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Abstract: Agroforestry systems hold potential for wood and tree biomass production without the need
of felling trees. Branch wood harvesting provides access to considerable amounts of lignocellulosic
biomass while leaving the tree standing. Aiming at alternatives for wood provision, we assessed
the actual woody structure of a silvopastoral system in the African Savannah ecoregion, utilising
terrestrial LiDAR technology and quantitative structure models to simulate branch removals and
estimate harvesting yields. In addition, the stand structure and harvested wood were examined for
the provision of four types of assortments meeting local needs, and operational metrics for each
treatment were derived. The stand had large variability in woody structures. Branch harvesting
interventions removed up to 18.2% of total stand volume, yielded 5.9 m3 ha−1 of branch wood, and
delivered 2.54 m3 ha−1 of pole wood quality, retaining on average more than 75% of the original
tree structures. Among the most intense simulations, a mean of 54.7 litres (L) of branch wood was
provided per tree, or approximately 34.2 kg of fresh biomass. The choice of an ideal harvesting
treatment is subject to practitioners’ interests, while the discussion on aspects of the operation,
and stand and tree conditions after treatment, together with outputs, assist decision making. The
partitioning of tree structures and branch removal simulations are tools to support the design of
tending operations aiming for wood and tree biomass harvesting in agroforestry systems while
retaining different functional roles of trees in situ.

Keywords: Namibia; savannah; silvopasture; QSM; pruning; biomass; TLS

1. Introduction

Agroforestry systems (AFS) include a wide range of woody perennials associated with
agricultural crops and/or livestock to produce goods and services, and are postulated
as an appropriate response to climate change [1,2]. The productive function of woody
perennials is frequently associated with the provision of timber and other woody biomass,
though trees assume more complex protective and regulatory functions in AFS [3,4]: wind
protection, shading of food crops [5,6], soil erosion control, and pollution control, among
others. The provision of tree-derived raw materials in AFS is a direct and often indirect
source of income for agroforestry practitioners. As woody resources are scarce, AFS can
reduce pressure on woody resources of natural forests by supplying biomass without the
need to fell trees, thereby completely extinguishing the trees’ functions as mentioned above.

Forests 2022, 13, 650. https://doi.org/10.3390/f13050650 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/forests

https://doi.org/10.3390/f13050650
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/forests
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8781-1970
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5250-5233
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1874-5011
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4959-7069
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0102-8550
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9677-5094
https://doi.org/10.3390/f13050650
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/forests
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/f13050650?type=check_update&version=2


Forests 2022, 13, 650 2 of 14

AFS often support farmers’ subsistence and compete with industrial agriculture (e.g.,
monocultural systems); thus, the derived collection of goods and services must balance
economic interests, transforming it into a competitive land-use system. In addition, since
AFS have a higher level of complexity and are more labour-demanding than monocultures,
such systems often have higher management costs, which are offset by the system’s benefits
and services. Southern African savannahs are heterogeneous ecosystems where AFS are
widely practised [7], where trees assume many roles (e.g., as fertiliser trees), and where
goods and services provided by woody perennials help achieve family securities (e.g.,
source of food, medicine, fodder, shelter, energy, income) and environmental security.
Hence, the planning and management of AFS can cope with these challenges, while
technical knowledge assists decision making in AFS, e.g., for the selection of efficient wood
and biomass harvesting systems and tending operations.

Biomass removals are interventions providing woody resources derived from trees
as the output of a harvesting operation (e.g., branch harvesting) or as a tending operation
(e.g., pruning). In agroecosystems, key factors determining the amount of biomass removal
are the actual stand density and the development stage, although this is subject to many
factors [8]: crop characteristics (i), such as species, cultivar, or provenances, rootstock, and
age; management and tending practices (ii), such as irrigation regime, fertilisation, planting
design, training system; and edaphoclimatic conditions (iii), e.g., soil type and rainfall
pattern. Further, as branch harvesting alters tree and stand conditions, the state of the
agroecosystem has to be considered when designing such operations [9,10].

The utilisation of residual biomass originating from pruning interventions has re-
ceived more attention in agriculture than in forestry and agroforestry [11,12]. Pari et al. [8]
reported European orchards yielding 13 million tonnes of dry pruning biomass annually.
Such residues are often seen as a resource for bioenergy [13]. Common agricultural residue
stocks are branches, leaves, kernels, stalks, and straw [12]. Biomass residues are frequently
estimated through average agricultural data (e.g., yield tables) calibrated for the number
of trees and cultivated land area [12]. Likewise, the need to quantify and classify residues
from agroecosystems, assuming them as yield rather than waste, led to the development
of predictive tools, including cultivation variables and dendrometric techniques for dif-
ferent tree species [14]. For example, fruit trees are perennials that remain productive for
decades [12]; thus, it is essential to consider the quantity of waste biomass available and the
cyclic production rates (e.g., annual or biannual). The fresh and dry pruning residues are
reported as residue to surface ratio (RSR), in tonnes per hectare [8], or as oven-dry pruning
biomass production ratio, in tonnes of dry matter per hectare [15].

