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Studies on the growth of Hinoki (Chamaecyparis obtusa Sieb.
et Zuce.) planted under Hinoki stands (II)

Growth during five years after planting

Saburo KAWANABE and Shigenobu TAMAI
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Table 1. Stand density, diameter, height and basal area of upper storey.

Stand density irees/ha
N G [ | B
A ! ~-T10 Upper storey-—
B 912 B i 448
C 848 32) 576
D 848 (30) 502
E 1152 () 1152
plot g 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Average DBH (cm)
A
B 23.5 23.9 24.7 25.3 26.1
C 23.3 23.7 24. 4 25.0 25.8
D 24.4 24.8 25. 4 26.1 26,7
E 20.7 21.2 21.7 22.1 22.6
Average Height (m)
A
B 15.3 15.6 15.8 16.0 16.2
C 15.3 15.5 15.7 15.8 16.0
D 15.7 15.8 15.9 161 16.3
E 14.3 14.6 14.8 14.9 15.1
Basal area (m?/ha)
A
B 19.6 20.0 21.6 22.8 24.2
C 25.1 25.8 27.5 28.9 30.7
D 28.2 29.0 30.5 32.3 33.8
E 40. 4 41.6 44.1 45.9 48.3
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Fig, 1. Annual increment of basal area of Fig, 2. Stem volume of upper storey.

upper storey.
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Table 2. Diameter and height of underplanting Hinoki (planted in Spr. 1975)

Plot 1975 (Spr.) 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
Average stem diameter at base (mm)
A 6.5 8.4 11.8 16.2 21. 4 29.1
B 7.0 7.7 9.8 11.8 14.6 7.7
C 7.1 7.8 10.2 12.3 15.6 18.4
D 6.7 7.5 8.9 10.2 12.6 14.5
E 6.6 7.1 8.1 8.8 9.6 10.2
Average height (cm)

A 51 66 85 124 145 173
B 50 62 87 109 132 154
C 63 76 102 130 153 176
D 56 67 82 106 125 141
E 54 58 67 72 80 38
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Fig. 3. Relation of relative light intensity Fig, 4. Annual diameter and height growth of
under the canopy of upper storey underplanting  Hinoki (Planted in
to basal area. Spring 1975).
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Table 3. Average diameter, height and average dry weight of underplanting Hinoki (1979)

ot || NOiO %f 2 %g%g?gr ﬁvggff Average dry weight per tree () S
ree/100m oy (em) Root | Stem |Branch | Leaf | Total | crerenlg -
A 39 29.1 173 157.2 | 155.0 86.8 | 198.0 | 597.0 278.5
B 40 17.7 154 41.7 56.5 24.8 54.4 | 177.4 63.9
C 40 18.4 176 50.3 67.5 28.8 63.7 |210.3 67.2
D 37 14.5 141 21.5 33.0 14.5 28.0 97.0 28.2
E 29 10.2 88 7.2 12.5 5.5 10. 4 35.6 6.2
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Résumé

The effects of shading and thinning rate of upper storey on the growth of Chamaecyparis
obtuse Sieb. et Zucc seedlings were studied. Four plots, each 26m x25m, were established
in a artificial stand of 45 years old Chamaecyparis obtusa. Three plots were thinned at diffe-
rent thinning rate (B, C, D) and one plot was left unthinned (E) in 1973. In spring 1975,
3 years old Chamaecyparis oblusa seedlings were planted in these four plots and no upper

storey plot (A) near these plots.
The relative light intensity under the canopy of upper storey rapidly decreases as the
basal area increases till about 35 m?/ha. The diameter growth of underplanting Hinoki
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decreases as the light intensity decreases., On the height growth, the difference between
plot A and underplanting plots is not significant till about 10% of daylight but sharply

decreased at lower light intensity. Average dry weight per tree decreases as the light

intensity decreases, likes as the trend of diameter growth. Some smaller trees grown in

unthinned plot have lower proportion of their total dry weight in leaves so that the growth
rate of these irees decrease rapidly.





