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INTRODUCTION
Land use and land use changes are approaches that became popular in the context of the Kyoto protocol and current face 

of climate change. Sequestering carbon in tree biomass by way of integrating trees into landscapes as agroforestry, forestry and 
plantations is a cost-effective climate change mitigation strategy [1-3]. Suitably selected trees in an agroforestry system enhance 
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ABSTRACT

In addition to conserving soil and water, improving land-use efficiency 
and increasing economic returns, agroforestry practice is also one of the 
better options of sequestering atmospheric CO2 and contributing to mitigate 
climate change effects with the secondary benefits of food security. We 
studied root growth pattern and biomass allocation in roots, stem, branches 
and foliage (twig+leaves) of 18-year old Colophospermum mopane J. Kirk 
ex Benth. and Hardwickia binata Roxb and developed equations for precise 
carbon accounting, environmental health monitoring and sustainable 
management of agroforestry systems in dry areas. Roots of both these 
species mined the area >1.5 times the canopy area. Roots of C. mopane 
were more confined to top 80 cm soil layer and almost parallel to soil 
surface and appeared to be more competitive as compared to that in H. 
binata, where roots were relatively deep penetrating. Biomass allocation 
to roots and foliage decreased with increase in tree total biomass. Such 
decrease was at the cost of increased branch biomass in H. binata and both 
branch and stem biomass in C. mopane. Among the linear and nonlinear 
equations developed for estimating above ground biomass, root biomass 
and total biomass using diameter at breast height (DBH) and height as the 
predictors, DBH alone was sufficient to predict these biomasses. Inclusion 
of height in the models did not improve the results. Average total dry 
biomass ranged between 4.49 to 135.85 kg per tree for H. binata and 5.91 
to 130.41 kg per tree for C. mopane trees. Biomass accumulation in stem 
was higher (45.7%) in H. binata than in C. mopane (28.6%) trees. A reverse 
trend was observed in case of foliage, the contribution of which to the total 
biomass was 40.2% in C. mopane and 23.5% in H. binata trees. Findings 
on rooting pattern cautioned in selecting agroforestry tree species, whereas 
predicting standing biomass more accurately for carbon accounting may be 
beneficial in promoting tree cover and help mitigate climate change effects.
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the system productivity and act as sink for atmospheric carbon. The system as a whole contributes to mitigate climate change with 
secondary benefits of food security, increased farm income, restored biodiversity, maintained watershed hydrology and improved 
soil health and people livelihood [4-6]. The estimates of carbon stored in agroforestry systems range from 0.29 to 15.21 Mg ha−1 yr−1 
aboveground and 30 to 300 Mg ha−1 up to 1-m depth in the soil [7]. While total loss of carbon due to desertification is about 18-28 
Pg (peta gram, 1015 gram), the potential of total carbon sequestration in vegetation and soils by way of combating desertification 
appears to 12-18 Pg [8]. Thus, agroforestry systems shows multifunctional role by promoting biomass production and help relieve 
pressure on timber extraction from natural forests and contribute to forest conservation with additional benefits of climate change 
adaptation and mitigation [9]. Hence, accurate estimation of biomass and related carbon stock in these tree based agroforestry 
systems are very much relevant for scientific purposes and obtaining financial rewards for sequestered carbon. 

Studying biomass partitioning into different component of a tree and root structure will be useful in selecting most suitable 
woody perennials for an agroforestry system. Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) and 
commitment to Kyoto protocol focus more attention on methods for precise assessment of biomass and carbon stocks [10]. Thus 
estimating aboveground biomass with sufficient accuracy is increasingly important for its applications in carbon accounting in 
different land uses [11]. Several biomass-prediction equations have been developed for more than 300 tree species, but most of 
them are from tree species of tropical forest stands [12-20]. Tree biomasses are also estimated by common allometric equations 
which are generally applied over a large area or ecological range [21,22]. However, a number of factors like stand age, species type, 
topography, environmental heterogeneity and human interferences affect tree biomass. Indirect methods are also attempted 
in estimating tree biomass [23,24] by using easily accessible forest inventories (wood volume and specific gravity) and applying 
correction factors too. Therefore, considerable amounts of uncertainty exist in estimating spatial distribution of biomass [25]. 

Because tree species differ in allometry, wood density and architecture, which affect the relationship between the 
measurements taken during forest inventories and the biomass of the individual trees there is need to develop species-specific 
allometric equations at regional level. Wherever species-specific information like size classes and total height is available and 
equations developed to estimate biomass of a particular species, it provides more accurate estimates of biomass [26-31]. However, 
we did not find robust method to estimate biomass of standing Hardwickia binata Roxb. and Colophospermum mopane J. Kirk ex 
Benth. trees, which are potential agroforestry species of Indian drylands [32,33]. 