Recently, non-invasive three-dimensional digitisation with terrestrial LiDAR (Light
Detection and Ranging; in the form of TLS; Terrestrial Laser Scanning) enabled the quan-
tification of many landscape components (e.g., trees) with the highest level of detail and
precision among competing technologies [16]. TLS is used for assessing the structural
composition and monitoring the temporal dynamics of trees within forests and AFS [17–19],
thus, aiding estimations of woody volume and biomass availability that could be extended
to the evaluation of harvest yields. Muumbe et al. [20] emphasised the potential of terres-
trial LiDAR for an accurate assessment of forest resources and extraction of tree attributes
for the Savannah vegetation. Tree parameters can be extracted from project point clouds
produced by sequenced scanning positions, ensuring a full 3D representation. Individual
tree point clouds are used for fitting quantitative structure models (QSMs), which rebuild
tree form with cylinders. A stable and well-documented approach for calculating QSMs is
TreeQSM [21,22]. The QSMs contain accurate volumetric, topological, and geometrical tree
properties that can be manipulated as database queries to select the woody compartments’
specific characteristics. Lately, the use of QSMs has opened up new possibilities for mod-
elling the tree shading effects, the influence of pruning concerning insolation reduction,
and many other ecological applications [23–25]. Using the volume derived from TLS, the
biomass amount can be derived using the wood density from specific species [26].
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In this study, we provide a comprehensive vision of AFS as reduced-felling systems
by presenting an integrated methodology for evaluating woody resources theoretically
available in one AFS. After retrieving structural information on the stand conditions,
branch harvesting treatments were simulated and examined for the availability of wood
assortments demanded by local stakeholders and regional markets. To our knowledge, this
is the first instance where TLS data have been used to estimate branch harvesting yields
from standing trees, while the identification of assortments has been recently explored [27].
We hypothesise that such a combined approach could create targeted wood and biomass
interventions to facilitate their evaluation and implementation while targeting desired tree
products and maintaining desired auxiliary functions trees play in certain AFS.

In the context of this work, we use the ecological term “biomass” in reference to the
mass of woody plant material within the given system. We recognise that the term biomass
is also synonymous with plant-based material used as a fuel stock. This of course is also of
high relevance to AFS, the harvesting of tree parts, and for the support of livelihoods, and
is referred to as residual wood or fuel wood within our context.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Site Description

The research site is located near Rundu (Namibia; 18◦12′33” S 19◦38′05” E, 1180 m
a.s.l.), inside the Kavango region, and is part of the Hamoye Forest Reserve, owned by the
national government of Namibia (Figure 1). The regional mean annual air temperature is
22.6 ◦C (range 1.8–43.9 ◦C), while the mean annual precipitation sum is 527 mm (range
348–816 mm), markedly summer rainfall [28,29]. Soils are generally classified as Arenosols,
primarily dominated by a deep soil layer with rapid permeability, low water-holding
capacity, and low nutrient content [29–31].
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Figure 1. Location of the study site (left) and overview of the project’s point cloud (right). Colour
palette indicates vertical stratification: blue (ground-level) to red (treetops).

Domestic livestock regularly graze the woodland area. Wildfires, mostly non-intentional
fires, are a prominent feature not only of this experimental site in particular but are broadly
acknowledged as being an integral part of the southern African tropical forests and savanna
woodlands, occurring with a return interval of one to approximately five years [29,32,33].
The tree stand was thinned to 40% of its basal area in 2016, resulting in a tree density
of ca. 145 trees ha−1, composed of Burkea Africana Hook (50%; ±72 trees ha−1), Ptero-
carpus angolensis DC. (33%; ±48 trees ha−1), Guibourtia coleosperma (Benth.) J. Léonard
(11%; ±16 trees ha−1), and other tree species (6%; 8 trees ha−1). In our study site, trees are



Forests 2022, 13, 650 4 of 14

spatially scattered, with few clusters of moderately touching tree crowns. Other tending
operations have not been applied to the individual trees.

Essential provisioning services of the woodlands in the region are the supply of
fuelwood, household construction materials (primarily poles), sawn timber (mainly P. an-
golensis), and wood for utensils and carving [34,35]. Other ecosystem services include
livestock grazing, provision of shade and shelter for livestock, tree fodder, and limited
quantities of edible nuts and fruits, such as Manketti nuts (Schinziophyton rautanenii (Schinz)
Radcl. SM) and monkey-oranges (Strychnos cocculoides Baker).

2.2. Acquired 3D Data and Processing

A sampling campaign was conducted in May 2018 (autumn, dry season) with a RIEGL
VZ 400 (RIEGL Laser Measurement Systems GmbH; Horn, Austria) terrestrial laser scanner
set to the high-speed mode (300 kHz laser repetition rate, 122,000 measurements per
second). In an irregular design, five scanning positions were placed approximately 25 m
and 90 degrees apart from the central position. Trees had lower foliage densities due to leaf
shedding after summer, while few species are deciduous (e.g., P. angolensis).

The point clouds of each scanning position were co-registered with RiSCAN PRO v2.8
(RIEGL Laser Measurement Systems GmbH; Horn, Austria) following the standard software
protocol, filtering scanning positions by a range of 50 m, and exported in LAS format. From
the project point cloud, in an area equivalent to 0.455 ha (65 × 70 m), individual tree point
clouds were snipped out and subsequently filtered by intensity information to separate
foliage from woody structures (see Figure S1). For the homogenisation of the point cloud,
cubical downsampling was applied with a side length of 2 mm.

2.3. Tree Structures

We retrieved the 3D tree structures from the processed individual tree point clouds
employing QSMs using the MATLAB implementation of TreeQSM version 2.4 (https://
github.com/InverseTampere/TreeQSM, accessed on 19 April 2022) [21,22]. In TreeQSM,
trees are represented by a hierarchical collection of cylinders fitted to local details of their
digital twins (the point clouds). Following the recommendations by Raumonen [36], we
optimised the QSM fitting for each tree by testing 36 combinations of possible key input
parameters and produced 25 models for each parameter combination, from which the
precision of the QSMs could be estimated.

