3 515k ha' (PR25)%2 334 cm > H 4 £ § <302 £ 4
M2y E(30.8 cm) - B 8 £ N mikAe kg FM PRk AL A3

PR25 %> ¥ Ryt b (£ 2 2 L £ pra B F % Mv = (3R g

BRLAE B EQOL)E @ RISV 8 & G HAEL o T IF R g
Gend g K BEREAE BRI A5 s UL A s £ B
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M= RS B A7 PAMEZ B R HE 7 k& Y A 40 (Mdkinen and

Isoméki (2004); Chiu et al., (2010); Manningetal., (2012); % 12 .2 - }’FW] 5 2010 ;

\‘i\

T 5 [‘F’},J o> 2018) - ja?rt)i*g 0§ L E s S S HA B A PR & % E -

—\

B RS R BB 1S A KR B HRA A PR B AU § NI

o=

g«w’% Eﬂ@%)ﬁ%ﬂi%?ﬁ}?'m 5 {8 A 4 4 B pFo ﬂ\k'ﬁ"ﬁ;,ﬁj,. = 5

ST EL R B AT S - B IR BT BB RSN Bavd § Ry
2 HILH G o P DBH R S A R RDPR IS § 1 B 0 B4 T

PR s BB E R L Rl h Al GRS E A 5 A
ZEARIF A LM FFEFEPROFEE o d T aofhd Mg R FRE £

R EE S WS I B R A kd R Famny e

% 4 Ashton and Kelty(2018)“t# % crgn 5 (X FF )R P& FIFE » gr 3 2 3
PRy 23 Bl B dkAas ] ’1%& 20 gL APE R Ko B E R
PARts R8s THE o d AR A A PB R R R B0
FORMORD R F AR S (S O R R g i B S R

BORAE Ky - HIRRIB L ke 2 & e
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4000 1500

(a) (b)
10s
3500
3000
- — 1000
£ 2500 =2
» L
oL oL
£ 2000 g
2 2
£ 1500 Z
a 2 500
1000
500
21.9s e 6% .m-j: Og 51.6s v i s, y 57.6s
0 T T — \I ‘IO-\ : > T 0 36 .llh-‘lh T T T T
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 25 30 35 40 45 50
DBH (cm) DBH (cm)

19 SRR FEELTERAL LEQI)RAm S HEF 25
5 PRS0 4 A ZEELR#L 28 E4 A E A ehg Rl AEk
AR 36 & 4304 L AM PR REE L R 28 E 4 0 BEL ) R
SRS Ee (28 E4) K BE B 8 EMIER S B F I LG

R 8EPE Y L d BAICE KL H AR -
5, mHmsidEaT

Sie-HETEEARARFEST ¥ 4 51 Ashton and Kelty (2018)44*
T & g & (Low Thinning) ~ :£ #% #x & (Selection Thinning) ~ % & &= & (Crown Thinning
2 £ Dominant Thinning)~ # +* &= & (Mechanized Thinning #* # Geometric Thinning)

Fow fEEE S R T W RGE TR R 7 BAR B 5 5 0% B ar B0

|

FOWRMIEFEREANT T ERP Y R ZE B S A ] B
FORAEACA R Glhed - ) BN A R B AR A S KPR @A A S B
THORTF ERBERRAT A R BN T R AL TR ALE LN - | BB
POPF o S W LR PR AT %gmﬁ?g TG G Ao RN IEE P LA R 8%
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BRBCEH A T Al B T o

fI* Excel p* #ic# % iv M- > & HR ek~ #cdp(Exampledata) » # # & & 1 ¥
TFB 7 DBH25.9+8.2cm ¥* 1316 +k halerpffi » Hifer # 5 HE > ,'{%'EK =

BREEE AT L 6T A BT O EER R -

72 PRS0 th4 £ A7 43 & 4 chd 2 2h(B) 20 o BE) S £ E BLiv (F L2
H4ra %A 5 968 th ha'  DBH % 289 cm; @ Btk A iy & TR B
DBH1316 & ha' (PR61)¢7 25.9+8.2 cm kA (B 20 2 BE) » =3t % ¥ 8Lz
PR OREZREFMSIER R B S ONERE 2B R I REE LS
drd 6 R 20~ B 21 #tor o w fEER S HHR Y 3 T K g 8 h DBH 2 8 A SR
sk P2 B R S S chDBH AT A % 0 R PR RIREE T ' 0 £

BL L E G T b S s R DBH 82 4 enk SUpRas T 0

%06 w s TG S

simulated remained PR of thinning rate
treatment DBH o
age (yr) trees (ha) estimation of TPH (ha?)
Baseline point (PR50)  28.9 43 968 50 -
Example data 25.948.2 34.4 1316 61 -
Low Thinning 33.146.6 56.6 504 21 61.7
Crown Thinning 25.61£9.5 33.6 762 28 42.1
Selection Thinning  23.0+4.0 27.1 1053 36 20.0
Mechanized Thinning  25.9+7.5 34.4 790 29 40.0

Baseline point (PR50) % tk#s 43 # # pr 4 £ H R + e9% % 8 ; thinning rate of TPH
(ha-l) 5 O F ks 5 & Example data €8 * EXCEL 4 % {7 $# #icdy -
£ 4 1ehTia@ayk it ;s DBH 5 25.948.2cm £ 44 % A& 5 1316 & ha'
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4000 1500

(a) (b)
10s
3500
1200
3000
o) s
=
5 230 2 900 ‘
j=% =% 5
§ 2000 8 90s
£ E
z z
z z
£ 1500 g o0
(=] [
1000
300
500

25 30 35 40 45 S0 55
DBH (cm) DBH (cm)

B 20 v fipn 5 NS &M BREFLE L aRER
G PRS0 02 KA EBEL 43 £ 24 chf S g gkt 2Ek G R 43
A PR RS R T A 5 (S enEh i S EE L WRER G  {S ehEk i)
R LR E R S S B B B RS R S g 2 d BRI
¢ 2 HA e agogk -

I Eo R B L B PRS- e R R T A =
FOl T R tkh o -t RS BY ARER A X RR ALk A X B A
LB FT LG FRMA S F A ID AT & - LA R A
Ao B E T T OIS ARG T KA o LAEF S AR 05 A RN AR ES
TR PEY T eS8 ERE 20015 3 ¥ ¥ 20095 3 P 2010

a8 F7EF 2011 MUE &%—"’E’E;T/T M > 2018) -

TR R B T B A #4r@ 21a 1o 0 B HRBR B F 5 61.7% 0 d N F “ﬁt?
itk BT e T K kA > DBH A 25.9cm 34 3 33.1cm o A Akds F A G
56.6 £ 4 fo pEHA % B PR T % 5 21(4 6) B4 5 T AR EL = chL T 5 (B] 20
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Fehy Han s tsehd £ v 7 8 52 3.5 (2010)4p i o 05 ¥4 % (2001) ¥ 457 Hh
AR R AAT RSB R A O B R R T B WD R BRI R 2