The objectives of the present study were to: (i) monitor biomass partitioning in different tree components such as root, stem 
up to 5 cm diameter, branch up to 2 cm diameter and foliage (twig and leaf), (ii) monitor structure and distribution of roots in soils, 
and (iii) develop equations for predicting the above ground biomass, root biomass and total biomass of H. binata and C. mopane 
planted in a dry land agroforestry system. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Study area

The study was conducted in the experimental field of Arid Forest Research Institute, Jodhpur, situated at 26º45' N latitude 
and 72º 03'E longitude in Rajasthan province in northwestern India. H. binata and C. mopane trees were block planted separately 
(in randomized block design) in July 1994 at 5 m × 5 m spacing and intercropped with different agricultural crops, i.e. Vigna 
radiata as fixed crop in all years as one treatment and trees with rotation crop (V. radiata rotated by non-legume crops like 
Pennisetum glaucum/Sesamum indicum in alternate years as the second treatment. Thus there were two-subplots for each tree 
species and the experiment was in three replications. The maximum temperature rises to as high as 48ºC in the summer and the 
minimum drops to 0ºC in the winter. Annual rainfall of Jodhpur is 350 mm, in which maximum rainfall occurs during monsoon 
months i.e., July to September. Wind velocity in the summer months is 20–30 km h-1. The experimental farm is flat land with loamy 
sand soil (coarse loamy, mixed hyperthermic family of typic camborthids according to US soil taxonomy) with a thick concretion of 
calcium carbonate at a depth of 75 cm. The soil in the study area had low organic carbon (0.27%), available P (10.2 mg kg-1 soil), 
NO3-N (4.01 mg kg-1 soil) and NH4-N (5.92 mg kg-1 soil), and was slightly alkaline in reaction (pH 7.8) [34]. Soil moisture storage in 
the upper 75 cm layer varied from 120 mm at -0.01 MPa to 35 mm at -1.5 MPa [5].

Tree selection and harvesting

A total of 62 trees (thirty one trees of each species) of H. binata and C. mopane were harvested in June 2012 and measured 
for height and diameter at breast height (DBH). The above-ground parts of the felled trees were separated into stem, branches 
(up to 2.0 cm diameter) and foliage (twig of <2.0 cm diameter and leaves). Roots of the felled trees were excavated by mechanical 
digging up to 0.5 cm diameter to measure root penetration in soil profile as well as their horizontal spread [35]. Visual appearance 
and shape of the root structures in soil profile was also monitored. Fresh mass of stem, branches, foliage and roots was recorded 
immediately after harvesting of the tree and separating it into different components. Sample discs from stem, branch and root 
were collected from the base and the top of each 1.5 m section and fresh weight of these samples were taken immediately in the 
field. Samples collected from stem, branches, foliage and root were oven dried at 80°C and dry biomass recorded until constant 
weight [24]. Dry mass of the samples were used to calculate stems, branches, foliage and roots biomasses of both H. binata and 
C. mopane trees. The dry biomass of stems, branches and foliage were summed as above ground biomass, whereas root dry 
biomass was added to the above dry biomass to obtain the whole tree biomass.



32RRJBS| Volume 4 | Issue 1 | March-April, 2015

e-ISSN:2320-0189 
p-ISSN:2347-2308

Biomass equations

Diameter at breast height (DBH)-based and DBH together with height-based linear and nonlinear models were used to 
develop the relationships between these growth variables and above-ground, roots biomass and total biomass of trees for both 
three species. We selected 8 types of models from the existing literatures based on their wide application. Growth and biomass 
variables of 31 trees of each species were used to fit the models for both the species separately. The models with the lowest error 
of estimate, mean square error (MSE) and highest coefficient of determination (R2) and significant fit plots (P<0.05) were selected 
as the best fit models. The absolute or unsigned deviation, also known as error of estimate, was calculated using SPSS version 
8.0 statistical package for each best fit model as given below to test the accuracy of the models. Further, to check and tests to 
ensure that analysis have proceeded within the bounds of the basic assumptions; we checked the pattern of the residuals by 
means of residual plots. 

d =

RESULTS
Tree growth and root development

Height and DBH of the felled trees of H. binata ranged from 3.25 m to 9.10 m and 4.45 cm to 17.50 cm, respectively, 
whereas respective variables for C. mopane trees varied from 3.00 m to 6.20 m and 2.90 cm to 17.50 cm (Table 1). Average 
tree height, crown diameter (spread), numbers of roots in 0-30 cm and <30 cm soil layers and rooting depth were greater for 
H. binata as compared to that of C. mopane, whereas DBH and rooting diameter were greater for C. mopane than in H. binata. 
Horizontal spread in the roots of both species was greater as compared to the crown spread. As compared to the canopy area, the 
rooting area was 1.25 times greater for H. binata and 1.77 times greater for C. mopane. Roots of H. binata were in general deep 
penetrating even the calcium carbonate layer available below 80 cm, and were in bell shape in structure, whereas the roots of C. 
mapane confined to <80 cm top soil layer in most of the trees and observed spreading parallel to the soil surface. In some of the 
cases, the roots of C. mopane observed orienting parallel to the calcium carbonate layer after a futile effort of trying to penetrate 
the hard layer of calcium carbonate.  