The tested input parameters were (in metres): cover patch diameters (d) in the first
segmentation, 0.04, 0.08, 0.12; minimum d in the second segmentation, 0.010, 0.015, 0.020,
0.025; and maximum d in the second segmentation, 0.030, 0.045, 0.060. The minimum
number of points in the first segmentation was set to five. As a suitable metric for model
selection, we opted for the ‘standard deviation of trunk plus branch volume’, as it gives
equal weight to trunk and branches (e.g., in many situations, branch-cylinders are larger
in number than stem-cylinders). The final QSMs were reconstructed with their best-input
parameters.

The stand-level QSM-derived tree parameters are presented in Table 1. There was a
large variation in tree structure revealed by the number of branches, and total tree and
branch volume. Tree height had a lower range variation and the highest precision of the
assessed parameters, while the uncertainty of total tree volume stayed below 10%. Selected
trees are explained in Section 2.4. The QSM-derived tree attributes can be found in Table S1
and the optimised input parameters in Table S2.

https://github.com/InverseTampere/TreeQSM
https://github.com/InverseTampere/TreeQSM
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Table 1. Summary of QSM-derived tree parameters and coefficients of variation for the research plot.

Tree Attributes Unit
Stand (n = 66) Selected Trees (n = 49)

µ ± σ CV% µ ± σ CV%

Diameter at breast height cm 14.6 ± 8.3 13.6 ± 11.9 17.7 ± 7.0 7.6 ± 5.7
Tree height m 8.3 ± 2.8 3.5 ± 5.7 9.2 ± 2.3 3.4 ± 6.4

Branch volume L 113.4 ± 122.8 11.9 ± 5.9 138.9 ± 128.2 10.2 ± 5.4
Total volume L 223.1 ± 224.8 9.1 ± 6.2 281.1 ± 230.4 7.7 ± 6.0

Number of branches - 75 ± 80 11.2 ± 7.5 89 ± 85 10.5 ± 8.4
Max branch order - 4 ± 2 14.9 ± 4.6 4 ± 2 13.4 ± 3.8

Branch length m 70.4 ± 65.8 9.4 ± 6.6 81.4 ± 66.4 8.7 ± 7.1
Mean crown diameter m 2.9 ± 2.0 6.7 ± 4.0 3.3 ± 1.9 6.0 ± 3.9

Crown base height m 2.1 ± 1.2 19.1 ± 21.2 2.3 ± 1.3 17.3 ± 20.8
Total woody surface area m2 11.19 ± 9.34 6.9 ± 4.6 13.36 ± 9.23 6.1 ± 3.9

µ: mean; σ: standard deviation; CV%: coefficient of variation in percentage.

2.4. Woody Compartments and Branch Harvesting

Woody biomass can be categorised into stem and branch components, and thus,
can be harvested in part (branches or tree parts) or as a whole tree (stem and all branch
ramifications). Woody biomass including the branch biomass compartment is an important
source of tree fodder, fuelwood, medicinal wood, or other by-products resultant of the
operations improving the growing conditions for crops (e.g., management of shading
effects, pruning for fruit production, or as a method of increasing wood quality, crop
competition, etc.). We combined the geometric features of the modelled tree structures,
such as the relative position (XYZ coordinates), the size (e.g., diameter, length, volume),
and topological information (e.g., branch orders), and assessed cylinders meeting specific
criteria. The woody compartments are defined in Table 2.

Table 2. Branch selection properties for branch harvesting simulations.

Simulation by Selection Criteria Thresholds Treatments

Height
All first-order branches with a branch

base height below the threshold are
removed with their ramifications

H ≤ 2 m H2

H ≤ 3 m H3

Diameter
All first-order branches with a branch

collar diameter above the threshold are
removed with their ramifications

BCD ≥ 2 cm Di2

BCD ≥ 7 cm Di7

Branch order

All branches of second-order and
ramifications attached to a first-order
branch with a collar diameter meeting

the threshold are removed

BO ≥ 2 and
BCD ≥ 4 cm BrO

BCD: branch collar diameter; BO: branch order; H: tree height.

For the assessment of production potential, we used the above defined woody com-
partments to simulate branch harvesting at the stand level by manipulating the initial tree
structures (the QSMs), retrieving harvesting yields and generating metrics related to the
branch removal operation in a computer environment. We designed five treatments aiming
to fulfil the scope of wood supply while seeking to maintain other tree functionalities: two
height-based branch harvesting treatments (H2 and H3), where all first-order branches and
ramifications with a branch base height below the threshold are removed; two selective
branch removals, based on first-order branch collar diameter (Di2 and Di7), where all first-
order branches and ramifications with a branch collar diameter above the threshold are
removed; and removal of higher-order branches (BrO), with defined diameter thresholds
for first-order branches. In the case of BrO, all first-order branches with a diameter ≥4 cm
were pruned by cutting their second-order branches. All approaches were implemented as
bottom-up interventions, progressing to 3 m in tree height (except H2, limited to 2 m), and
designed as non-mechanised techniques (i.e., possible to implement by using simple tools
only), meeting the local conditions of the studied area.
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The five branch harvesting treatments (Table 2) were applied to the QSM of all trees
with a diameter at breast height (DBH, measured at 1.3 m from the ground) equal to
or greater than 7.0 cm (n = 49, henceforth ‘selected trees’), totalling 245 simulated tree
structures. The assessed woody compartments are illustrated in Figure 2. Furthermore, we
derived metrics from the simulated branch harvesting treatments to evaluate the operations
beforehand concerning the stand and the trees: (i) the number of trees with branches
removed; (ii) the number of first-order branches altered; (iii) the number of cuts (mean per
tree and total); (iv) the cut surface per number of cuts; (v) the total cut surface; (vi) the
branch wood volume per cut; (vii) the average retained tree structure, and; (viii) the
harvested branch wood volume per tree.
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2.5. Wood Assortments