BB HDBH B A2 EERT Feng ko Y §7 BRFFREF LT o

TR EFE B TEY - BEPRF GAE DI A - BERT
A RS G A ¥ TN BEMA I LR SRENEE SRR AR
B L gk o aE R B 4 K& Y ol gH(promising trees) o 4o i g A~ BB
P BAERRAGE LT RTEFOMTEE IV AETRETY FER

i# ek ir(Baker, 1934; 1 3 %> 1964) -

TR pr B R AT s s F o) 21 b Ao o B dRdier 3 5 5 42.1% 0 d 3t # “f
TR kA1 DBH d 259 cm "% 3 25.6 cm > A sikds T 5 L 33.6 & 4 kB
A% PR T 28(% 6) 0 HhA BN AT AR ST S (F 20 #8) 0 &
Fpn Btk A THOME  F BB L RET F AL R g o H A ken

AEEFTAERWEPRBFIEAE > P RRG EARNBE T AR AR 1 )

= E—ﬁ*v}gl;l o
&%ﬁn s ZFF'W”%',:*" ’?I'{F-‘E’%T% ~ }é] > F}é] rd]L/{:-%‘ﬂH‘#\,
*+ Ashton and Kelty (2018)% 4 #13 it ¢ EHS ZERBRRAFTRFTSH AT

MERIZEEFFERFR MBS ET R s m MRS A * F0 330
HopmBv¥ AR B3 RBHFADETLZLBRHR AP F A2 A2 B A
FRugd T RS R ERD2Z AT ERSES 2R m}}*ﬁéﬁ%“f ’
BT A LA M L RA AT AL Ep g 5 k(2 2 1964) 0 4

geadern

d LR A g % LBk (W 200) - 4R A 5 ORGSR 8 5 5

20.0% - & et DBH d 259cm T '8 £ 23.0cm s A smir#L TR 2 271 E 4
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PPk~ %R PR T %3 36(% 6) ™ ERES SRy A T F AR AL o B
B P A AREE 2 T S (B 20 A EE) 0 AR NG et R A P A

ik e 4 2 sk % o Schadelin (1942) » ¢ £ % % E i iE H Mo B
(Auslesedurchforstung) 2 7 % 4 47 7 % J<f& * (final crop trees)#ic & i jbrie
BoRAprg A RAPH G AT ARG B L ANEEn R g S (v E P Mg AT
Pl T PR S B E Mo 1TE p A5 K E:F(2005) ~ ¥ 0 % (2020)4% O &

IIPEE D B R GFEMED? RIS RF S ARG E R B ST AT R kA

LR B gt

W s LR ERRET S HEERA 0 ® A S FREer & (Spacing
Thinning) st % #gx & > 2 2 {7 7(5x & (Row Thinning, Line Thinning) » # i * %
AT S et EL BBl o a AR B 52 S A A B

POEFR S A T L SRR N E - K Aui s AR 7 (25 % 1964)

i

Chung et al. (2017) & ] * #HEE 0> 2GR 77 b B RED{T 250 3 hfrds A
Itk AR T A At LB hln I eI A eh (7R ER S Rae T e
foend £ > BARABKEEHII #E 51 6FFRRI- F?Jﬁl@”ﬁﬁ aga
Forah o A AU gt R R T ARAR L AT AP R o B o dR e R(1997) ~ M
F(2010) % *T R LR T A IR FRE S P AR A KL ET
HASHEEET @A LATE Mg A 5 A4 13f T DT w27 > F

CH75 445 BERR & 1 -

S {7 R B O (B 21d) > SRR A R 0 A ehikoh i 9 Bk <9 DBH
BHREAEFEITTRF FP AR HMEFREA S R EREL H ] BRI
&R PR 29(4 6) B fde R AMBEF T T 2 (R 20 2) 0 I

EiF LAY ¥ - S & IR L FTen g o
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(a) (b)

Frequency
o
[}
(0

)

(© (d)
0.20 7™ N
0.15 %
™
0.10 1 N
0.05 1
0,00 « =5 T =] —m
NN =IO 'OV 0 — <t I~
e NN O NN S TN NN
N B e P L
——— NN NN <t NN

DBH-Class (cm)
E] 21 Efém, 15’}'3_ ‘”mg 1@ ?&A\'ﬁ?
@T K (0)Fh s (CFRMS ; ()RS : 24 d Bfed 2 B
LEEB T R A R d ¥ R d B B LS AT A o 2 s

R E FPInA S gE S kB TAA T o

FEm e B S HER AL B R FILE L R B ko gt 8 18 R s
BREPRTE, HgHtgRREmd A .qu'r%m SRV S T s T
L EHEP AR N TS B SE AN TR A R ARa 0 RN
BREILE A RN B find BT EA ke KU AT R TR A
kA Lo Ra By wit B LA AFHABRAEER LT H AL L gy o

W T FRTAGS R 4 R R SR A SR A R EFS G S

SILRE g s et ALY € B SR s

BHAEFEORGE T K €RE I B A TR B RAS BR e
ﬁ@};ﬂfﬁ > M %”Wg'ﬁmﬁn I;JJ:L}W 'Z;ﬁ%/‘\bk’ﬁi? Fq/(WQ)m = ﬂ s e
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AP A L2 A HmOPRETR g o Ra mBE IRV ADIREEE
LR BRIFEY X 0L ke BB jok (intermediate yield) - & B ok
Al BRHEIBSHRF v ST A e % (cleaning) - g & (thinning) & &_»
At AY B LIRS R R B (0 1968) - 2 F R LG
(1964) 3] Tom A RS2 - - EL2 33 A2 RAHFELIFS o 14
BT 4T SE S 2R KA B8 2 AR BRI

% ’?ﬁfﬁ LElEE o

Pk ko5 (1905) ¥ 13 0 B HRE RIS & § hiH E RS B
Al g BEE A BchR S (thinning)iE A R R] - B e ¥ F 2 A% 30 E 4 2 4t
EHE ARG n¥ %o 205 T agiet ¢ & T & gn & (low thinning) £ iz
(cleaning)enz x5 5 @ Ashton and Kelty (2018):% = B & (intermediate cutting)~
A& #r B (thinning) > 5 4 & 54 20 jrd RS R A S P e S Ripdliks ol

£ #hE AV kA fiE S ars (ER A o

FRLABREE et T RER SRR ¢ F 0 00 6 (1905) 47 K
MRS R P2 Ashton and Kelty (2018) #rifit e £ on 5 R R o 237 A& & g8
AR FRFE FhBAL B FORm SRS LA E AL R
FAFLRETHRE R T SABR AP RS R: AR PP R a2 B

PHRFIEKE SR F SRR ¢ - o A 235 W H L (1964)%
S A LR L R R
1 A2 &

F1#* 3 # #;2 (VanderSchaaf and Burkhart, 2008):& i7 4 £ % b i 2 ¥ & RE R

6 iU i k4o 22 8 4 7 0 0 JE R R EICRC A BERER £ g
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PR M RN R R R iR B B AR AR 0L o 1458 BRCA Y by e
2 g k5 0 % QMD 425 6.25 4+ 10.9 cm (LnQMD % 1.833 4+ 2.389 2
e T RO i 5 PR RS - BARMG o 2T HRAES | E

TS N PFE(Td 3L 5l deim = B 4e)a0 /e | B R R R K F

Ra o RERAN E kA ENIE IR E S AP ARL G
Fehr 2 FIEERY R IREY s |2 Feni@ Al &7 P& 515 8L 9l4e
ez = FPEE (T Stagell)? ch= B2 FHEHNE BEBETLEF L IHT -
AR RED S NP ERERFFIPN AN EE s fR XY B

