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Abstract

The aim of this thesis was to answer the question: Which processes should be included in
a model to simulate willow production as a function of climate, soil and fertilisation
conditions?

Studies were carried out to determine: a) the radiation use efficiency of an unstressed
willow stand; b) to which degree willow growth can be described as a function of absorbed
radiation, shoot age and shoot mortality; c) to which extent model predictability is improved
by further including soil water availability and d) nitrogen availability. Model simulations
were tested against biomass production of 22 stands representing differences in location,
soil type and fertilisation level.

It was found that radiation use efficiency varies with shoot-age. This was attributed to
differences in canopy development, and to mortality caused by self-thinning. The absorbed
radiation, shoot age and shoot mortality could explain 70 to 85% of the observed variations
in stem biomass at harvest and 32 to 48% of the observed variations in annual production.
Incorporating simulations of soil water availability decreased model predictability except
for production of three-years-old shoots. Including simulations of soil water and nitrogen
availability improved the degree of explanation in some situations. For all stands, model
predictability of biomass at harvest was improved from > =0.70 to r* = 0.82 and of annual
biomass from r* = 0.70 to r* = 0.82. For low or not fertilised stands, only a slightly
improvement was obtained in explaining variations at harvest and none for variations of
annual biomass. For fertilised stands, model predictability was decreased except for
production of three-years-old shoots. Predictability of three-years old shoots production was
improved, for all situations, by including simulations of soil water and nitrogen availability.

For willow stands growing on former arable land in southern Sweden, variations on
biomass production at harvest, of stands with similar fertilisation level, can be simulated
from the absorbed radiation and shoot mortality caused by self-thinning. Simulations of soil
water and nitrogen availability are only worthy of including to explain yield variations of
stands with different fertilisation levels. Variations in biomass production between years
and sites are indicated to be poorly related to annual variations in solar radiation, shoot
mortality or soil water and nitrogen availability.
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systems
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Appendix

Papers I-1V

The present thesis is based on the following papers, which will be referred to by
their Roman numerals:

I. Noronha-Sannervik, A. & Kowalik, P. 2003. Annual variations in the solar
energy conversion efficiency in a willow coppice stand. Biomass and
Bioenergy 25, 227-233.

II. Noronha-Sannervik, A., Eckersten, H., Verwijst, T. & Nordh, N-E. Simulation
of willow productivity based on radiation use efficiency, shoot mortality and
shoot age. (Manuscript).

III. Noronha-Sannervik, A., Eckersten, H., Nyman, P. & Torssell, B. Modelling
radiation use and water availability in willow forest in Sweden. (Manuscript).

IV. Eckersten, H., Noronha-Sannervik, A., Torsell, B. & Nyman, P. Modelling
radiation use, water and nitrogen in willow forest. (Manuscript).

Paper I is reproduced by permission of the Journal Biomass and Bioenergy.



Introduction

Background

The increasing demand for renewable energy sources combined with the need for
alternative non-food crops lead to an increased interest for willow (Salix sp)
coppice forests. Another area where the use of willow coppice is gaining interest
is as vegetation filters for treatment of domestic wastewater (c.f. Aronsson, 2000).
In Sweden the first experimental willow coppice stands, for fuel wood, were
planted already in the 1970’s. In the 1980’s “appeared” the first commercial
willow energy forests and an expansion of full-scale plantations took place in the
early 1990’s (Rosenqyvist et al., 2000). With this expansion, willow stands were
planted on new sites increasing the variability of the environmental conditions
under which willow plantations were established.

A number of studies have been made to determine the expected biomass
production for willow stands. Values reported from research fields in north Europe
are normally in the range of 10 - 12 t ha” y (e.g. Ettala, 1988; Christersson,
Sennerby-Forse & Zsuffa 1993) and of 15 - 20 t ha™ y in southern Europe (c.f.
Nixon et al., 2001). Cannell et al. (1987) estimated that potential biomass
production from willow coppice, in southern England, could be 20 t ha y. In
Sweden, estimations of potential production for Salix energy forests, made by
Perttu (1983), show a range of variation from 10 to 20 t ha” y" in central and
south Sweden. The estimations done by Cannell and Perttu were based on
empirical relationships. Eckersten, Nilsson & Lindroth (1989) used a simulation
model to estimate the willow potential production at various locations and weather
situations in southern Sweden. The mean annual stem production obtained ranged
from 6.5 to 10, 9 to 13 and 10 to 14.5 t ha’! y'1 for 1, 2 and 3-year-old shoots,
respectively.

The normal production levels, obtained from research fields, can be compared to
what can be expected on private owned willow forests . The yields from the first
harvests of commercial willow energy forests, in Sweden, were 30 to 40% lower
than those projections (10-12 t ha” y') (Host, Isebrands & Perttu, 1996).
Economical calculations, done in the middle of the 90’s, based on harvest
chipping and transport costs as well as subsidies and willow biomass prices,
indicate that production of energy forests needs to be above 8-10 t ha’ y
(Johansson & Rosenqvist, 1995) to become profitable. Hence, the actual low
harvest levels of around (7) t ha™ y™' may jeopardise future investments on willow
energy forests.

A question is raised whether the lower production levels, obtained in commercial
plantations, are a result of negligent management? The low production levels
could be a result of establishment on sites not appropriated (soil and weather
conditions) for willow growth. To focus the management the contribution of
variations in environmental conditions to variability in production has to be
estimated.



Thus, the lower production (in commercial plantations) than expected (from
research fields) increased the awareness of the importance to understand and
predict the effects of site conditions on willow production. Not only for a
particular time but also having in mind that environmental conditions change with
time, and that climate research predicts a systematic change in future.

It is not possible, experimentally, to test all combinations of environment
conditions and management practices that may occur in the field (Isebrands et al.,
1982). Modelling, however, can provide the means to predict numerous possible
combinations. The requirement is that the model can be used outside the range of
the conditions used in model development (Landsberg et al., 1991). A model
based on important mechanisms of the system has that potential. Further, it is also
important to avoid over simulation has this would imply supplemental data
collection (Loague & Green, 1991) and, in practice, reduce applicability on
privately owned fields. In this study the importance of some basic mechanistically
based concepts is examined.

Pre-requisites for willow growth

The main factors having a continuous effect on willow growth are believed to be
factors such as temperature, light, soil water and nitrogen (N) availability and
intra-specific competition. While other factors such as, weeds, browsing, pests,
diseases and frost, occur as events affecting willow growth during a limited period
of time. In the particular case of weeds, they may be always present in the willow
stands. However, their negative impact, on willow growth, is only significant
during establishment and during the first growing season after harvest (Ford-
Roberts, Mitchell & Watters, 1996; Sage, 1999).

In this thesis the first referred factors, of continuous character, are studied since it
is the potential production of healthy willow stands, for a particular site, that is in
focus.

According to Perttu (1983), air temperature is the most limiting climate factor for
forest production in Sweden, since it determines the length of the growing season.
To be favourable for intensive cultivation of willow forests, the growing season,
needs to be above 160 days (Perttu, 1983). This implies that the favourable areas,
for willow energy forests, in Sweden are located in the southern part (south of
latitude 60 °N). The commercial willow plantations that are established today in
Sweden are all within this area with favourable climate. Nevertheless, the actual
length of the growing season can vary from year to year and from site to site
within this area. Perttu (1983), determined that “the growing period normally lasts
between 160 and 230 days” in southern Sweden. Thus, when modelling willow
growth in southern Sweden it is important to consider the role of the temperature
in determining the length of the growing season.



