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On improving the accuracy of digital hemispherical
photography measurements of seasonal leaf area index
variation in deciduous broadleaf forests
Zhili Liu, Xingchang Wang, Jing M. Chen, Chuankuan Wang, and Guangze Jin

Abstract: Optical methods have been widely used to estimate seasonal changes of the leaf area index (LAI) in forest stands
because they are convenient and effective; however, their accuracy in deciduous broadleaf forests has rarely been evaluated. We
estimate the seasonal changes in the LAI by combining periodic observations of leaf area variation with litter collection (LAIdir)
in deciduous broadleaf forests and use these estimates to evaluate the accuracy of optical LAI measurements made using digital
hemispherical photography (DHP). We also propose a method to correct DHP-derived LAI (LAIDHP) values for seasonal changes in
major factors that influence the determination of LAI, including the woody to total area ratio (�), the element clumping index
(�E, using three different methods), and the photographic exposure setting (E). Before these corrections were made, LAIDHP

underestimates LAIdir by 14%–55% from 21 May to 1 October but overestimates it by 78% on 12 May and by 226% on 11 October.
Although pronounced differences are observed between LAIdir and LAIDHP, they are significantly correlated (R2 = 0.85, RMSE =
0.32, P < 0.001). After considering seasonal changes in �, �E, and E, the accuracy of LAIDHP improves markedly, with a mean
difference between the corrected LAIDHP and LAIdir of <17% in all periods. The results suggest that the proposed scheme for
correcting LAIDHP is useful and effective for estimating seasonal LAI variation in deciduous broadleaf forests.

Key words: leaf area index, leaf phenology, litter collection, digital hemispherical photography (DHP), seasonal changes.

Résumé : Des méthodes optiques ont été largement utilisées pour estimer les variations saisonnières de l'indice de surface
foliaire (ISF) de peuplements forestiers en raison de leur commodité et de leur efficacité, mais leur précision dans les forêts de
feuillus décidus a rarement été évaluée. Les variations saisonnières de l'ISF ont été estimées en combinant des observations
périodiques de la variation de la surface foliaire à l'aide de récolte de litière (ISFdir) dans des forêts de feuillus décidus et en
utilisant ces estimations pour évaluer la précision des mesures optiques de l'ISF faites à partir de photographies hémisphériques
digitales (PHD). Nous proposons aussi une méthode pour corriger les valeurs de l'ISF provenant de PHD (ISFPHD) en utilisant les
changements saisonniers dans les principaux facteurs qui influencent la détermination de l'ISF, incluant le rapport entre la
surface ligneuse et la surface totale (�), l'indice d'agglomération des éléments (�E, selon trois méthodes différentes) et le réglage de
l'exposition photographique (E). Avant de faire ces corrections, les valeurs de l'ISFPHD sous-estimaient celles de l'ISFdir de 14 % à
55 % entre le 21 mai et le 1 octobre, mais les surestimaient de 78 % le 12 mai et de 226 % le 11 octobre. Bien que des différences
importantes soient observées entre l'ISFdir et l'ISFPHD, ces variables sont significativement corrélées (R2 = 0,85, EMQ = 0,32,
p < 0,001). Après avoir pris en compte les variations saisonnières de �, �E et E, la précision de l'ISFPHD a augmenté considérable-
ment; la différence moyenne entre les valeurs corrigées de l'ISFPHD et de l'ISFdir était inférieure à 17 % pour toutes les périodes.
Ces résultats indiquent que la méthode proposée pour corriger l'ISFPHD est utile et efficace pour estimer la variation saisonnière
de l'ISF dans les forêts de feuillus décidus. [Traduit par la Rédaction]

Mots-clés : indice de surface foliaire, phénologie foliaire, récolte de litière, photographie hémisphérique digitale, changements
saisonniers.

1. Introduction
The leaf area index (LAI), defined as half the total green leaf area

per unit ground surface area (Chen and Black 1992), is a major
determinant of gross primary production (GPP) (Gower et al. 1999;
Barr et al. 2004; Saigusa et al. 2005; Gonsamo et al. 2013). Detailed
information about seasonal LAI variability is essential for accurate
modeling of net ecosystem exchange in temperate forests and
other ecosystem processes (e.g., carbon uptake, leaf respiration,
and photosynthesis) (Calvo-Alvarado et al. 2008; Samanta et al.
2012). Therefore, methods to increase the accuracy of seasonal LAI
estimates have recently gained increasing attention (Bequet et al.
2011; Ryu et al. 2012; Potithep et al. 2013; Gonsamo and Chen 2014).

To date, several direct and indirect methods have been used to
estimate the LAI in forest stands. Direct methods include harvesting,
allometry, and litter collection (Gower and Norman 1991; Bréda 2003;
Ryu et al. 2010; Leblanc and Fournier 2014). The harvesting method
can be accurate, but it is destructive, time consuming, and practical
only for small areas. Allometry is less destructive but is often limited
by stand specifics such as species, season, age, density, and other
attributes (Smith 1993; Chen and Cihlar 1995a; Küßner and Mosandl
2000). It also contains some uncertainty because of limited sampling
(Marshall and Waring 1986; Chen 1996). Moreover, it is largely impos-
sible to detect seasonal changes in LAI in a forest stand with either of
these two methods. Litter collection is used to estimate the LAI by
combining measurements of leaf litter with specific leaf area (SLA)
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(Chason et al. 1991; Fassnacht and Gower 1997). It is the only nonde-
structive direct method for LAI estimation and is most effective for
deciduous forests. Recently, Nasahara et al. (2008) effectively esti-
mated seasonal changes in a deciduous forest's LAI using both litter
collection and in situ observations of seasonal variation in leaf area
on sample live shoots. This procedure is considered to provide reli-
able results for the validation of indirect methods throughout the
year in deciduous forests.

Indirect methods are more convenient, effective, and suitable
for detecting temporal dynamics in LAI or for long-term monitoring.
These methods infer LAI from measurements of radiation transmis-
sion through the canopy based on radiative transfer theories (Ross
1981). Among these indirect methods, digital hemispherical pho-
tography (DHP) and the LAI-2000 plant canopy analyzer (LI-COR
Environmental, Lincoln, Nebraska) have been particularly useful
for estimating LAI, because they can simultaneously measure the
canopy gap fraction from several zenith angles. Recently, DHP has
been increasingly used for this purpose because of advances in
digital photography that provide fast, inexpensive, and perma-
nent records of the canopy structure (Chen et al. 1997; Gonsamo
and Pellikka 2009; Pueschel et al. 2012; Zhao et al. 2014).

The negatively biased LAI values arising from optical methods
have usually been reported by many previous studies (e.g., Gower
and Norman 1991; van Gardingen et al. 1999; Macfarlane et al.
2007; Olivas et al. 2013). Most of these studies, however, reported
only observed differences in LAI between direct and indirect meth-
ods over a certain period (e.g., the annual maximum LAI period), and
few studies have evaluated the accuracy of optical methods for esti-
mating seasonal LAI variation, validated against direct methods, for
a forest stand. Although optical techniques have limitations, they are
particularly useful for tracking seasonal LAI variation because they
are less labor intensive than the alternative direct methods of litter
collection and leaf seasonality measurement. Therefore, there is in-
terest in evaluating the reliability of optical methods for measuring
seasonal LAI variation in a forest stand.

It is widely recognized that for the optical estimation of LAI, the
presence of woody materials and clumping effects must be con-
sidered (Chen et al. 1997; Jonckheere et al. 2004; Mason et al. 2012)
because optical methods often treat woody materials (e.g., stems
and branches) as leaves and assume that leaves are randomly
distributed in space. Thus, the effective LAI (Le) is used to describe
a LAI that is directly inverted from gap fraction measurements by
assuming a random spatial distribution of leaves (Chen and Black
1992). However, the distribution of leaves within a forest canopy
is rarely random and often clumped into distinct structures (e.g.,
crowns, branches, and twigs). Frequently, the influence of woody
materials on optical LAI measurements in a deciduous forest is
removed by measuring the woody area index (WAI) during the
leafless periods and then subtracting it from the plant area index
(PAI), as described in Kucharik et al. (1998) and in Eriksson et al.
(2005). This method assumes that the contribution of woody ma-
terials to the PAI does not change throughout the year, although
in reality, it varies seasonally. The contribution is minimal during
the peak growing season because some woody materials (particu-
larly small branches and twigs) are shadowed by leaves above the
supporting branches. In the fall, the contribution becomes large
because (i) the PAI decreases with leaf fall and (ii) most woody
materials become visible with the loss of leaves (Eriksson et al.
2005; Zou et al. 2009). Additionally, the accuracy of LAI estimates
from DHP (LAIDHP) is affected by exposure errors in a closed forest
stand (Chen et al. 1991; Englund et al. 2000; Song et al. 2013). When
automatic exposure is used within the stand (as in the present
study), the photograph is typically overexposed, causing an under-
representation of leaves in the photo and a subsequent negative
bias in Le. In medium- and high-density canopies, Le estimates from
DHP using automatic exposure were found to be underestimated by
16%–71% relative to LAI-2000 measurements (Zhang et al. 2005).
Therefore, to quickly and effectively obtain an accurate LAIDHP esti-

mate (i.e., the presence of woody materials), the presence of clump-
ing and the exposure setting must be taken into account. However,
there are few reports of practical methods for correcting LAIDHP to
obtain accurate estimates of seasonal LAI changes in deciduous for-
est stands.