Hedh el b A o

. "o
: z =]
o 1 2 3 4 o 1 > a4
LnQMD LnQMD
W22 5w P RIRE SRS LR RAN B
(@)% B % 3K B & NTUEF o0& #p 7 2%tk Sv’**%‘g“ﬂd?%ﬁn (b) % Bk 5 3% & >
TFB R A % * " HA%REEGRE 0 26 FRLH I BARE P B4 ﬁ

s AR E oo

dRERA R R A s A x5 1579(R T) 0 R
Nishizono and Tanaka(2012) % 547 5 B & & A 2% erds 4 1 +k QMD 22 k4 % &
2o R enhf o BAIF Apr ke frg e diahp A MA S §-1.486 0 A Y 0

AR BT R A A B RORR S FREE2 B i £ o Zhang et
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I, 2018)F 1 4p > 2 R4 R RA R BBV AP AmBSARPAFLE o
Nishizono and Tanaka (2012);%% 7 p & L A* R A g & frgn & 0¥ P42 A 2 fkin

HA B o i S AL A hE D B G P R E

¥ - % & > Ogawa and Hagihara (2003)45 ! A4 22 35 Ap B e = 5 L f 4k
A E TR SEERE A e T LR A e a:,w%#r;fu € 54 % >Sun
etal. (Q01D)E & 7 A 4P HEBRAE I = FO ALY RRFHETRA AN
FRBA O BB S s i 2000008 0 FL AR T p AER SRR I
= XA RHRASREE N RO ARSRAT B X BRATEL FH o
Ogawa (2005):&— # @ I p A ¢ 821 & 4 cp Afrfs p N s fs’ﬂﬁ%}ﬁYodaetal.,
(1963)£75-3/2 p g R] o f pt 7 40 p A S RA K PR L R PR FE S 2

BB kA F R ROEREFE RS B o

27§ * e o i oA Bow R HCR i 3 aE &

. Full model Reduced model
Coefficient - :
Estimate p-value Estimate p-value
b1 7.850 < 0.0001* 7.949 < 0.0001*
b2 -1.267 0.079 —0.445 < 0.0001*
bs -1.579 0.008*
b4 -1.293 < 0.0001*
C1 2.389 < 0.0001* 1.833 < 0.0001*
C2 3.027 0.225
C3 3.211 < 0.0001*

*% p-value -] »*+ 0.05 -

27 Reineke (1933):7p A gn s s4p+t > Yoda et al., (1963)sp 24 572 P (s
F-3/2 ER)) Y EHriiie 70 H Az A (Ogawa and Hagihara, 2003; Ogawa,
2005); F 7 oA Fenp Agn iz R gF X RO B WA {o QMD 2 7
T Bt 4 £ B (2(Burkhartand Tomé, 2012) @ & 4T 3 ¥ > 97 * chfq| 4y i
7 QMD g HrA % B ehRBE %0 3 3t yodaetal., (1963); 15 2 £c(1975)% 5 A
HAEB2FB)EHARARZTOM G SArHd) ARmSFETRIET 3 b
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Ak o B p AgE S g Mg R sk % R dpdco » & Yoda chp AERBE R
B (Hagihara, 2014) o A %2 i f 24k & 4p B bl4e BA B~ 5945 < ] &0 3 B i

fica) e g

Reineke (1933)% ‘g = AR(SD) k= mRA hd A Rfii 4 o H 2R

E Y A L o

SDI = N x (‘gff)b (12)

b s p Ay > WL 79 hbs> NG HZa fitkiico

Fukumoto et al. (2020)% 35 SDI &_ " FF BB & B %9 S5 & #07) ¢ chd & 97 R)
FlFo v & B A R R T L9 2 £ o SRR 41 % VanderSchaaf and
Burkhart (2008)#7i& * 7= jx > SDI ¥ 12 ¢ * = B A chp Npr 3 R FFE A gk

Bkt AFTFEAE N aE+ SDIEs 5 1190-2126 2 FF -

FRALS - RPIEDPF AP EREFL ARSI 5 - FERTR
Vi A A UIERIHRA B R AT '8 s )t Caoand Dean (2008)iE ik i * - = s A
B R @ ie AR 0 i1 47 4ok T FE B st o VanderSchaaf and Burkhart
(2008)F= 3 # I % B ek YEx(Pinustaeda)th 4 ¥ # I § KL R BRI P d 2N

Z X ggehp Agnd kA pd AR BRI L RES Fzae o

2

Bt SRS SR 0 ] T T 0 R B T S ]

\\

BAHGE  2p RN GE S Ry Lot s Sl Rk 2 dit L PR ke

Mo

\\\Xr

s B AR RE 2 A R frachiiin o Bl AR E A ke
PFHEAFAR Y B A kNS ERRM A Z R LA BT
BT AR DR AR A T ELA Y ML P ERE S RELR

SRR AR OT A AR A A MR A IR skendy i U e
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R ST Y ST

I+ I PR 2 0 R ehw fF 2 % (Hazelton, 2015) ~ 5E 4% 4 1k(Jeong et al., 2016) -
12 2 VanderSchaaf and Burkhart (2008)#% 1 <7 i & fow jFHCAE 7 5 1ol v T
DI A ERR A HRABRRDREY EEREZEN G BT H

L

MBE #%-0.001 & 0.110 z. & » RMSE % 0.040 ha® % 0.190 ha' z. (% 8) - d

-

FAERI AN FEDAREEREY 2 VIRRNE . & O BT s REEp
AR (TE P ROE PR )2 % 5 LnN-LnQMD B (2pF » & 11 7] {

3 bR R

WALBR B L SRR R el B Z B A 0 ARy RO L
TR R Z 0 RA G AR B B R R A F T R
BT PR 2 W Sl AL v v R S Ak AR B A 2

B K RMSE » @ bk Eicdy? B3 A B AFRE 5 5% 7 RMSE(% 8) -

P HRHREREIEF o 1 RE s Bw AT R

SOl BAEM GR(R 7)) BRAFA BT A IR D RS Ak 2

WHTEE  FRLBEBEREERFENLR D RO L G T AT @

By A e R ARG YT T AR E S L Bl R 9
B BR MG

%\’ 8 4 = ﬁ{/z‘ l’t’.ﬂl‘a ﬁ(/z‘ rﬂj’—i (IR -/L‘P’LJ}'%«Q

Fitting data Validation data
Method 1 1

MBE RMSE(ha”) MBE RMSE(ha™)
Segmented Regression (Full) 0.000 0.079 0.098 0.153
Segmented Regression (Reduced) 0.000 0.083 0.083 0.151
Penalized Spline 0.000 0.075 0.103 0.158
Random Forest for Regression -0.001  0.040 0.110 0.190
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29 FABEE RS B b b PR ATEL AR

Fitting data
Stage |1
Method Stage | Phase | Phase II Phase 111
RMSE RMSE RMSE RMSE
MBE a1y MBE (237 MBE i o MBE fiod)
Segmented 4000 0059 0.000 0.032 —0.058 0.060 0.002 0.105
Regression (Full)
Segmented
Regression ~ —0.061 0.073 0.080 0.039 —0.032 0.062 —0.016 0.106
(Reduced)

Penalized Spline —0.004 0.054 0.005 0.032 —0.019 0.060 0.004 0.098
Random Forestfor )19 5021 —0.003 0.018 0.002 0.032 —0.002 0.052