Species Component Minimum Maximum Mean ±1SD
H. binata Height (m) 3.25 9.10 5.81 1.25

DBH (cm) 4.45 17.50 9.50 3.22
Crown spread (m) 4.22 6.10 4.89 0.72

Nos.of roots (0-30 cm soil layer) 7 13 11.4 3.05
Nos.of roots (<30 cm soil layer) 2 3 2.40 0.55

Root diameter (cm) 473 610 547.2 62.77
Root depth (cm) 70 175 145 42.87

C. mopane Height (m) 3.0 6.2 4.47 0.67
DBH (cm) 2.9 17.5 9.92 3.17

Crown spread (m) 3.60 5.88 4.74 0.81
Nos.of roots (0-30 cm soil layer) 7.0 9.0 7.3 1.03
Nos.of roots (<30 cm soil layer) 1.0 2.0 1.83 0.41

Root diameter (cm) 460 891 630 149.3
Root depth (cm) 55 91 73.5 12.8

Table 1:  Shoot and root growth variables of H. binata and C. mopane trees grown in an agroforestry system in arid region of 
Rajasthan.

Biomass allocation in tree components

Biomass of both H. binata and C. mopane trees generally increased with increase in diameter at breast height (DBH). Total 
dry biomass ranged from 4.49 to 135.85 kg tree-1 for H. binata and between 5.91 kg per tree and 41.92 kg per tree for C. mopan. 
Biomass variations in different components were significantly (P<0.05) greater in H. binata as compared to C. mopane. Average 
biomass of stem, branches and roots were greater (P<0.05) in H. binata as compared to C. mopane, whereas average foliage 
biomass showed an opposite trend. In H. binata, total leaf biomass was 8.63% of the aboveground biomass and 6.88% of the total 
biomass, whereas twig (<2 cm diameter branches) contributed 20.97% and 16.73% biomass in above ground and total biomass, 
respectively. Dry mass of branches (>2 cm to <5 cm diameter) was 16.19% of the above-ground biomass (stem+branches+foliage) 
and 13.12% of the total biomass, whereas the contribution of stem was 57.35% in above-ground and 45.60% in total biomass. In 
C. mopane, total leaf biomass contributed 10.86% in above ground biomass and 8.70% in total biomass, whereas twig biomass 
contributed 39.65% and 31.74% in respective biomass category. Dry biomass of branches of C. mopane was 15.94% of the above 
and 12.88% of the total biomass, whereas the stem biomass was 35.61% of the above and 28.54% of the total biomass.

Ratio of root dry biomass to above-ground dry biomass was 0.24 in H. binata and 0.22 in C. mopane. The ratios, foliage 



33RRJBS| Volume 4 | Issue 1 | March-April, 2015

e-ISSN:2320-0189 
p-ISSN:2347-2308

biomass: total biomass, stem: total biomass and root biomass: total biomass decreased, whereas branches: total biomass 
increased with increase in total biomass in H. binata (Figure 1). In C. mopane, foliage: total biomass and root biomass: total 
biomass ratios showed declining trend; and foliage: total biomass and stem biomass: total biomass ratios indicated increasing 
trend. However, the decrease in foliage: total biomass with increase in total biomass was significantly high in C. mopane as 
compared to H. binata (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Biomass partitioning in different components of H. binata (top) and C. mopane (below) trees in an agroforestry 
system in dry region of Rajasthan, India.

Allometric biomass equation fitting

Total biomass, above ground biomass and root biomass of H. binata showed nonlinear relationship with diameter at breast 
height (DBH) and best fitted with the equation 5 (Table 2 and Figure 2). When both DBH and tree height were considered, the 
non-linear model following model 8 appeared best in predicting total biomass, above-ground biomass and root biomass of H. 
binata (Figure 3). Both linear and non-linear equations were observed suitable to estimate the biomass of different components 
of C. mopane using DBH only as the variable. The models 6, 5 and 3 showed better fitting to predict total biomass, above-ground 
biomass and root biomass of C. mopane, respectively (Table 3 and Figure 4). While considering both DBH and height, the best fit 
model was linear following model 1 in estimating total biomass and above-ground biomass of C. mopane trees (Figure 5a and 5b), 
whereas the non linear model 7 found best fitted in predicting root biomass of this species (Table 4 and Figure 5c). 