Other major factors considered to be important to take into account when
modelling willow growth are light, soil water and nitrogen availability (Agren,
Kowalik & Perttu, 1989) and intra-specific competition (Tomé & Verwijst, 1996).
However, their importance varies from site to site as the soil ability to provide the
plants with water and nutrients, as well as management strategies, varies. One can
ask, how important are the effects of soil water and N ability presupposing, for
example, both, fertilisation and irrigation? In which cases does the influence of
such factors, on willow growth, need to be included in a simulation model? In
which cases can the expected production level depend on the interaction between
the leaf area development and intra-specific competition?

Cannel et al. (1987) found that, for unstressed willow stands, the development of
the leaf area is important to assure that a high fraction of the solar radiation,
reaching the stand, is used by the plants to produce biomass. These authors
estimated that for each week’s delay in the start of canopy development, the
potential stem production was reduced by 0.9 t ha” in a fertilised and irrigated
willow stand. One way of achieving a rapid canopy closure is by planting at higher
densities. However, a denser spacing of plantation also enhances intra-specific
competition (Willebrand & Verwjist, 1993) leading to self-thinning which in turn
leads to shoot and stool mortality (Verwjist, 1991). Shoot mortality, in turn, leads
to the appearance of gaps in the stand canopy (Verwjist, 1996) decreasing
radiation absorption.

For fertilised and irrigated willow stands, productivity seems to be dependent on
the interaction between leaf area (determining radiation absorption) and intra-
specific competition (leading to shoot mortality). However, irrigation and
fertilisation are costly measures for the grower and therefore not widely used
(particularly irrigation) in commercial willow plantations. In these cases, the
natural ability of the soil to provide the plants with water and nutrients is
determinant. Thus it is important to identify the manner and degree to which those
factors constrain site biomass productivity.

Simulation of willow production

Several models have been developed to forecast biomass production of willow
short-rotation forests and to study the effect of limiting factors on their growth
(see Perttu & Kowalik, 1989 and Perttu & Philippot, 1996). In general, they range
from simple growth and yield models that primarily use statistical analyses to
describe data on growth and biomass production, to complex process-based
models, that aim to predict the behaviour of the system under different
environmental conditions.

As an example of a simple regression model can be referred Perttu’s (1983)
empirical relationship between temperature, latitude and willow potential
production. This relationship was further developed by Morén and Perttu (1994),
to include also altitude. Another example is the relationship between temperature
and leaf area development used by Cannell et al. (1987), to determine potential
production of unstressed willow stands. The advantage of this type of models is



that they are easy to use in practice, as they require little data. They can be used to
identify areas with a favourable climate for willow growth but not to describe, for
example, differences in biomass production in response to management practices,
as they are limited in terms of feedback mechanisms.

A simulation model was applied by Nilsson & Eckersten (1983) to estimate the
potential production of willow stands. This model, developed by Eckersten et al
(1983), included several processes dealing with carbon dynamics in the plant (e.g.
photosynthesis, respiration and allocation) and calculated annual production as a
function of radiation and temperature. The model has undergone several
improvements (see e.g. Eckersten, Lindroth & Nilsson, 1987) such as to include,
for example, features for multiple-year simulations (Eckersten, Lindroth &
Nilsson, 1989). The model is limited to situations with optimal water and defined
nutrient supplies, which is seldom the case in commercial plantations.

Nitrogen supply is taken in consideration by Agren (1989) in a growth model that
is driven by nitrogen uptake in the plants. The external supply of nitrogen is
connected to foliar biomass production, total biomass accumulation and turnover
of nitrogen for a willow stand. The model can be used to investigate the effects of
fertilisation on stand production but is lacking water dynamics.

Other authors explore the relationship between biomass production and water
uptake and have simulated willow growth based on the water use efficiency
concept (Lindroth & Bath, 1999). This simple water-limited yield model can be
used to identify areas where precipitation levels are favourable for willow growth.
However it assumes optimal nutrient supply and has no representation of soil. The
soil is incorporated in an evaporation model developed by Halldin (1989) to
simulate willow evaporation. The soil water is described in terms of a single
compartment being the vertical distribution of water uptake in the soil ignored.

Persson & Jansson (1989) applied a multi-layered soil water and heat model that
predicts water dynamics for a variety of soils and vegetation covers, to a willow
stand. The upward and downward water flow between soil layers is considered
and the model can be used to evaluate the effect of irrigation on willow growth.
This model is known as SOIL model and it has been coupled to a model that
simulates nitrogen dynamics in the soil and in the plant and plant growth
(Eckersten & Slapokas, 1990). Together they constitute the SOIL-SOILN, a
complex process-based model that has been used by Eckersten (1994) to simulate
the growth of the first four years of a willow stand. The model, besides to include
carbon and nitrogen dynamics in the plant, it also accounts for the influence of soil
water and nutrient conditions. This is a comprehensive simulation model available
for willow coppice stands (it can be used to other crops also) and its major
limitation is the large amount of data required.

In the last decade, an increasing number of models that integrate both empirical
and mechanistic elements at the same hierarchical level have been developed. As
examples of such type of models developed for forest systems, we find BIOMASS
(McMurtie et al., 1994) for Pinus radiata and Eucalyptus spp., 3-PG (Landsberg

10



& Waring, 1997) for Picea sitchensis and PROMOD (Battaglia & Sands, 1997)
for Eucalyptus globulus. These models are based on the radiation-use efficiency
concept, i.e., assume that biomass production is proportional to the solar radiation
absorbed by the stand canopy (after Monteith, 1977). The influence of
environmental factors, such as temperature, soil water and nitrogen availability, on
the efficiency with which the absorbed radiation is converted into biomass, is
accounted for by using appropriated modifiers. The same approach was used in
this thesis to model the growth of short rotation willow coppice (SRWC) forests in
Southern Sweden.

The model presented n the thesis seeks to combine simplicity with robustness. It
requires a limited amount of information as input, still it is looking for to mimic
the most important process involved in carbon, water and nitrogen dynamics of
willow forest systems. Further it is discussed what is gained (in applicability) by
increasing model complexity to account for soil water and nitrogen conditions.

Objectives

The overall aim was to evaluate the relevance of modelling different processes for
prediction of willow forests productivity under different site conditions. This aim
was achieved in terms of four studies with the following aims:

to determine the radiation use efficiency of a willow stand growing under non-
limiting conditions (paper I);

to test to which degree the growth of fertilised willow stands can be explained by
the absorbed solar radiation and shoot mortality (paper II);

to determine to which extent the degree of explanation can be improved by
considering the effect of soil water (paper III) and nitrogen (paper 1V) availability
on willow growth.

Methods

Estimation of the radiation use efficiency

Two approaches were used to estimate the radiation use efficiency of willows.
First, the radiation use efficiency of a willow stand was determined in terms of
energy conversion efficiency (ECE) with which the solar radiation energy
reaching the stand, over the growing season, is converted into stem biomass
(Paper I). ECE was calculated as the ratio between the energy in stem wood (Ej,)
accumulated over the growing season (veg.), Eg, (MJ m? veg.'l), and the energy
of 2the relceived incoming solar radiation (E) during the growing season, E,; (MJ
m”veg.)
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ECE=E,,/E,, (D

In the second approach, the radiation use efficiency values (¢) were based on
estimated absorbed radiation and calculated for different shoot ages (Paper II).

€= EMax f(tAge) (2)

where €y, is the maximum radiation use efficiency and f(tag) is the shoot age
reduction factor. € is the efficiency with which the stand utilises the absorbed
radiation to produce new stem biomass.

The possible limitations on €, due to shortage of water or N, are accounted for by
the water reduction factor (fy) (see Paper III) and the growth nitrogen response
factor (fy) (see Paper IV), respectively.

Modelling approach

The basic idea, followed in the studies presented in this thesis, was to construct a
simplified process based (mechanistic) growth model for SRWC. To achieve this,
empirical elements were integrated in the model at system level.