Regression
Validation data
Stage |1
Method Stage | Phase | Phase Il Phase 11l
RMSE RMSE RMSE RMSE
MBE (ha!) MBE (ha) MBE (ha ) MBE (ha!)
Segmented - —0.015 0.141 —0.058 0.158 0.179 0.154
Regression (Full)
Segmented
Regression - - 0.049 0.144 —-0.033 0.158 0.143 0.150
(Reduced)

—0.013 0.141 —0.019 0.159 0.192 0.164
- - —0.003 0.140 -0.021 0.175 0.202 0.212

Penalized Spline
Random Forest for
Regression

Horowitz (2015)# 5 47 21 » & &ifRlchlicde » & % 7 3 fehif 2T 7 4 4
A el @ BV oA g L T o d T S SRS AR B 2 e een
By AR RN 4V S IR TR R L R B FOARRIME L BV o A Ot R S
bR el g B0 SRR AT E Y iy Y < A R R T e Rk R e
Flob A bl M- T AL R e R B hIE R A AR T 2
(Jeongetal., 2016) - A7 3 #7i¢ * cfp > fchp FHAFF > BB bR e 2
ey g B (1) o Tl SER O B E AR R SRR A B R

e

B o

7 I fEEE DR IR ﬁp—?(pline regression) = ;2 ¢ A EP £ 3 B R O S fri

* 4 (Hazelton, 2015) - H = B ;2 & * >tz =8 4848 (stem taper) =3z & (Kublin et al.,
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2013; Scolforoetal., 2018) » fizdE/Am g P » A FRAE T A Z 4 Rs 7 * 20
REEDIAFE & BRSNS ) 2% AM G o 2t 0h > Hazelton (2015)4 ¢
_-ul 4 ﬁ’;;/z R ETF D ) fg\%{!\.l (ﬁ‘- o ﬁ(sp“ne) N AU (A 1 ﬁ‘_‘w]*ﬁb 7_ T AR

# e A EFEM VAR ER L E -

FHAFAENAEZY R i o Flo v anlmi i iofj ¥
PN AT ¢ NTUEF ehiicdp 44 % (F4% & chlicdf » TFB ol &
T LB A BT LI BRSO R R RPERT N § A2 R i
£ NTUEF chiicdf # v TFB chifcdy § § e * cniE s p RRGE & % R4 6 &350
BRI At i £ R} B IR R E B R F B R A
AR Rk EREHE A ST RS IR ERE R
AR FRCLBAKE O B B i b R AER PR o R AR

ST R S N e T RUER R R

AHEFRY > BERfo AU A%EAEERY AET DR M b
hoobdr 510 £end E R o Flpt o FRFSEWM AR H S B AFE 2 bl &

%74 W #H(bagging trees) ¥ > &4 g 3% 7 2 e it o B R e E S AR

~

3]
BN

s PR EERFoAFAYT P B A EA R TR Y T A B
% 2 (QMD & N) o & ke #eit— 9 e 4o 37 7 DTERIF] S o Bldhe B @ i Bl il
-

STRHEACF F IR 0 R R B ki v

PRAE R A A2 T 5 H BRI R G A g (A A iFRCE]) L
B enifp g B S licn o AR A B B Ut e oo e p R e S chdeda gl s R A
N R L AR AR T RIS TR = S0 R e
TR R L e AR S > B2 8 5 S 8o e B F B BT I chipliE
gl N E A4 BT RrnE % o
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A A E A R RS N ROEFE R & A BB P G S P ERGG 1)

0 FL UM R R AESEGT Y g WAk B 0 4 B 5 2 iR AN A # R

oA R o L B EFRREPTREE BT E T g4 e AR
FRERY FREVPAp R B R R R F ST BRAENMAZ Y

AT AR B 2 0 7 & ¥4 S Bic(hyperparameter) & 4 3F %~ #c(tuning parameter)
ETF 5 EH 0 blhe & Bhd(knot) ~ T f -#(smoothing parameter) » 2 & A XA

(decisiontree)sfic® > f1* R PP F R F FBEE A B FAKHEED T 2 RE

E R F A AT PR R SV R B IR FRT IR

FEH BB > BFL BRI DT RT 0 F A B RGN E R A
e o FEE e d REHN T A Y 0 h B BB R U R A
Fleodl v 50 AR AP Rp 25 ik PR & 2RI o Y R O R
RESHMFEE A FHPERY AN EERRF PHHEIFRES  FP

ég‘m/};ﬂ ;}% ég){% % /,,\_E,\W*ﬁf’\ jg:ﬁ_‘ill(»ﬁ - Q’;;;‘;)_i@f—?,g\*fr o

ho@] 22 eofin AT o B ARIRA AR ffi ok el ¢ PR 0 kg QMD A2
#F 404 cm(LnDg=3.7)p » 2 F F SRk MR A RS RY c B RAFLH
R G A AN A RASES PR S LA 30 & 40 £4 0 F
AN EBL RN ﬁ’@ﬁfﬁﬁw:w&—%%nﬁﬁig’gﬁmaﬁﬁ

S T A B L o ARG P .

B ok S BR Ak - R P EHFREE B LARD AP ERE

BT e o BEALE S FELARRLY 0T A7y EB TFB ¢
4 3 4

EEARR e VRN S o - gyl VRS SR SRRFA IR /AR G et A s S G

IR SN S s m VLS A e
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= ~C-H#z 4
1. YEXJEABRREFENPEZ ARG AV

%ﬁrj n v Efﬁ;“ % FEHEF (7 # B2 )9tk & 0% 8i(Chiou et al., 2020) & %
% VanderSchaaf and Burkhart (2008)F= 3 # < © B\ etk 3975« /] &2 % B % E

B L PR PR A B B o

A Y T & SDI &+ & = 2126 5 SDI%=100 - = Powell (1999): % = %
AR ABFENNLALS KB 232 SDI% E R & o SDI%=32 %pF it
Fe % - ~ZFFE e B 2L SDI%=52 %73 %P 5 % 2 PR = BREE e B Bho

#-SDI1%=32% ~52% ~73% ~ 100 %% = B & &4 B)4r# 10 2§ 23 T &K 40T @

710 3 #* #iF e B BEGR B B T HB T iR A é:—fﬁ * e

coefficient
Parameter
C1 C2 C3
QMD 10.9 20.6 24.8
TPA 2565 1531 1620
SDI & 674 1100 1560 2126
SDI1% 32 52 73 100

CL~C2~C3 5 % 7% 2 7% # #c2eniide; / SDI & 5 674~ 1100 ~ 1560 » # & =
B~ SDI%=31.7% ~51.7% ~734% > #-H w7 » 5 SDI=32% ~ 52% -
73% > ¥ 34 & SDI & % 680 ~ 1100 ~ 1560 -

LA F-FFREN S DRSS FE 2 RhaQMD 2 109 cm ~ R4
%R % 2565tk hal-SDI & % 674 B > SDI %=32 % > #-SDI %=32 %% % 5
T & 2 & (Lower Density Limit Boundary : LDLB) ; % SDI % < 32 %p* k4 7+ =

