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Abstract

Urban trees are significant green resources that enhance the environmental quality
of cities and provide diverse benefits to residents. To maintain these benefits and address
potential problems, urban trees require proper management and maintenance.
Understanding residents' perceptions of the benefits and problems associated with urban
trees, as well as how to increase their support and participation in urban tree protection,
is crucial for urban tree management. Furthermore, accurately quantifying the ecosystem
services provided by urban trees can offer scientific references for management. However,
related research in Taiwan is still lacking. Thus, this study takes Taipei City as a case
study. Through a questionnaire survey, it was found that residents prioritize the "carbon
sequestration" benefits of urban trees and do not perceive most of the problems caused
by urban trees, except for "pest and disease issues". Based on the Extended Theory of
Planned Behavior (Extend TPB) model, residents' perceptions of the "perceived
usefulness (PU)" and "perceived tree benefits (PTB)" of urban trees positively influence
their "attitude (ATT)" and "behavioral intention (BI)" towards protecting urban trees.
Therefore, future efforts could focus on education and promotion of the usefulness and
ecosystem service benefits of trees to enhance residents' attitudes and behavioral
intentions towards supporting and participating in urban tree protection. Additionally, this
study applied the i-Tree Eco to quantify the benefits that residents value most, such as
"carbon storage and sequestration" and "air pollution removal." The results indicate that
the top three tree species in Taipei City for carbon storage are Ficus macrocarpa,
Melaleuca leucadendra, and Cinnamomum camphora, while the top species for carbon
sequestration are Ficus macrocarpa, Cinnamomum camphora, and Bischofia javanica. For
air pollution removal, the top three species are Ficus macrocarpa, Cinnamomum

camphora, and Melaleuca leucadendra. These quantified benefits can serve as references
iii
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for different regions and management measures. Finally, to assess the applicability of i-
Tree Eco for quantifying tree benefits in Taipei City, this study established volume
equations and DBH relative growth rate equations for Bischofia javanica, Cinnamomum
camphora, and Liquidambar formosana, completing a localized evaluation of carbon
storage and sequestration. The results suggest that i-Tree Eco may overestimate the
carbon storage and sequestration of trees in Taipei City. Therefore, it is recommended that
the results from i-Tree Eco be used only for relative comparisons, and that localized
models for various urban tree species be established for accurate carbon storage and

sequestration estimates.

Key words: urban trees, ecosystem services, behavioral intention, volume equations, i-

Tree Eco, carbon storage, carbon sequestration
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BER2ZFAL HYRERETREF 20 T B A (Attitude, ATT) | 4 >335
Fhefrl XA el A g (subjectivenorm, SN) > M 2 AR iR p o a4 R
e T &edf 7 % 3541 (perceived behavioral control, PBC) ;> § & § { % entwd M i3

% % v (behavior intention, BI) | & F % {7 5 o
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22 %P AL N RIE R VR

?“ﬁ*?%*giﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬂ’%%ﬁi&mmﬁ%mmﬁzﬁﬂ@ﬁ
P FI B ERE AR E RN R R T O P g
FUEANLFFEBEE i HAgOE R Y B kB WIS R E LY
23 SARE - R P SR Fﬁ,!i;]grs—ri BEA AR APRAREEIA p e f AR BT
AR A2 4 5 K PRAFE 3% 0 B4e CTCC (CUFR Tree Carbon Calculator) ~
i-Tree Eco 12 2 UFORE (Urban Forest Effects Model) % - ;& @& * -‘F'{ Lyt b 45
m;]ggﬂ BAEFIRREGE R G SRR EEMN T FET R EE o

H ¢ i-TreeEco #_d % k7% % (U.S. Forest Service)*t 2006 & #7H % » B ik
EHEHRT HRA S PRAPCE AR EEIE S QXTI B2 - o f e
AT 50 B BRI St St E B I BHAn g o S LA AARMAT T T T
W AFA T E 75 2 1 K (Aguaron & McPherson, 2012; Russo et al., 2014; Rogers et al.,
2015; Seed Consulting Services, 2016; Steenberg et al., 2023) » ™ 7| 4%t i-Tree Eco &

FEm 2 onds ) ME TG 24 B A RIHAE RIL R TP o

2.2.1i-Tree Eco #* s in#%

i-Tree Eco e (E/if24c@] 2.1 > H A7 A A BER G A Tw i 2 ) B ¢ <

I'Jﬂ]ﬁ*%f# fg_fs,rﬂtb*i;ﬁd AR S K’ri;h%j’?k7 pﬁébt"ﬂs\ B At
BHTREE ECE TR o FAd R FE O HAFEARTD AP

2R A AT R B Ao~ PRl TS 7 B BRI E A BRI

2EERPEDRERE LR EIRATR RLEF AL AR EERET

=
=

R

ES TRERRY T = EUR P RISt Y PR N

o S A AZ WA R A ATREZ A B IRBRFHEE G B E

S
\_.

(Nowak, 2021) -
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M AE R A Y

- mEEN %7_, , —
g RS
| wEERE > it R
( ) ;JEE/I\ Ky
| mEERE . ,]7 \ IS /
| H_¢ | 1-11€C. S————
g Y A Eco . ’
ikl 2] / :
: o . B

B 2.1i-Tree Eco 4 %Li& (42 4

7 i-TreeEco??;L';'?;%Fi—’qbﬁ%“,% CRREEGFE S R 2 AP &
PEE MR PR S D MR A K RAERE o B Y X R R R
ORISR IR R S BRI TR R P 0 BT A1 30

Yo F 2 AR IR AP o

2211 RMEEE A E
T ECERRAFY D F CAREEFMERN LER 2

B R Fl2 - o A MR EER S T s § g LA

BHE 2 {R908 0§ pot R B § CRUER L 2 g eng i3 %8 (Cohen

et al.,2014; Nowak & Crane, 2002) > A 3 fc~ 5 ¢ - F (L gEr &

21N

A

i
\S}

LI PR FERAB AP S FRE 0 N EEERTEY
KL IFF R A F P 2 F a3k E o i-TreeEco 2 B GE T 2 s 3 ke
FAEGEAAZRBEFEMN AR GE 0 B R E AR ;ﬁ"'é%;&%l
ZRHFE SIS ERE EAATR R A RAF R 0 LR R
BOSERMA il B LT FAEE L5 ned
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2 058cm~084cm & 1.09cm: g ERYP BRI EELEE
(Fleming, 1988; Frelich, 1992; Nowak, 1994) » :* 53z 2 L s 2 st 5 & > £
SRB T BT AR E R R o BRI T A R s B

FRRBH o f 0 E oMo § R GS123 F A0 B A k2R

%2 3 & (Nowak, 2021) -

2.2.1.2 oo i
B AR FEOHT - e iR ERMAZE Y IFEHE F AR

MY - MAREe R FKE AT IS ABEFAEAPE AR EDE A
WA G B AR e B R B R A BT GRS R R R
‘B fris X X (Hirabayashi, 2012) » ]t 7 fZ A 30 D@ amed 7 10 ik
FIWE AP S F T A 30T A RSk bl R R A A F L
R EREOETE RR FAREY P BRARZERT E IR G R RARS o
K5t A2 g GlHAcE PR A EAREME 2 B 5 F S AT ENE
Bfh sl s Eo SRS A PR TS AT R A

FAFR DA R AV REF 2R E N E FREH A vk E R BTG E F A
ARERFF AZZRE NI FRFHAREFLENE AU F 2L LTS
HHA ¥ F kg b 1208 4% £ (Hirabayashi, 2013; Hirabayashi, 2015) & 1 £ 2 #5241

Hokz T AF 4 g 0.008936 £ ik E SRS iZiE g E (Nowak, 2021) -

ﬁﬂazﬁﬁr&%i%?%%ﬁw%’éﬁi%?%%?ﬁ%ﬁﬁi&

RS RS X EETRE 2 E Eb 5 B PSRN A S L S R AR R

—

FRRGEEA RS IR DR EERT FOREA PR A

I

i iR KRR hE § 5 R 4 0 i (Nowak & Dwyer, 2000) © 387 Af A 7 12 B 3%

%Kﬁiifzf?ﬂ PERPFE T F(05) s - §F CA(CO) s = F i §F (NOy) & =
12
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§FLRR(SO2)%# » S w i 2 f ¢ PRIFHOR A PMio 14 2 PMps v 14 2o 3R
Pz f & (Nowak er al., 2018) - @ A #-A| 5 7 P A 2 o ff 3 4515
BEAYF H2Z R ENE LD F AP TR TR L Ry LA
FEF ARt Fascdiom g 8 AT L A L PRECSTIFE 2
LA E L R S N e S RS Y S ) X2
REFIZHL 2L XBEEER WP I AREEERMFRR 22 A4 4

Ay

~

PN R RS

222 &% i-Tree i=f & v

ERGIH R T 2014 £ * i-Tree Eco > {74 2. 4 & % JRIZ2TF 11

<

2 KERRDE 721 BHE o &L B % 450 WA BRE gL E A
B 534k 315978 B2 o ﬁ v ox ,34]4 842 § HhAtA o £ 12 i-Tree Eco 3=/~

REFAFER D IR cF B EL 5 285

-\\
Bt
5
i

PO A R
B AR RE B MR L2367 F Ao § LR REE ET

B TT A F RO BERER 147 RES A2 FABGR

W

EWEH 126 I ROk E BN 012 AEE > U E B APk
£ 30 @ %43 (Rogers et al., 2015) -

/B 3 % Unley # 3% 2015 # ¢ * i-Tree Eco i& {7 ‘]‘a’fi‘ri ¢ORFA 24 fE kPRI
MeE IR EFE 0 BB R AER 18 BHEE 15,660 thEAFZ 3 R E § B4
BIWE A B B EdB N T2 R ks £EH Y 11,003 Avps § 1t
B EEETRG L 600 AMz F R R EN T3 E A B

deF Y 9214 2 A Boih

ETIAS

A A 54 f ez K 1,047 % = (Seed

Consulting Services, 2016)
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4225 B:F* -Tree Eco #7224 % 1?‘&?‘; BEA 4 Rk JRIRITE 1 &
B8 BEA AT 201 B 0.04 2FHE Y L2 R 230D AA L

9248 FHho £ E 3 AL R A L PRIEE

L
=
=
‘__ji
N
",_
W
[\ )
st
&
s
P
.
e
&

BB LA E R GRE > X G  28 FOoW o F LR 2 EET ARG

9240 Wz F A MR BN 1942 FEB > AR5 LA ABGREN

e
N
—_

H178 F®&E A o il ¥ E X 12 § &4 (Oxford City Council, 2021) ©
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23 FH BABEEE 2 R E
231 ARSI ETER Y 2

2311MBEEE X EF Y

-t

>

F

|.

BB MR e i EA SR LG R NE BBk L (B

S BREFR ZAEE 0 P A B4R IPCC (2006)5F 2 A i 4k 2 5V i
F3E o AT A A AR BB BB 2 L B H A (Vi)

4t 13 B (Ciree)hod® (1) @ AR 35 B (ACke)38 4 RIT 5385 2 2 27348

B

*

AEG TGRSR ) ur TR Hoe TRrm g gt ) L8583
DB RHE i ARG RS AN Q) B THRE | P E
- TP F2Z A mHFE L L EAViu)t B A% 5 B (ACuee) i34 (3) °

#own i A IF M (Vi) & L5744 2 & B (AViunk) K 2 FE8E 3 Gl
THELME > GEE P ¢ FEEE T AHF A R & (basic wood density » BD) |

B ATz PR 1T 4 5 9B % Bi(biomass expansion factor

i

BEF)  #-Mii34 58 i e §HEEME2 T#H M4 52 50T

a

%4 (root shootratio, R) ;| R 3 T# 34 %8 iz 2 MT242 58

B {8

" 2¥k4 & F "7 £ (carbon fraction © CF) > ¥ M43 ff dE 4% 5 A 2

Ciee = Viunk X BD x BEF X (1+R) x CF (1)
ACiree = Ctree(TZ) - Ctree(Tl) (2)
Actree — AVtmnk X BD X BEF X (1+R) X CF (3)

o Cree }w\feﬁﬁi ’ Aclfee %E’J‘\‘:}‘ﬁi » Virunk :‘% .LE:TE"H%% ’ Avtrunk :Ji .Lili’fﬁ%%i{i » BD ;; E’—k
A AHAEBEF S 2P EHHE G RIIEY CFamz £

23.1.2 B H AR
’F’%wd’ Fﬁ,‘?#ﬁ'% E’l\'\zq I:f\: -\ —\.,e,l_ E%F] igﬁlﬁﬁﬂ\ ﬂH‘%i""‘{(‘,

- BEFHAMAGEEF > ZREER M A2 F E T (diameter at breast
15
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height, DBH) % L ~ 4| & T3 {5 > §17* 41 4% 5% (allometric models)i fs 4+ 2. 44

ﬁf’ u’l‘j’ﬁ“;éﬁﬂgf”w\'vq ‘Ed/'\:"' od 7&7]“%1’7}‘ aOR 2 E’l\'vq 15‘%6 : k@

14

o

#+#7 (Keeling & Phillips, 2007 ; Fang ef al., 2001) » 2 & & 2.3 Er 5 F58
MG E 2% aoE & 7% Yoonetal., 2013) »

B EAMMAES S SRR HREL AT R o Ft T Sk TR B 2L A
Ak de FHIBRE D BB MR L LA GG LR I HhRg
DRI T A G FRE R AT HHA 4 & i (McHale ef al., 2009;
Aguaron & McPherson, 2012) » iz & ‘,‘;’fiﬂ BEA 2 A4 251 % AiRIR B

22 HA 0 BERREE A 2 B (McPherson & Simpson, 1999; Pataki et al.,

2006) - Nowak (1994)% 45 &8 * BB M T H 17 A7 3 &

Tl R ER Y 0.8 2 K Sodice A FlEAHEREA B R

\\\Xr

T HECGEFTIE T &2 T3 #fE(Yoon et al., 2013) o Fpt o G i Haw
o BT AL M A AL RN BB M AE 2 PN 2 SR
Py RE22Z A7 EERE Y PR R B % o
P PR G AT AR GR T B aE 2 R TR 2 A MRS
PR E Y TE2 AP~ T o 4o Nowak & Crane (2002) 5 & > % B4
® HtA B £ 0 Soares ef al. (2011) % & § § 7 7 #% 2 #74 (Lisbon, Portugal)
2R BEATE 0 112 Aguaron & McPherson (2012) 5 B % Bl 4e ¥ i) 4 @
(Sacramento) ¥%2 FRF fhELGE T E RPN T AP BT T E J’K? RA 2
G FIL BT Y 0 D Flak L &2 L0000 R ATAE 2 2 S AP
THREFRIY NEP HEHREBRE 2 HHFENFE FE 2011 0 & kAR
(1997)2-3 * AN EFH A (2 &P X > 2016~ Wangeral.,2013) > Flpt >

MerE 2 g BIP FRT RBA AL AN R B E E
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2328 AR E R H P EAMA L