The starting point was to simulate the willow growth under unstressed conditions,
i.e., as being mainly determined by atmospheric limitations on the photosynthesis
processes, and intra-specific competition (RUE model, Paper II). However, as
photosynthesis is also influenced by soill and management factors, other processes
dealing with water balance (RUE-W model, Paper III) and nutrients (N) cycling
(RUE-W-N, Paper IV) were simulated in order to increase model applicability.

Further the model has to be flexible to use. Depending on the intended use of the
model, i.e., what should be predicted and which processes to include, the user
should be able to select different degrees of complexity. To achieve this the model
was constructed by three modules, each of them simulating the influence of the
different main factors determining willow growth.

Those three modules are: 1) Biomass module, which simulates the influence of
light (incoming solar radiation), shoot-age and mortality on willow growth (see
Figure 1 in Paper II). 2) Water module, which simulates the soil water availability
for plant growth taking into account the soil type (see Figure 1 in Paper III). 3)
Nitrogen module, which simulates the soil nitrogen availability for plant growth
taking into account the soil type and fertilisation regime (see Figure 1 in Paper
IV). In the simulations, these modules can be linked and used together or
separately. This allows for comparisons of the benefits, in terms of model
predictability, of increasing model complexity to account for soil water and N
conditions in different environmental situations. When only the biomass module is
used in the simulations the model is named - RUE model -. If also the water
module is used, then the model is named — RUE-W model -. If all three modules
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are used then the model is called — RUE-W-N model -. Comparing the results
obtained allows inferring which process are determinant to include in the
simulations to get reasonable predictions in different circumstances.

Biomass production

In the RUE model (Paper I), willow stem biomass production (AW/At), is
simulated annually, as a function of the global radiation reaching the stand during
the growing season (Ryve,) and the fraction absorbed by the stand’s canopy (o),
radiation use efficiency (€), shoot age (tag) and the fraction of biomass (W) lost
by mortality (m).

AW/At = RsVeg a(tAge) I”;(tAge) (l'm) —m WtAge—l = WHarvest (3)

Both, the absorbed radiation and the radiation use efficiency, depend on shoot age
(tage). At harvest stem biomass is removed (Wygnes) from the system. Driving
variables are daily sums of global radiation and daily means of air temperature.
The temperature determines the start of the growing season. Further, initial values
for biomass and harvest dates are needed as input.

Since commercial willow plantations, by norm, are not irrigated, and if fertilised
the level of fertilisation may vary considerably, growth reduction factors were
introduced to represent to which extent environmental conditions are sub-optimal.

In the RUE-W model (Paper III), stem biomass production depends also on the fy,
function that represents the possible limiting effect of soil water availability on
willow growth. In the RUE-W-N model (Paper 1V), the effect of nitrogen
availability on stem biomass production is represented by the fy.

The stem biomass production is then determined from
AW/At = RsVeg a(tAge) 8(tAge) fW fN (l'm) —m WlAge—l - WHarvcst (4)

At harvest, besides stem biomass (Wgarest), also N is taken way from the system
(see Paper IV).

Water availability

Water availability is simulated daily by the water module with basis on process for
throughfall, infiltration, soil water storage, capillary rise, run off,
evapotranspiration and root uptake (Paper III). Simulations are made similar to the
water part of the SOIL (Jansson, 1991; Jansson & Halldin, 1979) and COUP
(Jansson & Karlberg, 2001) models. However, the structure, in terms of number of
soil layers (three layers) and processes considered, is simplified to facilitate
parameterisation when applying the model to field data. Water dynamics is
simulated in the vertical dimension and horizontal water flows and soil heat are
not considered. (Paper III).
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The daily simulated water availability is used to estimate an annual value of fy.
Low water availability is expressed as the reduction of annual transpiration (ZE,)
relative to the annual potential transpiration (ZEy).

fw =aw (1 — (SEy - ZE,) / ZEy) 0<fy<l (5)

The coefficient ay is larger than one, which makes growth not sensitive to
transpiration reductions close to potential transpiration rates.

The water module is dependent on the biomass simulations on an annual basis, by
means of the standing stem biomass at start of the growing season, that determines
the leaf area and root depth development during the coming season, which are
input to the water module (Paper III). Other inputs needed (beyond the ones
needed for biomass simulations) are daily data on rainfall, air humidity, wind
speed and irrigation, and USDA soil type.

Nitrogen availability

Nitrogen availability simulations are based on processes for root N uptake,
decomposition of dead organic matter, mineralisation or immobilisation of N,
nitrification and nitrate transport (Paper IV). Simulations are, to a large extent,
made similar to the SOILN model (Eckersten et al. 1998; Johnson et al. 1987), but
the structure is simplified as concerns the number of soil layers represented. Only
three soil layers are included (Paper IV).

Nitrogen deficit (Npeficit) is expressed as low nitrogen availability in relation to
plant N demand (2Npen), and is used to reduce annual growth in terms of the
reduction factor fy.

fn = 1- bn Npeficit / (an ZNpem) 0<fx<1 (6)

The parameter ay (= 0.7) is the fraction of maximal plant demand for N uptake
that is needed for maximal growth rate. The parameter by (= 0.8) is the relative
decrease of fy caused by an increased N deficit.

The N deficit is the difference between plant N demand for maximal growth (ay
2Npem) and N availability. The N availability is the sum of annual net
mineralisation, deposition, fertilisation and soil mineral N at the beginning of the
year, plus the internal supply of N from the plant itself, minus annual losses (via
leaching and denitrification). The annual sums are calculated from simulated daily
values.

The nitrogen module needs input of daily values on plant N demand and litter
formation. These are derived from the leaf area, which in turn is estimated from
the standing stem biomass (see water module above). Also the soil water content,
the relative soil water content and water flows between layers, as simulated by the
water model, are daily input to the nitrogen module. Further, it needs management
data on fertilisation.
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Calibration site

Model calibrations were conducted with data from a willow stand (Modellskogen)
growing on a clay soil in Uppsala. The data comprise the annual stem biomass
production over 10 years (three cutting cycles). The stand was both fertilised (ca.
105 kg N ha” y) and irrigated (ca. 100 mm y™'). A summarised description of the
site and plantation characteristics is given in Appendix (Tables Al).

Data, from the fertilisation trial at the site Korrvike, were used to calibrate the
response of the nitrogen growth factor to nitrogen availability. The trial comprises
four fertilisation levels with average N supplies of: zero (0); 55 kg N ha™ y'; 110
kg N ha'y"' and 160 kg N ha™' y' (Tables Al and A2).

Test sites

Data from 22 willow coppice stands, located at five different sites in southern
Sweden, were used to assess the ability of the model to reproduce the variations in
stem biomass production (Tables A1 and A2 in Appendix). The data comprise
annual biomass production over two to nine years (one or two cutting cycles). The
fertilisation level between stands varied from 0 to 160 kg N ha™ y' and none of
the test stands was watered. The stands were constituted by clone mixtures (except
the four stands at the site Korrvike). According to USDA classification four soil
types, clay, clay loam, sandy loam and loamy sand, are represented. All
simulations were performed using daily weather data from the nearest climate
station (Table Al and A2 in Appendix) in the national weather service’s network
stations.

In the papers included in this thesis, model performance was evaluated by using
several statistical measures. Here, in the summary, model predictability and
comparisons of model performance are presented and discussed with basis on the
coefficient of determination (R?) of the regression line between simulated and
measured values. Model predictability is compared for three groups of test data: 1)
All — includes all the 22 test stands; 2) Fertilised — includes the 12 stands that, on
average, received more than 75 kg N ha” y"' (High and Moderate fertilisation in
Table Al); and 3) Unfertilised - includes the 10 stands that, on average, received
less than 65 kg N ha™ y"' (Low and No fertilisation in Table A2).