Following the typical use and wood demand for household consumption and the local
market’s needs, we categorised the tree structures and the assessed woody compartments
into four main assortments. The assortments were defined as uninterrupted wood sections
respecting the continuity of the tree parts (stem and branches): (i) pole wood, pieces with
length ≥2 m and cross-sectional diameter ≥7 cm; (ii) carving wood, with a length of ≤2 m
and a diameter of ≥7 cm; (iii) fencing poles, with a length of ≥1.2 m, and a diameter
of ≥2 cm and ≤7 cm, and; (iv) residual wood (e.g., fuelwood), length ≤1.2 m and/or a
diameter of ≤2 cm. To conclude, the assortments’ yields were evaluated at stand level.

2.6. Algorithms and Analysis

Descriptive statistics were computed to synthesise the main features of the potential
branch wood yields, assortments, and pruning operations. The applied algorithms were
written as independent functions in the open-source language R version 3.5.3 (R Core
Team 2019; Vienna, Austria) to retrieve the relevant output from the QSMs matching the
specific database queries. The functions have particular input parameters and the following
outputs: the tree structure following treatment, the branch residuals, a summary and
visualisation of the performed intervention. Similarly, the metrics of the applied harvesting
simulations and the wood assortments were retrieved by manipulating the data and coding.
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3. Results
3.1. Stand and Tree Volume

The stand had a density of 145 trees ha−1, with a basal area of 3.19 m2 ha−1, and a
total woody volume of 32.37 m3 ha−1, totalling 15.91 m3 ha−1 of stem volume and 16.46 m3

ha−1 of branch volume. Selected trees (the ones subjected to branch harvesting treatments;
DBH ≥ 7 cm), had a density of 108 trees ha−1, with a basal area of 3.10 m2 ha−1, a total
woody volume of 30.3 m3 ha−1 (94% of the total standing volume), and trunk and branch
volumes of 15.31 m3 ha−1 and 14.99 m3 ha−1, respectively. Moreover, the selected trees had
a mean DBH of 17.7 cm (range 7.2–32.2 cm), a mean tree height of 9.2 m (range 4.1–13.7 m),
and a mean tree volume of 281.4± 230.1 L, divided between 142.2 L trunk volume (50.5% of
total mean tree volume), and 139.2 L branch volume (49.5% of total volume). The average
accumulated length of all branches for a single tree was 81.4 ± 66.4 m. Tree branches
were ramified in four branch orders (median), and trees had an average crown diameter
of 3.3 ± 1.9 m and a crown area of 18.65 ± 17.99 m2. The average crown base height of all
trees was 2.3 ± 1.3 m.

3.2. Branch Wood Yields and Assortments

The estimated branch wood yields are displayed in Figure 3. None of the harvesting
simulations were applied to all trees in the stand (maximum 97 trees ha−1 in H3), and the
wood yields ranged from 0.2 to 5.9 m3 ha−1, in BrO and H3 (Figure 4). In comparison,
Di2 had a similar yield to H3, and Di7 emphasised the abundance of wood retained in
the branches of greater dimensions. Likewise, the difference in yields from H2 and H3
is an effect of the height threshold. Concerning the total stand volume, extraction of
woody materials corresponded to up to 18.2% (H3 and Di2), or 36% of the standing branch
volume. As a minor effect, BrO removed less than 1% of the standing volume or 1.1% of
the branch volume.
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According to the applied harvesting simulations, the wood assortments harvested
from the selected trees were: 20.67 m3 of pole wood, 1.42 m3 of carving wood, 5.44 m3 of
fence wood, and 2.77 m3 of residual wood (Table S3). Stem wood could be produced by
harvesting whole trees, but 99 trees ha−1 supplied pole wood quality from branches, while
only 64 trees ha−1 had at least 0.1 m3, and 35 trees ha−1 could provide more than 0.2 m3 of
this assortment (Supplementary File S2).

Harvesting simulations H3 and Di2 delivered 2.54 m3 ha−1 of pole wood quality,
while Di7 and H2 yielded 2.33 m3 ha−1 and 1.15 m3 ha−1, respectively (Figure 4). The
production of any of the assortments was maximised in H3 and Di2, while BrO delivered
less than 1 m3 ha−1 of wood. Treatments H3 and Di2 produced 1.8 m3 ha−1 of fencing
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wood, 0.46 m3 ha−1 of carving wood, and ~1.1 m3 ha−1 of residual wood. Branch wood
yields in linear metres are available in Table S3.
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3.3. Branch Removal Operations

Simulated branch removals altered up to 67% of the trees in the stand (H3), whereas
treatments Di7 and BrO modified fewer trees (Table 3). Similarly, the relative number of
altered first-order branches (OB) in ascending order was: Di7 < BrO < H2 < Di2 < H3.

Table 3. Operation summary of harvesting simulations.