FHRIAM HAPd T2 E I PIFBL IR AR B B TEE

|

T,

A7 0 mAFAp d 2 & % (Tree Free Growth Zone: TFGZ) -

% SDI % > 32 %P & dZ etk A 8 > HEF F & FFE 0 dR A > 55 TR aDfg

B Lp A S dAe R oo 4 AR D BR AN FIRE S SRR
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o APEER S TUE LA L L Y B — ¥ 32%<SDI%<52%2_ F &
(B 23 2% 3¢ ) % & 5+ B & ¢ 72 % (Density Management Zone : DMZ) » 4 4 2 -
TEERAR DA FFASFRAIREA L FORE BT pmd a2 AR R

FLZwREPN2ZF > 2 2R 518 5SDI%7 ¥ 3t LDLB -

ARSI EOY - S o as h g e R QMD E
20.6cm ~ A %A 5 1531tk ha'l~SDI & % 1100 - # SDI%=52% - % SDI %
SE520%PEp A S F AN EREGp RS K TURA B p A EDY, 5 H
0 ff PR RCRAEF T SR S RO 4o @ R A R RS
£ FipF a2 F oo F 4 SDI%=52% % & 5 ¢ 'T% & i A (Upper Density
Limit Boundary : UDLB) > }* pF & kA "g F PV e B B2 R AR 5 B 7~ —= S5
B ik g1 5206<SDI%<T73%2 % ¥ (B 23 % 4 ¢ B )i B R & L p A
% % (Self-Thinning Zone : STZ) » % SDI>52% ¥ ke 7on 5 » @ ix B FFE dhtk

""‘)f‘ﬁ/w\]f ke & 99 1= ,lf?%)iﬁ,g 4 6 ﬁl}fk’f,‘ = ﬁfbﬁy.(Weller 1990)

CGRAF-ZIFEDS - PFHEr S2pFh s R ShdgFPFTine
AL FF WA IR AF RGP AR SRR B RP T R N
REw THEBRI LI R AEFpARBET LI - TR L FBAQMD
248 cm ~ kA % & L 1620 & hal ~ SDI & :E 1560 > 5 SDI%=73% : 4§ 23 /%
d F AT 0 3T BEFHP ﬁ?SDI%%Jﬁ?} 73%<SDI1%<100%z. F » ¥ & » % > =
* % (Fully Stocking Zone : FSZ) - 2km > S F PR 484 > thA B B A kehz AR

3 - R

F_*

PEF L EREEFETEFEEFIFRFHLLENI IR T
E 7 %% 2+ B (SDI%=100%) 2 i & = + (SDI%>100%) ¢ £ (B 23 %+ % v
?\:)Uv’ Vo MR BB AP AT 3 A EE R DA '?ﬁ‘]’m“f"”}rﬁ HRE PN oRA

W XML PER pd et £

Fulenf o F L £ A Pl U AT R R AT RS B
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F A AN LB AVEA Z aHE o T B PR3 - 2 ik i Powell (1999) i
o # SDI%z £ 5 DMZ (SDI=32%-52%) 5 ] » + it 1 * £ & ch oA 7+
B I had 2 A g2 fE AR (A 8 0 2005 B4R E 020185 F T & -2020)
b iEand T e T g-SDI%A L T3% 0 PO AREIFART LR Fan s

FIR TP E RS P Ek o # 4[5 AECE HRE BT RS E Ko

Ph{ase I
& | [ Fully Stocking Zone
Self-Thinning Zone
| | Density Management Zone
8 1 | | Tree Free Growth Zone
o SDI=100%
/e | NEEN T m == - SDI= 73% (Threshold of Phase II-Stage III)
% 7 —_——— SDI= 52% (Threshold of Phase II-Stage II)
= SDI= 32% (Threshold of Phase II-Stage I)
6 4
Phase I
5 ;
2 3 4 5

Ln(QMD)

B 23 #ris A 1 s 3 B L P SDI%R &
Phase | #2 Phase Il 5 VanderSchaaf and Burkhart (2008):#4 % ciik A SEPF B 5 B e
OB FEEC o

Drew and Flewelling (1979)f1* ip %t % & eh7 (2 30 8 4 1 4k ¢ 2414+
A RPER Y e BAARP (L) Proo] 2t 015 kA i A IR EHE
FIL T 0 AR RS TR T W 4 B R (2) 0.15 0 Prog etk A 2
B & o etA o (3)5dF Pro /i3t 040 = 055 2 B g itk A KeF 4 o« ol
e RHA e (4) Pr 3 RAZiE 0.55 0 g 2N 4R B ik e b 3L 2 2 ()

5B) » HidiGH I & fAEn s S A R AP T ZRPF 1o

P OREER T A SRR F I A H R R g8 SDMD I ahR Ao
Solomon and Zhang (2002):& - # 7= * Drew and Flewelling (1979) s B33 & #1773

Pr>07 o % E# % 2 &= > = & & 4k % (the most fully-stocked plots) » #* %
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FREBAWNEATEREM G G eBREPr>07)ELz 5> by &pa B
D()E e RD > 0.7 kA oz e S84 p Apn s 2 5 ts e F 4 f(late
successional species) & g % R Ap b e = > ()7 MEE E Rtk R licE g W

R SR i Y

SRS Y E SAESTCY BN T S ERE SN LA
FHRH T ERNRR - BRRB AT RY i AR FERHR E Y e dp
HRRGS 2R > 2a FF AT B B P RIZH LR E - 2t dpd &
el Ed s AP L PR e s BB A 2o Biosk b & Famm

RE S TRMELFETLEEREL Y o
2. *AR¥EN

EPUKRERfc £ LT RAEF LS SDMD F A RiTL A A A
340 e A A SDMD i 8 A3 R 3g 4 £ 32 H 50§ % & 2% 15 B (reciprocal
equation of yield-density effect)$>t § »cfk AT R R L FH E 2 T %5\ it

A E R P IR X Ty R S L

W4 K e SDMD #:% 7 3F 5 5 skfor i ol B R 0 d TIoME ¥
BT IR MBS R P AR p RS R E T B ST
o A FERY P ARBRITL XEFARL VNS - @ SDMD » ¢ 15 A4
AT R SRR (AT - BT TR BRI 3 5 R

AT - B AR RPTRS A A RAARY BH Y 1 g

W R R F F A (1972) s 4 % £ % (1976) % 5 7 rds A 1 ke SDMD £2

Rpn AP Y > by PIRET £& 01 & o 0 R % (1976) 50 & - (K] 24~

2 A5 6l 5 - AP E R ARESF 20F 3000 etk s o 3t eA T 38R i 7] 10
M % 5 — S5 o bhlin & 5 5 40% » » e T Eot g 5 14m pEE % ¥
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B RS L 40% 0 At HRA TioptB i 18 m A B H ke 2 i

BoACAEHAE &3 107 m3 > A S fefEH A 475 m3 > g jc e+ Af 582md o

/f’\l’\__)i/%(”‘ j\F]ﬁLf i,%mffﬁ,&wfﬁ}g?;w » H 4k 7?&?*“%’}5 @%
- REE SR fos S S RE 0 F k" Bl 24 (7 SDMD kRG] # ¥ i

ot 2 R 2 T 0

w

B RE AR

2010 g & 2 5e 6~ 4 Syl p X% 5 1976)

Tree before thinning thinning tree after thinning

Hight mean DBH TPH \Y/ TPH \Y/ residual trees \Y/
10 12.4 2840 183 1136 37 1704 146
14 195 1704 332 682 70 1022 262
18 28 1022 475