This study describes the use of directly measured seasonal changes
in LAI, obtained from combined observations of leaf seasonality and
litter fall in deciduous broadleaf forests, to validate optical measure-
ments. The specific objectives are to (i) evaluate the accuracy of DHP
for estimating seasonal changes in the LAI and (ii) propose a
practical correction method for obtaining accurate LAIDHP in
different seasons.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Study site
The study site is the Maoershan Ecosystem Research Station of

the Northeast Forestry University (47°24=N, 127°40=E). It repre-
sents a typical deciduous forest in northeastern China, with an
average altitude of 300 m above sea level and an average slope of
10°–15°. The mean annual precipitation (1989–2009) is 629 mm, of
which �50% falls between June and August. The mean annual air
temperature is 3.1 °C, and the frost-free period is 120–140 days
long, with early frost in September and late frost in May (Wang
et al. 2013). The study was conducted using four 20m × 30 m
permanent plots of mixed deciduous broadleaf plants. The forest
vegetation is primarily composed of Betula platyphylla Sukaczev,
Fraxinus mandschurica Rupr., Ulmus propinqua Koidz., Acer mono, and
Syringa reticulata (Blume) H. Hara. The basic characteristics of these
plots are summarized in Table 1. All of the observations were
carried out from 1 May to 21 October 2012. In the study area, the
leaf-out season is from May to mid-July, and the leaf-fall season is
from August to October.

2.2. Measurements of SLA
The SLA was defined as the total leaf area (LA) per unit of dry

mass. We monitored the SLA of major species in each plot in
August, September, and October of 2012. Flat leaves in the litter
traps were randomly selected, and leaves that were not flat were
first flattened by spraying the litter with water. The area of each
flat leaf was measured with an image scanner (model 5560; BenQ
Corporation, China) at 300 dpi resolution. After measuring the LA,
the samples were dried at 65 °C for 48 h to a constant mass, which
was measured to the nearest milligram. The SLA for the major
species in each plot was obtained by dividing the dry mass by the
LA. Potential change in the SLA during leaf fall was estimated to be
insignificant.

2.3. Direct estimation of the LAI (LAIdir)

2.3.1. Annual maximum LAI (LAImax)
Five litter traps were installed at random locations within each

plot. Each trap had a square aperture of 1 m2 and a base that was
approximately 0.5 m above the ground. Leaf litter was collected on
1 and 15 August, 1, 11, and 21 September, and 1, 11, and 21 October
2012. For each deciduous broadleaf species, LAImax was estimated
by measuring the litter mass of the whole leaf-fall season, converting
it to LA using the measured SLA for each species, and dividing the
total LA by the area of the litter trap. We estimated the LAImax-total in
a plot by adding the component LAI values of all species.

2.3.2. The seasonal changes of LAI during leaf-out seasons
Periodic in situ observations of sample shoots on 1, 12, 21, and

28 May, 4, 12, and 22 June, 5 and 15 July, and 1 August 2012 were
made to investigate LA seasonality. Fifteen sample shoots from
15 individuals of five species were selected (three trees per spe-
cies). For each period, we measured the size (length and width) of
each leaf on the sample shoot. Generally, the leaf shape is irregu-
lar, so the area of a single leaf cannot be accurately calculated by
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multiplying the length by the width. Thus, to calculate the LA of a
single leaf (LAsin), a constrained linear regression was established:

(1) LAsin � cLD

where c is the adjustment coefficient for LA, L is the length of a
single leaf, and D is the width of a single leaf. To obtain the values
of c for each species, 90 mature leaves were collected from each
species in July, and each sample leaf was measured for maximum
length and width. Then, the area of each sample leaf was mea-
sured by scanning, and eq. 1 was rearranged to solve for c. We can
also estimate the total LA of a shoot at period t (LAtotal(t)) for each
species:

(2) LAtotal�t� � �
i�1

n

Li(t)Di(t)c

where Li(t) is the leaf length of leaf i at period t, and Di(t) is the leaf
width of leaf i at period t. In this study, it is difficult to measure
c values for major species in the early leaf-out season, because,
at that time, leaves are small and not flat. Thus, we measured the
c value for most species in both May and July, except for
F. mandschurica, which was measured in both June (because it pro-
duced new leaves in late May) and July. However, we found that
the difference of c values between two periods was <3.5% for each
major species. In addition, we replaced the c value measured in
July with the mean c value in both two periods in estimating LAI,
and the error caused by the constant c value to final LAI was <1%.
Therefore, we assumed that the c values do not change during each
leaf-out season in this study. The increased ratio for the LAtotal of a
shoot at period t (R(t)) for each species is calculated from

(3) R(t) �
LAtotal(t)

LAmax-total

where LAtotal(t) is defined in eq. 2, and LAmax-total is the annual
maximum total LA of a shoot. These R data were used to represent
the seasonality of LAI during the leaf-out season, and the average
seasonality of the five species was assumed to represent the sea-
sonality of the remaining unmeasured species. Thus, the seasonal
changes of LAI at leaf-out period t (LAI(t)) for each plot are ob-
tained:

(4) LAI�t� � �
i�1

n

LAIi�maxRi�t�

where LAIi-max is the annual maximum LAI of species i, and Ri(t) is
the increased ratio of species i at period t.

2.3.3. The seasonal changes of LAI during leaf-fall seasons
Based on LAImax-total, we calculated the seasonal changes of LAI

during leaf-fall seasons by subtracting the decrease in LAI from
the total litter of all species during each leaf-fall season. Finally,
LAI for each plot was derived from the initial leaf-out date to the

final leaf-fall date. In this study, the LAI derived from this direct
method was defined as LAIdir.

2.4. Indirect estimation of the LAI to obtain LAIDHP

DHP data were acquired with a WinSCANOPY 2006 canopy an-
alyzer (Nikon Coolpix 4500 digital camera with a 180° fisheye lens)
on the same dates as the LA observations and litter collection
periods. The photographs were taken at 1.3 m above the ground,
with the camera mounted on a tripod, and the sample points were
located near the litter traps. The photographs were obtained near
sunrise (or sunset) under uniform sky conditions, with automatic
exposure. A total of 85 digital hemispheric photographs were ob-
tained at each plot for all study periods. The photographs were
processed within zenith angle ranges of 30°–60°, using DHP soft-
ware to derive Le from the canopy gap fraction (Leblanc et al. 2005;
Chen et al. 2006).

2.5. Correction of optical LAI estimates
Based on theory and empirical data, three corrections to the Le

(Chen 1996) yield the following accurate optical estimate of the
LAI:

(5) LAIDHP � �1 � ��Le

�E

�E

where � is the woody to total area ratio; �E is the clumping index,
quantifying the effect of foliage clumping at a scale larger than at
the shoot level; and �E is the needle to shoot area ratio, quantify-
ing the effect of foliage clumping at the shoot level. For deciduous
broadleaf species, individual leaves are traditionally considered as
foliage elements, with �E = 1.0. In a deciduous broadleaf forest, �
is defined as WAI/PAI. The PAI depends on Le/�E (Chen 1996),
defined by Chen and Black (1992) as LAI with the contribution of
woody materials, so �EWAI/Le can substitute for �. Then, substi-
tutions for � and �E in eq. 5 yield the following equation, as
described by Leblanc and Chen (2001):

(6) LAIDHP �
Le

�E
� WAI

Prior to applying eq. 6 in each study period, to improve the
accuracy of LAIDHP estimates, the May–October vegetation period
was divided into four phenological phases based on the timing of
the leaf-out and leaf-fall dates for all species. Following Tillack
et al. (2014), they are (i) early leaf-out period (ELO), (ii) gradient
period (GP), which includes two periods, one of leaf flushing to
annual maximum LAI and, following a stable LAI interval, another
of subsequent continuous decrease in LAI prior to rapid leaf fall,
(iii) stable LA period (SP), including stable periods of LAImax with
little decrease in LAI, and (iv) late leaf fall (LLF), which is the period
from rapid leaf fall until all the leaves have fallen. In the present
study, the ELO is 12 May. The GP represents the periods from
21 May to 4 June and from 21 September to 1 October. The SP
applies to the period between 12 June and 11 September, and the
LLF only applies to 11 October. Both 1 May and 21 October were
excluded, because there were no leaves at these times. The follow-

Table 1. General characteristics and species composition of the forest plots under investigation.

Forest plots Major species
Density
(trees·ha−1)

Mean DBH
(cm)

Basal area
(m2·ha−1)

P1 Ulmus japonica and Fraxinus mandschurica 1840 7.73 19.59
P2 Betula platyphylla and Ulmus japonica 2140 8.01 19.64
P3 Betula platyphylla and Acer mono 5067 6.29 23.25
P4 Fraxinus mandschurica and Ulmus japonica 2167 9.09 35.94

Note: DBH, diameter at breast height (1.3 m).