DBH based models of the form models 3, 5 and 6 showed the lowest error of estimate (σ) and MSE, highest R2 and signifi-
cantly fitted (P<0.01) in predicting biomasses of different components of both these tree species. Involving both DBH and height, 
the best fitted models took the form of 1, 7 and 8, which showed the lowest σ and MSE, highest R2 and best fit plot (Table 4). The 
nonlinear model 5 predicted only 0.96%, 0.72% and 2.31% lesser total biomass, above-ground biomass and root biomasses, 
respectively than the observed biomass of H. binata. As compared to the observed biomasses of C. mopane, the models 6, 5 and 
3 predicted 0.74% higher total biomass, 1.56% lesser above-ground biomass and 0.016% lesser root biomass, respectively. The 
nonlinear model 8 underestimated total, above-ground and root biomass by 0.54%, 0.32% and 1.75%, respectively in H. binata. 
The estimated total biomass and above-ground biomass of C. mopane using linear model 1 showed insignificant differences (i.e., 
0.0004% and 0.00009%, respectively) between observed and the predicted biomass, whereas the predicted root biomass using 
linear model 7 was greater by 0.15% as compared to the observed biomass. The plots of residuals with respect to the predicted 
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total biomass, above-ground biomass and root biomass estimated through model 1, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8 showed random distribution 
(Corresponding left panels of Figures 2-5) and there were no systematic trends in the these residuals error terms. This indicates 
the accuracy of these equations in predicting the biomass of different components of the two tree species. 

Model Equation type Reference Numbers
1 Y=a + b*D2H [12]
2 Log Y=a + b* (log D**c) [55]
3 Ln Y=a + b*D + c*Ln(D)**d [12]
4 Y=a+ b* D+ c*(D**d) [55]
5 Y=a*D**b [27]
6 Y=a* exp** b*D [54]
7 Y=a *D2H**b [27]
8 Y=a*D**b* H**c [55]

Table 2: Equations for the above, below and total biomass tested in the study.

Figure 2: Relationships of DBH with dry biomasses of different components of H. binata trees.  Observed and predicted 
biomasses (left panels) and corresponding residual plot (right panels).  The solid line represents the linear/nonlinear model 
fitted to the scatter plot of data. TB = Total biomass, AB = Above biomass and RB = Root biomass.

DISCUSSIONS
Competition between tree species and understory crops not only exists aboveground for light but also from belowground for 

soil moisture and nutrients [36]. Below-ground completion generated by roots for soil resources particularly soil water is the primary 
factor affecting crop yields followed by light, though deficiency of the soil nutrients also has a significant impact on the crop yields 
of the system [37]. However, variations in the cropping pattern, i.e. fixede crop of V. radiata and rotation crop (V. radiata rotated 
by Pennisetum gluacum/Sesamum indicum) also influenced growth pattern of these tree species [32-33]. Rooting depth and root 
spread regulate the intensity of competition and appears major constraint that affects stability and function of the agroforestry 
systems. To minimize these competitive effects, management like regular pruning, creating root barriers, additional irrigation 
and fertilization are generally applied so that agricultural production could be enhanced [38]. Increased horizontal spreads in 
the roots of both species beyond their canopy zone is to access the minimal available resources and is the characteristics of 
the species of dry areas [39]. However, deep rooting pattern but relatively less spreading roots (hence less soil resource mining 
area) in H. binata as compared to C. mopane trees suggests more suitability of H. binata in agroforestry system [39]. This is also 
evidenced by lesser rooting area under H. binata as compared to that under C. mopane. There were 7–13 primary structural roots 
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that emanated from the root collar and descended obliquely into the soils before becoming horizontal within a short distance of 
the trunk in C. mopane. These roots are concentrated in top 80 cm soil layer that made C. mopane more competitive with the 
associated agriculture crops [40]. This type of rooting in the planted C. mopane trees is in contrast to the earlier study, where seed 
sown 9 months old plants of 18 cm height extended its root to 121 cm that has penetrated the hard layer of calcium carbonate 
available at 70 cm soil depth [33]. This might be due to opportunistic nature of roots that grow wherever environmental conditions 
permit, though variations in rooting pattern might also be due to variations in seedling sources, i.e. nursery and direct seeding. For 
example nursery production also alters root system architecture, regardless of propagation technique [41,42]. However, species also 
differ in their foraging strategies, either proliferating in nutrient-rich zone, or extending widely to explore the largest soil volume 
[43-45]. 