Tree height (m) 5 FE 8 238 {7 S 3T ok A 8 & 5 TPH (hal) 5 & 28 toiic s
V(miha') i & 25 44 -

Ra o J1* gt SDMD & 7 S 8 el pF o i€ % F R L5 T e s A
BRI KRR A ARSI OERIBER F 0 D RF AL B
RABIPFF 2 A2 5 7 HAFRand A F 4 anig * L RGapr b £
B2 7R354 SDMD &5 s 8 kA T 308 A AL HRA 4 > P B35 5 Fr 4 1 4

CAZMBIE AR B E R 4o P AL A R R4 SR § 4Pt SDMD i 7 A

B % (1962) ~ £ A (1963) ~ & #(1968) ~ 4p#-(1975a, b) ~ # % £z (1975)z
* SDMD gk #F 22 ¥4, SDMD 2 % » Drew and Flewelling (1977)% 3 > d 3t p
#X g7 5 (natural thinning) 3 &% k4 % & "% K18 » 4 - & > i (compete-density
effect) cnip| = 4273 av M Fads 4 3 T IOR A B R M Tho Tt o R 12 ro i AR

MR B AR BREE D TERFORE

62

doi:10.6342/NTU202200795



1000

800

600 |-
500

400

3004

200

=
w2

1" [ ha
7100

80
70
60F-

50>
40

30

20

10 - |
400 600 800 1000 16002000 3000 4000 50006000 8000 10000 16000
PRECE L (Pi/ha)

Bl 24 #r42 4 3 RARs B AR B LB = > 1976)

1996; Kumar et al., Vacchiano et al., 2008; Newton, 2021) » i #X % "3t 4 3o §8 i
BA g orlg] o £ H ERA 2 EEHEH A EORE o 2h Y BL-2 R

2 fE- % & ro s (yield-density effect)cnip| e fedi G 2288 8 > d H o fEHFH

(M®hat)w 4 5 8 452 & H (M%) ~ T 5ot #1% (M) ~ T 3544 53 2 (Ccm)pF > 2

o 4—

“q

XY BRI AN AEE BMmAE 0 R R CET T L2 LR

™

S\

RAAIUIpHaEEL -

|

SRLESAHA RAF I L 5 £ 95 SDMD i1 il & ¥ S B e
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oA B FIH G BB Y AR BB BU] kA T 0 [T O T ok
BE s EHAT R L 6 0 etk E i 0 PP S AK(L975) = e s SDMD

AR HE S BN RGBE R E R RRIR R o

pw e 3% % SDMD #-3] Z.41* SDI | 4 - & i x5 0 % 4t (Goodwin,
1990; Marangon et al., 2017; Gyenge et al., 2020) > @ # + SDI ¥ i € 13953k 5 ix
BN PR R FEIEEAE B AW T Padd e s Bo % (Condésetal.,

2017) o F)p 1 * B 23 & SDI% e B4 [ Q] (v 4ri) & ez j\}i?

#-B) 23 ke B R 2 QMD e Bchh R Bl 2 - e XY 2 F
Bl faufrr S8 3 E2Q0L)F T %2 ¢ chpn 5w (5 chlichh & biE (7 = A
E U HHE(BI25) 7 A1 * 2N 1H-H BAZ KA R A HEE 5 QMD- 2 SDI%=52%

R ARP] ARERER B 1 32%<SDI<52%:7 DMZ 97 Vi 7 R4 e o

Density (Trees pre ha)

1000 -

500 -

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80
QMD (cm)
B25 = i ﬁﬁ_?&?wg]mmﬁ(aw A RE 5 2011 #chh)
EdRARG gy 5 Rgn 8 enSDI i 15 54 m M5 12 9 iktan 5 3] SDI
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L % F ﬁﬂa?/’%“ PR SSDI LR % B S ke s
R4 SDI hgni* 5 = d FRE ?}I?vt’ BRSO SDlI gt 2d mARE L
FHcsen R3] SDI din i 5 w2 M5 SDI%=32%K &4 ; 42 2 -BLA 3
SDI%=52% R B4 ; 42 2 m 4 5 SDI%=73%RK &4 ; 42 2 4 5 SDI%=100%® &
Bl s DMZ; R d RS STZ 74 d ¢ 5 FSZ -

$- BEGIERART A S %6 fERSE R ho R 12997 0 ¥ - g
4tk € SDI=87%#5 5 3 SDI=29% » i<+ R @] SDI=32% » 8 & {5 SDI 4 £ 3

38% - b ek fi (23 32% <SDI<52%:H DMZ(R] 25 ¢ # 4) - ¥ 7 ¥ e

FRAKLFT 2P Fm o E\—*‘Ff FERP F DA & & 3 SDI%=52%pF £ 7 5x

% o

Pk plaRE S ks A K S PR iz R R4S QMD 3 55 cm o
SDI=52% riFi% » o pL3- B cnif P ey thilic s 3254 hals £ o 1 da 8 i - =t eh
FERBSBEFHRAS GRS F 5 7% N EE 5585 QMD 3 & £ 39.0cm
P F e SDI=32%(B) 25 £ 4 m sR) o
212 B RS ADZ G- HERD

SDI SDI1% density (ha™) QMD( cm)

before after before after before after before after
LT 1852 614 87 29 2365 515 21.8 28.4

treatment

LT -8 803 38 515 33.7
CT 803 680 38 32 515 325 33.7 39.0
FY 1100 52 325 55

LT: = & # & (lowthinning)~LT-8: 52 5 15 8 & ~CT: 7 ¥z 5 (commercial thinning)~
FY © % &g (final yield -

o BRI BT R GE S hlichho B 8 - Zogn 5 pE s #kA K_SDI=80%
315 3 SDI=45% » & *+ |1 SDI=32% » 8 i 15 # £ 3 SDI=56% » #* pF e fi

2 52%<SDI<72%:h #4555 % (H 25 &= ¢ 3§ &) -
3 DIFRB 8 B R 2 A % Ltk A (QMD=80 cm) it 755 5 fick (4 13)
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AieBROY 0 AT Z R AL SDI BT 32%<SDI<52% DMZ P e— %]
B r RS A SERBRES AP ERS R LEB B S

SDI=800(SD1=38%) > # {s ** SDI=1000(SDI1=47%)p# :& {7 i > (Bl 25 iz & & 4R) o

R o LM R BREFhERT A e DR T > 7 Bk
R ET vk 0 T R EREE T LR 20 # 0 X AZE S kR W T

m#@’x K/q\" ié\j\g ;,m—\,{_,,_tk-‘ :ﬁ‘“‘f "3‘7730

%13 ¢ Rtk Ak b SRR S %
SDI SDI1% density (hal) QMD(cm)
before after before after Before before after before
LT 1698 962 80 45 1655 660 258 322
LT-8 1199 56 660 37.1
CT-1 1199 800 56 38 660 257 371 49.0
CT-2 1100 800 52 38 257 163 58.9 63.7
FY - - 163 80
LT : ™ & #x & (lowthinning) ~LT-8 : gx 215 8 # ~\CT-1~CT-2: % - ~ - =F ¥
& B (commercial thinning) ~ FY @ % & qzf&(final yield) -

treatment

Bz B GI5 IR TR RS gl B AR - a5 A
SDI=92%gx i3 = SDI=63% > & >t P57 SDI=32% > 8 # {4 4 £ 3 SDI=73% > p*