Liu et al. 723

Published by NRC Research Press

C
an

. J
. F

or
. R

es
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.n
rc

re
se

ar
ch

pr
es

s.
co

m
 b

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
or

on
to

 o
n 

01
/0

5/
17

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y.
 



ing four schemes were applied to obtain accurate estimates of
seasonal changes in LAIDHP.

2.5.1. Scheme A
Noncorrected estimates of LAI, setting LAIDHP = Le to compare

with results from the other three schemes.

2.5.2. Scheme B
Error due to the contribution of woody materials and clumping

effects in canopies was corrected using eq. 6. The contribution of
woody materials (i.e., WAI) was measured during the leafless pe-
riods (1 May and 21 October) by the DHP method. Assuming that
this contribution did not change during the leafy period, the WAI
was subtracted directly from the PAI to remove the influence of
woody materials in all study periods (i.e., ELO, GP, SP, and LLF).
The mean value of WAI on 1 May and 21 October was used through-
out the leafy period, i.e., regardless of the seasonal variations in
the WAI contributions to LAI estimation.

The contribution of the clumping index (for easier notation, CI
is used instead of �E) was obtained by three different methods.

2.5.2.1. CI from gap size distribution (CICC)
CICC is computed based on the gap size and fraction analysis

(Chen and Cihlar 1995b; Leblanc 2002):

(7) CICC �
ln�Fm(0,�)�
ln�Fmr(0,�)�

�1 � Fmr(0,�)�
�1 � Fm(0,�)�

where Fm(0,�) is the measured accumulated gap fraction greater
than zero, and Fmr(0,�) is the gap fraction for the canopy when
large gaps that are not theoretically possible in a random canopy
are removed for a given LAI and foliage element width.

2.5.2.2. CI from logarithmic gap averaging method (CILX)
CILX is computed using a logarithmic gap averaging method

(Lang and Xiang 1986) as follows:

(8) CILX �
ln�P(�)̄�

ln�P(�,�)�̄

where P���̄ is the mean canopy gap fraction at zenith angle �, and
ln�P��,���̄ is the mean value of logarithmic gap fractions at zenith
angle �, separated by segments or ranges of the azimuthal angle �.
The CI value determined using this method is highly sensitive
to the choice of the segment size. In theory (Lang and Xiang 1986),
the physical length of the segments should ideally be 10 times the
mean width of a foliage element. To determine this length on a
hemispherical photograph, we need to know not only the zenith
angle at which the CI is calculated, but also the mean canopy
height and leaf size. For example, for a canopy with a height of
15 m and a mean leaf size of 0.05 m, the length of a photographic
circle at a zenith angle of 45° is 133 m. Because the ideal averaging
length is 0.5 m, the circle should be divided into 266 segments for
the calculation of the mean CI. However, many of these segments
would be completely shadowed by tree trunks and foliage clumps
and would have no gaps. These black segments, i.e., with no gaps,
produce unrealistic results, with infinitely large LAI values and CI
values of zero. To address this issue, van Gardingen et al. (1999)
proposed a method to add a gap of one pixel to black segments.
Similarly, Leblanc et al. (2005) added a gap of one-half pixel to
black segments in the implementation of Land and Xiang's
method in the DHP software (used in our study). In DHP, the mean
size of the foliage elements (shoots in conifer trees and leafs for
broadleaf trees) in terms of the azimuthal angle range at a given
zenith angle is automatically determined through an iteration
procedure (Leblanc et al. 2005), and the size of the segments in
terms of the azimuthal angle range is then taken as 10 times the

azimuthal angle range, corresponding to the foliage element size.
Although there is a physical basis for determining the segment
size, the element size determined this way is often unrealistically
large, because many small gaps are not resolved in the photo-
graph, and therefore, the segment size is also too large. Even so,
there are still many black segments that require insertions of
artificial gaps. Although this could be the most advanced way of
implementing Land and Xiang's method on hemispherical photo-
graphs, the choice of adding a gap to black segments is arbitrary, and
therefore, the results from this method are only given for compari-
son purposes.

2.5.2.3. CI from a combination of gap size distribution and logarithmic
gap averaging method (CICLX)

CICLX is calculated based on a combination of the concepts used
in CICC and CILX to address problems related to both the segment
size in the logarithmic gap averaging method (when large gaps are
statistically unevenly distributed) and the within-segment heter-
ogeneity in the gap size distribution method (Leblanc et al. 2005)

(9) CICLX �
nln�P(�)̄�

�k�1

n
ln�Pk(�,�)�/CICCk(�,�)

where CICCk(�,�) is the element CI of segment k using the CICC
method, and Pk(�,�) is the gap fraction of segment k. The CICLX is
computed over n segments and integrated over the zenith angle
ranges considered. This method has the same issues in determin-
ing the segment size and in treating black segments.

Smaller zenith angles result in shorter segments, which may
produce erroneous results from the LX (i.e., gap size distribution)
and CLX (combination of gap size distribution and logarithmic
gap averaging) methods. In contrast, the segments at large zenith
angles yield high proportions of mixed pixels due to light scatter-
ing and coarse image resolution. Therefore, angles ranging from
30° to 60° were used to measure LAI, because this range is the
central portion of the photos between the zenith and the horizon,
thus providing an approximate estimate of the entire field of view
(Leblanc and Chen 2001; Gonsamo and Pellikka 2009). The three CI
(i.e., CC, LX, and CLX) values were obtained by using the DHP-
TRAC software, and seasonal changes were considered during all
study periods. Hereafter, the clumping effects were corrected us-
ing the CC, LX, and CLX methods, and LAIDHP values were defined
as LAIDHP-CC, LAIDHP-LX, and LAIDHP-CLX, respectively. Generally,
both the woody materials and clumping effects were considered
in scheme B, regardless of the seasonal variations in the WAI contri-
butions to LAI.

2.5.3. Scheme C
The contributions of woody materials and clumping effects

were corrected in the same way as in scheme B. In addition, all
digital hemispherical photographs were taken with automatic
exposure, causing considerable underestimation of the Le. The
underestimates were corrected according to a relationship be-
tween DHP-derived Le obtained with automatic exposure and LAI-
2000 derived Le reported by Zhang et al. (2005), regardless of the
seasonal variations in the contributions of the automatic expo-
sure to LAI estimation.

2.5.4. Scheme D
Generally, the seasonal changes of the WAI, clumping effects,

and automatic exposure to LAI estimation were all considered in
scheme D. The woody materials consist of stems and branches, so
the WAI is the sum of the stem area index (SAI) and the branch
area index (BAI). The WAI on both 1 May and 21 October was
measured as in scheme B, but image software (Adobe Photoshop
CS6, Adobe Systems Inc., North America) was used to extract the
SAI from the WAI. First, the WAI of the digital hemispherical
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photos from 1 May and 21 October was obtained using the DHP
software. Second, a clone stamp tool in the image software was
used to replace the branches with sky, leaving only stems on the
photos. Third, the SAI was obtained by reprocessing the photos.
Finally, the BAI was derived by subtracting the SAI from the WAI.
The contribution of branches to LAI decreases with season and
reaches its smallest value near the peak growing season, i.e., dur-
ing the SP. In contrast, the contribution of stems to the LAI varies
little with the season. Therefore, the contribution of branches to the
LAI was ignored for the SP, but the contribution of stems to the
LAI was considered throughout all study periods. This is to say
that the WAI in eq. 6 represented the contribution of stems and
branches during the ELO, GP, and LLF but only represented the
contribution of stems during the SP, i.e., the seasonal changes of
the contributions of woody materials to LAI estimation.

The correction of clumping effects was conducted as in schemes B
and C. The correction of exposure in ELO and LLF was not considered,
because the exposure error was <3% during these periods, which
suggests that the woody materials are insensitive to the exposure
setting when DHP is used to estimate LAI; however, the correction
for other periods was conducted as in scheme C.

3. Results

3.1. Adjustment coefficient for LA
Significant linear correlations (P < 0.01) are observed between

LA and the product of leaf length and width for five major species
(Table 2), with the smallest R2 value being 0.93. The largest c value
is 0.69 for S. reticulate, with A. mono having the smallest value of
c = 0.52 because of its palm-shaped leaf.

3.2. LA seasonality
Seasonal changes in LA vary with species (Fig. 1). All species

produce new leaves in early May, except for F. mandschurica, which
produces new leaves in late May. Rapid growth of leaves begins for
A. mono in mid-May, with approximately 91% of LAtotal produced by
21 May. For S. reticulate, >94% of LAtotal was produced by late May.
In early July, F. mandschurica and U. propinqua have produced 99%
and 98% of their total LAs, respectively. In contrast to these four
species, the leaves of B. platyphylla begin to fall in late July, with
the areas of fallen leaves accounting for a 25% reduction of LAtotal
by early August.

3.3. The LAI across all seasons
The mean LAI for each species is measured across all seasons by

combining the LA seasonality data with the litter trap data for the
four forest plots (Fig. 2). All species reach the LAImax in mid-July
except for A. mono, which reaches it in mid-June. Betula platyphylla
has the largest peak LAI, with a value of 1.81, followed by U. propinqua,
with a peak LAI value of 1.66. The life-span of F. mandschurica is much
shorter than that of the other four species, and leaf fall is largely
complete by early October.