FMEY A A HR R AR okE 0 B e FAMAT A k2
B REFAF SR Fl B 5P a2 FHAMETE R 30t 25 R&
ToORXSEFS P B A S R R AR AHE - S
EEPHE2Z R

BARRE 533 ki < 2 R0 » Myeong et al. (2006) 17 £ .= 4
‘M Syracuse ® 50| EH fEhE PG NI E 2 e B LA GEZRABETSEE 22
NDVI &2 g5 2 B (258 > M2 P& RiFE B BB 1 > 2 1999 &
R HRAR T TS NDVI 22w st > 325 72 F & &2 Bt F £ o Steenberg et
al.(2023)4 44 £ % 2 RPEH Ho B LAY e A hmE P AT RE S
PE22RFRraBATHE > % i-Tree & 54 £+ E A HOBR BE 15 2 R
FoBRBMAE RHTREGFHA AL 2R R FERR RS
Aguaron & McPherson (2012)4* % % B 4c ' Sacrmento 3% > M HFH A FHE* 2
ﬁ%kﬁ\ﬁwK#ﬁm%%’é%rﬁwﬁodmm$mm\ﬂﬁRH%&mm
Calculator (CTCC)# Urban General Equations (UGEs) > &% 5 % % 2 i-Tree Eco #
Mo PR E R EHEEAMARFE ST Mo 2t i-Tree Bco 35 & 2 gk 5 77
AR E AN Y R 0 R R R E 3 A5 3 M o Nowak & Crane (2002))7 % R
DRFFHLEL O BERFALT e TR FL ez 22 FER
FPRERTREWIEAHE - UZARFEET2ALETEETEE I £ Rk
I FRAF '&*UKREEH’?ﬁéﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁm%QQJ°

@*“’K‘r& SF SR E P BTy %4 o Brillietal (2019) 4-%F 3 ~ 1 Florence

23T AP K 8600 tmtAh o FI7 kg 2 gEE A K (CHM) > 23 5

N

BEEE2 W M AN {17 2 L PR TRB DR YL

BT o Wangeral. 2013)R| 2 S8 S BB 56 SEXEF I HRFAL

o #ABMATHEEHMSFEHAE ML Y R R A2 RBE
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GECOPREVERIEFER GRS TETE -

B A HE FaprfEz | R Y o Parkeral (2018)17 4 B Daejeon # 5
FARA G G URBERPIERASEE ST E MM ME pE e R E LT M2
ZOEE RS - AR BEFRUNEE 2 2 HHENFRARE £ AN
*AtdE ARS8 * o McHale ef al. (2009)3% & % ®#L %24 % - Fort Collins # 11
HHE F e REBABRAMFE I HFS R B E TR EAHRR AT
ﬂﬁﬁi%i’ﬁ”%ﬁ?iiiﬁiﬁ%ﬁéﬁ“@n%ﬂﬁﬁéﬁﬁi‘wﬂ
2% % ¥ & 60~300% ° Tanhuanpidd er al. (2017)& 48 - wHfa > M kLB HE 2
A PP RFEZYERFN DR AL RFLFER A FEIY A
IEEE HEHE 222 P ERGNFE NEFL R VR GIVRT BB RE
FE ONAEHREZ2Z S ENEREALENLAASE LK RENRSAFE D
R REEPFF G IR REE R FARASE o

FRPEIRCRLP P UER BA PR A LT EY 2
RAEFE 23R8 BRYEDLASMEFEFT)AER T FL D LB
FRE gAY A REYTFFERRA  F R AR FEDGEGERRBIT L
BEFIRFALTHEFEFRFATFRMERG &P FFNEFHRTED
e R R APMAGEFHAEE TR BEGT NRMA AT PE 2 A R
RS T R o RS PR IR S ko0 ) 2 RAY AR P R H
RE 2P R EEBAEE M R FHE - BAJ* 2 k3 23w

A BB EH -
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2% P
AR ARG MR RTE ERE R LA A ERAAS

B OPRAR Y E SRR vLA BB T R R 0 E

(=
o
P
4=
-
.
I
an
(w
J
N
AT

R 2 77 2 2R 3103 p Ju‘\“?ﬁ"fi'r‘ HACF R ITEREFLZRA PR L

s REEN ER A A SRR P A E A TR 2 R R 4

o

AT ERATALfE IR E R RINA 0 f AR Y A TR R

B2 PR R RS GE R ERE AL LERRAEL AL TR

E‘_-@Wﬁé Bl P AFAR RS A #7}7]%—\73: 5541“\1\:91 GBERGEGEES £

N ES S vkl
[ =irsEE ]

v

: = L ~ — !
- . 5 |
; SR A | BERII0HTE 4’[ %;}?EE 1 !
'l : 5
|| =z % v v |
| 1| -Tree EcosPiE B EE TS i
|| gmamEE || , . ..
| - 5 BEE Hisms sEsms |||
H i E . A . ' " E
[ BxmEE ) i v v |
: 81 P _ ) (. _ :
; . B BEE HiET e EEEET

[ m=Es ) i dik ‘ |
! == . v v :
: e — A : ' o s :
: J | LEE pEss pEss || |
L mErmy ) | UESTRY )| L )|
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B 3.0 AR AT A SRR i
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313 HARTAREFTIAL A A

AR EEN EAAE D FEHL AT B ANEINI AL E R P A
FPRE B E M2 s R AT L R Pz |_E'-P§*l3? BMAZ FLEArEAAFoLE
BENFE 5 AT BN LEID PRk GonE P AGRA S 1A R
Ta 3t h 7 5 Lh(Extend TPB) | i& 7 03] B3 » 4734 & & L # & 7 R340

HAGE w2 BEFF o Fel BRI E A3 2 WP Aefs o

3L1A g Mm% 8 B
31113#%# £ ™% (TPB)

M2t 4 7 5 % (TPB) | & Ajzen (1991)12 T 3@ 4 {7 4 32 2 (Theory of
Reasoned Action, TRA) | & A #_> % Tipd SN, TER (ATT), = %
ok T 7 5 4] (PBO) #e » em 2 47 o 30 TPB LAY T 43
sReBD), LB AHEPFFS PO E LR > §X IR LD i B
(ATT) <7 2 B (SN) | 12 T 7 5 5 FI(PBC) , 236 o 2 ¢ T3 i

(SN) g A EF BB H LA LR LIt g B4 > 8§ 1A &

>

4y

FHELG LS A HNE T RFRERLT Y LR IR

~=

TREARATT) 247 A @Y HIFIF L E5/7 59783 9§ > wwE 7
FEORE AT G Z ) e emmh T 75 FI(PBO) Bl Edn - B AR
e FF RIEFIEF DT IR Pt 4 & & PR S (Ajzen & Madden, 1986) -

Flgt o ATE R AR R T A R T A EGE

Hit 14 SN) B o @54 dmgss fAog 754+ (BD-
Hx: fi i (ATT) &% B354 4 BESD A S » 75 L9 BD)-

Hs: % 7 2474 (PBC) & o B8 L § HEF AAF* 724+ BD-
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3112 W 3+4 7 5 2% (Extend TPB)

pa M3 7 Am%B(TPB), = BB > Ay » F A REA S
FHh2 T AP R4S EA(TPB) 7 L 4 49 E 2 345> Ajzen(1991)
LR ﬂ!",ﬁ? RILHBA ERS TR LG REA L e r i fp g 2 iR
S AT ANEE L YRS R RV R P AR R 7
PN Yol HFE { %7 B3 P %485 (Greaves et al., 2013; Wang
etal.,2015) » Tzt 3+ 4 7 5 3% (Extend TPB) | 3] © F]#* » 2575 5 3F
ﬁ%%ﬁ%%%ﬁﬁmﬂﬁ%%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%&ﬁﬁmWahﬂ%%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ
AL BanipI B gk T3 E 75 EG(TPB) ) 2 A Ak et > ¥ ¢
RO 4 A X FET IR B A 2 "4 5 * (perceived usefulness, PU) | %
a4 Bt~ 2 7 (perceived tree benefits, PTB) | & 38 *}#5 E2t & 1 f# A

Pk AR R THES LB, FE -

3113 4£} * $(PU)

AL P RPU) A B AR FATIT R ET L e T
- i BEA s B B s P F o 854 (Davis et al., 1989; Yen et
al.,2017) > 11387 S W ATAA T g™ A & b4e ik A (relaxation)
¥ % (recreation) ~ $& = 2 F 5 F (living quality) 4 % 3 4c p4 & i (& (property value)
% (Balram & Dragicevié¢, 2005; Wan et al., 2018) -

w2 AT Tt BPU) EBR A2 TEZAeBD, B
BEFAM G- BAER TS G Y BPU) ) AR 6
HT {7 4 R+ (BI) (Balram & Dragicevi¢, 2005 ; Wan et al., 2018; Yen et al., 2017)
o larff g * PU), 7 BB AT THERATT),, * 3 7 45
BTt r BPU) TR ARATT) ) £ F 2w el 2 2 TR (ATT) ) ¢

i T * PU), "7 5 & w B, o8 (Altawallbeh er al., 2015;
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Chuang et al., 2016; Ignacio et al. 2019; Jahangir & Begum, 2008; Yen et al., 2017)°
R PR FET RS AT EE T T4 * BPU) & LT 58 5 B
RPN AR IGUNEST RS E RS TP

P TERRPBD L BEE RS A e TR (ATT) | -

Huat 5o % 2 (PU) 2o 52 B0 4% * 75 4% (BD:

Hap: +o 3 % 12 (PU) B o 554 o 400 A 3 ¥ il & (ATT) «

3.1.1.4 5% #A 2 ¥ (PTB)

Taedf phonE (PTB) ) Aty % B 480 A 40 kehi B4 f K RAE
L E ARJAT 0 4otE A % % (Tan et al., 2016; Bowler et al., 2010) % x4z =
§ 1“4 (Cohenetal.,2014; Jim & Chen, 20062) % " 4 i% »x & (climate benefits) | ~
B0 7 F 7 24 ((Jim & Chen, 2008) % w5 = 4 (Madureira ef al., 2015)% " % 5
& B 2% & (environmental quality benefits) ;~ & § &% 2 it & & 1 2 k@ # i (Tu
etal.,2016;Yenetal.,2017)" ¥ 5 22 ix 78 22 ¥ (educational and leisure benefits) |
iy B e i+ § (Hladnik & Pirnat, 2011; Seburanga et al., 2014)en T £ & ¢
# # 7z & (aesthetics and landscape benefits) ;> 14 % &= 7 #+ & # & (Jim & Chen,
2006b; Lin et al., 2013) 47 T 5 7#»% 5 (economic benefits) | %

TR AZREFEEANSE > PR AR A EE RME 2N FEER
o ARt F oty € 3 “7£ R (Avolio et al., 2015; Camacho-Cervantes
et al.,2014; Jim & Chen, 2006a; Schroeder et al., 2006) » & T i ¥ & 38 3T F 7%
AR AR A RE L F e TERATT) ) B v % b o5
(Coley et al., 1997; Giles-Corti et al., 2005) > [ pFs € B8 $30 & fg & T A
* 5 B s B L ¥ & (Ostoié et al., 2017; Nesbitt ef al., 2017) > & % X ?kié’d—“v?"ﬁfi

BRA T kaveF AR g o 2 A L g 75 & % (BD 4 4% (Coder,
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1996; Dwyer et al., 2002; Lohr et al., 2004) -
FIp > AFT T EEACR B R 0T A0A O R £ A T T
A E (PTB) jnseds§ o g 1 o B0 & H W39 #4 3 # 17 5 4% (BD)

g Lo R AR A fl R (ATT) -

Hso: o A scy (PTB) Lo L o s A F* 55 4% (BD-

Hso: s #4205 (PTB) & » § 84 o 4575 k¥ il & (ATT) -

3.1.15 7% B&

Bis o Rypmat A K ATy 2 T 4 7 5 3% (Extend TPB) |
BRR AR 320 B WA A TAEL 0 F FOEN F R T
75 2Wm(TPB), #icdl2 A BARF(SN) T i R (ATT) o~ T 498 7 5 424
(PBC), 2 MTF2de@B) > M2 a2z 1 h TG * 11(PU)
2 Taof koo (PTB) 0 Ssh B H% ¢ 7 = RT3 Bsa- 7 BR

Hi ~ H> ~ H3 ~ Hsa ~ Hap ~ Hsa ~ Hsp ©

23

doi:10.6342/NTU202401467



MEFRMT
(PU)

(PTB)

B 3.2 &=

BRI M=

T2

TERE
(SN)

STETTAIER (TPB)

MEBTHER
(PBC)

% 7 % 7 3% (Extend TPB) B3k -3
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312 B ¥x3
AETREE LS G AN B - SRR R P F AR A s g o d
4«:'91—};«?;!33&:4?‘2'_@ &F&ﬁgﬁ'mﬁf}‘*\%ﬁ%ﬁj‘ﬁuﬁ}tﬁ“\@ﬁﬁk‘ 1%1—;}\,_@]

PR AL E AT G ARMT AT AT R aF S TR 2

Ti\4
Py

Flge s ~T* SFSR A N2 Tg*ph  ERPREFAE; &=
A AL RN BARE B AL e d MR E SR LT R S &
LR AR A TR 2 0t SR AT /,% ERT e E SRR
itz cTRERR CTREAFBELERS ) 2 TRERBIF, 22X 20
BrF2 ERAR OMEVRES2 TEEESRERE CTRATNE, 2 TH
HAGFE ) F I0ARFPIEAEERRE > FwRp 2 57 élﬁ‘%ﬂﬁrr’& 3.1 A3 R
R TEELEFAE NI EA72F 2 ER G EE) 44 7Tz T4
AVELZ(BE) d X HRAREIRANTHD P BFREE F =00 5 A8
T haE 34 7 5 A A (Extend TPB) 4p B B 38> H ¢ T3+ 4 7 5 123(TPB) |
Poo 2t TR AR(ATT) )~ 2 2= (SN) M4 7 5 5241(PBO), 2 T 17 3 &
(B, ¥ 4 S AL IE BT ML 2T A ERT (Ajzen, 1991, Lopez-
Mosquera et al., 2014, Wan & Shen, 2015, Yen et al., 2017, Zhang et al., 2007) - @ *
Fg v~ 203 WA A T3 * B (PU), 2 B3 2 p Balram &
Dragicevi¢ (2005) % Wan & Shen (2015) » " &4 #+4 »c # (PTB) | #:zp Jim &
Chen (2006a) ~ Schroeder ef al. (2006)% Wan & Shen (2015) o &84 7= i * 7 2L
BAEFRA -1 AAAF AR R AAFHENE TAFAFRA 0 23
FRAR AR TIHD P RTEE B b iR AR F - HF
PlAcliw] ~ BB KT ERE o
PR k3830 2019 & 3 7 304 g b Bl (7 B 0 Bt w e 50
BIF S T e g TEEFR P A4 R LR L IV R T
RIS S
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Z 3.1 AR B R AT