Measure Unit H2 H3 BrO Di2 Di7

Tree alterations % 54.5 66.7 28.8 65.2 36.4
First OB alterations % 16.8 27.6 7.0 25.8 6.2

Number of cuts
cuts

tree−1 2.8 3.8 5.6 3.6 1.5

cuts ha−1 222 365 235 341 81

Mean cut area cm2 cut−1 33.1 36.7 13.1 39.2 105.1
Total cut area m2 ha−1 7.35 13.41 3.08 13.36 8.54

Wood vol. per cut L cut−1 18.3 ± 49.8 24.5 ± 48.5 1.1 ± 1.3 26.5 ± 49.7 57.2 ± 76.6

The lowest number of cuts was found in Di7 (81 cuts ha−1), as it focused on branches
of greater dimensions, with an average of 1.5 cuts per tree and an average surface cut of
105.1 cm2 per cut, indicating the greater size of the pruned materials.

With the highest pruning yields, H3 altered 66.7% of the standing trees, producing
a total of 365 cuts ha−1 and a mean of 3.8 cuts per tree, with a total surface cut area of
13.41 m2 ha−1 and 36.7 cm2 per cut (mean diameter of ≈6.8 cm), yielding a branch wood
volume of 24.5 ± 48.5 L per cut. Results of Di2 were analogous to H3.

The minimum total cut area of 3.08 m2 ha−1 was found in BrO, yielding only 1.1 L per
cut due to the small size of the cut material (13.1 cm2 per cut), however, it presented a high
number of cuts in comparison with other treatment variants.

3.4. Retained Tree Structures and Removed Materials

The applied treatments removed branches to a height of 3 m (except treatment H2),
and the relative retained tree volume is presented in Figure 5. All pruning simulations
retained more than 75% of individual tree structures on average. Moreover, medians were
greater than the means, which indicated a superior structure kept in most of the individuals.
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The average retained tree structure in ascending order was (from 76.5% to 98.8%): H3 < Di2
< H2 < Di7 < BrO. BrO displayed the highest retained volume, with a value of 98.8%. Over
90% of the original tree structures were retained with Di7, while Di2 and H3 had mean
retained volumes of around 75% showing coefficients of variation above 30%.
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At tree level, mean branch wood yields ranged from 1.8 to 54.7 L tree−1 for BrO and
H3, respectively (Figure S3, Supplementary File S2). A small number of trees yielded up to
≈320 L of woody materials, reflecting the structural variability of the sample stand.

4. Discussion

Trees in AFS are managed to maintain specific functions and provide certain goods and
services, including the supply of wood for different purposes, which can be qualified within
wood assortments. Since whole-tree harvesting is less frequently an option in many AFS,
branch wood removal could be beneficial for releasing wood and biomass while keeping
functional trees to the production targets, mediating interactions between agroforestry
components, and generating income. The current integrated approach can facilitate the
challenge of wood and biomass yield assessment. Once the woody compartments were
identified, quantified, and categorised, we recognised a potential for enhanced management
in AFS with strategically designed harvesting simulations.

The great structural variation found on a tree-by-tree basis reflects the structural
variation of the reference stand. Luck et al. [37] also found considerable variability in tree
form in Australian tropical savannahs. Regarding the assessment, often TLS-derived and
harvested aboveground biomass agree to within 10% error at the individual tree level [26].

The removal of second-order branches (e.g., BrO) had the lowest mean surface cut
area of 13.1 cm2 per cut but the highest relative number of cuts (5.6 per tree). This resulted
in a removal of 1.1 L of branch wood per cut for 42 trees per hectare. The lowest wood yield
of 0.19 m3 ha−1 (<1% of total stand volume) makes the BrO treatment unviable, though it
released 123 m of cooking wood and 21 m of fencing material (Figure S2). This treatment
could become more attractive in well-established trees with larger dimensions. Removals
at the branch-order level can be prioritised for trees with high economic interest (e.g.,
medicinal wood).

Due to the high branchiness found in lower parts of many trees, H3 yielded 5.89 m3 ha−1

even if limited to 3 m in tree height. This treatment would release nearby crops from the
competition and create space for livestock with a high chance of retaining beneficial tree
shading effects. Moreover, H2 and H3 can reduce the ladder fuel that could escalate ground
fires to the canopy level. Simulations extended to upper canopy layers could be used,
though that would modify the operation’s mechanisation level and require expertise. In all
simulations (except BrO), the estimated number of cuts in each harvesting intervention is
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under-representative for branches of larger dimensions, as they are likely to require one or
more auxiliary cuts before the final cut (removing the whole branch), to avoid damages to
the tree (i.e., relief cuts).

In AFS, wood and biomass removals are designed within the framework of a system’s
scale, and tree, crop, and livestock interactions. Agricultural crops, in many cases, drive
the timing of tree operations (e.g., harvesting or pruning), as fields have to be ready for the
seasonality of cultivations. Likewise, the timing for biomass removals can be economically
driven (e.g., lack of income or price advantage) or due to scarcity of fuelwood for cooking
or processing goods (e.g., tobacco). One key aspect is the available space for crops and/or
animals, as lower branches are likely to impede crop production or irritate livestock. The
removal of lower branches reduces crown competition (e.g., H2 and H3), and also functions
as a firewise pruning treatment, as it dissociates tree crowns from low-intensity ground
fires and reduces ladder fuels. Tree species respond differently to biomass removals (e.g.,
frequency, intensity) due to their specific traits, health state, environmental conditions (or
growing conditions), and risk of pests. For this reason, it is crucial to associate the specific
knowledge on ecology and growth reactions of specific tree species.