3.4. Seasonal changes in the CI
Although the seasonal variations of CICC, CILX, and CICLX show

different patterns (Fig. 3), not all of them are significant, with
coefficient of variations of 4%, 2%, and 4%, respectively. Generally,
the mean CICC is larger than CILX and CICLX, with values of 0.93,
089, and 0.76, respectively. The CC method utilizing the canopy
information to derive the gap size distribution is based on a sound
physical principle and free of subjective parameters. However, its
application to photographs often suffers from the issue of insuf-
ficient photographic resolution that loses many small gaps, result-
ing in the underestimation of the clumping effect (i.e., the CI was
too large). The LX and CLX methods can fix this problem by intro-
ducing mean length as a free parameter, which can often be ad-
justed to fit observations. However, these two methods suffer
from issues with the determination of mean segment size and the
treatment of black segments, as outlined in section 2.5.

3.5. SAI measurements for the leafless periods
The SAI on 1 May in the four forest plots ranges from 0.05 to 0.17

(Table 3), with a mean value of 0.13. On average, the stems account
for 19% of the total WAI at that time. The SAI on 21 October does
not differ significantly than the SAI on 1 May, with a mean value of
0.14, and stems accounting for 22% of the total WAI. The SAI values
are 0.10, 0.13, 0.10, and 0.24 for P1, P2, P3, and P4, respectively.

3.6. Comparison of LAIdir and LAIDHP
LAIdir and LAIDHP from uncorrected Le (i.e., scheme A) both pres-

ent robust seasonal changes in the four forest plots, with the
smallest coefficients of variation being 64% and 40%, respectively
(Table 4). On average, Le underestimates LAIdir by 14%–55% be-
tween 21 May and 1 October for the four plots, with the underes-
timation increasing with the number of leaves in the canopies. In
contrast, Le overestimates LAIdir by an average of 78% and 226% on
12 May and 11 October, respectively, mainly because of the influ-
ence of woody materials on LAIDHP. From 1 May to 21 October,
Le ranges from 0.68 to 2.72 for P1, from 0.55 to 2.49 for P2, from
0.64 to 3.11 for P3, and from 0.67 to 2.94 for P4. The LAIdir peaks in
mid-July for all four plots, with values of 6.17 ± 1.03, 5.28 ± 0.57,
6.97 ± 0.21, and 5.81 ± 0.27 for P1, P2, P3, and P4, respectively.

A significant correlation (P < 0.001) between LAIdir and LAIDHP
from scheme A is observed, with R2 = 0.85 and RMSE = 0.32 (Fig. 4;
Table 5). However, Le is greater than LAIdir in the ELO and the LLF.
In the GP, LAIDHP underestimates LAIdir at more than four of five
sample points by 25%, on average. The mean underestimation of
LAIdir by LAIDHP in the SP is 50%.

Generally, the accuracy of LAIDHP for the ELO and LLF is im-
proved after the scheme B correction for the WAI and CI (CC, LX,
and CLX) within canopies (Fig. 5). However, the difference between
LAIdir and LAIDHP increases in the GP, and LAIDHP-CC underestimates
LAIdir by an average of 48%, whereas the mean underestimations
were 42% and 30% for LAIDHP-LX and LAIDHP-CLX, respectively. This is
likely because the contribution of woody materials is overestimated
during the GP period. A significant correlation (P < 0.001) between
LAIdir and each LAIDHP from scheme B is found, with minimum
R2 = 0.85 for LAIDHP-CLX and maximum RMSE = 0.52 for LAIDHP-CLX
(Table 5). The LAIDHP from scheme B still underestimates LAIdir
in all periods, with mean values of 50%, 49%, and 34% for LAIDHP-CC,
LAIDHP-LX, and LAIDHP-CLX, respectively, indicating that the error
introduced from woody materials and foliage clumping is insuffi-
cient to explain the difference between LAIdir and LAIDHP.

A significant correlation (P < 0.001) between LAIdir and LAIDHP is
found after correcting for the WAI, CI, and exposure setting, ac-
cording to scheme C (Fig. 5; Table 5). Generally, the accuracy of
LAIDHP in scheme C is greatly improved relative to scheme B in the
SP, and the average difference between LAIdir and LAIDHP-CC is 21%
in the SP, and the average differences for LAIDHP-LX and LAIDHP-CLX
in the SP are 18% and 6%, respectively. However, in contrast to
scheme B, the difference between LAIdir and each LAIDHP (i.e.,
LAIDHP-CC, LAIDHP-LX, and LAIDHP-CLX) under scheme C significantly
increases in the ELO and the LLF, indicating that it is not appro-
priate to use it for periods with few leaves.

In contrast, the accuracy of LAIDHP using scheme D, with its
consideration of seasonal changes of WAI, CI, and E, is improved
considerably in all periods (Fig. 5; Table 5). For the ELO, the CC

Table 2. Constrained regression models for
major species.

Species c R2 P value

Betula platyphylla 0.67 0.97 <0.01
Ulmus propinqua 0.62 0.98 <0.01
Fraxinus mandschurica 0.66 0.99 <0.01
Acer mono 0.52 0.93 <0.01
Syringa reticulate 0.69 0.98 <0.01

Note: c is the adjustment coefficient. n = 90.
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method is more effective for correcting clumping effects with
scheme D than the LX and CLX methods, and LAIDHP-CC underes-
timates LAIdir by 9%. For the GP, the differences between LAIdir

and LAIDHP-CC and between LAIdir and LAIDHP-LX are both 6%, which
is smaller than the difference between LAIdir and LAIDHP-CLX (12%).
For the SP and LLF, the CLX method is more effective than the CC
and LX methods for correcting clumping effects with scheme D,
and the differences between LAIdir and LAIDHP-CLX are 5% and 17%,
respectively. Generally, during the whole periods, the mean differ-
ence between LAIdir and LAIDHP-CLX is smaller than those of LAIDHP-CC

and LAIDHP-LX, with values of 4%, 7%, and 17%, respectively, indicating
that the accuracy of seasonal LAI changes, determined by optical
methods, in deciduous forests is >83% with appropriate corrections.

4. Discussion
Other than destructive sampling methods, one of the most re-

liable methods for estimating the LAI is to collect leaves in litter
traps, especially in deciduous forests. To improve the accuracy of
the litter collection method for estimating LAI, the SLA must be
precisely measured because it is the greatest source of uncertainty
in this method (Jurik et al. 1985). Also, SLA varies with species and
season (Nouvellon et al. 2010; Ishihara and Hiura 2011; Majasalmi
et al. 2013), so the SLA of major species in the four forest plots was
measured here, taking into account seasonal variation in the leaf-
fall season. Moreover, the species-specific SLA for each forest plot
was used to estimate the LAI so as to avoid the error caused by
spatial variation in SLA. Recently, it was recommended that ob-
servations of LA seasonality in leaf-out seasons be combined with
litter collection data in leaf-fall seasons to estimate seasonal
changes of LAI in deciduous forest stands (Nasahara et al. 2008;
Potithep et al. 2013), as was done in this study. In addition, the five
species that we selected for the LA seasonality observations ac-
counted for 86% of LAImax-total estimated from litter collection. This
means that the seasonality of approximately 14% of LAImax-total was
uncertain. However, based on the variability among the five mea-
sured species, we estimated that the error due to this small unmea-
sured portion is <0.4. However, the proposed method is laborious
relative to optical methods, particularly the collection and sorting of
the fallen litter. Therefore, it is important to evaluate the accuracy of
optical methods in this regard and to address the urgent need for a
scheme to obtain accurate optical LAI estimates.

There are several reports that the DHP method produced lower
LAI values than direct methods. For example, in a canopy of Gliricidia
sepium (Jacq.) Kunth in Mexico, van Gardingen et al. (1999) found
that the LAIDHP based on uncorrected Le underestimated the LAI
by 50% compared with the harvesting method. Similarly, Olivas
et al. (2013) reported that the DHP method underestimated LAIdir
by 30% in a tropical rain forest. In this study, uncorrected LAIDHP
underestimates LAIdir by 34%–55% at similar times (e.g., June and
July). However, the difference between LAIdir and LAIDHP varies
strongly with season (on average, from –226% to 55%). The more
leaves there are in the canopy, the greater is the difference, prob-
ably because (i) woody materials such as trunks and branches can
be masked by emerged leaves, thus reducing the estimated con-
tribution of woody materials to light interception, and (ii) the
extent of leaf clumping within canopies increases with leaf growth.
This suggests that evaluations of the accuracy of DHP for LAI
measurement in different seasons are necessary.