AN LA

P

53

P F Ty
s 5

B

g R

REER

EilL T F

RE SR

VN

FE R R R
Bk A
FEIE 58 %
e i

‘i PELE
KRBT R
FEE D R g
L3t A A&

:?:(—’;T IF Hb

(83 E

HAART RSB
5?@—‘.’{%

_,_/;‘ﬁ T 5

JF'K"“ b 18
FER RS
FEHEFREFAL 2
Fﬁimj’ A 1Y

B EARA
ERBBILER
B E AR
VoA id > i AT

;}g&@ A f—?gg
BEFTEY

l’“nﬁ % “‘L*CJ? E S

C,E

A, CE
B,C,D,E
B,C,D

A, C,EF
C,D,F
A,B,C,D,E
A, CE

A, CE

C,E

B,F

A, B,C,D,E
A, C

A, CF

C,E

C,E

C,E,F
B,D,F

D,F
A,C,EF

B,C,D,F
B,C,F
B,C,F
B,F
B,C,F
D, F
B,D,F
B,D,F
C,D
B,C,D,F

T @ A: Dwyer et al. (1992), B: Gorman (2004), C: Jim & Chen (2006a), D: Lohr et al. (2004), E: Roy et
al. (2012), F: Schroeder et al. (2006)
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313N WRE 2
AFPIUEFFREAGPFIHEFHNHREIFPEALTE > g A4 D

(25°2'N, 121°33' E) 4% £ 271.8 T3 22 » A v 5260 § £ > £ 45 #H* ¥

AR 2B EFE FERMREL I 2 - > P E N P I QB S F LR

BH e A Fofy 2 2020) 0 AR R ¥ 2 BT S BRI ATR -

FAPENL - HEFREB AN NG BT BT SR KA
MEFEALLPREEDLE > L2 27 R F RN RO g

7 A(Neuman,2013) » @ A X B 51 B4 G4 AL A5 2 Ak FRL 5
MEEARE EEF S NGB FoNAERE IS GUAENR LB AR L%

% Bernath & Roschewitz (2008):* & 3h L & L+ % XA W2 MEF L7 » 12 18
ITSAZAAT ARG A MR PR AR B 95% G ok o
(confidence level)% & f 5%3¢ % 3% 4 (confidence interval)2. i i = #7F & -] & &
#c i 384 »(Thompson,2002) A m % #RF R L 3 N (73 5 wieF v o X
£ 10%-15% (B 2= > 2001) > ]t A2 7 R3[4 B~ 3,000 & 2 F 5P L EF 4K
Ao FAAPFINE P HE2 183 75 AN LR ARER mA M
LA R A T B G(N 0 2019) 4 fedd e B OUSERS RS N u Y
3,000 2B X ERF S G > BP0 L SR WP w I - HA 2019 £ 4 7 FiEo

R oA E%Ig%‘? °

>‘L\
*ﬂk-

LA FHAY

AR IR w s FREHE EFTIT AT AT 7 LERFS
TP 2 e A AT S 2] M E R ARZ P RS AT {1 Bl
AT R R T E B R AL T R e Bl R P R R o R AT A
B A F]F o 341 B 4k A& t & €(Independent t-test)2 % £ #Hcs 17 (analysis of

variance, ANOVA) % > 4 17 7 | X 33 o FHL$0 905 b s f 2 R AL F] % 2 | =
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A8 o417 b T B4 AR HCA (PLS-SEM)A 45 257 5 R 2t 31 &

7 A H B 0 § M PLS-SEM 2 3im A 47 % 4 3 4ofh -

3.1.4.1 PLS-SEM 4 457 42

SFH S AHCA(SEM)AL* *r Rl 2 & 5 % BRI £ 8 P (measurement items) £
1 & (construct) 2. B ehsuz B % (Chin, 1998; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989) » 4 # 3
# * PLS-SEM it {7 &4 47 » PLS-SEM H_i% i — & 7| e4c jE 3% Ep: AR TR A
T F 8 SRl B & (Hairet al.,, 2017) - PLS-SEM 4 & 7 % 33 (730 R) 4 47
2 ¥ % (Chin et al., 2016) » ® PLS-SEM ¥ |32 % chgf B 11 % 298 % B
T AgRiEeniiit 22 (Hairetal ,2017) o o »2 2875 5 adFid 8 Bt &
RS MR F 275 4w (B Fletif & @ PLS-SEM it 7 4 47 -

AF % & * Smart PLS 3.0 #x %8 (Ringle ez al., 2015)i& 7 T A 4711 2 = 3
B 0 ® % PLS-SEM A A 2 2 BHZ - g A - H A ERE
#-A] (Measurement model) > "2 305 p] & 38 P >33t b 20 i & (reliability) 22 > B
(validity) - % = # & 3= S H#-3] (Structural model) ® & 77 B3k 2 B 1% 2 i3t

kg 3 |4+ % (Sarstedt et al., 2017) -

3.1.4.2 ;¢ £ #-3] (Measurement model):% =

B L AVEHRI R 03] 2 22 4 1 & (construct reliability) £ 22 & (validity)ig {7 3%
5 » @ % 4p 1% 13 & (indicator reliability) ~ i & 3 /& (composite reliability, CR) »
& »x & (convergent validity) 2 % %|#% & (discriminant validity) % (Hair et al., 2017) >
LA Ip iR R F R AT
(1)45 ¥ % /& (indicator reliability) 45 #°3] ¥ 2 S B A RF 2 L4 F1F {7
£ (factor loading) & > 0.5 (Hulland, 1999) -
(2) & B8 2. 2 & 5 R (composite reliability, CR) & > 0.6 (Hair et al. 2017) °

G)cR & xR A LS 2 T 35% R P £ (average variance extracted, AVE)
28
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& >0.5 & F* g (Fornell & Larcker, 1981)> % 7+ 2 ¥ j2# 50% 4 | dp#h2 % 2
© & % Bt 38 2. Cronbach’s alpha & & > 0.7 (Hair et al., 2013)% 71 & 5 p 8
— 3k |4 (internal consistency reliability) °

(4) % %] »x & (discriminant validity) % *2 Fornell-Lacker’s # B'|(Fornell-Lacker’s
criterion) > M A ¢ L BEA R 2 THKRERHEFFE(AVE)T 2 1R < LA
RAEHA Y B AR 2 4 M fhli(Fornell & Larcker, 1981) » 4 7 & # 4

ZBEG PADLIE o

3.1.4.3 B # #-3|(Structural model)3* =

RERERIFRE TV - BB EETE S 70 SR
(collinearity)~ # /3. 1% #c kg ¥ 1+ ¥ % (t-value)~ ¥| i 8k (R?)% §: 8»2% (f) (Hair
et al, 2017) o 7 G H A = S L & 3PPk F]+ (variance inflation
factor, VIF)i& (7 ¥ 5% » % VIF =5 % 7 3] ¥ & 3 &‘}’Eﬁn’lﬁ”ﬁ}gk'ﬁ_&“ 42 (Hair et
al., 2012) - PLS-SEM /& T iz B ¥ 26 T304 > SR 2 A 2 JfF
% (bootstrap process)it {7 > — &I * F 7 A E 2 R A EPR B N ERTE
41000 23 $ * (sub-samples) ™! 3+ § t-value(Chin, 1998) « & B # =g H
A2 4 384 R 5 78 P F1HE & (endogenous construct)2. B 7 4k f2 §F 0
B A 0l o BARE S A RE A ARF 0 - A2 R® @0 0.19-0.33 & 2T
4 ~0.33-0.67 & ¢ 284 > 2 20.67 5 &3 B B2 4 (Sarstedt et al., 2017) -
B f i TR AH TR FIEAZ B (TH R 2P § L%

0.02-0.15 f- 3 /| %% »0.15-0.35 4 % © »% »=0.35 £ % % »% (Cohen, 1988):
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3.2 8% AHA 2RI E R VTR

ER N %’K‘r‘* BEATH k2 4B AR ERBICT M AT % i-Tree
Ecoi 74 A7 €& BAfz 4 i IR0 E A7 1P L 245205 P @ 5 TRiE s
&&%Ju&riiﬁ%ﬁﬁjﬁzﬁiﬂﬁ%iﬁﬁmwm%ﬁ;’3éwwp
7 ¥ @ * i-Tree Eco » 17 2. “’fi’ri #F* 3z & (Aguaron & McPherson, 2012; Rogers et al.,
2015; Steenberg et al., 2023) » T 7| &-¥Fi¢ * i-Tree Eco i 7 A 4597 F 2. T 4438 B U

B E A WP o

321 A#xFH

# % i-TreeEco:2 T A7 > F A FE2 P IRATAAZ A AFEFTHL

PAETRAREM T ZRMEATHEFLERAGFETE o d 30— Baw

B2 RLATHEAE RS o Tt Ap B £ AR e (7 i-Tree Eco 4 17/ § £4 5 EcE
5 2 fiHfEie (7 & 47 > b]4r Seed Consulting Services (2016)2% & ;£ Unley # 2_
Hrc s B TES I8 F 5L 5 T0%HE 2 B e 7 4 47 o

PR E A BRBE A TR 2 E AL 2 A FE T 2B RE E2 Bg
£3 988 Ftho Mt fheas F S5 I35 BHE 12 d AP R
BHEAER S U H - B BB RS RN B E B S B S B
(Ficus microcarpa) > & & # % B 14% > B X ik B 5 30 ¥ (Bischofia javanica) it
11% ~ #-AH Cinnamomum camphora) it 10% ~ 1 % (Liquidambar formosana) it 8%
3 5 %S Hf(Koelreuteria elegans) it 8% » # M L #icg o 52 fifa e b 4 4
BRI 50%0 F oo @R S A B o B AE 2 BB 300 5% T
BERL L 61 10 tABRE S F K (Melaleuca leucadendra) it 5% ~ 2. 4% B
(Alstonia scholaris) it 5% ~ | ¥ {f i= (Terminalia mantaly) ¥ 3% ~ ~ =% fic
(Lagerstroemia flos-reginae)it 3% > 11 2 -k g (Millettia pinnata)it 2% > 3,3+
T 10 2 e b4 A Bl 69% 0 FlRt A Y T g w10 L2 A
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3000 Bk MR A2 9T R TS 2 B & i Tree Eeo fE 42 FAMA

LBHEECE 2 A TR AT 4R 32

232 A4 B D 10 £ REAMA AT (445 5 2020)

DBH (cm) H (m)
BHE N (%)

Mean SD Range Mean SD Range
¥ At 12,357 (14%)  39.8 182 3-190 9.8 39  0.5-30.5
e E 9,513 (11%)  27.5 129  2-95 83 34  0.7-239
% 8,363 (10%) 316 145 1-100 9.6 35  2.0-27.4
A 7,030 (8%) 215 132 2-96 83 39 15266

+ B8 AT 6,696 (8%) 230 95  2-82 75 23 1.5-20
v+ K 4,847 (5%) 39.0 160 2-138 102 38  1.2-27.8
2 ¥ Mt 4,450 (5%) 394 141 4-120 101 3.4 0.5-26

TERE 2,842 (3%) 278 104 4-67 102 33  1.9-223

ARy 2,344 (3%) 178 86  3-80 62 22 1.77-185
k3w A 2,137 (2%) 204 68  3-66 66 1.8 05185

xR LY 13m 3R R 03m s

3.2.2 M5 i
AT ™ i-Tree Eco 6.0.34 % & 4148 > 274 47 5 10 « B2 T
Ao A TR F AR R 2ARE R ATIEE S A @ % i-TreeEco &3

AT AR Bl 3.3 0 & B URARZ PN OFRP A0S o

BT Z#1Ti-Tree LRIDE A SRR
BIRE R Eco % B 3 E

B 3.3 i-Tree Eco A 1742
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BAEHPEA L RESHAEFTHRLE > uE 2 B kAT
ZAATH A FTHEEARNFIOORES A ISR TR

THREAEFFSEMA G EEELHETRBAE S0

AR R O
ZAESTH A FTHRAE ST LERE S T R % -Tree Eco #i#Y
E2 AR R kB E RRETEEZTAE I ZAANT R ONE AL A E A

ATARETE FLAAEP EARTR

Bt e A2 PARATAA T A B =2 A TR T2 i-Tree
oo b % ¥ i3 t i etk (6% 0 4 WP T HE RS Tr 41 55

AL P @3 i-Tree Eco 4 ®PRBR (T LB »cFf 3L 7% A7 1 & @?J/\ 10

BB 60,578 tRbitA S & Fauie 7 A 45 o

AATER R BT

G AT EE 2 N tE > T B o7 538 i-Tree Eco #4818 (7 4 47 &
TR v i-TreeEcof iz % M F o 7 iR xS 2 LR E R
002 G RRFAD KR EDHE - A REFREFTNE AP

LkPhap b A 458 % i 7 s R ¥ o
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334 H MR HE R NE F 2 TR

ARG M R AR L BT 2 X B3R > 1945 IPCC (2006)2 43
EOR A HARAHA L E R LB EPE R 2§ & T4 A A AT
A IRER S 3 L G B HAENEL E R AL ITE w2 g
B ARG R SR AL E R TR ARG E R A A Ra b

BB ZRMTIE T F A1 ERFEHHFENE 2 RIEFE TS AT

b

BB ¥ 24 L2 IEE WM R A SHEL ARG -

331 B AM 2

BARARARERDIIL > G VAP E 2 3R A ML 0 B
LR imER RSP R TR E A AP R  A A lid & 4310
2 50 tx(McHale et al., 2009; McPherson et al., 2016; Pillsbury et al., 1998; Yoon et
al.,2013) > FIPt AR T RPN E A PR FA KR ITE AL AP A
HFAL A Sem &1 R A 3 AP EAHE W (T2 T A T BlAc B 34 -
HHED B2 HE AL 3 L BEAY L3 5 2-4 ik A & AHEA B4 4R 40
R AEFAE o

AEEBAZRATALS S FRATERFEREF L FEERI2ZHKA A

FAG L S P 48 thit A A AHEA BB 120 AR TR A ITE .
e FA R ERAGHHEP-RAEF I DA TE FARLTE L RREA
AT RN A RATE A TR A H - B o £ T L R
GG AR 0 MAEE R A A R ARRITE o
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e
IR

Bl 3.4 4407 357 ~ AR G 2 s

332 HAB
3321HFHEN A i
i = B AR S A SR E L EEHAE TR T

40

fat ez o fe 2 BN a2 k5Bt A NP ¥ Bk ¢ R0 P2 B
AOFIREAE X EZEAREEFERA L TR DG BE

% | & (Pillsbury et al., 1998) 12 3+ & & ¥ (LIDAR, Light Detection And Ranging)
% :2 7] £ (Lefsky & McHale, 2008; Hildebrandt & Lost, 2012; Vonderach et al.,
2012; Wueral,2013) > L&A HAHE 2 HffstE s o

e ARl R G R A T R RS LR A2 BT
(point cloud) F#L » & * 2 k£ % F 5 Focus3D S120 (FARO Technologies, Inc.,
USA)T 84 ik > HRIZ B 5 0.6 m-120m - RIEEEZ & 22 mm © %3 By iR
PR AT RAR AL RESBEAEET e R E DY 3 B 2
ek TR FABARTIRIHERAER P FHPERIR S ) 1

FrH B EARARE L R RE L ARSI E R E 2 R 2 B
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%