 
Figure 3: Relationships of DBH and height combination with dry biomasses of different components of H. binata trees.  
Observed and predicted biomasses (left panels) and corresponding residual plot (right panels).  The solid line represents the 
linear/nonlinear model fitted to the scatter plot of data. TB: Total Biomass; AB: Above Biomass; and RB: Root Biomass.
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Species Component Minimum Maximum Mean ±1SD Skewness Kurtosis
H. binata Stem biomass 1.76 66.38 19.27 15.21 1.86 3.92

Branch biomass 0.43 24.43 7.20 6.75 1.23 1.28
Foliage biomass 0.83 23.82 9.91 5.78 0.57 0.15
Above biomass 2.76 104.88 34.23 25.51 1.40 1.95
Below biomass 1.73 30.98 8.07 6.15 1.91 5.29
Total biomass 4.49 135.85 42.17 31.01 1.43 2.20

C. mopane Stem biomass 1.08 35.51 11.99 7.74 1.25 1.79
Branch biomass 0.98 15.83 6.34 4.48 0.65 -0.76
Foliage biomass 2.48 66.26 16.87 12.06 2.33 8.46
Above biomass 4.54 117.61 34.38 22.70 1.63 4.72
Below biomass 1.36 15.16 7.54 3.55 0.48 -0.56
Total biomass 5.91 130.41 41.92 25.65 1.35 3.27

Table 3: Component wise biomasses (kg tree-1/component-1) of H. binata and C. mopane trees grown in arid zone agroforestry 
system.

Figure 4: Relationships of DBH with dry biomasses of different components of C. mopane trees.  Observed and predicted 
biomasses (left panels) and corresponding residual plot (right panels).  The solid line represents the linear/nonlinear 
model fitted to the scatter plot of data. TB = Total biomass, AB = Above biomass and RB = Root biomass.

While using both DBH and height either individually or in combination to develop biomass equations to predict the tree 
biomass of the both the species, we observed a decrease in the values of the MSE and unsigned deviation for all tree components 
(i.e., above-ground, root and total biomass) for C. mopane trees when height was included in the models. This suggests that better 
biomass predicts can be obtained from DBH and height based models [6,50]. However, DBH based models for all tree components 
of H. binata tree was observed best because of smaller values of the MSE and unsigned deviation. Though DBH alone was found 
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to give best results for estimating biomass of H. binata in dry region agroforestry, but height was a secondary variable for the 
below ground biomass estimation and it brought additional information into the estimates [51,52]. Because of weak relationships 
between height (m) and dbh (cm) of both the tree species might be responsible in reducing the performance of DBH and height 
based biomass equations as compared to the DBH alone base equations. Besides, height is less important for crown biomass 
estimation [51]. Thus DBH based biomass prediction equations are best for these species. Further, DBH observed commonly used 
variables to predict stem and tree biomass and appears more useful because of commonly measured variable in large scale 
national forest inventories [53]. Because of convenience in DBH measurement and biomass calculation, these models may be 
more acceptable among foresters, managers and farmers. 

Component Eq. Parameter Estimate R2 σ MSE P value
H. binata

DBH based models
Total bio-
mass 5

a 0.0938
0.951 0.03089 48.7999 <0.0001

b 2.5247
Above-
ground 
biomass

5
a 0.0731

0.952 0.02329 32.5948 <0.0001
b 2.5419

Root bio-
mass 5

a 0.0157
0.846 0.07443 6.0252 <0.0001

b 2.5726
DBH and height based models

Total bio-
mass 8

a 0.1523
0.962 0.01732 39.0172 <0.0001b 2.8599

c -0.7138
Above-
ground 
biomass

8
a 0.1192

0.963 0.01028 25.6787 <0.0001b 2.8858
c -0.7281

Root bio-
mass 8

a 0.0265
0.856 0.05637 5.8510 <0.0001b 2.8987

c -0.7214
C. mopane

DBH based models
Total bio-
mass 6 a 7.0170 0.898 0.01853 69.2657 <0.0001b 0.1672
Above-
ground 
biomass

5
a 0.1742 0.889 0.05037 59.2391 <0.0001b 2.2407

Root bio-
mass 3

a 0.9842

0.728 0.00013 0.01589 <0.0001b -0.2537
c 0.4057
d 2.5887

DBH and height based models
Total bio-
mass 1 a 8.2610 0.922 0.00014 52.9510 <0.0001b 0.0651
Above-
ground 
biomass