Woody materials and clumping effects have often been re-
ported as the main sources of error in optical LAI estimation. In
this study, the WAI ranges from 0.55 to 0.74. Similar results have
been reported by Dufrêne and Bréda (1995), who reported a WAI of

Fig. 1. The seasonality of total leaf area of shoots for major species,
normalized to an annual maximum of 1.0. Error bars represent the
standard deviation.
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0.67 in a Quercus petraea (Matt.) Liebl. stand, and by Cutini et al.
(1998), who reported a WAI of 0.80 in a deciduous broadleaf forest
stand. During the whole periods, the CICC ranges from 0.88 to
0.95, and similar CI values (from 0.89 to 0.96) were reported by
Chen et al. (2006) in deciduous forests. In addition, correcting for
CI resulted in higher LAI values than correcting for the Le values
alone, whereas correcting for the WAI resulted in lower LAI values.
Generally, the accuracy of the LAIDHP does not improve significantly

after correcting for the WAI and CI (scheme B), indicating that the
error introduced by these two factors cannot explain the difference
between LAIDHP and LAIdir. Nevertheless, the LAIDHP accuracy im-
proves markedly after also considering the automatic exposure
setting (scheme C), particularly in the GP and SP. These results
demonstrate that the exposure setting introduces the largest un-
certainty in LAIDHP estimates. Chen et al. (2006) reported that
LAIDHP with automatic exposure underestimated LAI by approxi-
mately 40% relative to the LAI-2000. In contrast, the contributions
of WAI and CI to optical LAI measurements can often cancel each
other. Also, Eriksson et al. (2005) reported that optical Le values
from the LAI-2000 alone may be reliable LAI estimators in decid-
uous stands in the maximum LAI period.

Although the accuracy of the corrected LAIDHP is improved under
scheme C, the corrected LAIDHP overestimates LAIdir by >99% in the
ELO and by 170% in the LLF. This likely reflects the greater contribu-
tion of woody material than leaves to the LAIDHP, because the WAI
accounts for >90% of the total Le in these two periods, and there is
nearly no influence of automatic exposure setting on the estimation
of the LAI in periods with few leaves. For example, the difference
between automatic exposure and correct exposure LAIDHP values
(e.g., Zhang et al. 2005) on 1 May and 21 October is <3%, likely because
even with automatic exposure, the contrast between the woody ma-
terials and the sky was sufficiently large for DHP to differentiate.
Therefore, correcting LAIDHP for automatic exposure in periods with
few leaves may add significant error to the estimates. In SP periods,
the difference between LAIdir and LAIDHP-CC with scheme C is still
21%, likely due to the overestimation of the contribution of woody
materials.

Several studies have observed seasonal variations in the contri-
bution of woody materials to LAIDHP (e.g., Dufrêne and Bréda 1995;
Eriksson et al. 2005; Jonckheere et al. 2005; Kalácska et al. 2005;
Zou et al. 2009), because the expanded leaves mask some of the
woody material, particularly the branches. Additionally, Kucharik
et al. (1998) reported that branches generally intercept insignifi-
cant amounts of beam radiation in boreal forests and, therefore,
do not significantly bias indirect LAI measurements, but stems
may not be similarly shaded by leaves. Also, Dufrêne and Bréda
(1995) reported that only stems accounted for the WAI during the
leaf-out period (SP in this study), and their erect position results in
only minimal radiation interception. Previous researchers have
also recommended that seasonal changes in the contribution of
woody materials be considered in LAIDHP corrections (e.g., Barclay
et al. 2000; Zou et al. 2009). In this study, branch area, as quanti-
fied by the BAI, accounts for 81% and 78% of the total WAI on 1 May
and 21 October, respectively, a result in agreement with previous
studies. For example, Whittaker and Woodwell (1967) reported

Fig. 2. The leaf area index (LAI) of species estimated by combining
the leaf seasonality data (up until 15 July) with the litter trap data
(after 1 August), averaged over the four plots. Error bars represent
the standard deviation.

Fig. 3. Seasonal changes in the element clumping index by CC, LX,
and CLX methods in the four forest plots. Values were obtained
directly from the DHP-TRAC software.
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that the BAI represented a large proportion (70%–80%) of the total
WAI in temperate deciduous forests.

After accounting for seasonal changes in woody materials,
clumping effects, and automatic exposure in scheme D, the mean
difference between LAIDHP-CC estimates and LAIdir is 7%. The stron-
gest relationship between LAIdir and corrected LAIDHP-CC is found
by using this scheme, with R2 = 0.90. Despite the factors consid-
ered under scheme D, measurements were crude, particularly for
the WAI. Thus, the contribution of WAI to LAI as the season pro-
gresses requires further study because the WAI contribution is
of major importance during spring and autumn. Additionally,

LAIDHP-CC from scheme D still underestimates LAIdir by 11% in SP
periods, indicating that the error is due to uncertainties other
than the woody materials, clumping of leaves, and incorrect ex-
posure setting.

One source of uncertainty in SP periods is the scheme D ratio of
LAIDHP to LAIdir, which decreases significantly as the ratio of pro-
jected leaf width to characteristic leaf width increases. The char-
acteristic leaf width values, taken from field data, are stable

Table 3. The stem area index (SAI) during the leafless periods, 1 May and 21 October, in each of the four forest plots, as well as the mean of all four
plots.

P1 P2 P3 P4 Mean

Month-day SAI SAI/WAI (%) SAI SAI/WAI (%) SAI SAI/WAI (%) SAI SAI/WAI (%) SAI SAI/WAI (%)

5-1 0.10 14 0.05 8 0.19 29 0.17 24 0.13a 19
10-21 0.10 15 0.13 24 0.10 13 0.24 36 0.14a 22

Note: Identical lowercase letters in the same column indicate that there is no significant difference (P < 0.05) between different periods. WAI, woody area index.

Table 4. Direct and indirect estimates (LAIdir and Le, respectively) of seasonal changes in the LAI in the four forest plots, as well as the mean of
all four plots.

P1 P2 P3 P4 Mean

Date
(month-year) LAIdir Le

Dif.
(%) LAIdir Le

Dif.
(%) LAIdir Le

Dif.
(%) LAIdir Le

Dif.
(%)

Dif.
(%)

5-1 0 0.68 (0.10) — 0 0.58 (0.11) — 0 0.64 (0.08) — 0 0.72 (0.14) — —
5-12 0.46 (0.13) 1.00 (0.08) −126 0.49 (0.24) 0.98 (0.14) −148 1.01 (0.20) 1.10 (0.15) −10 0.82 (0.15) 1.01 (0.09) −28 −78
5-21 1.97 (0.34) 1.53 (0.15) 20 1.69 (0.77) 1.61 (0.15) −15 3.32 (0.57) 2.37 (0.14) 27 2.06 (0.24) 1.59 (0.24) 22 14
5-28 3.17 (0.41) 2.40 (0.26) 23 2.49 (1.06) 2.06 (0.19) 2 4.53 (0.62) 2.82 (0.24) 37 2.91 (0.29) 2.31 (0.36) 20 21
6-4 4.19 (0.48) 2.40 (0.26) 42 3.11 (1.12) 2.35 (0.25) 15 5.09 (0.56) 2.86 (0.26) 44 3.61 (0.34) 2.30 (0.36) 36 34
6-12 4.93 (0.58) 2.39 (0.21) 51 3.72 (0.94) 2.27 (0.21) 39 5.47 (0.43) 2.36 (0.27) 56 4.30 (0.31) 2.63 (0.24) 38 46
6-22 5.65 (0.83) 2.65 (0.27) 52 4.61 (0.70) 2.20 (0.18) 51 6.29 (0.28) 2.98 (0.26) 53 5.17 (0.26) 2.68 (0.19) 48 51
7-5 6.10 (1.01) 2.71 (0.23) 54 5.14 (0.56) 2.47 (0.44) 52 6.74 (0.23) 2.68 (0.24) 60 5.69 (0.27) 2.60 (0.37) 54 55
7-15 6.17 (1.03) 2.69 (0.34) 55 5.28 (0.57) 2.49 (0.25) 52 6.97 (0.21) 2.92 (0.31) 58 5.81 (0.27) 2.62 (0.23) 55 55
8-1 6.02 (0.99) 2.48 (0.13) 58 4.70 (0.60) 2.37 (0.32) 49 5.88 (0.33) 3.02 (0.17) 48 5.52 (0.35) 2.94 (0.30) 46 50
8-16 5.96 (0.97) 2.72 (0.21) 53 4.47 (0.53) 2.35 (0.20) 47 5.00 (0.35) 3.11 (0.41) 37 5.36 (0.36) 2.77 (0.06) 48 46
9-1 5.60 (0.98) 2.42 (0.24) 55 3.89 (0.50) 2.10 (0.24) 46 4.10 (0.29) 2.52 (0.21) 38 4.87 (0.48) 2.45 (0.17) 49 47
9-11 5.46 (0.97) 2.51 (0.47) 54 3.68 (0.46) 2.05 (0.15) 43 3.91 (0.30) 2.27 (0.21) 42 4.64 (0.56) 2.29 (0.14) 50 47
9-21 4.49 (0.73) 2.07 (0.10) 53 2.52 (0.79) 1.80 (0.17) 22 3.33 (0.36) 2.05 (0.20) 38 3.57 (0.82) 2.11 (0.22) 36 37
10-1 2.25 (0.41) 1.22 (0.15) 44 1.33 (0.36) 1.03 (0.12) 18 1.55 (0.33) 1.25 (0.08) 17 1.30 (0.42) 1.20 (0.12) 0.6 20
10-11 0.32 (0.11) 0.82 (0.06) −185 0.25 (0.05) 0.62 (0.06) −152 0.23 (0.04) 0.76 (0.04) −244 0.21 (0.08) 0.78 (0.07) −321 −226
10-21 0 0.68 (0.08) — 0 0.55 (0.03) — 0 0.74 (0.04) — 0 0.67 (0.06) — —

Mean 3.69 1.96 — 2.79 1.76 — 3.73 2.14 — 3.28 1.98 — —

CV (%) 64 40 — 67 41 — 64 41 — 65 40 — —

Note: Values in parentheses are standard deviations. Dif. (%) = [(LAIdir − Le)/(LAIdir)] × 100. CV, coefficient of variation.