Sl o LA gL Z 3L g2 i # (Riscan Pro, RIEGL, Austria) > *4% 0.5m i&

W
“vm

FAR T LR TR PR A HRE AR B AL L HAE S E A

F* Smalian 23 E AR E A B Mo (G) 0 R Rk AL A iR

(Vtrunk) °
- (Aj+4i+1) (An-1)
V= [Z?:f Li—— = ] + [Lz — - ] 4)
EIVEIMF  AGEAZE R o LiibiaEL L ifHiEE
3322H#HFHER

AN E - B hy H R (9 D)E BRI S A

-

7% (McHale et al., 2009; Pillsbury et al., 1998; Schumacher, 1933; Yoon et al., 2013)
S u4eR(5)% S (6)0 @ BEAK IS AL T 2 % S AR 2 AR EE M 5

e 5B 2 BN - AT B {452 425 % % (Pillsbury ef al., 1998) > 7 ¥ 4%

AN HRBEF FEREYE T 2 %14 (Sanders, 1984; Yoon et al., 2013)
fod SSHEE TR - G AR AR HRT FEEAREE R NS
v FIRINA B R TE T ERE IR AT E AN AR R

Mo AP A NERE 2L
V1=a><Db (5)

V2 =axD"xH¢ (6)
VLG EREHHS V2 L EREHHS D FNFEL o HAHE cacbc B S

BOfRAPFLEZZ MM ZIERIN A AP IS 4 (Root Mean
Square Error, RMSE) % T 35% 45 4t 3% 4 (Mean Absolute Percentage Error,
MAPE):E (7 35 1 4o (7) 2 5(8)7 & RMSE 4%-] 1% % 2% B0 5% 2 F0 ] 7 A2 AR £ -
m MAPE 2_ fgiplit 4 ¥ & 4 BIF % & 5 5 & E(<10%) ~ ® 2(10%~19%)
£ 18(2096~499)% 7 I ££(=5096)(Lewis, 1982) «

35

doi:10.6342/NTU202401467



RMﬂzjm;mrdwz 1

n

bt
MAPE = TL x 100 (3

HOAGRZEOFIRGEE n FAdk

33234 FHAARE SRk

P BN AR BT TR E R AR MR LR R Y HRah A (1997)2 k2
€% HAERN (I AP % 52016 ~ Wangeral.,2013) » i * 44 4% 3% Sk e 5 -
Fl4a88 > 1% BA2 998 %o Rk A% > £ 27 FRg3latA kit T390
0.45 153+ B A L e H 40N (9) o 2t *h o Ap b A5 P AR B2 T T (Fh K
A E 2014 EREE 2019 FR L K 2017 HEF 0 2016)0 B 531 Rk

Wi~ B EE(1986) 44 B — B EHPE 2 2 1A N 4o (10) -

Vrrs=D? x 0.79 x H x 0.45 o
Vio=0.0000862 x D!8742 x 08671 (10)
D 5998 3 /S(cm) > H 5 48 (m) > 045 5 T 5758k

Flet o FHEIGHARENA > R AFTE 2 2 BRELFHFD
(V2trunk) > HRA% B 38 % 4% 55 (Vees) 1 2 e 2% ~ 05 B 15(1996)2 — 4 A
(Vi) » & » 2473 sty A T 2NF L E9MF T &
Fovmirmy &ﬁ*ﬁﬁi%ﬁ%ﬁ& ZodeE AR R R 2 2

ARHAREERE  BF T ARG F B2 L
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333%Es EEA S

3331343

AT AR AD AE 13 2% 2 E S RTF 2R AIERN

FPEANEAEE R I AP AFEN 2020 £ 4 Figf7 o L3 2022 £ 4 £
BFE 2

AR ’;fﬁ-d 2 XA AR TEN T2 E T304 L F oG EN

AP LI E RS EER

N
|

}\_

HEDBGFE b d AR ERISE

RIRIE > SFAEREIAZTEREERPR U EKFPT IR 8

NHREL - BN AR AT N A FE ) LSRR B e E

AnH o R ZELG TP AA N FREFF LA RAARL KL

R AT TR S F AR Rd 13 2 S £ 2 o (R 35) 0 FEd A AP

R AR RIEER TR R AEER TSR ECE RS > RS2 FRE
3 AR2ZFA ﬁﬁT*%’«‘%E‘_é‘_%“ PEETE G ME 22 L e Flpe

Y A 58T r e 32 LT P AR 2022) 0 F) AR
TEBRFE L HRAZNEARE o
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33329t & F R

k4
Gl E”

FUPR 2 TR AN EA LSS > 12020 #2592 plE 8% A Y
Bk A Z A TARE A E FAoN (1) 0 T & iR A 20 2020 E BT 29 S AR 4

s F::

£ %% > 1% H % #c;" (Pommerening and Muszta, 2015; #1485z > 2022)
AR A £ W ReN(12) 0 B A LD AT AR A R

At L EGRY o

RGr= P2~ PD 1 (11)
2 D1
RGR =a xD1° (12)
L P RGR G ApHHAR ST L & 5 E £

» D1 % 2020 Ep| BB B iS(cm) > D2 % 2022 £ R R BT
(cm) > a~b & #5" Sdc

334mEE 2L

33413 K a5¢

{95 IPCC (2006)2 B 2 5% > ik 2 BB 7 P~ 2 4 S H A2 298

i GEGE R F AR T R (Cree) B * L 32 H A (Viunk) 18 1735 8 438 (13)

AR GRS BE BB 4T AR AT fIY AL L AR
F (Vounk) 38 7 LEF HfE 7 B o

B B (ACkee)T0A 20 >0 A A B S  AFTEEN 2 G B ARIE

FIrTiEm R 2 G FH Bl dEd PR & EAHEZ AR £ 5
Ul—i%/)':’\’z-J %ﬁﬂ )J_ﬂ'f r*}\ﬁfi ‘&*ZL%% 4 F'—;E‘_(A\/trunk)’”)’L -&ﬁ‘[\")‘ ‘E‘_o
FARERY 3B RABL L AT AL ETHE A A AR 2N

EAPSA LS R | B2 A EENETH L HAYETRLE

SRR
EFERF » A 222 3385 Vo) TF
3 (14) -

PEIEZIFGHBLE R4
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Ciee = Virunk X BD x BEF x (14R) x CF
ACiee =

350 Cree A E’iﬁ‘ﬁ 7 _E_ » ACiee » TR 3 —E_

AVirunk X BD % BEF % (1+R) x CF

* Viunk # _Lﬁ;”Hf% » AViunk % _-'-ﬁ,‘?"’Hf%i =

(13)
(14)

(s
o)
W)
Wi
e

#HAM%RE BEF A2 EHEGE R IPTVEWY CF 27 #

3342 @ BE

AT HY BT ERR B LI Riite T

P hek 330 kPpd

BHEA BIP 4efs o F L3572 RAAH %R (BD)A A 5 £ (CPB ¥ 1k =

%(2002) 444 8 A& B E A2
EHE
EXCEE g s STEE S

HAtz A#H A% R BD)Z2 R Z
B A uh 037 2 0470 4 3 R4 B % #(BEF)2 {9

B3 A2 SR A R

ie¥ AR

“ #(BEF)% 19 5 (R)PI# * 7 ctatk

F% o4 H 5 0065 % 046780 24 F

B Q2L AR

P e AW 140 2 0.24 -

B (CP)# * 48 = % (2002)4- %+ £ 4 2

(R 3 24 8 L 1EQ2010)1 £ A AHT AN &2 BAT RS 2 2

#ciE o~ W5 1.34 2 0407 ©

WAL AHAMHRMBD)Z 2+ L HE
F Q021445 A A B E A2 AR M < fr GHR T 0 &

140> 435 (R)Z AL 3

R % &

B 5 0.216 2 0.488 -

% #c(BEF)$# * (Tl lk B RFE

&P o A w5 0.56 %

Z(CHF* R *(2009)£ 54 L+ FHAF L 12

4 033 AFEF R LT iR
ARAN TR A EHE G g BE 2
(BD) (BEF) R) (CF)
ie¥ 0.65 1.40 0.240 0.4678
AT 0.37 1.34 0.407 0.4700
4 0.56 1.40 0.216 0.4880
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Fri BRAUG

v

AERBEAATRFA L2 A0 0 B - A LA RO R A A o Suse
AEREFLLTAAEE P RAATEA FARMR AN BEFL LS
BAlR % 0 % 234 541 i-Tree Eco i 74 4% #icg # 10 2 a2 st 5 2 =
BEZFFRBGFRET RS R R AT 3 BE LT AR S B
AL REGEBRTEDR AL E R E R kL REFLHENE MR

N A ERNANEREGEIRGEYEREE .

A1 HARTRFEFZA PR E

FALAFELRERAAYRET ) AL Ew e 445 R E S wieF
14.8% > #%mzﬁé%uﬁ4ﬁ4ﬁ&é£ﬁ§?ﬁﬁ’4iw%ﬁﬁgm%o
b DA EFTRARE T FEFE 2 PLS-SEM A 470 A £
Hairetal. (2011)i3% » * »* PLS-SEM 4 472 B[ $ 2B/l 5 A7 7 Bk )Y 2 &
dpre ERAMEEE 2 105 APy ERZ RRAMNBEL ST B(R 3.2)
Flpt B 2 ABE PR T0 B AR ¥ R* G*Power 3.1 $048(Faul et
al.,2007) > ;ﬁd g % K (o) ~ 2% F (effect size, )11 % B+ 2 (R %0 B F B S Ec
% (number of predictors, np) » 4 7 su2t ¥ = A7 F $k » #ic(Akter ef al., 2011; Cohen,
1988; Faul et al., 2007) » 53-8 27 5 2 & 2 £ 5 138 »(a=0.05; *=0.15;
np =5) H ¢ stk (effect size) 0.15 2 7 HFIF L7 R TP E-LB2 M a5
& (Cohen, 1988) > ¥ pt 3k & (effect size)7™ ¥ A& * iz 344 47 & #ci¢ * (Akter er
al., 2011; Wan & Shen, 2015; Wan et al., 2018) » F]}* A=t & #TIE (B 1k A # ¥ & &

PR RS SR RS S
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411 %3 % A2 FH

AXARLTFEAAMTREF A AL g A B2 G HA PR
AT g A w0k 55.8%Tr 44.2% 1 % 3 K E A T )L 35 1 44 Kt

B 5 16 239% B E 453 54 Fqe 55 3 64 Foo a u ik 20.6%F 20.0% 0 @ 18
I 24 pihR H B ik 5.8% ) RTARRIA C ALE - F P iy BN
B EE Y B B AR B E ek 58.1% et A ST B b 19.1%
& T§_“6.2%ﬁﬂ£;‘*—‘ﬁ§)ﬁé B P LT oo

AR AL RERADAINBFEET AL AT DA THRAR > A
THBLBFELNH A TR(E,T PR 2019) 2 I uF S AR
# % (Test of Goodness-of-Fit) A 47 & 78 A A {h &2 A v Flans vt 5 E_F 4p
- ROBEHTAFAAFHESITRE T BHAMI L EFLE B APy

BEL AP FHE LR ATR LR o F - AL

2041 P FRAATHE A D AP TR

o452l I ‘b—‘J—
5 1 (%) . 5 KA v
el (2=121p>0.05) EAFRE (12=990p>0.05)
7 442 47.1 1R 9.9 10.7
% 55.8 52.9 “E R 5.0 4.8
4 (12=1.46p>0.05) L E T 13.8 1.6
18-24 5.8 7.2 LR 7.1 8.6
2534 16.2 16.6 1 6.9 6.0
3544 23.9 22.6 R 12.4 10.8
45-54 20.6 19.9 SR 9.3 10.3
55-64 20.0 19.8 T 6.0 9.6
65-75 13.5 13.9 STIR S 8.8 7.7
TR (2=793,p > 0.05) ! 8.2 8.4
B 1.6 2.1 e 5.2 4.6
R 46 5.4 FET 7.4 7.1
3¢ () 16.6 211
LA A E 58.1 55.
A 19.1 162
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4.1.2 HFR 3 HHA 2 Fi

L7 HRIF AR PP LG A ek 42 F LR T

B0 G 924%NE K § b

DU SR R

TR 50.7% 0 2

.
X =7

‘”\

B i Ak 81.9%; ™ 7

it 27.7%% 28.2% ° X 3

6-10 =
LS FSEE T RS S A3

¥ A& W L Bl

Fpten A 7 (740 83. lﬂ)m;ﬁ"’?‘k Kol S

N EEE R NEE

f‘

*K‘ri HEA s ¢

v 5 At

LS5

it 22.8% ¥ ® 1w Zif‘;i_?dﬁiirﬁﬂ’) F) %%
5-10 ~ 48 > & 4

m S22 [F ik 68.9% 0 H = Gk

¢ OFME P FF 0 AWk 40.0%2 30.0% ;AN FHL R P RS G

71. 9%m<’*'*‘ A 0 B G kA

Rk 56.9% 11 % iE

ek b 42.8% o

342 %P X RIT pA2 pp
’ﬂ” JAAY AR
e %) e "o

T8 a] BRI FE A FAAAPEE ARRAERER
¢ 90241 144N 9.2
7 ‘g 7.6 1-3 &~ 48 15.1

EFE 7 2FS £F Bk o 3.5 248 27.7
¢ 83.1 510 246 28.2
3¢ 169 10 A48t 19.8

R DS A F (/) @ 2 FSR EGEE)
5=x147T 50.7 bR 2 [F 6.1
6-10 = 28 g 40.0
11-15 = 5.8 g A | 68.9
16-20 =% 7.9 C A ]| 30.0
20 =% 14 b 12.8 i 'A\lfl}iﬁﬁt.‘ﬂ(#ﬁﬁ)

T pER A Bl A £ 71.9
I;LRFfj' 81.9 FH 42.8
By H-T T 4.8 =3 56.9
e 33 FFh B 21.9

PO i 24.7
H 6.7
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RipraxAaer L4 7 X2 F TV RMIEA S E 50 L EF 0
Flodat? % F el R RET BT Bl A b sl § b R A
oo HEE VB LD FE R A A SR K (e v R AR 8 A enm A
TEE LSRR o KA BT H R 2RSS SRV IF R AR S g
WAL FSER 2 L HE S W LSR5 T (50.7%) 0 5 AR AR & Lt
AEEG M AFTEEIR AN D AIFSEE TF AT R LW
A B T(R 43) ST A 2B R F ) 4p M (Pearson R=-0.138,
p<0.05)> &7 F % 7o A= Pl pRAEL > L34 5 Ao o o R
7t e 5% (World Health Organization, WHO)# 3% » 387 S ¥ g & § 2407 2
Mo BB RGN TS AN PIEIERARE TP F %R (WHO» 2016) - #4
AAIALRENT 0 B%LFw LN Bl R T AZE S 24