In all stands the annual measurements of standing stem biomass were done during
winter and non- destructively. Five of the test stands had a bad establishment and
produced less than 2.5 t ha” during the first year after plantation. For these stands
the simulation start was delayed by one year: the age of the shoots growing during
the second growing season after plantation was set equal to shoot age one and the
first growing season was set to be the plantation year.

15



Results

Radiation use efficiency

The radiation use efficiency, of the Modellskogen stand, both based on incoming
global radiation (Paper I) and on absorbed radiation (Paper II), varies with shoot
age (Table 1). Efficiency values, based on global radiation, are lower for shoot
ages I and IV than for shoot ages II and III. Efficiency values, based on absorbed
radiation decrease from shoot age II.

Table 1- Radiation use efficiency values (¢), for each shoot age, calculated and estimated
Jor the Modellskogen forest. Also presented are average stem biomass produced and the
fraction of absorbed radiation (o) for each shoot age. All the values are accounted for the
growing season period.

Shoot  Biomass & based on global radiation (g € based on absorbed o

age (g m?) MIY) radiation (g MJ™)
Calculated e*a Calibrated Determined
(calibrated)
I 631 0.32 0.38 0.64 0.59
II 1219 0.55 0.66 0.91 0.73
111 1072 0.46 0.61 0.73 0.76
v 717 0.33 0.45 0.61 0.74

The difference between calculated and calibrated & values, based on total
radiation, results from the fact that the calculated values also include effects of
shoot mortality. In the model the losses of biomass due to shoot mortality are
explicitly calculated and are not a part of the € values.

Simulations of biomass production with the RUE model

The purpose of the first model — RUE model — (presented in Paper 1I) was to
investigate the reliability of a model based on the radiation-use-efficiency concept
to mimic the growth of well fertilised (> 75 kg N ha™ y™') willow coppice stands,
growing at different locations in southern Sweden.

To account for the influence of the high plant densities and the short harvest
cycles (3 to 5 years) characteristics of the willow coppice systems, shoot-age and
shoot mortality due to self-thinning are explicitly included in model simulations. It
was assumed that mortality implies direct losses of biomass produced and shoot
age has a direct effect on the fraction of solar radiation that is absorbed and on the
radiation use efficiency.

The RUE model was tested on 12 (fertilised but not irrigated) stands and it was
able to explain 82% of the observed variations in biomass production at harvest. If
applied only to the six stands with a similar level of fertilisation as the
Modellskogen the degree of explanation increased to 90%. However, the RUE
model’s ability to reproduce variations on the annual biomass production was low.
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Only ca. 50% of the annual variations were explained by the model. This suggests
that the growth of particular years might be significantly influenced by factors not
accounted for in the model (for example drought or nutrient deficits).

Simulations of biomass production with the RUE-W model

The results above show that a model based on the radiation-use-efficiency concept
can be appropriated to simulate willow biomass production at harvest. However,
theoretically the use of the RUE model is constrained to unstressed stands. The
purpose of the second model — RUE-W model — (Paper III) is therefore, to find to
what extent, incorporating the variability in water conditions between sites and
years, contributes to explain variations on willow biomass production.

All the assumptions made in the previous study were kept except that now the
effect of sub-optimal soil water conditions on willow growth (i.e., on willow
biomass production) are explicitly represented in terms of a water reduction factor.

The RUE-W model was tested on the same 12 stands as the RUE model and it was
able to explain 76% of the variations in biomass production at harvest and 27% of
the variations in annual production. The results show that considering the effects
of soil water availability on willow growth do not improved biomass prediction
compared to considering the effects of absorbed radiation, shoot age and mortality
alone. However, one exception was found for the third year’s production where
the R* increased from the 0.28 obtained with the RUE model to 0.44 obtained with
the RUE-W model. Further, from the sensitivity test on how growth is affected by
a reduction of precipitation rate for different soil types (see Figure 7, Paper III),
the RUE-W model response to differences in water supply seems to be realistic.

Simulations of biomass production with the RUE-W-N model

In the previous model the ability of different type of soils to supply water to the
plants was simulated for fertilised stands. These are not, however, the norm among
private-owned willow coppice stands. The purpose of the third model - RUE-W-N
model — (Paper IV) was to determine, to what extent, including the variations in
soil N availability between sites and fertilisation regimes, can contribute to explain
the variations in willow biomass production observed at different sites and
fertilisation levels.

Nitrogen limitations to growth are expressed as low nitrogen availability in
relation to plant demand and are explicitly represented in terms of a nitrogen
reduction factor. All the other assumptions were the same as in the previous study.

The RUE-W-N model was tested on all the 22 test stands. However, the results
presented here bellow refer to only 18 stands (10 Fertilised and 8 Unfertilised), as
the results from the stands at the site Grimstad were not included as this site was
located bellow an esker (Alriksson, 1997) and water conditions were not possible
to predict with our model approach. The model was able to explain 82 to 86% of
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the observed variations in yield at harvest and 32 to 41% of the variations in
annual biomass production (Table 2). At harvest, model predictability is higher for
Unfertilised stands (R*> = 0.86), while the best predictions of annual biomass
production are obtained for All stands (R*=0.41).

Model comparisons

In order to investigate, in which conditions, the inclusion of processes to simulate
soil water and nitrogen availability leads to increased model predictability, the
RUE and the RUE-W were also tested on all (18) stands.

The degree of explanation of variation in biomass production at harvest was high
for all models (Table 2). In contrast, for variations in annual production, the
degree of explanation was low for all models (Table2). Regarding variations in
productivity for each shoot-age, they tend to be better explained for one-year-old
shoots than for two- or three-years-old shoots (Table 2).

The results show that, the processes included on the RUE model satisfactorily
described variations in biomass production at harvest, for stands with a similar
level of fertilisation. The inclusion of processes to simulate water and nitrogen
availability, on different types of soils, could not explain more than another 2% of
the variation observed for Unfertilised stands (R* improved from 0.84 with the
RUE model to 0.86 with the RUE-W-N model, Table 2). For Fertilised stands the
inclusion of such processes even influenced predictability negatively. This results
suggest that variations in harvest production, of willow stands with similar N
supply, can be estimated by a simple model such as RUE that only requires
climate data that are routinely recorded in weather stations.

However, when model predictability is compared, regarding variations in biomass
production at harvest, for All stands, improvements, arising from taking into
account variations in the soil ability to supply plants with water and nitrogen
become apparent. For All stands, model predictability increased from R? =0.70
with the RUE model to R?> = 0.82 with the RUE-W-N model (Table 2). This
indicates that, model predictability benefits from the inclusion, of the effect of
simulated soil water and nitrogen availability on willow growth, when simulating
stands that are growing under different N supply regimes.

Predictions of the variations in annual biomass production follow the same pattern
as predictions of variations in production at harvest. For Unfertilised and Fertilised
stands, model predictability does not benefit from increased complexity to account
for water and nitrogen availability in the soil, while predictability for All stands is
improved if soil and nitrogen availability are considered in the simulations.

Including solely soil water availability (RUE-W model) had a negative effect on
model predictability except for biomass production of three-years-old shoots (Year
3, Table 2). In fact, variations in biomass production of three-years-old shoots, are
considerably better explained when soil water availability (for All and Fertilised
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stands), or both soil water and nitrogen availability (for Unfertilised stands), are
considered than if only the effects of radiation absorbed, shoot age and mortality
are accounted for.