Fig. 4. Scatter plots of direct estimates (LAIdir) against indirectly
estimated LAI (LAIDHP) according to scheme A (i.e., uncorrected) for
the ELO, GP, SP, and LLF.

Table 5. Regression analyses of direct and indirect
estimates (LAIdir and LAIDHP, respectively) of the LAI
for each correction scheme.

Correction
scheme m k R2 RMSE P value

Scheme A 1.2802 0.4107 0.85 0.32 <0.001

Scheme B
a 0.5504 0.8373 0.86 0.37 <0.001
b 0.5244 0.9068 0.85 0.46 <0.001
c 0.7511 0.8121 0.86 0.52 <0.001

Scheme C
a 1.5544 0.5699 0.87 0.58 <0.001
b 1.5487 0.6043 0.86 0.69 <0.001
c 1.9091 0.5951 0.86 0.55 <0.001

Scheme D
a 0.8262 1.0579 0.90 0.78 <0.001
b 0.5691 1.2628 0.88 0.96 <0.001
c 0.9797 1.0119 0.90 0.90 <0.001

Note: LAIDHP = mLAIdir
k, m and k are coefficients; n = 300. The

a, b, and c indicate that the clumping index was calculated by
the CC, LX, or CLX method in different schemes, respectively.
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because the leaves are mature in the SP periods; however, in-
creases in projected leaf width are automatically calculated by
DHP-TRAC software (e.g., Chen and Cihlar 1995b). Very often, the
projected leaf width automatically determined by the software is
larger than the width of individual leaves in broadleaf forests,
indicating that leaves often appear in tight groups that are not
separated by the gap size distribution measured by DHP. This
indicates a level of clumping that is not measured by the instru-
ment, causing underestimation of LAI. Therefore, treating indi-
vidual broad leaves as foliage elements in estimating the LAI by
optical methods sometimes may not be appropriate for broadleaf

forests where leaves tend to form distinct branch and subbranch
structures. Further study is needed to address this issue.

5. Conclusions
Seasonal variation in the LAI was estimated by combining leaf

seasonality observations with litter collection data in four decid-
uous broadleaf forest plots. LAI values from these data (i.e., LAIdir)
were used to evaluate the accuracy of optical LAI measurements
(i.e., LAIDHP). Uncorrected LAIDHP for the four plots underestimates
LAIdir by 14%–55% from 21 May to 1 October and overestimates LAIdir

by 78% and 226% on 12 May and 11 October, respectively. A practical

Fig. 5. Scatter plots of direct estimates (LAIdir) against indirectly estimated LAI (LAIDHP) according to scheme B, scheme C, and scheme D for
the ELO, GP, SP, and LLF. A lowercase a, b, or c (lower right corner of plots) indicates that the clumping index was calculated by the CC, LX, or
CLX method in different schemes, respectively.
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LAIDHP correction scheme (scheme D) developed in this study yields
the best estimates of the seasonal variations in LAI that exceeds an
accuracy of 83%. This indicates that the DHP method is useful for
estimating seasonal changes of LAI in deciduous broadleaf forests,
provided that appropriate corrections are made for incorrect expo-
sure settings and canopy structure features such as the extents of the
woody material contribution and foliage clumping.

Acknowledgements
The authors thank D. Scott Munro for useful editorial suggestions

when reviewing the manuscript prior to submission and thank the
Editor and the anonymous reviewers for their constructive and valu-
able comments concerning the manuscript. This work was finan-
cially supported by the Ministry of Science and Technology of China
(no. 2011BAD37B01).

References
Barclay, H., Trofymow, J., and Leach, R. 2000. Assessing bias from boles in calcu-

lating leaf area index in immature Douglas-fir with the LI-COR canopy analyzer.
Agric. For. Meteorol. 100: 255–260. doi:10.1016/S0168-1923(99)00091-X.

Barr, A.G., Black, T.A., Hogg, E.H., Kljun, N., Morgenstern, K., and Nesic, Z. 2004.
Inter-annual variability in the leaf area index of a boreal aspen – hazelnut
forest in relation to net ecosystem production. Agric. For. Meteorol. 126:
237–255. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2004.06.011.

Bequet, R., Campioli, M., Kint, V., Vansteenkiste, D., Muys, B., and Ceulemans, R.
2011. Leaf area index development in temperate oak and beech forests is
driven by stand characteristics and weather conditions. Trees, 25: 935–946.
doi:10.1007/s00468-011-0568-4.

Bréda, N.J.J. 2003. Ground-based measurements of leaf area index: a review of
methods, instruments and current controversies. J. Exp. Bot. 54: 2403–2417.
doi:10.1093/jxb/erg263.

Calvo-Alvarado, J., McDowell, N., and Waring, R. 2008. Allometric relationships
predicting foliar biomass and leaf area: sapwood area ratio from tree height
in five Costa Rican rain forest species. Tree Physiol. 28: 1601–1608. doi:10.1093/
treephys/28.11.1601.

Chason, J.W., Baldocchi, D.D., and Huston, M.A. 1991. A comparison of direct and
indirect methods for estimating forest canopy leaf area. Agric. For. Meteorol.
57: 107–128. doi:10.1016/0168-1923(91)90081-Z.

Chen, J.M. 1996. Optically-based methods for measuring seasonal variation of
leaf area index in boreal conifer stands. Agric. For. Meteorol. 80: 135–163.
doi:10.1016/0168-1923(95)02291-0.

Chen, J.M., and Black, T.A. 1992. Defining leaf area index for non-flat leaves.
Plant Cell Environ. 15: 421–429. doi:10.1111/j.1365-3040.1992.tb00992.x.

Chen, J.M., and Cihlar, J. 1995a. Plant canopy gap-size analysis theory for improv-
ing optical measurements of leaf-area index. Appl. Opt. 34: 6211–6222. doi:
10.1364/AO.34.006211.

Chen, J.M., and Cihlar, J. 1995b. Quantifying the effect of canopy architecture on
optical measurements of leaf area index using two gap size analysis methods.
IEEE Trans. Geosci. Remote Sens. 33: 777–787. doi:10.1109/36.387593.

Chen, J.M., Black, T.A., and Adams, R.S. 1991. Evaluation of hemispherical pho-
tography for determining plant area index and geometry of a forest stand.
Agric. For. Meteorol. 56: 129–143. doi:10.1016/0168-1923(91)90108-3.

Chen, J.M., Rich, P.M., Gower, S.T., Norman, J.M., and Plummer, S. 1997. Leaf area
index of boreal forests: theory, techniques, and measurements. J. Geophys.
Res. 102: 29429–29443. doi:10.1029/97JD01107.

Chen, J.M., Govind, A., Sonnentag, O., Zhang, Y., Barr, A., and Amiro, B. 2006.
Leaf area index measurements at Fluxnet-Canada forest sites. Agric. For.
Meteorol. 140: 257–268. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2006.08.005.

Cutini, A., Matteucci, G., and Mugnozza, G. 1998. Estimation of leaf area index
with the Li-Cor LAI 2000 in deciduous forests. For. Ecol. Manage. 105: 55–65.
doi:10.1016/S0378-1127(97)00269-7.

Dufrêne, E., and Bréda, N. 1995. Estimation of deciduous forest leaf area index
using direct and indirect methods. Oecologia, 104: 156–162. doi:10.1007/
BF00328580.

Englund, S.R., O'Brien, J.J., and Clark, D.B. 2000. Evaluation of digital and film
hemispherical photography and spherical densiometry for measuring forest
light environments. Can. J. For. Res. 30(12): 1999–2005. doi:10.1139/x00-116.

Eriksson, H., Eklundh, L., Hall, K., and Lindroth, A. 2005. Estimating LAI in
deciduous forest stands. Agric. For. Meteorol. 129: 27–37. doi:10.1016/j.
agrformet.2004.12.003.

Fassnacht, K.S., and Gower, S.T. 1997. Interrelationships among the edaphic and
stand characteristics, leaf area index, and aboveground net primary produc-
tion of upland forest ecosystems in north central Wisconsin. Can. J. For. Res.
27(7):1058–1067. doi:10.1139/x97-058.

Gonsamo, A., and Chen, J.M. 2014. Continuous observation of leaf area index at
Fluxnet-Canada sites. Agric. For. Meteorol. 189: 168–174. doi:10.1016/j.
agrformet.2014.01.016.

Gonsamo, A., and Pellikka, P. 2009. The computation of foliage clumping index

using hemispherical photography. Agric. For. Meteorol. 149: 1781–1787. doi:
10.1016/j.agrformet.2009.06.001.