Badtd B R FER g R ing /e

2043 X EFHLAFGHE S FHFEF S A4
SN T B R 2N

5=xm7F 6-10=x 11-15=% 16-20=x 20=x1*
1 & 48 p 2.9%! 2.6% 0.0% 0.9% 2.6%
1-3 & 45 6.5% 4.7% 0.9% 0.3% 2.6%
3-5 & 48 14.4% 5.3% 1.8% 2.1% 3.8%
5-10 %~ 45 16.1% 5.9% 2.1% 3.2% 2.1%
10 & 4502+ 10.6% 4.4% 1.2% 1.5% 1.8%

VA A AP M 8k R =-0.138 (p < 0.05)
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413 % 4P B AR koo F 81 R AR
4131 %5 ERPAR KL LT L
P A AR E e £ R BT ISEA B PR Aok 44
FrdFLrRi AP REL  d L FRSHER20FAD 5 TRRF
eFE B 2S5 kAR TERE F TR EE R T RSB 2 TR e
ARPERGERBARMAIED R E Ty ) 2 TH A EFR o T E

BEBF 2 ERB ML BISF AL THE 2 44 ’,E“//TT”J Medaory (M E

"HGERR U B F T IHERMHEEN S L ps B d i £ % ¥ whin
sHEA LR EELEL Do
rT‘yé ‘J’%/\;"K—ﬁ ﬁj’*‘% K e fe %\Egli ERL T ),ZIE' R F:\sff'lijﬂfév\"’k’

BREFHcR 450 FEAARE L TR ENAAREE  BET L F R KL
P25 3 LoEpAu: THATRA TR EeTELT 2RI, 12 Tk
HEREFALr p @A RMGT 3 L5 p A5 TRFERS 2 AR 195
2 I8 R AE2 TIaE A ,u%flﬁf,% K r:j}%ﬁ’%’ RRRE 2 B A4 A0 Heptoom
RRE Sy M T3 2 44 "r’;*%—‘h*f*‘*w AT 5 A4 RPRE AT A id B
EiER o
RHEDBESEFTIFR > S F 0D A S k2 2cg + FR5 4L %
AR AR S R AR S5 A BRE B AP M Y B R RPN A
PLF BRI AT R }gk Graga et al. (2018)3 JLAR #0303 A 4 K env it
PE 0 AR EARMAET L 2§ ST ¥ &REE S Olivero-Lora et al. (2020)
Bpdi A SAAHII A SEFMERE LG oA P G BALFF Lo
Camacho-Cervantes et al. (2014)3% & 3 3R » i@ & A 35 373 7 it § i3 30
AR AR AT o AP T L ke driE LR BAE S X PSR 3P k%G L
b enfith o Jeongeral (2023)3 AFMART A AL 5 EEHAF ke HBE Y
AT FEBBLE PR RAMARL R EE S E AT P
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B S E A RPN E IS 2 T o i B0 B i
VoAb g o R R AT 354 B Mt ¢ [ E (Avolio ef al., 2015; Jim & Chen,

2006a; Lohr er al., 2004) > &7 - 4@ T 387 X FEAHA SRR L Godo

4132 %% LS 8%

AL EHR AR E R AL ARBETF R AR AE R R
TR N EFLS T B A 11 Bk i 27 1 F B (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin, KMO) &
E + * 0.6(Kaiser, 1974) » 12 2 Bartlett % 7} # T_(Bartlett’ s Test of Sphericity) %_
TEIEFHUAA A THAT G &8 FF 4 17(Bartlett, 1951) o 5 % &
7T FW BEAPTE U E BPEEA L 2. KMO A 7.8 %385530 060 & % J;T;K—ri
BEA 2T E 20 09120 122 S8 gk 1P AT2 0.891 > ¥ ok ¥ 2 B 4T Bartlett )
BT EHDEREF TN AP R- B UFELIT2Z I AL ZREFFENIF
Prig* o $R2RFFHEME L L iE(eigenvalue)+ >t 1 LR B
BBl R b b gt b A IR BT E SR AT AR B0 £ 2 0T
% %18 Cronbach’s o HBEF G ALY » URSKEFIZFEXTTP 2 P F0- R
}£ > @ Cronbach’s o B - 335 403 0.8 L 3 2432 T & » F M3 0.6 B
% 77 7 P & B 72 & (Cronbach, 1951) o

P FIE AT SR > E T E P F TR A2 20 900 F £ & Pnie
EVHRBRN3BFE AFEEEEE 632% & FlE 2 % & Cronbach’s o &
B 08 1 o3 EEATE §okE ek 440 AT R A F RS E 3 okE
EEFE S LA L
1. Tigasg 1 AFZxe 2 53 %E  THEEL6424 FEL2PH

ii’—::ﬁ,,rgi?]%’ﬂ%iﬁ‘égrwﬁﬂﬂ:%i:%if’f;&:aﬁ‘é‘ﬁé ¢ 3

TER o TR F F T RF R CTREEEE TR T L E

TELERED S L2E o
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2. TUHMIBBWEF D AT 5 6TonE » TEA 5440 08 5 TR
sk TR EokE A STk NTR S ACGKER TR SRS 2
THAEFR L E A ATIRLMD S L P F MR £ RS R

3. TAREAGIM I ATAS §OMRE  FATOEA S804 0 ¢ §
T RERBLIE TRERGE BB E T ERE N TRES SR
LB TRAURERS M HTawn TEF R TEERE

mE Namory | %o

344 W HERoRE £ R B A B TIE A S

7 Ty gEy s ;j;g_ Cronzach’s ﬁif(i)ﬂ
FEae 642  0.750 0.895 23.4
B TF 6.54  0.875 1 0.870
By 5 6.53  0.862 2 0.817
R 637 1016 3 0.713
R 6.33  1.025 4 0.536
Az 6.33  1.005 4 0.611
MR R 544 1.160 0.874 21.4
FEFE 58 K 572 1.369 11 0.684
DR A 568  1.503 13 0.696
FE 5 B 557  1.381 16 0.657
e L Y 545  1.542 17 0.760
R R 542 1.422 18 0.713
H 4R 479  1.662 19 0.730
FRHEAE 580 0.970 0.849 17.4
BERET R 6.30  0.996 6 0.730
BRI p Rens g 626  1.045 7 0.765
FR TS 6.14  1.150 8 0.765
HEAFRELERR 6.12  1.165 9 0.415
#LARE RS 577 1376 10 0.709
KT 569 1348 12 0.699
EF LA 565  1.420 14 0.640
FEWE 558  1.395 15 0.767
Kby S E 469 1.780 20 0.507
:x 0 KMO =0.912 ; Barlett’s 3 = 5294.921 ; p < 0.001
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ﬁ%*?ﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁiﬁ&ﬁmﬁ’wﬁﬁﬁ#?ﬁ&mzﬁﬂ%’
RAAEY R £E 63.8% 0 & R 4% % Cronbach’s o &% i 0.8 12+ <2 3 F]

97 ZTRAEBPFLL4S T RLFE e SR S LA
1. BB ST AT E R 3R Bl THE L 3954 0 AFF
B 2P AP HAAERLPFL DA ¢ - REME LR
WASZ THEATNA 0 ME RS 3L TRERTRPEAZ 2, o

B S5z NZTELPERE ) £33 -

RAE C AR 6 5 TIERAE Fl R T A 3294 0 & § 4o
WAL T F R AT T g R SRR

TERBRESG TR FE 2 TR AR TR

2045 0 MR R BT B A 2 FE AT

% Cronbach’s f2fi% 2

5 B T EL PR e o £0%)
BB &R 3.95  1.509 0.880 25.7
g AL 440  1.841 1 0.804
BEEFPEFAZ Y 377 1735 3 0.845
FEEPERR 3.68  1.680 5 0.800
FrEMERH 329  1.282 0.825 38.1
LA SR 2R 3.92  1.858 2 0.692
zRMEST 373 1.779 4 0.660
Vi ig A 321 1.660 6 0.699
PR 3.16  1.662 7 0.727
EREHEIER 3.15  1.541 8 0.768
;A A 3.01  1.687 9 0.689
A~ E R R 285  1.584 10 0.780

:r : KMO = 0.891 ; Barlett’s %? = 2301.284 ; p < 0.001
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4133 &7 A BGRT A TE 8B MR
BELFHFEHT LMD R A2 F AR AR R T B R
;*—"z*j”“i B F FlRZER M2 IHBEL AN S5 2 om AT
2 BE BT memE s ot 4 A B ;;—‘%Jzﬁz AP 2 “’TS’H AA F2

FIaH

~m|s
e
o

hm)
\fm\\

AR a2 FlERA T A LRI LR E FE
R GF T ER e a2 Tatsy & Ty § ) Bocd - A g
Bfh A &L enEr G0 foAe P AT E S BEPT F i KB RIMAEAR S T A
FlEZERARRTRE o rFF R LR MRS - LA T A B g T
FoRBAIAEL G ALE 0% E TG G A o B B
KB FILURTR AT R TR GBI ) M2 TREEGp Rais g
ForFE APEREA . A T MR | PR R AR R R AR A AP HR
Mz 2xF FlF oA Rd 2 ABF R 2 e P SHATIEIER R RETE S B
TRk R TREGRE | EAEAT UEE R T KD Bk
FoRd PP 2 BALRE A 5 A TR TR E P MR
e BPER KRR R o

BEA g S DR AR B R 2 AL F R 2 BrE AR R MY B
"R SRR 2 TI0E A BT BE(T93.95) B p2 THATR
W srE- XPERATEFREDREAEAD > D R A gL B s e
FLRAAD o X FEMA T AT SRS TR AR B E

TR
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413487 ¥ %R B R

ERAEMT EAHMAEZFEREZ R 2L A RET A7 FR
%ﬂaiamﬁgiﬂk’ipi@—ﬁﬁﬂw“w%ﬂﬁ%%éﬁwﬁoﬁ
PELRUR BRI B H(1998)F £ 5E ¢ B T A RET R ARG B
DL T RBERTOLEAS Z2AFF NG TR EE U2 Tl RS
Aok e AR 23F o E FlE Y R E EARDE THER %ﬁJmﬁ
feltfrdk B fr 220 g o gt b SRR P AT RRT AR R RS 5 TR 2
feTHBEFELE ) 2HFF > AP W TRET 2 L RMRRE - FH
ATEAIEHEAT ARD A2 F E R FE AR

Jim & Chen (2006a)# & A& V5 % % Bt A 2 S0 4% B2 TR B 2y i

B#osxd m s 628 A i Nieg g ~THREST ~THRE#w THREge

PR TEAerE o THwHa > BARS Tieg i) 5 A RRE &
EENFE 0 f 54T § oS § LR ERE o

Schroeder et al. (2006)3% & = T3 E M2 »TF B2 R RE F) 2 B 70 R0 Ak
FIALEALA4ATFE ¢ 7 TR E T A0F 2 TExE28 84 T

B B e AR S BT REH TEARE ) 2 RTRG oo £

=

AR A 5 20 FF > A8 5 TR QERR  FlR ¢ 702 pad
R A A ES RS 2L RBWEP AL ¥ T - A T
Bl e 70 BB FORAR  BHIR R FE R A R A 2 R
AE RGO AL FiEApMocE R BT RAE LT A AR
Trrng @rxner2 T2 BaA gt FIRAP AT @ 4+ KA

FlidexRe "B AFE T AL PRED HELET £ o
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4135 % F £ 3 #HRT R

;@—ﬁﬁﬁzwz%aﬁ%ﬁ’ﬁ*ﬁ#w%iﬁéuaW%ﬁé%

REF AR A3 E TR T F G T SRR G [ 4
g g2t 2 2BRREFE TRESTAN 2 T2 2R )

A B A Fi%?*ﬁ#"ﬁi@ﬁ%ﬁi’ Gdn Tm] TReprT (74 2 T s
SHSE  EREPEABoEAtET 2 TER TRTRRE 2 TR
SFHEF | S P ETHE B 1F(ANOVA) » 4rE g% £ B & 2 Scheffe /2 i&
7 & t5 v (Posthoc) > 5 & SE 2 BFehi B o

AAE SRR R AT e 2 A TR A T F AR AL T A
zowE R EApiTan, T Eu] Ty RE 2 TRY SF%E | E 30

PLotna MR L suivd F LR A HAL Taas THMT FA B TR

Jf]‘ﬂ;ﬁ'—-y N 3;-*3}7]"}'5/\)]‘ BT H ge e %\rd]'% Pb?,i ﬂ ’ ;3-“9‘1/’:\“]1‘?“‘;];-3:'&?%\
46°F]i‘7}]\':'rr}‘!‘"JJ7» p,\;ff'l—’fz.‘&?-%‘ % i Kﬁ#ﬁﬂ\ﬁiﬁiruﬁ

MR B | (1=-2.417,p<0.05)2 T4 jE&ait &< it (t=-3.127,p<0.01) %]
Foow i TR ERPERAR T T o Bm S BTN A TR 2
BABRBSFTHUE Ky E~ L pM g 2 2R 83 7 14 > Graca et al.
(2018)4p Hi -+ 14 § 1 EARFRD Mt e i Ap BT
PR TRTARR FRTEIHEFLALL TSRS AN TE 2
BERA, (F=4.022,p<001) GF @i T 8T ) X2 REdw
myv%%a*?r%fu%%Jéérp;ﬁ&uiJcéﬁﬁ»(h%aammmn&ﬁ
BaAp R RIS R g o dpgot 4 (BERLeF L LRMA
AFE R T A FIRE R AR L X P A HAT A 2 2 AR

B ORREELE S FIE P AR RN AL R E B RS
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mEETRY SRS 2R3 aNEFLR 2R E iAo 2 T4 R
BAk g 2 it (t=2.110,p<0.05) " § j R * 2 X FER PR ER 2
oY ORI HFIRRY DFSHE BSAO)  RLNEER R G

&

PR ERAE LT R BRI P A g 2 SRk £ R PLRG -

2046 3 £ E A g BT IRT B A 2R AT T 0dE B R R
iR A B RRST  Frfag

B F iEe o 9F > 1 oL B ag
Hw (i) -1.802 -2.417* -3.127%* 0.006 -0.232
g 6.35 5.29 5.64 3.95 3.27
* 6.48 5.56 5.93 3.95 3.30
&8 (F ) 1.140 0.903 0.919 0.918 0.536
18-24 6.32 5.39 5.59 3.95 3.49
25-34 6.37 5.29 5.66 3.77 3.20
35-44 6.44 5.48 5.80 4.21 331
45-54 6.47 5.57 5.84 3.97 3.25
55-64 6.55 5.52 5.93 3.79 3.13
65-75 6.28 5.22 5.80 3.98 3.36
THRE (FE) 0.81 1.192 1.508 3.043 4.022%*
BT 6.57 5.55 6.27 4.05 4.36°
ks 6.28 5.53 5.93 4.47 3.68®
AR 6.37 5.56 5.80 4.41 3.63%
N AR 6.46 5.44 5.84 3.87 3.19%
B 6.32 5.18 5.60 3.68 3.06°
BT A4 (tE 1.656 0.915 1.844 -1.185 -1.530
§ 6.44 5.45 5.82 3.93 3.26
? ¢ 6.21 5.26 5.50 4.25 3.62
#F 2EEM (L) 0.987 -0.379 2.110% -1.221 -1.586
¢ 6.44 5.43 5.85 3.91 3.25
7§ 6.35 5.49 5.58 4.15 3.51
#F 2FHEF (FE)  0.841 1.537 2.291 1.645 1.088
5% 1T 6.39 5.35 5.73 4.08 3.40
6-10 = 6.54 5.66 5.92 3.81 3.19
11-15 = 6.27 5.08 5.56 4.15 3.41
16-20 = 6.45 5.58 6.14 3.48 3.02
20 =x 14} 6.43 5.41 6.02 3.64 3.07