PE e A 3% 73%<SDI<100%:h% > = & % (] 25 % ¢ 9 &) -

R GIARR R A A - TR P A (& 14) 0 § A E FHkA QMD=35cm pF
A Ea S B s 5 4 30% 0 g1 15 4k4 QMD=30cm » #t pF SDI=43% -
F X &7 QMD=35cm i F s th¥cin 5 F 5 30%E EE 0 B3N ST

(B125% ¢ ma)od 07 0> ZREIPA TR EH AN BT A4t ¥

AR H I RARA A L DMZ g R £ EF I BAY Rt &
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14 B3R BHADIGZ AL ESE
SDI SDI1% density (ha™) QMD(cm)
before after before after Before before after before
LT 1953 1330 92 63 1845 1000 26 30.4
LT-8 1552 73 995 34
CT-1 1552 906 73 43 995 697 35 30.0
CT-2 1156 634 54 30 697 488 35.0 30.0
CT-3 809 444 38 21 488 341 35.0 30.0
CT-4 566 310 27 15 341 239 35.0 30.0
FY 397 19 239 35.0
LT : ™ & gx & (low thinning) ~LT-8 : gr 316 8 # ~CT-1-CT-4: % - T 2w X ¥
#r & (commercial thinning) ~ FY : % & 4z 4&(final yield) -

treatment

#7 (2013) % 2145 T HRL P (2007) % L w £ ¢ 2 e i ki, o

o

iR 250 1" DBH B SR R 2 T HRE(2 2 12) 0 SR UL e

bl

BuEEn s R E ks thlic] A adF T R o

9000
d2+2d

i R l== (12)

w3127 9,000 & #c~d & RA T 2‘5‘_“,% 10 d=1 £ 7 e T35

w10 24 o

2 AIr 25N g T S e T 0 B 9000 1k £ F 2 F R 4n B e fRik
53000 ko Fi- HIEENF AR RGBS N F o £ B =
A4 kB I DBH $ i chif & $adic>t SDMD(H§ &k » 1975)¢ i 41
BER BT HEEZA 2R PRSP EREHREFT 7 F bk~ 2 AR
(SDI=100%) 7% 4t » % #2172 f £S48 dothdic T 0 prlie | 0 oo i B

ARG - HERAe FI R S D] T bR -

F T AP (2007) & P AR T8 T B T i s e B Rl 2 50 11 3

» ) SDI & 4 * 688 & 781 2. & » 3 H#-AL 5 gk & A7 3 e0-1.579 pF > |
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SDI & /% 674 % 783 2. ¥ » o po 7 8 T if i thiic | tPRILV i A0 F 2 SDI ¥
R R 24 % dicd SDI ut = enfhA %A ¥ LE R B4R 02 F - 20 SDI
RE o fe B 258 A sEmzn G * 0 P AR B R SR el SN AR
E Ok R RA BRI .

- L g Ginrich (1967)% % chz A B =1 BI(B] 26) > H ¥ 4 #53 & +k 4
& 5 Hoh- bt & &R £ k(chiefly oak-hickory and mixed species) 7 &1 +
# 4 (upland hardwood stands) % # #cdp E A EHF AV Bl > T3 A k=R F
BEFA v EERNSEDEY o d JREF Bk 200 $R259 3 U0 fF ek 90
T3 ER TG 80%NFHFE S RE A TODEANFEGF L OB T o X
2 L&k A S (Aline) ~ B s (B-line) ~ C s (C-line) % % ff. o i & = 4 (overstocked) ~

% 3 A (fully Stocked) + 3 £_*  (understocked) = f6+4" % ff 5

AT d 80%:hE & H4wen100%:E f& £ A A AsL A+ 2 100%
PERERF AR REAENALTRIFEA AL B FHL - &
Hw 0 fil & = A (overstocked) st A rq\j‘w‘rﬁxﬂliﬂw Lol BB R g
Ao PR RE O F R M2 RF O F St R oW
aéﬁﬁﬂ%%ﬁmBAiﬁ%i%aiﬁBﬁgﬂao@{%&B@ﬁ%a
¥ 5 Goelz(1995a;1995b)zn s B2 B & iz iR TR BT S B ERE R
RFFF-REHRANFTARNFTRELI RIS I B Reifsg o 78
Brg ATV o € F15 < £ & 4 fi g 4F 5kt (epicormic sprouts) engi B a T

cd TR EFMBPEEETERITEFAE I - F BHRA fRadRE R

B R TFELS o

M B & TuE = AT A -m 0 (tree-arearatio) s~ 423 B B AT ik A
(open-grown trees); ig 22 = > = A (Fully stock)+k 4 4% fg et B 17 5 2R - 2 4
ez ¥ 5 A S 55-58%2 fF o
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Frw) g5 Ginrich (1967)41> C T & A T a9k T » 254 7 b e
AR (B g Bt 55-75 2 BB R H 2 ARG & 10 £ P SR B AR
SUSTHE S bR ECBA MRS A B B CRFE AN BB RIRERA B

I PAR RS I TR S WA T N A E S 255 A

@ Goelz and Meadows (1997)i& - # f1* H 4k A 4 E BB Ca T L T35
102025 & p e JgE T BRFA FHE kL > C-10 57 aw 10 £ p 7
ZERFIFaRA oA C-20 MAFINEFRA T L A A4 7 K EZEF (AT L
- HFRN-EFIHMEAEREL L DT E R R L s R A L A AT
32 P R enif ¢ = A & (Optimum stocking) £ £ &4 = 2 = 4 (fully Stocked):
ABHZed B LI ASEHE R ER AL ERY LAn S mnRGl s

v

FlR TR E T A R RS BA S G SR EE R G E T LR

MTTTTTATTT TTTTT
! 1] ,,GI | | { T[“ J ! J
140———+BH? —41,&? —— M > | | 1 BEE
g, i QT TTTT1 1T T
Vi e ‘ AL , | |
130} ——Ak4- b | e o 0 1
120 i Ol’é?ﬁf : Ersﬁ’ 90
g ¢ SN
> 1 g “\\0
Z 10 g |1
] oo | 3 I,
a : LA, . ©8§0 =1
1 > [=]
£ 80— ” & MRS M1
s b ' . | B 5011 . ; TTTTTT
2 70 é I S
o ] - } &
= HO’V E-\f g 4Gd (%3,4 NG 500*_-._ 5 0 (8
60 o Oc,. i, 1 I A Lo~ Pl S [ 1]
N T 1] NCRL R [
i e 30— B S iy T T
50 “V 1 | (*\ iPcannnn ' |
[ [T {\J B l 2 345676 9100 2 |3‘|4 15 l{;
50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Hundred trees per acre
Trees per acre (number)

B126 = A= (3§ Ginrich 1967)

Ra oo B ASBCaMgF Iz A R=h BlALMR & s H = g 3 R

A TR > H g aiR iR R 2B BAAMTE R ot bk 2k A
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B-C& e R it ivikdf 2 57+t aHam 2 (Ginrich, 1967; Goelz,
1995a; Goelz, 1995b; Goelz and Meadows, 1997; Kara et al., 2017; Lee and Choi,
2020) o d poF LMREE A |- R M A AR E LY R IERIRA B B 3t
A AR e ] T i R 2 2 2 i & & (Burkhart and Tomé, 2012; Yang and