1
a 4.5718

0.924 0.00001 40.6100 <0.0001b 0.0576

Root bio-
mass 7 a 0.3183 0.701 0.00471 3.8885 <0.0001b 0.5170

Table 4: Parameter estimates, mean square error (MSE), coefficient of determination (R2), error of estimate (σ) and P value 
for H. binata and C. mopane trees grown in arid zone agroforestry system.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Both these species tried to access soil resources by spreading their root even beyond their canopy and appeared to be 

competitive with the companion crops. However, integration of these species under farmlands is more in favour of H. binata. 
Allocation of biomass to roots and foliage decreased with increase in tree total biomass, but it was at the cost of increased 
biomass allocation to branch in H. binata and in both branch and stem in C. mopane favouring development of canopy cover. As 
biomass allocation among tree parts is particularly dynamic in the early phases of the growth the resource manager probably 
has the greatest opportunity to influence a plant’s future deployment of carbon. Thus evaluation of the performance indicators 
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such as carbon sequestration and nutrient storage require more accuracy and these species-specific DBH based equations in 
predicting biomass could be more useful in view of Kyoto protocol and REDD+.

Figure 5: Relationships of DBH and height combinations with dry biomasses of different components of C. mopane trees. 
Observed and predicted biomasses (left panels) and corresponding residual plot (right panels).  The solid line represents the 
linear/nonlinear model fitted to the scatter plot of data. TB=Total biomass; AB: Above Biomass; and RB: Root Biomass.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank the Director, AFRI, Jodhpur for providing facilities during course of this study.

REFERENCES
1. Canadell JG and Raupach MR. Managing forests for climate change mitigation. Science. 2008; 320: 1456-1457.

2. Climate change 2007: synthesis report. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.

3. Prasad JVNS et al. Biomass productivity and carbon stocks of farm forestry and agroforestry systems of leucaena and 
eucalyptus in Andhra Pradesh, India. Current Science. 2012; 103: 536-540.

4. Roy MM and Tewari JC. Agroforestry for climate resilient agriculture and livelihood in arid region of India. Indian J. 
Agroforestry. 2012; 14: 49-59.

5. Singh G et al. Effect of tree density on productivity of a Prosopis cineraria agroforestry system in North Western India. 
Journal of Arid Environment. 2007; 70: 152–163.

6. Tamang B et al. Equations for estimating aboveground biomass of cadaghi (Corymbia torelliana) trees in farm windbreaks. 
Agroforestry Systems. 2012; 86: 255-266.

7. Nair PKR et al. Carbon Sequestration in Agroforestry Systems. Advances in Agronomy. 2011; 108: 237-307.

http://www.sciencemag.org/content/320/5882/1456.full
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/syr/ar4_syr.pdf
http://www.currentscience.ac.in/Volumes/103/05/0536.pdf
http://www.currentscience.ac.in/Volumes/103/05/0536.pdf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0140196306004447
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0140196306004447
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10457-012-9490-z
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10457-012-9490-z


39RRJBS| Volume 4 | Issue 1 | March-April, 2015

e-ISSN:2320-0189 
p-ISSN:2347-2308

8. Lal R. Soil degradation by erosion. Land Degradation & Development. 2001; 12: 519–539.

9. Pandey DN. Multifunctional agroforestry systems in India. Current Science. 2007; 92: 455-463.

10. UNFCCC Draft decision [-/CP.15] Methodological guidance for activities relating to reducing emissions from deforestation 
and forest degradation and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest 
carbon stocks in developing countries. Subsidiary body for scientific and technological advice, Copenhagen, 2009.

11. Bombelli A et al. Assessment of the status of the development of the standards for the Terrestrial Essential Climate 
Variables: Biomass. Food and Agriculture Organization – Global Terrestrial Observation System. 2009; 18.

12. Brown S et al. Biomass estimation methods for tropical forests with applications to forest inventory data. Forest Science. 
1989; 35: 881-902.

13. Karmacharya SB and Singh KP. Biomass and net productivity of teak plantation in dry tropical region of India. For. Ecol. 
Manage. 1992; 55: 233-247.

14. Chaturvedi RK et al.  Non-destructive estimation of tree biomass by using wood specific gravity in the estimator. National 
Academy Science Letter. 2010; 33: 133-138.

15. Chaturvedi RK and Raghubanshi AS. Aboveground biomass estimation of small diameter woody species of tropical dry 
forest. New Forest. 2013; 44:509-519.

16. Ketterings QM et al. Reducing uncertainty in the use of allometric biomass equations for predicting above-ground tree 
biomass in mixed secondary forests. Forest Ecology and Management. 2001;  146:199–209.

17. Kangas A and  Maltamo M (eds.) (2006) Forest inventory. Methodology and applications. Managing Forest Ecosystems 10. 
Springer, Dordrecht, The Netherlands.

18. Cole TG and Ewel JJ. Allometric equations for four valuable tropical tree species. Forest Ecology and Management. 2006; 
229: 351-360.

19. Henry M et al. Estimating Tree Biomass of Sub-Saharan African Forests: a Review of Available Allometric Equations. Silva 
Fennica. 2011; 45: 477-569.