3 p<0.057p<001 [ BFFETRTFE
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414 HETDHAFTE AL
4.1.4.1 B £ #-3] (Measurement model).:: %
FrRlEHA LA Estr g b acd 470 F A 24 BRI R4k B
f J7 £ (factor loading) /i >* 0.66-0.95>35% ** Hulland (1999):& 3% 2. 0.50- 2 = »
AR 6 BEASE2 5L RCR) A 0.64-091 B 0 Au s TR
(ATT), 0.79 T 2 44 (SN) | 0.91 ~T 40 7 5 £241(PBC) | 0.73 4wt §
H(PU) , 0.70 ~ T 404 i+ > 5 (PTB) , 0.64 12 % T {7 % £, % (BI) ; 0.70 » 358
Hair ef al., (2017)& 3% & 0.6+ @ T 32% & 44 3£ (AVE)A 5 4 T 1 & (ATT) |
0.95 " 2 B4 (SN) | 0.97 T 48 7 5 £ 41(PBC) , 0.89 T 4 3 # 1(PU) |
0.90 ~ T 404 #+ »c 5 (PTB) , 0.89 2 2 {7 5 % % (BI), 0.90 » 7 & ** Fornell
& Larcker (1981)iz 3% 2. M HEE 0.5 - F pF & 7 % 38 2. Cronbach’s alpha 323
08> A7+ 23 P £ 5 pF%- Ik (internal consistency reliability) (Hair et al.,
2013) o B & & P % 78 2. % W3 & (Discriminant validity)3% 4 % % 4% 4.8 >
RN LR AVE T2 40 A Y B W A R 2 A ik o
FlUtER A S & IR Pl 5N 2 & & 1 & (construct reliability)£2 3z & (validity)3=

FIRIE AT ER £ TR T - 2 B H03] (structural model )i o
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% 4.7 R£ #-3] (Measurement model) & %

#E It Mean (SD) FL -~ AVE CR
R (ATT) (a=0.93) 0.95 0.79
ATTI f,ﬂw%;fi’r‘* B~ J_% 2p e 6.36 (0.94) 087
ATT2 RS0 A 5 % o 6.35(0.91)  0.91
ATT3  RfEdms A 22 5 2 G e 6.22(1.01)  0.89
ATT4 B3RS ARG 2o R &0 6.34(0.91)  0.92
ATTS  GRldRT AR A 7 00 R B BN A 0T E 6.03(1.07) 0.84
i AR (SN) (0 =0.96) 0.97 091
SN1 LY v h S R S A S SRR 4.80(1.56)  0.94

SN2 TR PAINE RIZSE I,R—FE)KT“ A A P St ¥ 485(1.55) 095

Wi

SN3 ANF AT L AN L I;LFE*W HeF A P A B 484(1.56) 095
% 7 5 £241 (PBC) (a.=0.82) 0.89 0.73
PBCl ¥ LT h$E f,&gﬁ;rs—ri R~ 4.05(1.67) 0.84
PBC2 4k & > Ay e f,&gﬁ*rs—ri ﬁ#\ 479(1.62) 0.88
PBC3 A F % I,R—FE)KT“ BEAEA RFE S 3.75(1.55) 0.84
w3 i (PU) (a=0.86) 0.90 0.70
PU1 AR rs—ri P R AT & S 5.61(1.46) 0.88
PU2 EAR 73 ;Kﬁ BEA ek 3 BT R YRR 5.65(1.43)  0.87
PU3 S MR N FREST 5.95(1.19)  0.87
PU4 Sk ARt ;rs—ri HEA G E € S 5.19(1.51)  0.69
o #Hh o ¥ (PTB) (0= 0.86) 0.89 0.64
PTBI  #R87 Hfa i & &3 & F IErTE 6.51 (0.85)  0.81
PTB2 %Frs AT G H TR ST E 6.41(0.93)  0.82
PTB3  #R7 BEA R ER T 8 fj'f_;é P F 6.15(1.04)  0.86
PTB4 *rs—ri BAGHEEEF S FBEIE 5.92(1.18)  0.80
PTB5 %FW B GBS A F 5.09 (1.56)  0.66
7% &% (BI) (a=0.86) 0.90 0.70
BII ot G o g A f,&gﬁ*&ﬁ A~ 4.62(1.59) 0.89
BI2 AR P ik é"“r‘ prapr 5.74(1.32)  0.70
BI3 AKX K pem lﬁr@E‘FK? A 428(1.58) 0.89
B4 B R L A 4.87(1.56)  0.85

:x : a=Cronbach’so,SD= &% % FL= %]4% f i £,AVE= TH% 28 CR= 22L& R
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# 4.8 % w|»z ik (Fornell-Larcker Criterion) 4 47 % %

L] ATT SN PBC PU PTB BI
ATT 0.89
SN 0.32 0.96
PBC 0.22 0.55 0.86
PU 0.55 0.42 0.44 0.84
PTB 0.63 0.28 0.21 0.59 0.80
BI 0.43 0.65 0.75 0.57 0.40 0.84

WM AREML L RIT TIO%E P E(AVE)T = 11

4.14.2 % f#ﬁ:‘g} (Structural model).% 3

SHHAREERCA 0 538 Smart PLS #1048 2 $¥ 2 (bootstrap re-sampling
method)#-A# 7 W B 2 4% & £ 45 3 B~ 1000 >+ & & (sub-samples)i& {7 4~ 47 {5 >
AT SHAEAY L G2 FE LTS R Aod 49 2 B 4107 AT
vRELRIE 2 VIF £33 <5 47 BRI RE TG £ S (collinearity) i

Rom 238 HA| "F“‘ﬁ:‘rfr'ﬁiﬁfﬁ» I,B_(PTB)JJFJ'F{‘IR,&?'(BI)J' fg! ok

B E AR BRR B DIOE M R - A A TR ARATT), 2 T
SR eBD A AP FIRE L BT P ER=044)2 F A(R*=0.70)2 24 >

il

PR EHCE R Sl BEEF L B B R ARG -
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TERS
(SN)

MEFHIKL

(PU) 0.253"**
0.137*
0.268"**
= 0.128" S IREE
(ATT) P (BI)
0.470"* R2-044 . R2=0.70
" 0.060
S TV
0.512%**

(PTB)

B 41 2 F HA R S S 0 BRI BEATRFEELE ((p<0.0L;
<0.001)

049 BHHA LA GEATES

o

R S

g BK M SD t-value VIF f2 Bk e
P (B) P gk
H; SN—BI 0.254 0.054 4.666™" 1548 0.140 0.253 0.253 i
H, ATT—BI 0.126 0.046 2.787" 1.818 0.030 0.128 0.128 i
H; PBC—BI 0.513 0.046 11.215™" 1558 0.573 0.512 0.512 i
H4a PU—BI 0.138 0.044 3.094™ 1.981 0.032 0.137 0.034 0.171 i
Ha PU—ATT  0.267 0.060 4.497™" 1537 0.084 0.268 0.268 i
Hs, PTB—BI 0.058 0.036 1.648 1.942 0.006 0.060 0.060 0.120 v
Hsy PTB—ATT 0.472 0.059 7.913"" 1537 0.258 0.470 0.470 i

s M= 5, SD={L % £ VIF =% 2 #OUE 713, “p < 0.01, ™p <0.001, f= Bis 4 He(E Bock)
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41437 1 BRETES

RIS HEa L ARGk L% > FA3ATPB il T 1RA
FEN) NTEAGN) & T F S 54I(PBO), #H T 75 2w (B, 27 BF
EHE B¢ TARAEON)) 2 ek 5 0.253 (Bsnom = 0.253,t = 4.666,
£=0.140,p<0.001) » " i & (ATT) | 2 85 % 5 0.128 (Barr—pi = 0.128,t=2.787,
£=0.030,p<0.01) » 122 "% 7 5 $241(PBC) | 2 %% 5 0.512 (Bpac—ni =
0.512,t=11.215,£=0.573,p<0.001) » s Hi~H2 % H3 % 358 Bk % % = o
%ﬁmé%@#Fﬂiﬁﬁriﬁ%%ﬁNh’%*%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬂﬁﬁ

"EARATT) 2 4pip e § ot 2820l 7 5 44I(PBC) > #7303k

:l"

A AR AE TELRe B, S §ARF
AP H e 20w WAL HREMA R TF 5 e (B R

W s W T g HPU), B HFL I+ 88 28 % 5 0171 (Bru
~p1=0.137,t=3.094, £ =0.032, p<0.01) » @ 54 4 »c 5 (PTB) | 2 B4+
B P RIAEEE > FI B Haa 32 RIEF K Hsao ¥ b > 2 W A
THEAR(ATT) )% 3 B E2 0 o 355 8 ¢ T 4 % (2(PU) 2 Boc%k 3 0.268
(Bru-art = 0.268, t =4.497, £ =0.084, p < 0.001) > 12 2 [ 5% B4 »c ¥ (PTB) |
2 %% 5 0.470 (Bere-atr=0.470,t=7.913, £ =0.258, p <0.001) » 3k Hap %
Hsp = 7 o & 77§ 3010 PR AR T EE@2 s Ty * B(PU), &k
P RN A0 TR (ATT) ) €422 & > b P i 30T ffh § % 0
TEALHBD A §AEF 0w N REED BAT K G G RAEE TR
BEA 22 F (PTB) | ciptirdlsg » 0§ 2 B ym s fHh 2 T R (ATT) > &

BERPLHEEY AT T FE LB,
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4144;;@35.13-13'&3&]—#?’* FRRWTALRFE

BA AP THEAS R E Ajzen(19) 74 h 2355 (7 2 2Hh 0 M2 7 F
AR Y 2 E TR %2 R HEAM T %% - ®R(Maichum et al., 2016; Thompson
& Hansen, 2013; Wan & Shen, 2015; Yen et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2019) » ¥ < 2*
"'ﬁi TAEARFEON) ST RERATT) 2 T S 24I(PBC), £ 3834
AEGPCHL Y EHFRFE A HEERI ARG 0T 75 e B
Ffﬁ%iZﬁwwﬁeﬁaﬁﬁﬁ*%ﬂwﬁﬂﬁ@ﬂﬁ@wJ
HIERATD 2 T7 5 2e @B, % 7 BFRE bl o f 4 22 % (PTB)
T TRRAIT, £ HFRE e rx 2@ 33 Ty ¥ 12 (PU),
(Altawallbeh et al., 2015; Balram & Dragi¢evi¢, 2005; Jahangir & Begum, 2008;
Wan et al.,2018; Yen et al.,2017) > 12 2 T 504 A 22 Z (PTB) j(Coley et al., 1997,
Giles-Cortietal.,2005)% "8 B (ATT); 2 T 7 5 £+ B, B2 M T &

*4p -

‘*q\

X A SRR T AREPTB), H T FE A+ BD, 2B
TAEEF L EINLSFT % 7 F(Coder, 1996; Dwyer et al., 2002; Lohr et al.,
2004) » A Y F AR S 2 AT F R AR Bk R E anie
B rELLw@Bl) ) 2 M %y 2 5% (Wan & Shen, 2015) » — B ¥ & i F] 5
%’K‘ri PA S A AISE NG ERASTIE A o RO S P BT R EZ AR
GORFAACE A BlAciR DD R % F 54 E sk F 3 P A (Lo & Jim, 2012)
T A ERT A RN PR 2 B B F R$F (Lam ef al., 2005) 0 Flpt i
FEHH R Bt G RIR R L H R A E T F S e (B

SIRE 47 BEE o
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- B ALY LR FIRAEN FIHEL O S ms o B
G RATT), § PELLEY o T4 F(PTB), £ 5 ¢ ok
A (£=0258) T Ao 4 % ((PU), 2 B84 Fo] 2% (2= 0.084) » % 77
NRETIRD REA A kPRI E AT BHE R A R 2 B R

AT ELAeB) EREFRELFLEIS TR F L 5241(PBO)
B Aok P4 (£=0573) His 3 BHAPDE | R BES > A
"4 B (SN) (£=0.140)" 404 § * 1 (PU) ,(£=0.032)12 % [ § & (ATT)
(#=0.030) - = P AL SRS A Y i L A 0 L3RRGS R
g ETER 20 SR EE AR E s AL R a L ey
TR R BRE R A i R R AR oA F A T R

FIPBC), » L F L H 175 L » (B, 251 & FF (Wan & Shen,
2015; Zhao et al., 2018) » F PE7 § Ay dgt TERARATT), #2173 &
w(BI), &5 3 #3352 F2 54 (Altawallbeh et al., 2015; Wicker, 1969) > i 9 i H
A RS R B2 A G HAEEA R T £ £ (Limayem &
Cheung, 2011) -

FHRAFL ARS8 A §RE S92 RS 8 R R
MAF 2 A HELRe o T AGEN R T RS AR R R 0 E G
¥+ > Lo & Jim (2012) % 45 LN =1 P AT A 2l S
oy o AR P TR frAL § 2 A PR e > BT AR A B
PR T A PRBLRE KRB FEE > KT 2 AN AR A e
P L RB A i MR *m REAT L3 ETRE 4 Ry kPRI E ’v,éftﬁ VB
AR AL TERATIT) 2 TE S RwBD, o § B4 ik
WA A AT ERATT), 2 THEZReB) A mgen P FHw
Ao i At DA BARE(SN) ) R 0 3R B4t i A ROgEt Ap Rk 4R
BABE L FE LA R PR e o
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42 387 fHA 3 f JRIEE £ 2R
A21RERET 2 B

HALEAD 10 A2 ARG E R G R E SR 0 A L AP R BT
F 040100 g G R E A 0 W 10 % BHES §5F 26,575 ton C o & BHE B EE
£ /43260 ton C T 8030 ton C» H ¥ 275 £ 5B 2 % 3 BHHa iR A 4 548,030
ton C) ~ & + & (4,768 ton C)12 % H-4H(4,403 ton C) » @ #& £ B I ePfHfa 5 + 72
5 (260 ton C) ; & BHEE B2 5 £ 120 109kgC 2 984 kg C R » % 3 &2
AHfE A B G 0 F & (984 kg C) ~ 13 #1650 kg C)11 2 #4526 kg C) » H HRak it 5
B A AR LB (100kgC) > T3am 2 £ 445 o 10 < BFF tha sz s 8
% 439g C -