Discussion

Radiation use efficiency

The results presented here show that radiation use efficiency, of willow plants, is
not constant but varies with shoot age within a cutting cycle of four years (Table
1). If efficiency is based on global radiation (Paper I) the lowest values are found
for shoot ages I and IV. When calculated this way, the radiation use efficiency
accounts implicitly for both absorbed radiation and shoot mortality. Therefore, the
lower efficiency values for the youngest shoots, might be a result of a delay in
canopy closure (Paper I). This in turn is due to a delay in leaf area development as
the older shoots have an earlier and faster canopy closure (Eckersten & Nilsson,
1990). For the oldest shoots, the lower efficiency values, might be a consequence
of loss of biomass due to shoot mortality caused by self-thinning (Paper I).
Mortality studies on the Modellskogen stand showed that mortality occurs among
the smallest individuals, which is consistent with a situation of self-thinning
ongoing in the stand (Verwijst, 1991; Verwijst, 1996).

If efficiency (g) is based on absorbed radiation (Paper II), efficiency decreases
with shoot age from shoot age II. When this approach is used, the radiation
absorption and shoot mortality are explicitly estimated and not a part of the
efficiency values. Leaf area development seems to be more important for stem
biomass production than €. Despite the low production of the one-year-old shoots,
€ was relatively high, which might be explained by the low fraction of absorbed
radiation This in turn results from the longer time needed for young shoots to
develop a closed canopy. Cannell (1988) based on values of light use efficiency
and light interception, determined for irrigated and fertilised stands, concluded that
an early leaf expansion was more significant for biomass production than the
efficiency in using the absorbed radiation. Also Lawlor (1995), on a study of
photosynthesis, refers that reduced “light conversion efficiency have smaller
effects on production” than a poor leaf area development
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Table 5: Coefficient of determination (R’) values of the regression lines between observed and simulated values obtained with the different models.
The n is the number of data points used in the regression analysis. Figures in bold denotes the model that gives the highest R? value for each

situation.

Stands Model Harvest Annual Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
(all years)
RUE R2=10.70; n=19 R2=0.38; n=51 R2 =0.72; n=20 R2=0.14; n=20 R2=0.00; n=10
All RUE-W R2=0.69; n=19 R2 =0.20; n=51 R2 =0.68; n=20 R2=0.01; n=20 R2 =0.47; n=10
RUE-W-N R2 = 0.82; n=19 R2 = 0.41; n=51 R2 =0.63; n=20 R2 = 0.38; n=20 R2 =0.21; n=10
RUE R2 = 0.85; n=11 R2 = 0.48; n=31 R2 =0.74; n=12 R2 =0.04; n=12 R2 =0.09; n=6
Fert. RUE-W R2=0.77; n=11 R2 =0.34; n=31 R2=0.68; n=12 R2 =0.00; n=12 R2 =0.77; n=6
RUE-W-N R2=0.83; n=11 R2=0.40; n=31 R2 =0.52; n=12 R2=0.01; n=12 R2=0.61; n=6
RUE R2 =0.84; n=8 R2 =0.32; n=20 R2 =0.76; n=8 R2 =0.49; n=8 R2=0.31; n=4
Unfert. RUE-W R2=0.83; n=8 R2 =0.08; n=20 R2 =0.76; n=8 R2 =0.08; n=8 R2=0.31; n=4
RUE-W-N R2 = 0.86; n=8 R2 =0.32; n=20 R2 = 0.80; n=8 R2=10.28; n=8 R2 =0.74; n=4




If efficiency is based on absorbed radiation (as in Paper II), efficiency decreases
with shoot age from shoot age II. When this approach is used, the radiation
absorption and shoot mortality are explicitly estimated and not a part of the
efficiency values. Leaf area development seems to be more important for stem
biomass production than &. Despite the relatively high &€ of the one-year-old
shoots, their biomass production was the lowest, which might be explained by
their low fraction of absorbed radiation This in turn results from the longer time
needed for young shoots to develop a closed canopy. Cannell (1987) based on
values of light use efficiency and light interception, determined for irrigated and
fertilised stands, concluded that an early leaf expansion was more significant for
biomass production than the efficiency in using the absorbed radiation. Also
Lawlor (1995), on a study of photosynthesis, refers that reduced “light conversion
efficiency have smaller effects on production” than a poor leaf area development

The differences in efficiency between the years might reflect changes in partition
of assimilates and assimilates being used for other purposes (for example
respiration) than stem biomass production. However this is not further investigated
within the scope of the studies presented here.

Model comparisons

By following the modelling strategy described above, productivity assessments,
for willow coppice forests, were made based on radiation absorption and
conversion into biomass, shoot age and mortality, including, as a choice, the
effects of water and nitrogen stress on willow growth. The benefits, of accounting
for soil water and nitrogen conditions were evaluated for predictions of variation
in productivity between sites, years and fertilisation level. In this respect, this is a
pioneer study for willow coppice systems.

As for other trees stands, for example Eucalyptus globulus (Landsberg &
Hingston, 1996; Battaglia, Sands & Candy, 1999), the variations in productivity,
at harvest, of willow coppice stands can be reasonably described by a model that
integrates mechanistic and empirical elements at system level. Further, this study
indicates that most of those variations can be simulated using a simple mechanistic
model based on radiation-use efficiency, and that the inclusion of process to
simulate soil water and nitrogen conditions, in general, conveys little extra
improvements on model predictability.

It is not uncommon that more complex models do not show more precise results
than simpler ones (Wegehenkel, 2000). This is a result of the trade-off between
increased explanatory power, due to the new process introduced, and increased
prediction uncertainty due to introduction of new sources of error into model
simulations (H&kanson, 1995; Fortin & Moon, 1999).

Another general trend is that model predictions are better for biomass production

at harvest than for annual biomass production. This may result from the fact that
non-linearities, in the growth response to environmental factors, tend to be less
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apparent over time (Landsberg & Hingston, 1996). For particular years, the effect
of singular events (e.g. frost, browsing), on willow production, might be
significant, but levelled out when considering production over the whole cutting
cycle. It should be noted, however, that with the exception of the first year, the
simulated biomass production depends on the simulated value of the previous
year. This allows for propagation of errors, for example, if production one year is
underestimated, in the next year mortality will be underestimated and production
overestimated. However, as concerns the accumulated growth over years the error
tends to be levelled out.

Variations in productivity at harvest, of the willow coppice stands used, simulated
by the RUE model are better estimated for stands with a similar fertilisation level
(Table 2). Further, the best estimates, with the RUE model, are obtained for the six
stands with a fertilisation level close to the level applied to the calibration stand
Modellskogen (R* = 0.90; see Paper II). This indicates that the RUE model is more
appropriated to simulate biomass production of stands receiving a similar N
supply, which is coherent since the RUE model does not account for the effect, on
growth, of variations in soil nitrogen availability. It also indicates that the
fertilisation level (i.e., N availability) influences willow production. Nevertheless,
the high predictability of the RUE model, indicates that willow production, of the
stands considered, is most dependent on the absorbed radiation, shoot age and
mortality.

The inclusion of simulations of soil water availability (RUE-W model) only had a
positive effect, on model predictability, in the third year (Table 2). Overall, model
predictability was not improved despite reasonable estimates of the influence of a
reduction in water supply on growth (see Paper III). This might be due to
problems in having proper input data or / and due to plant adaptation to dryer
environments.

First, roots may grow deeper, than it was assumed by the model, and thereby lead
to an inaccurate estimation of the amount of water available for root uptake and of
the actual evapotranspiration (Boonyatharokul & Walker, 1979). The occurrence
and efficiency of deep roots has been found to be of major importance for estimate
evapotranspiration on a willow stand (Persson & Jansson, 1989). Also, for
example, for eucalyptus (Landsberg & Hingston, 1996) and olive trees (Palomo et
al., 2002), low or no effects of water, on tree growth, were related to a large root
depth.