Gonsamo, A., Chen, J.M., Price, D.T., Kurz, W.A., Liu, J., Boisvenue, C.,
Hember, R.A., Wu, C., and Chang, K.H. 2013. Improved assessment of gross
and net primary productivity of Canada's landmass. J. Geophys. Res. Bio-
geosci. 118: 1546–1560. doi:10.1002/2013JG002388.

Gower, S.T., and Norman, J.M. 1991. Rapid estimation of leaf area index in conifer
and broad-leaf plantations. Ecology, 72: 1896–1900. doi:10.2307/1940988.

Gower, S.T., Kucharik, C.J., and Norman, J.M. 1999. Direct and indirect estima-
tion of leaf area index, f (APAR), and net primary production of terrestrial
ecosystems. Remote Sens. Environ. 70: 29–51. doi:10.1016/S0034-4257(99)
00056-5.

Ishihara, M.I., and Hiura, T. 2011. Modeling leaf area index from litter collection
and tree data in a deciduous broadleaf forest. Agric. For. Meteorol. 151: 1016–
1022. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2011.02.007.

Jonckheere, I., Fleck, S., Nackaerts, K., Muys, B., Coppin, P., Weiss, M., and
Baret, F. 2004. Review of methods for in situ leaf area index determination:
Part I. Theories, sensors and hemispherical photography. Agric. For. Meteo-
rol. 121: 19–35. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2003.08.027.

Jonckheere, I., Muys, B., and Coppin, P. 2005. Allometry and evaluation of in situ
optical LAI determination in Scots pine: a case study in Belgium. Tree Physiol.
25: 723–732. doi:10.1093/treephys/25.6.723.

Jurik, T.W., Briggs, G.M., and Gates, D.M. 1985. A comparison of four methods for
determining leaf area index in successional hardwood forests. Can. J. For.
Res. 15(6): 1154–1158. doi:10.1139/x85-187.

Kalácska, M., Calvo-Alvarado, J.C., and Sanchez-Azofeifa, G.A. 2005. Calibration
and assessment of seasonal changes in leaf area index of a tropical dry forest
in different stages of succession. Tree Physiol. 25: 733–744. doi:10.1093/
treephys/25.6.733.

Kucharik, C.J., Norman, J.M., and Gower, S.T. 1998. Measurements of branch area
and adjusting leaf area index indirect measurements. Agric. For. Meteorol.
91: 69–88. doi:10.1016/S0168-1923(98)00064-1.

Küßner, R., and Mosandl, R. 2000. Comparison of direct and indirect estimation
of leaf area index in mature Norway spruce stands of eastern Germany. Can.
J. For. Res. 30(3): 440–447. doi:10.1139/x99-227.

Lang, A.R.G., and Xiang, Y. 1986. Estimation of leaf area index from transmission
of direct sunlight in discontinuous canopies. Agric. For. Meteorol. 37: 229–
243. doi:10.1016/0168-1923(86)90033-X.

Leblanc, S.G. 2002. Correction to the plant canopy gap-size analysis theory used
by the tracing radiation and architecture of canopies instrument. Appl. Opt.
41: 7667–7670. doi:10.1364/AO.41.007667.

Leblanc, S.G., and Chen, J.M. 2001. A practical scheme for correcting multiple
scattering effects on optical LAI measurements. Agric. For. Meteorol. 110:
125–139. doi:10.1016/S0168-1923(01)00284-2.

Leblanc, S.G., and Fournier, R.A. 2014. Hemispherical photography simulations
with an architectural model to assess retrieval of leaf area index. Agric. For.
Meteorol. 194: 64–76. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2014.03.016.

Leblanc, S.G., Chen, J.M., Fernandes, R., Deering, D.W., and Conley, A. 2005.
Methodology comparison for canopy structure parameters extraction from
digital hemispherical photography in boreal forests. Agric. For. Meteorol.
129: 187–207. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2004.09.006.

Macfarlane, C., Hoffman, M., Eamus, D., Kerp, N., Higginson, S., McMurtrie, R.,
and Adams, M. 2007. Estimation of leaf area index in eucalypt forest using
digital photography. Agric. For. Meteorol. 143: 176–188. doi:10.1016/j.
agrformet.2006.10.013.

Majasalmi, T., Rautiainen, M., Stenberg, P., and Lukeš, P. 2013. An assessment of
ground reference methods for estimating LAI of boreal forests. For. Ecol.
Manage. 292: 10–18. doi:10.1016/j.foreco.2012.12.017.

Marshall, J.D., and Waring, R.H. 1986. Comparison of methods of estimating
leaf-area index in old-growth Douglas-fir. Ecology, 67: 975–979. doi:10.2307/
1939820.

Mason, E.G., Diepstraten, M., Pinjuv, G.L., and Lasserre, J.P. 2012. Comparison of
direct and indirect leaf area index measurements of Pinus radiata D. Don.
Agric. For. Meteorol. 166–167: 113-119. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2012.06.013.

Nasahara, K.N., Muraoka, H., Nagai, S., and Mikami, H. 2008. Vertical integration
of leaf area index in a Japanese deciduous broad-leaved forest. Agric. For.
Meteorol. 148: 1136–1146. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2008.02.011.

Nouvellon, Y., Laclau, J.P., Epron, D., Kinana, A., Mabiala, A., Roupsard, O.,
Bonnefond, J.M., Le, Maire, G., Marsden, C., and Bontemps, J.D. 2010. Within-
stand and seasonal variations of specific leaf area in a clonal Eucalyptus plan-
tation in the Republic of Congo. For. Ecol. Manage. 259: 1796–1807. doi:10.
1016/j.foreco.2009.05.023.

Olivas, P.C., Oberbauer, S.F., Clark, D.B., Clark, D.A., Ryan, M.G., O'Brien, J.J., and
Ordoñez, H. 2013. Comparison of direct and indirect methods for assessing
leaf area index across a tropical rain forest landscape. Agric. For. Meteorol.
177: 110–116. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2013.04.010.

Potithep, S., Nagai, S., Nasahara, K.N., Muraoka, H., and Suzuki, R. 2013. Two
separate periods of the LAI–VIs relationships using in situ measurements in
a deciduous broadleaf forest. Agric. For. Meteorol. 169: 148–155. doi:10.1016/
j.agrformet.2012.09.003.

Pueschel, P., Buddenbaum, H., and Hill, J. 2012. An efficient approach to stan-
dardizing the processing of hemispherical images for the estimation of forest

730 Can. J. For. Res. Vol. 45, 2015

Published by NRC Research Press

C
an

. J
. F

or
. R

es
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.n
rc

re
se

ar
ch

pr
es

s.
co

m
 b

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
or

on
to

 o
n 

01
/0

5/
17

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y.
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1923(99)00091-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2004.06.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00468-011-0568-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jxb/erg263
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/treephys/28.11.1601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/treephys/28.11.1601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-1923(91)90081-Z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-1923(95)02291-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.1992.tb00992.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/AO.34.006211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/36.387593
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-1923(91)90108-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/97JD01107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2006.08.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(97)00269-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00328580
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00328580
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/x00-116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2004.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2004.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/x97-058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2014.01.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2014.01.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2009.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2013JG002388
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1940988
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0034-4257(99)00056-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0034-4257(99)00056-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2011.02.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2003.08.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/treephys/25.6.723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/x85-187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/treephys/25.6.733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/treephys/25.6.733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1923(98)00064-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/x99-227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-1923(86)90033-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/AO.41.007667
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1923(01)00284-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2014.03.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2004.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2006.10.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2006.10.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2012.12.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1939820
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1939820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2012.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2008.02.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2009.05.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2009.05.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2013.04.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2012.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2012.09.003


structural attributes. Agric. For. Meteorol. 160: 1–13. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.
2012.02.007.

Ross, J. 1981. The radiation regime and architecture of plant stands. Springer
Netherlands, The Hague, Netherlands.

Ryu, Y., Nilson, T., Kobayashi, H., Sonnentag, O., Law, B.E., and Baldocchi, D.D.
2010. On the correct estimation of effective leaf area index: does it reveal
information on clumping effects? Agric. For. Meteorol. 150: 463–472. doi:10.
1016/j.agrformet.2010.01.009.

Ryu, Y., Verfaillie, J., Macfarlane, C., Kobayashi, H., Sonnentag, O., Vargas, R.,
Ma, S., and Baldocchi, D.D. 2012. Continuous observation of tree leaf area
index at ecosystem scale using upward-pointing digital cameras. Remote
Sens. Environ. 126: 116–125. doi:10.1016/j.rse.2012.08.027.

Saigusa, N., Yamamoto, S., Murayama, S., and Kondo, H. 2005. Inter-annual
variability of carbon budget components in an AsiaFlux forest site estimated
by long-term flux measurements. Agric. For. Meteorol. 134: 4–16. doi:10.1016/
j.agrformet.2005.08.016.

Samanta, A., Knyazikhin, Y., Xu, L., Dickinson, R.E., Fu, R., Costa, M.H.,
Saatchi, S.S., Nemani, R.R., and Myneni, R.B. 2012. Seasonal changes in leaf
area of Amazon forests from leaf flushing and abscission. J. Geophys. Res. 117:
G01015. doi:10.1029/2011JG001818.

Smith, N.J. 1993. Estimating leaf area index and light extinction coefficients in
stands of Douglas-fir. Can. J. For. Res. 23(2): 317–321. doi:10.1139/x93-043.