Other common vegetation structures that could release considerable amounts of
biomass are windbreaks, hedges, live fences [38], green belts, fruit orchards, vineyards,
olive groves and widely spaced tree plantations, or parklands. As an alternative to the
“post-treatment” quantification of biomass [15,39], our approach could also be applied
in scenarios where trees are pruned for a productive or qualitative goal, such as in fruit
orchards, where pruning intensity can alter fruit yield and quality [40].

In order to qualify the presented treatment variables, Table 4 gives and overview of
each harvesting simulation, and its effect on stand and tree health, the derived product,
and on the labour implications of its execution. The removal of tree branches creates open
wounds which act as an entry portal for woody decay organisms. A larger wound is
slower to occlude, and thus, increases the risk of wood decay. Small cut faces facilitate a
swift occlusion of wounds. This is beneficial to limit the egress of decay organisms into
woody tissues [41], thus, limiting detrimental effects on tree health. Here, we suggest that
the more invasive treatments have a greater detrimental impact on stand and tree health.
Differences in treatment also have implications on the quantity and quality of products
derived from the stand. Those treatments that are more invasive will produce greater
quantities but not necessarily increase quality (where it is required). However, quality
aspects may be impacted for the remaining tree parts (i.e., tree stem) post-treatment in the
form of a qualitive pruning or similar.

Table 4. Auxiliary overview of applied harvesting scenarios.

Treatments Stand and
Tree Health

Products Labour

Quality Quantity Ease of
Implementation

Operation
Efficiency

H2 − + + + + + +
H3 − − + + + + +
BrO o − − − − − −
Di2 − − + + + − −
Di7 − + + + − +

Levels of influence: very positive (+ +), positive (+), none/negligible (o), negative (−), very negative (− −).

Lastly, we aim to qualify labour effects of the applied treatment. By design, the
treatments were devised to reflect current practices in the region but also to suggest a
normal and extreme variant. Height treatment reflects treatments that could be carried out
from the ground with a hand saw, with and without a ladder, for example. Diameter-based
removal of branches is naturally more time-consuming, thus requiring a measurement
prior to each cut, in reality this is not carried out, such factors have an influence on each
operation’s efficiency.
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Pari et al. [8] reported a great variability of RSR in tonnes of dry mass pruning residues
among crops and within crops in Italy: vineyards, 0.11 to 7.11 t ha−1; olive trees, 0.6 to
7.0 t ha−1; and apple orchards from 1.0 to 9.8 t ha−1. Furthermore, Pari et al. [8] reported
average dry pruning yield values at national value: vineyards, 1.15 ± 0.51 t ha−1; olive
trees, 1.90 ± 1.44 t ha−1; and pome fruit orchards, 1.88 ± 0.87 t ha−1. For vineyards in
Northern and Central Italy, Spinelli et al. [15] found dry pruning yields of 1 ± 0.28 t ha−1

and fresh waste of 2 ± 0.55 t ha−1, with minor differences between the grape varieties.
Assuming a wood density of 500 kg m−3 and 25% fresh wood water content, H3 and Di2
would have a RSR of 3.66 t ha−1 (fresh) and RSR of 2.95 t ha−1 (dry). However, commercial
pruning operations in orchards do not follow specific size-related criteria but rather a
spatial and qualitative focus; thus, such residual biomass will vary greatly due to the
subjective nature of the operation with respect to the operator [42], and the specific target,
site, and growth conditions.

Exploring more possibilities for AFS production, García-Maraver et al. [11] found
annual fresh pruning residues for olive groves in Andalusia (Spain) of 3 t ha−1, from
which 0.7 t ha−1 wood residues and 1.5 t ha−1 branches, and 0.8 t ha−1 leaves. Following
our approach, pruned foliage biomass could be estimated with the QSMs by using leaf
insertion algorithms [23,43], quantifying the leaf area of branches, and converting to
biomass. Furthermore, Sagani et al. [12] had an annual fresh pruning yield of 15 kg tree−1

for olive trees in Greece. Likewise, Pérez Arévalo and Velázquez Martí [13] quantified the
dried pruning biomass of 16.93 ± 9.15 kg tree−1 for teak trees in the Province of Guayas
(Ecuador). Our study verified theoretical yields of 34.2 ± 49.8 kg tree−1 (fresh) for H3 and
Di2 and 27.4 ± 39.9 kg tree−1 (dry).

Unlike the cited studies assessing annual biomass yields, our branch harvesting
simulations were one-time interventions. The future tree and stand development are
uncertain and can influence the biomass production ratios. Reducing occlusion of tree
point clouds would require a regular scanning step lower than 10 m [44], which would
decrease the occlusion of canopies, increase the precision of the assessment in terms of
more outstanding branch orders (≥3), and reduce the uncertainty of other QSM-derived
attributes. While modern TLS sensors can derive additional characteristics for each laser
measurement, which is helpful for point classification (e.g., reflectance), division between
wood and leaf points is also achieved by specific algorithms [45].