20. Navar J. Allometric equations for tree species and carbon stocks for forests of northwestern Mexico. Forest Ecology and 
Management. 2009; 257: 427–434.

21. Brown S. Measuring carbon in forests: current status and future challenges. Environmental Pollution. 2002; 116: 363–
372.

22. Houghton RA. Aboveground forest biomass and the global carbon balance. Global Change Biology. 2005; 11: 945–958.

23. Tewari VP and Singh B. Comparison of Bruce’s Formula and other methods for log volume estimation. Indian Forester. 
2005; 131: 917-923. 

24. Picard N et al. Manual for building tree volume and biomass allometric equations from field measurement to prediction. 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome, Italy, 2012; 107.

25. Singh G and Singh B. Biomass production and equations for predicting biomass of different component of Prosopis juliflora 
growing naturally in arid and semi arid areas of Rajasthan in proceeding of National workshop "Prosopis juliflora: Past 
Present and Future" at Central Arid Zone Research Institute, Jodhpur on 23-24 March 2011; 58. 

26. Singh G. Effect on productivity in rainfall dependent competition between Vigna radiata and Hardwickia binata in arid zone 
agroforestry. Indian Forester. 2010; 136: 301-315.

27. Singh G and Rathod TR. Growth, production and resource use in Colophospermum mopane- based agroforestry system in 
north-western India. Archive of Agronomy and Soil Science. 2006; 53: 75-88.

28. Singh G et al. Seasonal variations in organic carbon and nutrient availability in arid zone agroforestry systems. Tropical 
Ecology. 2000; 40: 149-155.

29. Singh G. Studies on carbon sequestration in different forest types of Rajasthan. Indian Council of Forestry Research & 
Education, Dehradun. 2014; 240.

30. Ong CK and Huxley P. Tree-crop interactions: a physiological approach. Wallingford:CAB International. 1996; 386.

31. Gao L et al. Intercropping competition between apple trees and crops in agroforestry systems on the Loess Plateau of 
China. PLoS ONE. 2013 8: e70739.

32. Wajja-Musukwe TN et al. Tree growth and management in Ugandan agroforestry systems: effects of root pruning on tree 
growth and crop yield. Tree Physiol. 2008; 28: 233-242.

33. Das DK and Chaturvedi OP. Root phytomass recovery and rooting characteristics of five agroforestry tree species in eastern 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/ldr.472/abstract
http://www.currentscience.ac.in/Downloads/article_id_092_04_0455_0463_0.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/sbsta/eng/l19a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/sbsta/eng/l19a01.pdf
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/sbsta/eng/l19a01.pdf
http://www.fao.org/gtos/doc/ecvs/t12/t12.pdf
http://www.fao.org/gtos/doc/ecvs/t12/t12.pdf
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/saf/fs/1989/00000035/00000004/art00003
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/saf/fs/1989/00000035/00000004/art00003
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/037811279290103G
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/037811279290103G
http://repository.ias.ac.in/96084/
http://repository.ias.ac.in/96084/
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11056-012-9359-z
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11056-012-9359-z
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378112700004606
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378112700004606
https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&lr=&id=zF7DOgm6MbEC&oi=fnd&pg=PR12&dq=Forest+inventory.+Methodology+and+applications.+Managing+Forest+Ecosystems+10.+Springer,+Dordrecht,+The+Netherlands.&ots=6Lz2IbphVW&sig=8WnQE2tsAmTo3qDBSy4qX-B5Fw4#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&lr=&id=zF7DOgm6MbEC&oi=fnd&pg=PR12&dq=Forest+inventory.+Methodology+and+applications.+Managing+Forest+Ecosystems+10.+Springer,+Dordrecht,+The+Netherlands.&ots=6Lz2IbphVW&sig=8WnQE2tsAmTo3qDBSy4qX-B5Fw4#v=onepage&q&f=false
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378112706002635
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378112706002635
http://www.metla.fi/silvafennica/full/sf45/sf453477.pdf
http://www.metla.fi/silvafennica/full/sf45/sf453477.pdf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S037811270800697X
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S037811270800697X
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749101002123
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0269749101002123
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2005.00955.x/abstract?deniedAccessCustomisedMessage=&userIsAuthenticated=false
http://www.indianforester.co.in/index.php/indianforester/article/view/1774
http://www.indianforester.co.in/index.php/indianforester/article/view/1774
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=XF2013001048
http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.do?recordID=XF2013001048
http://sa.indiaenvironmentportal.org.in/files/Vigna radiata.pdf
http://sa.indiaenvironmentportal.org.in/files/Vigna radiata.pdf
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/03650340601063578
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/03650340601063578
http://www.tropecol.com/pdf/open/PDF_41_1/kp41103.pdf
http://www.tropecol.com/pdf/open/PDF_41_1/kp41103.pdf
http://www.cabdirect.org/abstracts/19960608071.html;jsessionid=AA97387E2E8A09960F3FE8E8164F01A3
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0070739#pone-0070739-g005
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0070739#pone-0070739-g005
http://treephys.oxfordjournals.org/content/28/2/233.short
http://treephys.oxfordjournals.org/content/28/2/233.short
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/23616495?uid=3738256&uid=2&uid=4&sid=21106309715801