Second, roots might grow preferentially along fissures in the soil, as have been
found for poplar coppice stands (Hall et al., 1998), this alter the value of the “so-
called macroporosity and produce preferential direction for water movement (Laio
et al., 2001). In this case, soil moisture might be misleading in representing water
availability.

In addition, the RUE-W model was calibrated against an irrigated willow stand,
however, it is possible that plant water demand for growth is lower in the non-
irrigated willow stands used to test the model. Many plants possess adaptations
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that increase their tolerance to drought (c.f. Kramer, 1983). For example, growing
in dryer environments they might increase their water use efficiency.

So it is possible that, the growth of the simulated willow stands has not been
significantly limited by water shortage. In this case model performance does not
benefits from the inclusion of explicit simulations of water availability. The
benefits are masked by that new source for errors were introduced.

The inclusion of simulations of soil water and nitrogen availability (RUE-W-N
model), in general, improved model predictability, for Unfertilised and for All
stands (Table 2). For Fertilised stands, on contrary, the predictability is slightly
decreased, except for the third year (Table 2). This might be due to the fact that,
for these stands, limitations on growth, due to N deficits, are small. In these
circumstances, as referred for water availability, model performance does not
benefit from the inclusion of explicit simulations of N availability.

For Unfertilised stands the improvements obtained are, however, very small. If
the RUE-W-N model correctly simulates N availability, and its effect on growth,
this indicates that the observed variations in productivity, of these stands, were
poorly related to variations in the soils natural N availability. Results from
simulations, of the behaviour of the growth factor (fy), under different fertilisation
and soil type scenarios, showed a similar response as obtained, from experimental
results, by Weih & Nordh (2002) and Aronsson & Bergstrom (2001) (see further
Paper IV).

Could it be that simulations of N availability are not realistic? Simulated
mineralisation rates and N leaching are similar to those estimated for agricultural
soils by Kitterer et al. (1999). However, short-term dynamics of N leaching was
poorly simulated (see Paper IV). This might have introduced an error, although
not very large, in the estimated N availability.

For All stands, the benefits, on model predictability, of including explicit
simulations of soil water and availability, are more evident, especially for
production at harvest. This, in connection with the results obtained for
Unfertilised stands, indicate that the fertilisation level is more valuable to describe
the variations in biomass production, of the willow test stands, than the ability of
the different soil types to supply N to plant growth.

When comparing the results from this study with the results from other studies on
the evaluation of the effects of different environmental or management factors on
willow growth, there are both similar (Tahvanainen & Rytkonen, 1999) and
contradictory results (Alriksson, 1997). Tahvanainen & Rytkénen (1999) found
that climatic conditions had a stronger influence, on willow biomass production,
than soil properties. While Alriksson (1997) found that willow productivity had a
stronger relationship to soil texture and speculate that site properties, related to
clay content, might be more important than N-fertilisation.
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One possible explanation for these discrepant results might be the time
perspective. The results presented by (Alriksson, 1997) are from the fifth and sixth
growing season, while the results presented by Tahvanainen & Rytkénen (1999),
as well as the results presented here, are based on biomass production after three
growing seasons. It might be that, the influence of soil properties on N availability
for plant growth might not be high enough to produce significant variations in
willow productivity during the first years, compared to the influence of climatic
factors or fertilisation. This idea is supported by the fact that better estimates are
obtained, both by RUE-W and RUE-W-N models, for the third year than if RUE
alone is used, indicating that soil related factors might become more important
with time. However, the number of simulated third years was rather small (n=4)
and the model needed further testing.

Overall, the effect was small, probably because we couldn’t test the modified
models against growth data from a wide range of environments. The test data did
not included years with severe water stress and the sites chosen for the used
plantations were from former agricultural land (i.e., fertile soils). Reductions in
soil nitrogen may develop over longer periods of time. Two other factors that also
might contribute to decrease differences in N availability between sites are an
increased allocation of growth to roots on poor N environments (Cannel & Dewar,
1994) and an increased uptake by mycorrhiza on the N poor sites (Wallander,
1995). An increased allocation to roots due to poor N status would increase the N
availability for the willow stands on the poor sites.

Finally, I would like to mention that, all the test stands, with exception of the
stands at Korrvike, were constituted of a mixture of clones and differences,
between willow clones, in response to water and N stress have been shown (see
Weih 2001). Therefore, it is possible that the genetic variation of the willow
clones, in response to water and nitrogen stress, counteracts the differences in
water and N supply by the different soil types.

Conclusions

e  Radiation use efficiency of willow plants varies with shoot age.

e In southern Sweden, the variations in harvest yield of willow stands,
growing on different types of soils on former arable land, can satisfactorily
be simulated by a model based on canopy intercepted solar radiation, shoot
mortality and shoot age.

e Accounting for differences in water conditions between soil types does not
improve model predictability of growth.

e  Accounting for differences both in soil water and nitrogen supply,
improves model predictability only for stands growing under different
fertilisation levels.
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e  For stands with a similar fertilisation level, water and nitrogen simulations
do not improve model predictability, compared to account for radiation
absorbed, shoot age and shoot mortality, alone.

e  The level of fertilisation seems to be more important than the capacity of
the different soils to deliver N, for predicting willow growth.

e  Variations in biomass production from year to year are indicated to be
poorly related to annual variations in solar radiation, shoot mortality or soil
water and nitrogen availability. This conclusion is, however, tentative since
the simulations not used the measured values of biomass at the beginning
of the season instead of the simulated values.

References

Agren, G. 1989. Willow stand growth and seasonal nitrogen turnover. In K. Perttu and P.
Kowalik, (Eds). Modelling of energy forestry: growth, water relations and economics.
Pudoc, Wageningen, Netherland. Simulation Monographs 30, 19-23.

Agren, G., Kowalik, P. & Perttu, K. 1989. Introduction to modelling of plant growth. In K.
Perttu and P. Kowalik, (Eds). Modelling of energy forestry: growth, water relations and
economics. Pudoc, Wageningen, Netherland. Simulation Monographs 30, 19-23.

Alriksson, B. 1997. Influence of site factors on Salix growth with emphasis on nitrogen
response under different soil conditions. Swedish University of Agricutural Sciences.
Silvestria 46.

Aronsson, P. 2000. Nitrogen retention in vegetation filters of short rotation willow coppice.
Doctoral thesis. Dep. of Short Rotation Forestry. Swedish University of Agricultural
Sciences, Uppsala, Sweden, Silvestria 161.

Aronsson, P.G. & Bergstrom, L.F. 2001. Nitrate leaching from lysimeter-grown short-
rotation willow coppice in relation to N-application, irrigation and soil type. Biomass and
Bioenergy 21, 155-164.

Battaglia, M. & Sands, P. 1997. Modelling site productivity of Eucalyptus globules in
response to climatic and site factors. Australian Journal of Plant Physiology, 24, 831-
850.

Battaglia, M. and Sands, P & Candy, S.G. 1999. Hybrid growth model to predict height and
volume growth in young Eucalyptus globulus plantations. Forest Ecology and
Management 120, 193-201.

Boonyatharokul, N. & Walker, W.R. 1979. Evapotranspiration under depleting soil
moisture. Journal of Irrigation Drainage. Div. Am. Soc. Civ. Eng. IR 4, 391-402.

Cannel, M.G.R. & Dewar, R.C. 1994. Carbon allocation in trees: a review of concepts for
modelling. Advances in Ecological Research 25, 59-104.

Cannell, M. G .R., Milne, R., Sheppard, L. J. and Unsworth, M. H. 1987. Radiation
interception and productivity of willow. Journal of Applied Ecology, 24, 261-278.