An assessment of wood or biomass yields through TLS data and QSMs has many
advantages: it is a non-invasive technique, enables the evaluation of harvesting strategies
and different outputs, is a unique possibility of quantifying the resultant material in
comparison with the tree or stand structure, and, it enables the evaluation of the operation
efficiency while assisting cost assessment. Drawbacks are the inherent expense and, thus,
availability of TLS scanners and computational resources, including trained personnel for
data collection and analysis. Nevertheless, such an approach could be applied to situations
of highly appreciated AFS tree products, in the conversion of tree plantations to AFS, and
for the exploitation of woody resources without felling trees (e.g., urban trees). More-
uniform landscapes ease data collection, and leaf-off conditions facilitate and speed up
the reconstruction of tree structures. Hence, the more multi-stratified an AFS, the more
complex the 3D approach.

5. Conclusions

The approach presented here can assess branch wood supply, mitigating biomass
procurement while keeping multifunctional trees in agroforestry systems. Assuming
low-mechanised harvesting scenarios, we estimated wood yields for different harvesting
simulations, gathered information on the operations, retained and removed woody re-
sources, and evaluated assortments. Such a technique has the potential to become widely
used in the future, supporting the management of agroforestry systems and optimising
their provisioning services.
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Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/f13050650/s1, Supplementary Files S1 and S2. Figure S1: Individual tree point clouds identified
by colours (up), leaf-on mode evidenced by intensity values (middle), and the leaf-off point clouds
(bottom); Figure S2: Stand-level wood assortments available in linear meters for each simulated
harvesting treatment; Figure S3: Boxplots of the absolute branch volume removal in each harvesting
simulation with the red crosses representing treatment means; Table S1: QSM-derived tree parameters
for trees in the stand (n = 66); Table S2: Optimised QSM input parameters for each tree; Table S3:
Summary of available assortments and yields per harvesting treatment. Supplementary File S2
contains the assessment of assortments on a tree basis for each harvesting simulation.

Author Contributions: Data collection, A.K. and B.d.T.; conceptualisation and methodology, R.B.R.,
B.d.T. and W.M.; data analysis and curation, R.B.R.; writing, review and editing, R.B.R., W.M., J.P.S.,
C.M., A.K., P.C., B.d.T. and H.-P.K.; project administration and funding acquisition, J.P.S., C.M. and
H.-P.K. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research
(BMBF), grant number 01LL1803A. The original scientific collaboration on the measurement plots
where the data were collected was facilitated within the framework of SASSCAL that was funded
by the BMBF under grant number 01LG1201M. The article processing charge was funded by the
Baden-Württemberg Ministry of Science, Research and Art and the University of Freiburg in the
funding programme Open Access Publishing.

Data Availability Statement: The datasets generated during and/or analysed during the current
study are available from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Acknowledgments: We thank the anonymous reviewers whose comments and constructive criticism
helped improve and clarify this manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The founding sponsors neither had
a role in the design of the study; the data collection process, the analyses, the interpretation of data;
the writing of the manuscript, nor in the decision to publish the results.

References
1. Ma, Z.; Chen, H.Y.H.; Bork, E.W.; Carlyle, C.N.; Chang, S.X.; Fortin, J. Carbon accumulation in agroforestry systems is affected by

tree species diversity, age and regional climate: A global meta-analysis. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 2020, 99, 15. [CrossRef]
2. Sheppard, J.P.; Bohn Reckziegel, R.; Borrass, L.; Chirwa, P.W.; Cuaranhua, C.J.; Hassler, S.K.; Hoffmeister, S.; Kestel, F.; Maier,

R.; Mälicke, M.; et al. Agroforestry: An Appropriate and Sustainable Response to a Changing Climate in Southern Africa?
Sustainability 2020, 12, 6796. [CrossRef]

3. Amatya, S.M.; Cedamon, E.; Nuberg, I. Agroforestry Systems and Practices in Nepal; Revised Edition; Sopan Press Pvt. Ltd.: Chitwan,
Nepal, 2018; ISBN 9789937040266.

4. Udawatta, R.P.; Rankoth, L.; Jose, S. Agroforestry and Biodiversity. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2879. [CrossRef]
5. Muschler, R.G. Shade improves coffee quality in a sub-optimal coffee-zone of Costa Rica. Agrofor. Syst. 2001, 51, 131–139.

[CrossRef]
6. Schulz, V.S.; Munz, S.; Stolzenburg, K.; Hartung, J.; Weisenburger, S.; Graeff-Hönninger, S. Impact of different shading levels on

growth, yield and quality of potato (Solanum tuberosum L.). Agronomy 2019, 9, 330. [CrossRef]
7. De Cauwer, V.; Knox, N.; Kobue-Lekalake, R.; Lepetu, J.P.; Ompelege, M.; Naidoo, S.; Nott, A.; Parduhn, D.; Sichone, P.;

Tshwenyane, S.; et al. Woodland resources and management in southern Africa. In Climate Change and Adaptive Land Management
in Southern Africa: Assessments, Changes, Challenges, and Solutions: Product of the First Research Portfolio of SASSCAL 2012–2018;
Revermann, R., Krewenka, K.M., Schmiedel, U., Olwoch, J.M., Helmschrot, J., Jürgens, N., Eds.; Klaus Hess Publishers: Göttingen,
Germany; Windhoek, Namibia, 2018; pp. 296–308. ISBN 9783933117953/9789991657431.