40RRJBS| Volume 4 | Issue 1 | March-April, 2015

e-ISSN:2320-0189 
p-ISSN:2347-2308

India. Journal of Tropical Forest Science. 2008; 20: 156-166.

34. Singh G and Rathod TR. Resource use and crop productivity in a Colophospermum mopane tree based agroforestry 
ecosystem in Indian Desert. Applied Ecology and Environmental Research. 2012; 10: 503-519.

35. Day SD et al. Causes and consequences of deep structural roots in urban trees: From nurs-ery production to landscape 
establishment. Arboriculture and Urban Forestry. 2009; 35: 182-190.

36. Hewitt A and Watson G. Nursery production can alter tree root architecture. Journal of Environmental Horticulture. 2009; 
27: 99-104.

37. Mordelet P et al. Root foraging strategies and soil patchiness in a humid savanna. Plant and Soil. 1996; 182: 171-176.

38. Mou P et al. Root distribution of two tree species under a heterogeneous nutrient environment. Journal of Applied Ecology. 
1997; 34: 645-656. 

39. Huante P et al. Foraging for nutrients, responses to changes in light, and competition in tropical deciduous tree seedlings. 
Oecologia. 1998; 117: 209-216.

40. Alves LF and Santos FAM. Tree allometry and crown shape of four tree species in Atlantic rain forest, south-east Brazil. 
Journal of Tropical Ecology. 2002; 18: 245-260.

41. Pretzsch H. Canopy space filling and tree crown morphology in mixed-species stands compared with monocultures. Forest 
Ecology and Management. 2014; 327: 251-264.

42. Poorter H et al. Biomass allocation to leaves, stems and roots: meta-analyses of interspecific variation and environmental 
control. New Phytologist. 2012; 193:  30-50.

43. Slot M et al. A lifetime perspective of biomass allocation in Quercus pubescens trees in a dry, alpine valley. Trees - Structure 
and Function. 2012; 26: 1661-1668.

44. Tewari VP and Singh B. Site index model for Tecomella undulata (Sm.) Seem. (Bignoniaceae) plantations in a hot arid 
region of India. Journal of Arid Environments. 2009; 73: 590-593.

45. Lambert MC et al. Canadian national tree aboveground biomass equations. Canadian Journal of Forestry Research. 2005; 
35: 196-2018.

46. Vallet P et al. Development of total aboveground volume equations for seven important forest tree species in France. 
Forest Ecology and Management. 2006; 229: 98-110.     

47. Forest Survey of India: Inventory of forest/tree resources, Dehradun, India. 2011; 2-3.

48. Richards FJ. A flexible growth function for empirical use. Journal of Experimental Botany. 1959; 10: 290-300.

49. Tewari VP and Singh B. Provisional equations for estimating total and merchantable wood volume of Acacia nilotica trees 
in Gujarat State of India. J. Forest, Trees Livelyhood. 2006; 16: 277-288.

http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/23616495?uid=3738256&uid=2&uid=4&sid=21106309715801
http://www.aloki.hu/pdf/1004_503519.pdf
http://www.aloki.hu/pdf/1004_503519.pdf
http://www.barchampro.co.uk/sites/default/files/day_et_al_2009_deep_structural_roots.pdf
http://www.barchampro.co.uk/sites/default/files/day_et_al_2009_deep_structural_roots.pdf
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/BF00011005
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/2404913?uid=3738256&uid=2&uid=4&sid=21106309715801
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/2404913?uid=3738256&uid=2&uid=4&sid=21106309715801
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s004420050650
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s004420050650
http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract?fromPage=online&aid=99149&fileId=S026646740200216X
http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract?fromPage=online&aid=99149&fileId=S026646740200216X
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378112714002667
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378112714002667
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0140196308003534
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0140196308003534
http://www.nrcresearchpress.com/doi/abs/10.1139/x05-112
http://www.nrcresearchpress.com/doi/abs/10.1139/x05-112
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378112706002040
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378112706002040
http://www.fsi.nic.in/details.php?pgID=sb_16
http://jxb.oxfordjournals.org/content/10/2/290.short
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14728028.2006.9752565
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14728028.2006.9752565