Christersson, L. L., Sennerby-Forsse, L. & Zsuffa, L., 1993. The role and significance of
woody biomass plantations in Swedish agriculture. Forest Chronicle 69, 687-693.

Eckersten, H. 1994. Modelling daily growth and nitrogen turnover for a short-rotation
forest over several years. Forest Ecology and Management 69: 57-72.

Eckersten, H., Jansson, P-E. & Johnsson, H. 1998. SOILN model, ver. 9.2, User’s, manual.
Division of Hydrotechnics, Communications 98:6, Dep. of Soil Sciences, Swedish
Agricultural University, Uppsala, 113 pp.

25



Eckersten, H., Kowalik, P., Nilsson, L.O. & Perttu, K., 1983. Simulation of total willow
production. Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Section of Energy Forestry,
Uppsala. Report 32, 45 pp.

Eckersten, H., Lindroth, A. & Nilsson, L-E. 1987. Willow production related to climatic
variations in southern Sweden. Scandinavian Journal of Forest Research 2, 99-110.

Eckersten, H., Lindroth, A. & Nilsson, L-E. 1989. Simulated growth of willow stands
related to variations in weather and foliar nitrogen content. In: Perttu, K.L., Kowalik, P.J.
(Eds.), Modelling of Energy Forestry: Growth, Water Relations and Economics.
Simulation Monographs 30, Pudoc, Wageningen, pp.33-63.

Eckersten, H. & Nilsson, L.-O. 1990. Light absorption and willow production in Southern
Sweden, a case study. In: JBurley (Ed.) Proceedings of the XIX World Congress
IUFRO, 5-11 August, Montreal, Canada, 59-67.

Eckersten, H. & Slapokas, T. 1990. Modelling nitrogen turnover and production in an

irrigated short-rotation forest. Agr. For. Met. 50, 99-123.

Ettala, M.O. 1988. Short rotation tree plantations at sanitary landfills. Waste Management
and Research 6, 291-302.

Ford-Roberts, J., Mitchell, P. & Watters, M. 1996. Tending of short rotation coppice. In S.
Ledin and E. Willebrand (Eds). Handbook on How to Grow Short Rotation Forests. Dep.
of Short Rotation Forestry, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Uppsala.

Fortin, M-C. & Moon, D. E. 1999. Errors associated with the use of soil survey data for
estimating plant-available water at a regional scale. Soil and Water (in Agron. J.) 91,
984-990.

Hall, R.L., Allen, S.J., Rosier, P.T.W. & Hopkins, R. 1998. Transpiration from coppice
poplar and willow measured using sap-flow methods. Agricultural and Forest
Meteorology 90, 275-290.

Halldin, S. 1989. Willow stand evaporation: Simulation of diurnal distribution using
synoptic weather data. In K. Perttu and P. Kowalik, (Eds). Modelling of energy forestry:
growth, water relations and economics. Pudoc, Wageningen, Netherland. Simulation
Monographs 30, 121-146.

Hékanson, L. 1995. Optimal size of predictive models. Ecological Modelling 78, 195-204.
Host, G.E., Isebrands, J.G. & Perttu, K.L. 1996. Modelling short rotation forestry growth:
An international workshop. Biomass and Bioenergy 11 (Nos 2/3, special issue), 73-74.
Isebrands, J.G., Ek, A.R. & Meldahl, R.S. 1982. Comparison of growth model and harvest
yields of short rotation intensively cultured Populus: a case study. Canadian Journal of

Forest Research 12, 58-63.

Jansson, P.E. 1991. Simulation Model for Soil Water and Heat Conditions. Description of
the SOIL model. Report 165, Division of Agricultural Hydrotechnics, Dep. of Soil
Sciences, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Uppsala, Sweden.

Jansson, P.E. & Halldin, S., 1979. Model for annual water and energy flow in layered soil.
In: Halldin (ed.) Comparison of forest water and energy exchange models. Int. Soc. Ecol.
Modellin (Copenhagen) pp. 145-163.

Jansson, P.E. & Karlberg, L., 2001. Coupled heat and mass transfer model for soil-plant-
atmosphere systems. Royal Institute of Technolgy, Dept of Civl and Environmental
Engineering, Stockholm 325 pp.

Johansson, H. & Rosenqvist, H., 1995. Economics of short rotation forestry. In Ledin, S.,
Willebrand (Eds), Handbook on how to grow short rotation forests. IEA/BA TASK VIII.
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Section for Short-Rotation Forestry,
Uppsala.

Johnsson, H., Bergstrém, L. & Jansson, P-E., 1987. Simulated nitrogen dynamics and losses
in a layered agricultural soil. Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment 18, 333-356.

Kitterer, T., Eckersten, H., Heidmann, T., Borg, G., Sippola, J., Breland, T.A., Vold, A.,
Haugen, L-E., Thomsen, A., Blombick, K. & Bakken, L. 1999. Application of the
nitrogen model to agricultural land. In: Jansson, P-E., Persson, T. & Kiitterer, T. (Eds.)
Nitrogen processes in arable and forest soils in the nordic countries. Field-scale
modelling and experiments. TemaNord 1999:560. Nordic Council of Ministers,
Copenhagen. ISBN 92-893-0350-6, 83-98.

26



Kramer, P.J. 1983. Drought tolerance and water use efficiency. In: Water Relations of
Plants. P.J. Kramer, ed., pp. 390-415. Academic Press, San Diego, California.

Laio, F., Porporato, A., Ridolfi, L. & Rodriguez-Iturbe, I. 2001. Plants in water-controlled
ecosystems: active role in hydrologic processes and response to water stress. II.
Probabilistic soil moisture dynamics. Advances in Water Resources 24, 707-723.

Landsberg, J.J. & Hingston, F.J., 1996. Evaluating a simple radiation/dry matter conversion
model using data from Eucalyptus globulus plantations in Western Australia. Tree
Physiology 16, 801-808.

Landsberg, J.J., Kaufmann, M.R., Binkley, D., Isebrands, J.G. & Jarvis, P.G. 1991.
Evaluating progress toward closed forest models based on fluxes of carbon, water and
nutrients. Tree Physiology 9, 1-15.

Landsberg, J.J. & Waring, R.H. 1997. A generalised model of forest productivity using
simplified concepts of radiation-use efficiency, carbon balance and partitioning. Forest
Ecology and Management 95, 209-228.

Lawlor, D.W. 1995. Photosynthesis, productivity and environment. Journal of
Experimental Botany 46, 1449-1461.

Lindroth, A. & Bath, A. 1999. Assessment of regional willow coppice yield in Sweden on

basis of water availability. Forest Ecology and Management 121, 57-65.

Loague, K. & Green, R-E. 1991. Statistical and graphical methods for evaluating solute
transport models. Overview and application. J. Contam. Hydro. 7, 51-73.

McMurtie, R.E., Gholz, H.L., Linder, S. & Gower, S.T. 1994. Climate factors controlling
the productivity of pine stands: a model based analysis. Ecological Bulletins 43, 173-188.

Morén, A-S. & Perttu, K.L. 1994. Regional temperature and radiation indices and their
adjustment to horizontal and inclined forest land. Studia Forestalia Suecica 194, 19 pp.

Monteith, J.L. 1977. Climate and efficiency of crop production in Britain. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society of London. B281, 277-294.

Nilsson, L. & Eckersten, H. 1983. Willow production as a function of radiation and

temperature. Agricultural Meteorology 30, 49-57.

Nixon, D.J., Stphens, W., Tyrrel, S.F. & Brierley, E.D.R., 2001. The potential for short
rotation energy forestry on restored landfill caps. Bioresurce Technology 77 (3) 237-245.