Song, G.Z.M., Doley, D., Yates, D., Chao, K.J., and Hsieh, C.F. 2013. Improving
accuracy of canopy hemispherical photography by a constant threshold

value derived from an unobscured overcast sky. Can. J. For. Res. 44(1): 17–27.
doi:10.1139/cjfr-2013-0082.

Tillack, A., Clasen, A., Kleinschmit, B., and Förster, M. 2014. Estimation of the
seasonal leaf area index in an alluvial forest using high-resolution satellite-
based vegetation indices. Remote Sens. Environ. 141: 52–63. doi:10.1016/j.rse.
2013.10.018.

van Gardingen, P.R., Jackson, G.E., Hernandez-Daumas, S., Russell, G., and
Sharp, L. 1999. Leaf area index estimates obtained for clumped canopies
using hemispherical photography. Agric. For. Meteorol. 94: 243–257. doi:10.
1016/S0168-1923(99)00018-0.

Wang, C., Han, Y., Chen, J., Wang, X., Zhang, Q., and Bond-Lamberty, B. 2013.
Seasonality of soil CO2 efflux in a temperate forest: biophysical effects of
snowpack and spring freeze–thaw cycles. Agric. For. Meteorol. 177: 83–92.
doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2013.04.008.

Whittaker, R., and Woodwell, G. 1967. Surface area relations of woody plants
and forest communities. Am. J. Bot. 54: 931–939. doi:10.2307/2440715.

Zhang, Y., Chen, J.M., and Miller, J.R. 2005. Determining digital hemispherical
photograph exposure for leaf area index estimation. Agric. For. Meteorol.
133: 166–181. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2005.09.009.

Zhao, D., Lv, M., Wang, P., Yang, T., and An, S. 2014. Can the plant area index of
a submerged vegetation canopy be estimated using digital hemispherical
photography? Agric. For. Meteorol. 192–193: 69-77. doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.
2014.03.008.

Zou, J., Yan, G., Zhu, L., and Zhang, W. 2009. Woody-to-total area ratio determi-
nation with a multispectral canopy imager. Tree Physiol. 29: 1069–1080.
doi:10.1093/treephys/tpp042.

Liu et al. 731

Published by NRC Research Press

C
an

. J
. F

or
. R

es
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 w

w
w

.n
rc

re
se

ar
ch

pr
es

s.
co

m
 b

y 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
or

on
to

 o
n 

01
/0

5/
17

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y.
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2012.02.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2012.02.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2010.01.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2010.01.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2012.08.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2005.08.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2005.08.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2011JG001818
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/x93-043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2013-0082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2013.10.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2013.10.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1923(99)00018-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1923(99)00018-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2013.04.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2440715
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2005.09.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2014.03.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2014.03.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/treephys/tpp042

	Article
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Study site
	2.2. Measurements of SLA
	2.3. Direct estimation of the LAI (LAIdir)
	2.3.1. Annual maximum LAI (LAImax)
	2.3.2. The seasonal changes of LAI during leaf-out seasons
	2.3.3. The seasonal changes of LAI during leaf-fall seasons

	2.4. Indirect estimation of the LAI to obtain LAIDHP
	2.5. Correction of optical LAI estimates
	2.5.1. Scheme A
	2.5.2. Scheme B
	2.5.2.1. CI from gap size distribution (CICC)
	2.5.2.2. CI from logarithmic gap averaging method (CILX)
	2.5.2.3. CI from a combination of gap size distribution and logarithmic gap averaging method (CI ...

	2.5.3. Scheme C
	2.5.4. Scheme D


	3. Results
	3.1. Adjustment coefficient for LA
	3.2. LA seasonality
	3.3. The LAI across all seasons
	3.4. Seasonal changes in the CI
	3.5. SAI measurements for the leafless periods
	3.6. Comparison of LAIdir and LAIDHP

	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusions

	Acknowledgements
	References


<<
	/CompressObjects /Off
	/ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
	/CreateJobTicket false
	/PDFX1aCheck false
	/ColorImageMinResolution 150
	/GrayImageResolution 300
	/DoThumbnails false
	/ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
	/GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
	/EmbedAllFonts true
	/CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
	/MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
	/AllowPSXObjects true
	/LockDistillerParams true
	/ImageMemory 1048576
	/DownsampleMonoImages true
	/ColorSettingsFile (None)
	/PassThroughJPEGImages true
	/AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
	/Optimize true
	/ParseDSCComments true
	/MonoImageDepth -1
	/AntiAliasGrayImages false
	/JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
		/TileHeight 256
		/Quality 15
		/TileWidth 256
	>>
	/GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
	/ConvertImagesToIndexed true
	/MaxSubsetPct 99
	/Binding /Left
	/PreserveDICMYKValues false
	/GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
	/MonoImageMinResolution 1200
	/sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
	/AntiAliasColorImages false
	/GrayImageDepth -1
	/PreserveFlatness true
	/CompressPages true
	/GrayImageMinResolution 150
	/CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
	/PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
		0.0
		0.0
		0.0
		0.0
	]
	/AutoFilterGrayImages true
	/EncodeColorImages true
	/AlwaysEmbed [
	]
	/EndPage -1
	/DownsampleColorImages true
	/ASCII85EncodePages false
	/PreserveEPSInfo false
	/PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
		0.0
		0.0
		0.0
		0.0
	]
	/CompatibilityLevel 1.3
	/MonoImageResolution 600
	/NeverEmbed [
		/Arial-Black
		/Arial-BlackItalic
		/Arial-BoldItalicMT
		/Arial-BoldMT
		/Arial-ItalicMT
		/ArialMT
		/ArialNarrow
		/ArialNarrow-Bold
		/ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
		/ArialNarrow-Italic
		/ArialUnicodeMS
		/CenturyGothic
		/CenturyGothic-Bold
		/CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
		/CenturyGothic-Italic
		/CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
		/CourierNewPS-BoldMT
		/CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
		/CourierNewPSMT
		/Georgia
		/Georgia-Bold
		/Georgia-BoldItalic
		/Georgia-Italic
		/Impact
		/LucidaConsole
		/Tahoma
		/Tahoma-Bold
		/TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
		/TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
		/TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
		/TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
		/TimesNewRomanPSMT
		/Trebuchet-BoldItalic
		/TrebuchetMS
		/TrebuchetMS-Bold
		/TrebuchetMS-Italic
		/Verdana
		/Verdana-Bold
		/Verdana-BoldItalic
		/Verdana-Italic
	]
	/CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
	/PreserveOPIComments false
	/AutoPositionEPSFiles true
	/JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
		/TileHeight 256
		/Quality 15
		/TileWidth 256
	>>
	/PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
	/EmbedJobOptions true
	/JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
		/TileHeight 256
		/Quality 15
		/TileWidth 256
	>>
	/MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
	/DetectBlends true
	/EmitDSCWarnings false
	/ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
	/EncodeGrayImages true
	/AutoFilterColorImages true
	/DownsampleGrayImages true
	/GrayImageDict <<
		/HSamples [
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
		]
		/QFactor 0.15
		/VSamples [
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
		]
	>>
	/AntiAliasMonoImages false
	/GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
	/GrayACSImageDict <<
		/HSamples [
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
		]
		/QFactor 0.15
		/VSamples [
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
		]
	>>
	/ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
	/ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
	/ColorImageResolution 300
	/PDFXRegistryName ()
	/MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
	/CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
	/ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
	/PDFXTrapped /False
	/DetectCurves 0.1
	/ColorImageDepth -1
	/JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
		/TileHeight 256
		/Quality 15
		/TileWidth 256
	>>
	/TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
	/ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
	/PDFX3Check false
	/ParseICCProfilesInComments true
	/DSCReportingLevel 0
	/ColorACSImageDict <<
		/HSamples [
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
		]
		/QFactor 0.15
		/VSamples [
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
		]
	>>
	/PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
	/PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
	/AllowTransparency false
	/UsePrologue false
	/PreserveCopyPage true
	/StartPage 1
	/MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.0
	/GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.0
	/CheckCompliance [
		/None
	]
	/CreateJDFFile false
	/PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
	/EmbedOpenType false
	/OPM 0
	/PreserveOverprintSettings false
	/UCRandBGInfo /Remove
	/ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.0
	/MonoImageDict <<
		/K -1
	>>
	/GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
	/Description <<
		/ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
		/PTB <>
		/FRA <>
		/KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
		/NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
		/NOR <>
		/DEU <>
		/SVE <>
		/DAN <>
		/ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
		/JPN <>
		/CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
		/SUO <>
		/ESP <>
		/CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
	>>
	/CropMonoImages true
	/DefaultRenderingIntent /RelativeColorimeteric
	/PreserveHalftoneInfo false
	/ColorImageDict <<
		/HSamples [
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
		]
		/QFactor 0.15
		/VSamples [
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
			1.0
		]
	>>
	/CropGrayImages true
	/PDFXOutputCondition ()
	/SubsetFonts true
	/EncodeMonoImages true
	/CropColorImages true
	/PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
>>
setdistillerparams
<<
	/PageSize [
		612.0
		792.0
	]
	/HWResolution [
		600
		600
	]
>>
setpagedevice