B E AR E A > 1 10 XA BHEE BV E 1,476ton C 0 & AHE AR
£/ 25tonC % 348ton C > B¢ B85 32% 3 288 %E 5 A
(348 ton C/yr) ~ #-4#H312 ton C/yr)12 % 3% (234 ton C/yr) » & Menffd 5 < =%
f(25ton Clyr) s @ LA il 3 & 130 7.8kgC 1 45 7kgC R > % 3 &2
BHEA ) % 0+ K (45.7 kg Clyr) ~ HAH(45.7 kg Clyr) 1 % 3 #1(28.1 kg Clyr) » ¥
AR s £ B MORHER] S A (7.8kgClyr) > L3295 4447 5 10 * BAT= A
2338 5 244kgClyr »

R s 17857 UFR BABEARE BRI fliE 323 34 % 5 10 B
Y % 22 % 3 EFRAZRER S T MR GE R G E v
FAT BB A WMARL M EESY 4 e RHBREEGE RS
5 10 AHEL & > FIr BRI FE e L 10 AHEY 5 7 =
AT F k2 RS 2 X3t E :E‘.% TR PR 0 3 R AR < ] Y

RN NS S 2

- A

A

% o

o

59

doi:10.6342/NTU202401467



LRHE G 2 g F B H B 7 4Pt > Rogers ef al. (2015)3 A &
B 43¢ 125 f6 300 gk 2 Bhes s B 0 & ALY thT 0RGE T 4 % 2kg C 1 5,031
kgCo pixx 3£ P 5 0.1 kg Clyr 3 62.8 kg C/yr ; Seed Consulting Services (2016)
FHE RN Unley 7 S8 fE307 AfA - LAHEE sl TR H £ 13 2kg C 1
2,680kg C» x££ 1 5 0.1 kg C/yr 2 54 kg Clyr ; Oxford City Council (2021)
FEERREEE R T2 B HEA 2 B RE R £ 0 E AHET 2R 5 40T 8kg

Cx7501kgC =3P 5 02kgClyr 2 56.3 kg Clyr -

% 4.10i-Tree Eco 3+ & £ A7 10 ~ a3 2 3z %%

BiEnd  EReEsE Annd Hpwii
HH ik

(ton C) (kg ©) (ton C/yr) (kg Clyr)
T8 Mt 12,357 8,030 (1) 650 (2) 348 (1) 28.1 (3)
e S 9,513 4,157 (4) 437 (4) 234 (3) 24.6 (4)
A 8,363 4,403 (3) 526 (3) 312 (2) 37.3(2)
WA 7,030 764 (7) 109 (10) 55(7) 7.8 (10)
4 A A 6,696 1,439 (6) 215 (7) 103 (5) 15.3 (8)
v+ R 4,847 4,768 (2) 984 (1) 221 (4) 45.7 (1)
2 4% mt 4,450 1,659 (5) 373 (5) 78 (6) 17.6 (7)
T EWE 2,842 708 (8) 249 (6) 52 (8) 18.2 (6)
Y. s 2,344 260 (10) 111 (9) 25 (10) 10.5 (9)
5 e 2,137 387 (9) 181 (8) 48 (9) 22.4 (5)

e 60,579 26,575 - 1,476 -

EARECELY
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422 5§ = hB%

A 10 A BHEZ T F T3P i MF BB SRR L AER A A
#4110 ® 10 * BHEF &£ 75 29,694 kg 2 % F = A4 0 ERHEL BT
" AA R A0 230kg/yr 3 8218kg/yr 0 B 3 Lk A L R AHS.218 kglyr) ~ HEAT
(5,046 kg/yr) 11 2 6 = ks (3,411 kg/yr) » e i cfHfE 5 & 758 (230 ke/yr) & S
HRTE2 57 44# “,ffé A2+ 0.10 kg/yr & 0.70 kg/yr > w0 3 LAHEA B G0 F
K (0.70 kg/yr)~ 45 #H(0.67 kg/yr) 11 2 H54H(0.60 ke/yr)» & i ke 4% 5 % 12 % #(0.10
kg/yr) » T35m Z A AP B 10 * BFE R T F 7 —’Lﬁ“ﬁﬁﬁi % 0.49 kglyr »

22 4p B A7 7 ¢ #i > Seed Consulting Services (2016) 4 47 2 ‘FK‘F‘ 58 ﬁ_‘ﬁﬂﬁ Pisn
A2 TIERT F T LA ",% £ 43 0.1 kg/yr & 1.3 kg/yr ; Oxford City Council
Q2D EEHL 2 % 72 7@_%”5? AATBE R F LA “,% £i& 4 0.1

kg/yr 2 1.4 kg/yr »

# 411i-TreeEco3 & 247 10 * a5 7 T AP L %F RS

s ik FAAEE EhFA#rE
(kglyr) (kglyr)
5 et 12,357 8.218 (1) 0.67 (2)
ie¥ 9,513 2.870 (5) 0.30 (8)
At 8,363 5.046 (2) 0.60 (3)
A 7,030 3.209 (4) 0.46 (5)
4SSN 6,696 2.737 (6) 0.41 (6)
6+ R 4,847 3.411 (3) 0.70 (1)
2 4% At 4,450 2.513 (7) 0.56 (4)
TER 2,842 1.064 (8) 0.37 (7)
T i 2,344 230 (10) 0.10 (10)
kA 2,137 396 (9) 0.19 (9)
|3t 60,579 29,694 -

AR A ER
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4.2.3i-Tree Eco ** 4 M & * 2 4]
Fyp 2774 0 i-Tree Eco £ 14 A 47447 o 10 ~ a2 TR F 2 555
J‘jir,ﬂf_‘ 4‘%%%; 3 ‘_L_\;: IR ZPEﬁﬁé“Lr% 2 R A 1 o U S

SRBAT M 04§ £ T]F L B A L BB A T A

““"_"1

F
?H%ﬁr@ i-Tree Eco 2= B A7 F2RF 2 BT NEFREF 2L
N

#o

ERBE T AR £ TR S 2 s ) 2R E B 7 e 12 i-Tree Eco A 47
LS 10 4 pHE2 BT ek s £ 9 5 5 1R 4387 kg C o ¥ AT dapea s
BRI 5 =4k 244kgClyr > XA Nowak and Crane (2002) 12 i-Tree Eco =1z ¥ B
PRBH ZMEGEMAGE A RS A TOE BRI E R
130~245kgC > @ L3528 fhplivx 13 £ P 4 30 & $% 4.5~8.1 kg Clyr » ¥ 123 I i-Tree
EcoiFfm 4 M7 Az BE 95 ERE %2 2~3 & o

@A AR AT 3N A > HRAREE(2022) 77 ¥ B I * i-Tree Eco &3 & A 7 <
F LR B A 2B 2 3y 0 R R L2 AR B R
R GEIEREP RBIENFIR ISR  RAFENIRY2R K
T A AF LY i-TreeEco 2 AEE G2 A3 wEF 5 8% F B v i 4ok

FEERR2z AFEIMTRA O FREFEF AL RIS 222 o

w3\
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3“"3‘# BARGE G2 Ss%y &3 ViER
A AR BRSBTS B b 22 3 g
AP IRB LB GE R GRETRER Y TR U REGE R R AA S
B3 B A A B AR AL A EENARE U RS 3 MR

REFE SRR EREEGEARP -

431 HHER R

EAFTHE G REFBAL 3 B AT RS R A
Hohz 2 MELE TR L 303 0.5mm 0 £ A HRIEAZEE TARBIE RS
SRR FN 0 E R * Smalian 2P EAFZHFRE A 412 F AT
AN EE ] F 65em BxE 834 em B P A3 7TmI 159 m; BEAHE
AR Bl F S6cm o B xiE 988 cem B R 37 m I 220 m ;WA
AL A ] L 6Tcm B2 663cm BB R A 45m I 174me 3%
o3 HHE L R AT B AR A T AR 420

o3 RHE M RER RIMMAING 0 ¥ LR A2 L EFHHE Vi) f1 35 0.01
m’ X 2.55m’; AL R A2 LB HE Vo) 137001l m* 3 5.17m? 5 &4 &
FriFEAZ LR Vi) 420001 m® 3 1.83m’° » 3m & fRF AW S o

SR H B 4.3

4 412 A7 3AHERERE S

feHE n DBH(cm) Height(m) L £ pE )
Range Mean £SD
v % 40 6.5-83.4 3.7-15.9 0.01-2.55 0.79 £0.66
A 40 5.6-98.8 3.7-22.0 0.01-5.17 1.66 £1.45
4 40 6.7-66.3 4.5-17.4 0.01-1.83 0.74 £0.57
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N

Volume (m3)

=

Volume (m3)
w IS

[\

15

Volume (m3)
[y

0.5

50 60 70 80
DBH (cm)

%45

20 40 60 80 100

10 20 30 40 50 60
DBH (cm)

Bl 43 A5 3R ATk E R R A
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4311 HFE R =

FI* AL AL IAEERAZNE MR 2 BT = 2 LR (Vi)
D H R ERE2AFUHF AL N ARG B A uded 4132
F 414> TR PR BERP HFNEGRESE -

BAIT 2 ARHMANNG 0 HREZ (Vi) % 8(V20uk) 7" 2 32
L (RMSE)# B 5 0316 2 0.258 » L1325 45 4 V3£ (MAPE)A 4] &
24.1%% 15.9% > » W3 £ 32(209%-50%) 2 2 i 2(1096-20%)2- 48 5 % %
BALIEHANNGE > 82 (Vi) B2 8(V2iumk) 38 2 323 13354
(RMSE)4 &) % 0.564 2 0.309 » X355 $ 7 A 1t 2.4 (MAPE)A 5 5 20.5%%
13.2% » & ] ¥ & 32(2096-5096) 1 2 2 (1096-2096)2 42 2 2 % 5 4 48, %
AEEHAA NP H R (Vo) E B2 B(V2u0umk) 5" 2 327 12354 (RMSE)
> W5 0.144 2 0.142 5 T35 HE AW FL(MAPE)A 9 5 11.7%% 11.5% »

© 5 B (109-2096)2 H i 2 % o

20413 AFET 3 RAE REHARG S B E
Vltmnk:aXDb

ke a b RMSE MAPE
=S S 1.7189x10* 2.220 0.316 0.241
% 1.5881x10* 2.277 0.564 0.205
A 1.4524x10* 2.305 0.144 0.117

% 414 AP IHEEREHARAG SRS
V2 trunk =axDPxHC

Piop

st a b ¢ RMSE MAPE

I3 9.1762x10° 1436  1.524 0.258 0.159

At 9.1081x10°  1.599  1.206 0.309 0.132

R 12701x10*  2.164  0.261 0.142 0.115
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FREAETAASS 3 ERHEL M NG A Mo d B T 5

s = >

VER G

Pt MR R

' (MAPE) 575 1 » T g 5 e 3

FEHHFSTEFHHFE AR EN? > 2T UFRG H

STRIES I

BB A Y 2 397 94 (RMSE) 2 T 0% #3584 7 A

>+ 22 Pillsbury et al. (1998)4*

$175 43 K AR A 0 L2 Yooneral. (2013)4-$HiE B 5 A6 R 22

RELEREHA R - R

o AFEFIEE

B2 AR H opt vt ApBAT Y

4 B

ERETE FA
AP AR LA

1312 HARBREE VR

R4 a7

Z BT R S

s TR H jxp;zg:j_'i

TR E s g

%j\éj\xérrf_‘}'“? IH IR B

3 _».’
E A nd

FRBEEEIRGFEM G L
E o A 2
3R RS 0 IR
R

B hacyd ~HAT R A E A e AR TR S

NRES R E S 2 0 R EH A P (V20n) TR B P A S (Vi) 2 B

I (1986)2 - R E #HH

% 415>

by (VLO) =N

‘}let \:'-::~P§‘I’L$;’L'&‘-"

% 415 A7 3AHET B AiFde T R RV R
R it (m) .
B A N Range Mean +£SD Sum 25
V2 runk 0.0002-5.3363  0.3887 £0.4502 3,697 -
ek Vs 9,513 0.0001-5.8112  0.3332 +£0.3921 3,170 -14%
Vio 0.0002-5.4027  0.3740 +£0.3986 3,557 -4%
V2runk 0.0003-5.1559  0.4697 £0.4812 3,928 -
A Vs 8,363 0.0001-6.4459  0.4959 +0.5657 4,147 +6%
Vio 0.0002-5.9538  0.5390 £0.5618 4,507 +15%
V2runk 0.0008-5.0316  0.2722 £0.3917 1,914 -
A Vs 7,030 0.0005-6.4726  0.2667 +£0.4468 1,875 -2%
Vio 0.0009-5.8490  0.2944 +0.4456 2,070 +8%
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FACY 9513 B A HABRENAS S NAETE 2 AEHHS
(V2uunk) 32 5 2. H T 3044 0 2 £ 3445 4 6] 5 0.3887 m® 27 3,697 m? » 1
HIF B B4 S (Vi) i %% 5 03332 m® 22 3,170 m® » 12— 42 B ¥ 4
FN(Veo)de e B % 5 03740 m’ #7 3,557 m’® » & * i % H44f 3% (Vres) &2 — 4R
ERHAN (V) e 2 icY Air o5 oM 28 7 BFRELFHFDS
FENPEALMND EWICY ABRHALES SR KEY 14% (Virs) ™ 2 4%
(Vio) °

B 8,363 th2 A B H ARG LS » N AF T2 A BHA N (V2mm)it
B2 Bk T3 2 L3544 B 5 04697 m’ #7 3928 m’» @ 14 4kis kil
S (Virs)dt & 52 % 5 04959 m® 2 4,147 m® » - SR A 4% 2% (Vi)
HEEE S 05390m® & 4,507 md e & % H AR (Vies)s — SR E A AR
PVt G2 HAFLEFHF S 23 ARy R ELRHHS
W LA FHEALBHAESE A YE Y 6% (Vi) % 15% (Vi) ©

Bois oA 7030 k2 AR EHARGEEENAS  NAF TR LY
A V23 o 22 RT3 21 2 £33 4 55 02722 m® &2 1,914 m’
(V2iunk) » @ P HRF% B il % 414 5% (Virs)3E 5 % % 5 0.2667m® £ 1,875m’ » 12
- SREHHHASN(V)dE B % 5 02944 m® 22 2070 m® o i * i * 5N
(Vi) fp 22 A LIz H A S5 MO A L EREALFHAES > m &% - 4
BEMHFN(Vi)2faF 2 5RF 2] ERELBHAS - § 7 038

AT FHWA LEFEHMFEFL MG 2% (V)M %2 8 5.5 8% (VL) ©
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iR LR 2 RFIINA o d R R Y M A £ A T
HEHRAZAERY 2 AR NP SEME H B LIRS -
Flaasfe » £ g B T B(GER 5 045): 87345 » R AP LA A2 3 @A S

FEA oX A MRl B S ERAEAR £ RS i8R R HES

i

FESEAL L A MARA L REME BT SR RP A 4
Fl A FR AR G R LA )
A TR 2 2 - B E A S (ViR 0 FlAHRE RS 2 Tk

BAF 2 HH2 AN L2 NHEARE AL R AER B EP D

E
- =

|

VEL M RHBREEFF B G OT A o A A Y G A S B S
RT3 F FEIIT g+ 1924 & 4 & (McHaleeral.,2009) » B *h4p B 33 & #°
TRFMAFTL Y F AL g% 0 b]de Aguaron & McPherson (2012)4, 3 12
HHEREZ 2 HH§F D R LA 3% 2 26% @ McHaleer
al. (2009)# & Rl4p N F12 AR £ F o B AR E 2 2 S &
T RAMAE D 2 R LR P RA-96%1T +109%
RHAFT S o 4o HRir b * B4 3 (Virs) & — 4 B £ 4 # 2