Palomo, M.J., Moreno, F., Fernandez, J.E., Diaz-Espejo, A. & Girén, LF. 2002.
Determining water consumption in olive orchards using the water balance approach.
Agricultural Water Management. 55, 15-35.

Persson, G. and Jansson, P-E., 1989. Simulated water balance of a willow stand on clay
soil. In Perttu and Kowalik Eds. Modelling of energy forestry: growth, water relations
and economics. ISBN 90-220-0947-5. Pudoc Wageningen, Netherlands.

Perttu, K.L., 1983. Temperature restraints on energy forestry in Sweden. International
Journal of Biometeorology, 27 (3), 189-196.

Perttu, K.L., 1989. Short-rotation forestry: an alternative energy resource? In: Perttu, K.L.,
Kowalik, P.J. (Eds.), Modelling of Energy Forestry: Growth, Water Relations and
Economics. Simulation Monographs 30, Pudoc, Wageningen, pp.181-186.

Perttu, K.L., Kowalik, P.J. (Eds.), Modelling of Energy Forestry: Growth, Water Relations
and Economics. Simulation Monographs 30, Pudoc, Wageningen, 199 pp.

Perttu, K. and Philippot, S. (Eds) 1996. Modelling Short Rotation Forestry Growth.
Biomass and Bioenergy 11 N* 2/3 (special issue).

Rosengvist, H., Roos, A. Ling, E. & Hektor, B. 2000. Willow growers in Sweden. Biomass

and Bioenergy 18, 137-145.

Sage, R.B., 1999. Weed competition in willow coppice crops: the cause and extent of yield
losses. Weed Research 39, 399-411.

Tahvanainen, L. & Rytkénen, V-M. 1999. Biomass production of Salix viminalis in
southern Finland and the effect of soil properties and climate conditions on its production
and survival. Biomass and Bioenergy 16: 103-117.

Tomé, M. & Verwijst, T., 1996. Modeling competition in short rotation forests. Biomass
and Bioenrgy 11 (Nos 2/3 special issue), 177-187.

Verwijst T., 1991. Shoot mortality and dynamics of live and dead biomass in a stand of
Salix viminalis. Biomass and Bioenergy 1: 35-39.

27



Verwijst, T. 1996. Cyclic and progressive changes in short-rotation willow coppice
systems. Biomass and Bioenergy, 11, 161-165.

Wallander, H. 1995. A new hypothesis to explain allocation of dry matter between
mycorrhizal fungi and pine seedlings in relation to nutrient supply. Plant and Soil 168-
169, 243-248.

Wegehenkel, M. 2000. Test of a modelling system for simulating water balances and plant
growth using various different complex approaches. Ecological Modelling 129, 39-64.
Weih, M. 2001. Evidence for increased sensitivity to nutrient and water stress in a fast-
growing hybrid willow compared with a natural willow clone. Tree Physilogy 21, 1141-

1148.

Weih, M. & Nordh, N-E. 2002. Characterising willows for biomass and phytoremediation:
growth, nitrogen and water use of 14 willow clones under different irrigation and
fertilisation regimes. Biomass & Bioenergy 23, 397-413.

Willebrand, E. and Verwijst T., 1993. Population dynamics of willow coppice systems and
their implications for management of short rotation forests. The Forestry Chronicle 69,
699-704.

28



Acknowledgements

First of all, I would like to thank to my main supervisor, Dr. Henrik Eckersten for
all support and helping me find structure in my thoughts. Thanks are due to my
other supervisors Professor Piotr Kowalik and Professor Theo Verwijst. I also
want to thank my colleagues, Dr. Borje Alriksson and Nils-Erik Nordh, for
allowing me to use data from their experimental work. To Dr. Chris Pettersson for
reviewing the language of the manuscripts. To Dr. Ulf Grandhal for valuable
comments on the fourth manuscript. Special thanks to Per Nyman for all climate
data and help whenever facing computer problems. All my colleagues and friends
at the Dep. of Short Rotation Forestry and at the Dep. of Ecology and Plant
Production, for the pleasant “coffee-breaks”. Thanks to my husband, my sons and
our parents for all your patience and encouragement.

Appendix A

The following tables show information for site and plantation characteristics of the
stands used and are common for Paper II, III and IV.
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Table Al. Summary of the site and plantation characteristics for the high fertilised test and calibration sites at Uppsala (“modellskogen”). No stand was
watered, except Modellskogen. Harvest is made in winter.

Site

Field

Management

Soil

Size and density

Plantation year and harvest

Source

of plantation
1985-1992 the stand received 50 to 300
Modeliskogen K& N ha” y! and 50 to 400 mm water. Cla 2.7 ha; 20.4*10° Planted 1984. Harvested winters Verwijst,
Uppsala & 1993 and 1994 was not fertilised or y cuttings ha'. 1986/87, 1990/91 & 1994/95. (1996)
PP watered.
s : a1 0.69 ha; 20*10° Planted 1994. Harvested winter
Gottsunda Fertilised with 70 to 140 kg N ha Iy .1 Clay loam et T 1997/98 E(e):rr;;);lal
S v A e i 0.52 ha; 20*10° Planted 1990. Harvested winters Nils-Erik
y 1998 y cuttings ha 1993/94 & 1997/98 North
Visterds Korrvike C Fertilised with 90 to 150 kg N ha' y! Clay 8926 m?; 2 cuttings  Planted 1989. Harvested winter
Korrvike D Fertilised with 150 to 180 kg N ha™ y™! m’ 1992/93
Bénnebo C Fertilised with 90 to 150 kg N ha™ y'. 156 m?; 2 cuttings  Planted 1989. Harvested winter
Binnebo D Fertilised with 150 to 180 kg N ha™ y! m? 1992/93
Vinglker Grimstad C Fertilised with 90 to 150 kg N ha™ y™! Loainy samid 789 m?; 2 cuttings  Planted 1989. Harvested winter Alriksson
Grimstad D Fertilised with 150 to 180 kg N ha y™! m’ 1992/93 (1997)
. Logarden C Fertilised with 90 to 150 kg N ha y. 780 m?; 2 cuttings  Planted 1988
Malmslatt g Claylomm g Harvested winter 1991/92
Logarden D Fertilised with 150 to 180 kg N ha™ y™.
Borgeby C Fertilised with 90 to 150 kg N ha' y™'. 780 m?; 2 cuttings Planted 1989. Harvested winter
Lund Sandy loam 2

Borgeby D

Fertilised with 150 to 180 kg N ha™ y™'.

m

1992/93
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Table A2. Summary of the site and plantation characteristics for the non and low fertilised test. No stand was watered. Harvest is made in winter.

Size and density

Site Field Management Seil . Plantation year and harvest Source
of plantation

Korrvike A No fertilisation 896 m?; 2 cuttings Planted 1989. Harvested winter

I Korrvike B Fertilised with 45 to 75 kg N ha' y! a1 m’* 1992/93

dsteras - e ay

Binnebo A No fertilisation 156 m? 2 cuttings  Planted 1989. Harvested winter
Binnebo B Fertilised with 45 to 75 kg N ha™ y! m™ 1992/93

Vingaker Grimstad A No fertilisation  pr— 780 m? 2 cuttings Planted 1989. Harvested winter Alriksson
Grimstad B Fertilised with 45 to 75 kg N ha™' y! m’ 1992/93 1997)

.., LogirdenA  No fertilisation 780 m? 2 cuttings  Planted 1988

Sallat 1.-1 Clay loam m? Harvested winter 1991/92
Logarden B Fertilised with 45 to 75 kg N ha™ y~

Lund Borgeby A No fertilisation Gandslaan 780 m?; 2 cuttings  Planted 1989. Harvested winter
Borgeby B Fertilised with 45 to 75 kg N ha™! y”! m’ 1992/93