Burkhart, 2017) -

& Ginrich (1967)s A B 3= B ~ Long (1985); Cochran (1994); Powell
(1999):7 SDI & & 32 % ~ Drew and Flewelling (1979); Drew and Flewelling (1979);
Solomon and Zhang (2002) > 4p %t % R dp P * » AR Eenf ey 22 2 &
FRA RERE B U A B AR AR B en R R Y A PR s
FRE S MARRETHRASBREAN PR ¥ DI E o

AFTEF O ARERRLE S AT A BGEE RS BOET RE B RE
2Rl A R R SR Flﬁ,l‘&rﬂ’f—ih 1 ,ﬁ—'bﬁ,ﬁ,#‘;’ji;,«flj’;} H b
m%&&*j’"ﬁ;{%_ép B SDI% » % & QMD & +ke % B Ta %;iﬁff%’ H 3

33 AR U] FIE T Rk 2 T E RSP SR

AR EFEREY LT ST RERT S LR ARERT -
=g~ 90 F anpks #273) (Farnden, 2002) o H 44 2L 8 % i 3 4 X AR L FrenifiR
AAgiien® 5 apsg e Ea 2 gk chDBH &24k4 % & > F pF SDI -+ -

thenfiin FRLRFFTATIES R 2= EE L 4% -

FAB I LB O A L BRS¢ X R AT B 1R i
BRI R AR AT u R A T P E AR Bl A T HRE S AT
REELT > bR HERpTOEED BT TR S AR RAR LK PT R

LATFIZ L F 5 B TR 1% 23 s § onani (T B 8 p s 52840 -
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216 EHEHRE AP RESBRRENLBGIEp S 35 > 2011)

data from Weng et al. 2011 prediction  error \Y
treatment BA(M?ha)H (m) V(mihal) V(m3hal) V(m®hal) error (%)
before H-LT 87.9 16.5 733.0£103.4  652.7 80.3 11.0
before M-LT 86.61  18.3 776.8+t114.6  713.2 63.6 8.2
before L-LT 100.4 183 890.7£89.5 826.8 63.9 7.2
after H-LT 32.6 19.4 293.6+45.9 284.6 9.0 3.1
after M-LT 53.88 204 514.3+137.6  494.6 20.0 3.9
after L-LT 72.7 20.0 669.5+63.4 654.3 15.2 2.3
after H-LT-8 45.8 21.4 452.1£72.9 441.1 11.0 2.4
after M-LT-8 71.2 22.1 731.5+1639  708.1 23.4 3.2
after L-LT-8 88.5 21.4 851.8+49.9 852.3 -0.5 -0.1
ctr 82.3 18.1 731.7+88.4 670.3 61.4 8.4
ctr-8 98.9 19.9 9459+101.5  885.6 60.3 6.4

H-LT % £ & ™ & #= & (heavily low thinning) ; # & ™ & st & (moderately low
thinning) ; 33 & ™ & gx & (lightly low thinning) ; ctr % 4=+ & (control) ; ctr-8 % &

8 & s o
- A FHEREE LFRE I3 2R 26 chin Rt SRR AR F 01
ERE4E 17 2 H 28 977 0 T e dn i B ER 5 ¢ GO F 368.1m3 hatl ehid
» BRI B EMIERIAE R E L L 2 410 1Im3hal(B 28 £ 7 ) - ?;cg:g

eiF T Egr s o A 5 SDI%=3206pF 5% 7 49.2 mPhal > ik ¥ S fE S

(“‘\

SDI%=52%p& & {7 ' 5 » G EHE 5 8804 mPhal(B 28 4 ma); Ak

B SR EHE S 417.2mPhat > e % 1297.7 m®hal
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317w R SR LA 05 H TR B

reatment BA(M?hal) H(m) Vv thinned predicted V predicted V
before after before after before after V  before after logging
LT 879 32,6 16,5 19.4 733 293.6 440 652.7 284.6  368.1
-8 45.8 21.4 452.1 441.1
CT 458 38.7 214 225 440.9 391.7 492
FY 77.1 25.4 880.4 880.4

LT-8 5 T A s 8 & ; CT 5 7 ¥t & (commercial thinning) ; FY 5 % & o &
(final yield) ; thinned V % §x & {5 JE 87 K;%ﬁ;ﬁ.&(m hal) ; predicted V 3 1 * EX
25 E 4 ens 4 £ (mPhat) ; predicted loggingV 5 1% &4 £ 4 ® 4 0
B H S HE (M hat) o

A EHE IR EAERA 14 2 F 26 hY RS EFARDXGAEH
B 18 L1 28 7m0 BT A RS e R E 2090 mhat st E
Bris 8 EMIRNEERE L1 708.1m3hat (B 28 %4 F ) w36
¢ ki SDI# E 3 32%<SDI<52%:=1DMZ p ¢h— 2 fd > & 2 5 segn 5 = o
ERER SR EA p LS 0 % n B 18 h SDI=800(SDI=38%) ; & - = 7 i
S SER 1735mihat e A £ 0 & 1] SDI=52%pFie (7 % - e R o g
e 5 196.7 mdhatl v Bots chs 8 o3t QMD=80 cm pFie {7 0 L EhE
¥ 5 10265m3hat (B128 % ¢ E4); A BHRSY Fr s I M £ 5 579.2

m3hat > e fE € 5 1605.6 m*hat

%18 P B R R RGBT HEIER
BA(M?hal)  H(m) \Y thinned predicted V predicted V
before after before after before after VV  before after  before
LT 86.61 53.88 18.3 20.8 776.8 514.3 262 713.2 504.2 209.0

treatment

-8 71.2 22.1 731.5 708.1
CT-1 712 485 221 244 706.7 533.2 173.5
CT-2 701 521 259 264 816.0 619.3 196.7
FY 82.1 27.8 1026.5 1026.5

LT-8 % T A it 8 & ; CT 5 7 ¥ & (commercial thinning) ; FY 5 ¥ & 4ci&
(final yield) ; thinned V 3 g i 15 & 8 F 2+ # (m® ha) ; predicted V 5 1% & #
B E 4 senE 4 £ (mPhat) ; predicted loggingV 5 1% & # B 4 0
B E g s B mihat) -
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%\’ 19 f‘iﬁu % ’Fi ¥e Lﬁ-ﬁj* V'J ‘:\x:; %E;E/E'J

reatment BA(m?hatl) H(m) Vv thinned predicted V predicted V

before after before after before after V  before after  before

LT 1004 72.7 18.3 20 890.7 669.5 221 826.8 654.3 172

-8 88.5 214 851.8 852.3

CT-1 957 49.2 215 20.1 927.2 446.1 481.1

CT-2 670 344 215 201 649.0 312.3  336.8

CT-3 469 241 215 20.1 454.3 2186  235.7

CT-4 328 169 215 20.1 317.7 1529 164.9

FY 23.0 21.5 222.7 222.7

LT-8 5 A sndts 8 & 5 CT % 7 #sx & (commercial thinning) ; FY 5 % & Jcf&
(final yield) ; thinned V 3 #x 5 18 & @ F »2 4+ 4 (m® ha) ; predicted V 5 1% &4
25 E 4 0 s 4 £ (mPhat) ; predicted loggingV 5 1% &4 £ 4 & 4 0
BISH B b s B (M3 hat)
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