(VL) FE 7 3 fiftdz Lz iG> T&- HRY Mok L8

FHRHE UG AHL AT KGR EF AL ] TN Bl A kT
FAAD D BB 2 A LRGP R T IRD RRE S 2
WA GRAERRBET Y HfpdeR 32 o
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432%E4+EEN A

195 2020 £ 222022 £ X 2 H2HEAEEE 0 FAD AR ABEIA o
BRI LA AEALIIB L SRR AR SR LA EFF S R
2022 # @2 FEAPFN L > FIEM AR S 2 I AR AES B 5 AT
105 &~ Hbh 110 B2 2 414 113t =335 32 Wie Tioe 4 L § 8 %
Mtded 416 ¢

AT IHEZ MY O AT T 2N ETHEd B F 075em f 5B 0 v
FHAWGEEL LR A4<01cm I 200 cm> B AN /ETHEs £ §
074 cm > &R A HAM9ic#E 4 L8 435<0.1 cm I 1.85 cm » & HHHg o T sk
2EE058cm 5 3AMEY R LREMHEANEZEL L E A0<0.1cm 2 1.65
cme ¥ 2 ANOVA & T % %7 3 ez Wit 2 104 LR L1 F L B(F=
4.652, p < 0.01) » i%iF Scheffe ;2 i& {7 F {4 1 #&(Post hoc) » %ic% B4 3 59/ L
BEd L EHF O

AT 3R B RR LN AR EDANMALFTL S G
GEINAEER E(2012)8 A A TR F 10 & 4 > A TN T 13.2em 2 ic %
T dtkE o8 E A B L 062 cm BARRA > AP £(2012)3 & TiEH
T 10 & 4 o HRA T334 11 0em 2 FAFT 2 3 kE 29 &#2 £E8 5 0.57cm>
A HRESEQOIDNE SR E I3 ES > T/ 17.00m 2 AL 1 o8
EEZEES 076cm; RS A VA 0 HRRAZQ009)R L 5K T 10 £ 2
e T E 169 cm 2 g A 1k iEE4 EES073cm MEREPH
(2012)34 & 72388 % 10 & 24 > 4o 3999/ 10.9em 2 41 4 T # @k 0 3T &

4EF 5 1.02cm-e
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10416 A1 AT CHMERAEANEL EALLS

W . Qe 2 &€ (cm/yr)

Range Mean £SD
vk 105 <0.1 - 2.00 0.75% +0.48
TAef 110 <0.1-1.65 0.58" £0.44
T 113 <0.1-1.85 0.74% +0.44

B AEF3IAEIREAZELALZHRGITE S AT I 3 A
SHEANETEY B R D AR 12020 R A2 L THREAY P E L
AR A AP A SO A L IR A B B AR A £ A T 4o 4.4
TR AR A S RS RV A 3 AR B Sl e L 407
PP A AT 3 AHERML ENEE LR NBETELHBNTE L

A 2 &ﬁ;f F4 EF uaaﬂr;}%ﬁg BB G ER O o

30407 AT BAE A A2 E SRS
E

s AL % WA EF S GR=aD’
Range Mean a b RMSE
wE <0.1-17.6% 3.1% 1.4437 -1.266 0.0241
A <0.1-157% 2.5% 1.5650 -1.379 0.0213
ik <0.1-21.1% 4.3% 2.2842 -1.427 0.0290
TGREMHAEF D ENFEA(em)ra~b 55 e
71

doi:10.6342/NTU202401467



20% %
®
15%
[ ]
® e
L ]
& 10% R
[a* ®
° °
® e °®
5% L ] [ ] .. [ ] [ ]
% "oo ec® oo
[ 1P L] ..- ...... .‘ ® [ ]
| L] ° e o,
0% ..... ?...} (1] .. ® ® ... °
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
DBH (cm)
20% A
[ ]
15% °
°
o~
S 10% ¢
[ ]
°
[ ]
L] o ®
5% ° ] e®
.. L4 LI o
° °
[} ® ® *
‘ e ® o o..:a‘ G .". °
& a0
0% o.“..:....%'.o. :u’-.' ° % o
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
DBH (cm)
25% A
[ ]
20%
[ ]
15% %
(a1 ]
& .
L] L °
10% e S
. .
.
. .
504 *% o % L ¢ .
. . ° .
° () 4
¢ o o { "30’ % ]
°c o o 0‘ Ll TR ] °
0% . wé, ¢ .. $°e &
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
DBH (cm)
Bl 44 AFLAELAP 30T S HAERE T FRLRAZTAAHIEF AT

72

d0i:10.6342/NTU202401467



A33RBEHE Rt

4331w E

AT E Y o X d " i-Tree Eco = & 2 3 #Hdmst ik i3 3+

;ﬂ;’jﬂ}q@r %_ﬁt'r% ﬁa‘;;]%f.gglc*

e E CEAT R WA 2

GRS

LT R 1818 AR

FH AR

'ijlvﬁ T%;J‘-Er 23 (13)

B g

®hed 418 o

FART AP 2R P R 2R HER S 053 e B n #
1,753 ton C» BB 3£ 422 04-2230kg C» 425 184 kg C» 7 58
i-Tree Eco " B2 miit G 8 8% 2 A3 82 23 Bt > Bl sE s

4,157tonC » H frp it 5 £ 4137 0.2-7,500kgC » L3525 437kgC; HMF+247 %

—,‘

525 8,363 tRi B R s

£+ 1,487 ton C» H a3 £ 1 3t 0.1-1,862 kg

C> X355 178kgC> m BB i-TreeBco B2 i £ 8% 5 A7 3817

oo

3@ 0 pEE G R 4403 ton C o B ket s £ 42 0.2-6,086 kg C » T 155

526kg C; B iS4 B AAT T 3+ 5 % 7,030 Hhim it

£ = 889tonC > H thpd

BEE A 03-2,506kgC > T35 127kgC > @ %i6 i-Tree Eco 348 2_ 41 4 &

E

i
I

ton C » H $hpl i g ¥

=k

BEOMECTICTAREME AP PR SR RAT BB T E L 764

58 43 02-2,504kg C > T35 109kg C o

#4108 f 7 ae A AR EEY S S

WA R =08 i B
DBH ton C kg C

BE N (ton C) ‘ (kg C) _

(Mean +SD) . ) _ Iy =y _ i-Tree

*AY i-Tree *# 7% i-Tree
Range Range
ie% 9,513 275129 1,753 4,157 184 0.4-2,230 437 0.2-7,500
HoHT 8,363 31.6+14.5 1,487 4,403 178 0.1-1,862 526 0.2-6,086
WA 7,030 21.5+13.2 889 764 127 0.3-2,506 109 0.2-2,504
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B AFTFE2 3 AR ETESS, Bt s & ki b 2icY
BB A Ko THE RS RIS AR L 3 AT T
89 E E % 2 fiHfE 0 e T30 H JRpEE 5 £ (178 kg C)4r 0]+t in ¥ (184 kg C)

PUUSHRAR & AR R hlik(F 33)F NI AR AL AA MR
B (BD)% 037 pgrac® 2 0.65 M % 4 4 2 0.56 ¥ 30% 17+ » Fptd 4
EEEgS M GE RS -

BRI AP REAT OV B FRARE(2022) 2 T A A F X X AR BT AT MR
2T EGT A EHR170~250 kg C> A3 5 £ 445 3 #HfERAE
BT 4piT o @ & i-TreeEco 3" B 8 % > 7 L 3B R T E#AFE &
Fr#E3 ko gi-TreeEco 3 B G 53 cfHd 5 Ha & 3c¥ 2 4
2R G REOFAFELEE 2 B o A AR MO AR

Vi T APMAT L dp T 3 e B R4 * i-Tree Eco 3 B AR F o E B 1R
PR E A4 F & MG ehiEa)(Aguaron & McPherson, 2012; Dale, 2014;
Russo et al., 2014) -

Mg AR EREET LV (Rd 2 i-Tree Eco fro @ % 2 A4 3

NAMAERB . AHEAREN TR E SRR 0.8 2 D GlE T E
B2 S F etz A TR fI R A T30E s & EFR

t
B AR 4 2 T35 E % F (Nowak ef al., 2013; Nowak, 2021) » #2 @ % I [

-

EUZATRERBFSI AR TRApPEMFEZAETEG LR

r
Ry
S
all
Lt

2 iTreeEco ¥ H PIRBEFHHirErr BR%FHo @ ¥ ¥ @ @l
-?uf_%g%f% * 2 *5_4\ s gL ?} i-Tree Eco # 2 Wﬁ}’:uﬁfl\gﬂ L /V’J 0.5 gf—’;ﬁ;}fg s

‘1‘5'3{?% i-Tree Eco 3+ & %8 Ay A4 L5E2 i F] o
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4332R5HE
A RS AT LAY 0 Al 3 B2 WS E e S RS
PEER - EB20E s A A E 22 3 BHEA R H AN Y A iR
FAERE BSERREFFEZAN)2 S IMEz ERR G EFE X E
i-Tree Eco = = 2. 3 ffavx 33+ 5 %% F@4ck 419
BARTNAFZTEZHFIFELREIFTESF 0513 R BABmFE
£33 66ton Clyr > H predsx 3£ /413 0.8-225kgClyr» 355 69kgC o @ 4

i 1-Tree Eco 3+ & 2 plivx 13 £ %

(L

R LA EzZ 35800 s Bt i s
X 234 ton Clyr » ¥ Pptes 5 £ 4 % 0.6-42.8 kg Clyr » T 355 246 kg Clyr ;
AT EES 8363 i3 £ £ 3 35ton Clyr» H ke 3 £ 43
0.4-11.6 kg C/lyr > T35% 4.1 kg C/yr > @ %6 i-Tree Eco 3+ 85 2 i 3 £ % %
AT E SR B E E3312tonClyr H fra x5 £ 43 0.5-
90.1kgC/yr > T355 373kgClyr; Bt A B A 738 2 5% > 7,030 k48,
B3 E 23 37ton Clyr > H a3 £ 430 1.0-19.6kg Clyr » L3525 53 kg
Clyr» @ % i-TreeEco 3" £ 2 il A A% 3 £ % % 0 EATITY S HAS A8
TR SR RET B R E55ton Clyr 0 B tReds 3 £ 43 0.3-55.7

kg Clyr > 325 7.8kg Clyr °

20419 A4 Y CHAZ AL ERRGET LR

gy ,
< T 308 $at i (kg Clyr)

B N DBH (ton Clyr)

" (Mean £SD) . _ . Y ) i-Tree

AL iTree #»F7F I-Tree
Range Range

ic¥ 9,513 27.5+129 66 234 6.9 0.8-22.5 24.6 0.6-42.8
HHT 8,363 31.6+145 35 312 4.1 0.4-11.6 37.3 0.5-90.1
WA 7,030 21.5+132 37 55 5.3 1.0-19.6 7.8 0.3-55.7
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FOUFEIR 3 MBS TERAERESTE I F o B o = e il
4 EBRMO M w2 FAAH R ARBD)RM S FPt AT Y S A
BB A 4 R IR B oo

g RN AP MAT T B PR ESE(022) 4 45 4 4T 4 % F RS Gr Mk
2 T ERGGFE A EFRRS5.0~73kgClyr> &2 A= 54 4F 3 EHEE
H ik T3opie 3 B 4piT o @ i-TreeEco 35 8 3 fHfdz sex 5 a0 4 5 % RO
BB LR A Rk R _'ﬂ“,% F]i-TreeEco ¢ * 2_fa iz {3 £ B *b » d 3%
i-Tree Eco * Eawx v £ > L2 & a5 Fle 2 Time 4 £ § (Nowak,
2021)  FPL R A b2 e ] BB E R 0 AL R RS )
BEA2 9922 AR @ BEA§ AR P dple g2 2 R B TR 2 AR
B3NSR 2 A 0 4 H_i® i-Tree Eco 3+ & ittt ex 3 £ 80 B 0 F] o

RO fER R CPEAZRESR G AR A Y Ry 3 AHEZ NS
TRl AT A R R A B R Rz T el BRI
WA ded 4200 T PR A MRS Y [ 34 2 IgS T i0d K Ri0F T E4AR
Foe TR R A T L R AR 2 AR S E R

T ERE G E -

B AT REIHE RS HE RE ARG PR AT
GeE A HEGQR016) A S ¢ % 13 £ 2 T334 10.5em 2 T i 4o
TIH 3 E 5 20kgClyr A &Q0I)BA L ELF & 7 & 2 T 3289/
72em T ¥ idtho T R 3 B 5 S5.4kgClyr; BAGA 0 Hrik 2 %(2014)
DA LA FI3ES T30/ 17.0em 4 1 ko T 30H Bk 3 8 5 3.7 kglyrs
RS AIA > HRRAZTQ00)A A - A ® 20 £ 4 X 14k TI0H BRAx
FE 5 28kgClyr> A ZRQOINA L ALL ® 7 &4 TI99)T 6.6cm L ¥ i3
o TEERREFE L 35kgClyr BRA XA APy w T ELT
P32 69 cm 4 1tk TIEHE AR 3 E S 1.8 kg Clyre ¥ g4 £330 4

76

doi:10.6342/NTU202401467



?‘

.
=

RIS S

&

7od

2 Ae¥ B 2

-lir"ﬁ B 4o DAy S

7

~

BATES 7
Y S AHEAE (TR A T E S BT R B IRE 20 AT & BT AR

JEEEH S M AR BRIl ERR G E § A

- T2 OFa 4 R ERAZRE Y

TR p Il AEEE 2T -

£ 0420 A4 A B EEGCE C BAERAMEGEIE RS
B s DBH Tiad £ 8 BRES3E TS
(cm) (cm/yr) (ton Clyr) (kg Clyr)

I <=19 2,544 0.77 8.1 3.2

e II 19~27 2,237 0.62 13.4 6.0

I 27~36 2,555 0.58 20.4 8.0

v >36 2,177 0.53 23.9 11.0

I <=22 2,239 0.59 4.8 2.1

II 22~31 2,148 0.45 7.7 3.6

sl III 31~40 1,918 0.40 8.9 4.6

v >40 2,058 0.36 13.1 6.3

I <=10 1,861 1.01 4.1 2.2

II 10~20 1,769 0.72 7.2 4.1

i3 III 20~30 1,743 0.58 10.7 6.2

v >30 1,657 0.48 15.2 9.1
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6. HR* AFIEANT Y CHAERE 3 ML HASENEL L SR

Bl 2 3HBZARETEIBRTENE > B5ETIT A0 B GHE

W

B ZELA o sttt AFE O RACIY i-Tree Eco i 7 4 A B B2 BRRE G 2

.
A

)

-

(s
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