8. Pari, L.; Alfano, V.; Garcia-Galindo, D.; Suardi, A.; Santangelo, E. Pruning Biomass Potential in Italy Related to Crop Characteristics,
Agricultural Practices and Agro-Climatic Conditions. Energies 2018, 11, 1365. [CrossRef]

9. Niether, W.; Armengot, L.; Andres, C.; Schneider, M.; Gerold, G. Shade trees and tree pruning alter throughfall and microclimate
in cocoa (Theobroma cacao L.) production systems. Ann. For. Sci. 2018, 75, 38. [CrossRef]

10. Valladares, F.; Laanisto, L.; Niinemets, Ü.; Zavala, M.A. Shedding light on shade: Ecological perspectives of understorey plant life.
Plant Ecol. Divers. 2016, 9, 237–251. [CrossRef]

11. García-Maraver, A.; Zamorano, M.; Ramos-Ridao, A.; Díaz, L.F. Analysis of olive grove residual biomass potential for electric and
thermal energy generation in Andalusia (Spain). Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2012, 16, 745–751. [CrossRef]

12. Sagani, A.; Hagidimitriou, M.; Dedoussis, V. Perennial tree pruning biomass waste exploitation for electricity generation: The
perspective of Greece. Sustain. Energy Technol. Assess. 2019, 31, 77–85. [CrossRef]

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/f13050650/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/f13050650/s1
http://doi.org/10.1111/geb.13145
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12176796
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11102879
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010603320653
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9060330
http://doi.org/10.3390/en11061365
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13595-018-0723-9
http://doi.org/10.1080/17550874.2016.1210262
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2011.08.040
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.seta.2018.11.001


Forests 2022, 13, 650 13 of 14

13. Pérez Arévalo, J.J.; Velázquez Martí, B. Characterization of teak pruning waste as an energy resource. Agrofor. Syst. 2020, 94,
241–250. [CrossRef]

14. Velázquez-Martí, B.; Gaibor-Chávez, J.; Pérez-Pacheco, S. Quantification based on dimensionless dendrometry and drying of
residual biomass from the pruning of orange trees in Bolivar province (Ecuador). Biofuels Bioprod. Bioref. 2016, 10, 175–185.
[CrossRef]

15. Spinelli, R.; Nati, C.; Pari, L.; Mescalchin, E.; Magagnotti, N. Production and quality of biomass fuels from mechanised collection
and processing of vineyard pruning residues. Appl. Energy 2012, 89, 374–379. [CrossRef]

16. Calders, K.; Adams, J.; Armston, J.; Bartholomeus, H.; Bauwens, S.; Bentley, L.P.; Chave, J.; Danson, F.M.; Demol, M.; Disney, M.;
et al. Terrestrial laser scanning in forest ecology: Expanding the horizon. Remote Sens. Environ. 2020, 251, 112102. [CrossRef]

17. Aschoff, T.; Thies, M.; Spiecker, H. Describing forest stands using terrestrial laser-scanning. In Geoimagery Bridging Continents:
Proceedings and Results of XXth ISPRS Congress, Istanbul, Turkey, 12–23 July 2004; Technical Comission, V., Altan, O., Eds.;
International Society for Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing: Istanbul, Turkey, 2004; pp. 237–241.

18. Hackenberg, J.; Morhart, C.; Sheppard, J.P.; Spiecker, H.; Disney, M. Highly Accurate Tree Models Derived from Terrestrial Laser
Scan Data: A Method Description. Forests 2014, 5, 1069–1105. [CrossRef]

19. Sheppard, J.P.; Morhart, C.; Hackenberg, J.; Spiecker, H. Terrestrial laser scanning as a tool for assessing tree growth. iForest 2017,
10, 172–179. [CrossRef]

20. Muumbe, T.P.; Baade, J.; Singh, J.; Schmullius, C.; Thau, C. Terrestrial Laser Scanning for Vegetation Analyses with a Special
Focus on Savannas. Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 507. [CrossRef]

21. Calders, K.; Newnham, G.; Burt, A.; Murphy, S.; Raumonen, P.; Herold, M.; Culvenor, D.; Avitabile, V.; Disney, M.; Armston,
J. Nondestructive estimates of above-ground biomass using terrestrial laser scanning. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2015, 6, 198–208.
[CrossRef]

22. Raumonen, P.; Kaasalainen, M.; Åkerblom, M.; Kaasalainen, S.; Kaartinen, H.; Vastaranta, M.; Holopainen, M.; Disney, M.; Lewis,
P. Fast automatic precision tree models from terrestrial laser scanner data. Remote Sens. 2013, 5, 491–520. [CrossRef]

23. Bohn Reckziegel, R.; Larysch, E.; Sheppard, J.P.; Kahle, H.-P.; Morhart, C. Modelling and Comparing Shading Effects of 3D Tree
Structures with Virtual Leaves. Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 532. [CrossRef]

24. Bohn Reckziegel, R.; Sheppard, J.P.; Kahle, H.-P.; Larysch, E.; Spiecker, H.; Seifert, T.; Morhart, C. Virtual pruning of 3D trees as a
tool for managing shading effects in agroforestry systems. Agrofor. Syst. 2022, 96, 89–104. [CrossRef]

25. Malhi, Y.; Jackson, T.; Patrick Bentley, L.; Lau, A.; Shenkin, A.; Herold, M.; Calders, K.; Bartholomeus, H.; Disney, M.I. New
perspectives on the ecology of tree structure and tree communities through terrestrial laser scanning. Interface Focus 2018, 8,
20170052. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Disney, M.I.; Boni Vicari, M.; Burt, A.; Calders, K.; Lewis, S.L.; Raumonen, P.; Wilkes, P. Weighing trees with lasers: Advances,
challenges and opportunities. Interface Focus 2018, 8, 20170048. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Alvites, C.; Santopuoli, G.; Hollaus, M.; Pfeifer, N.; Maesano, M.; Moresi, F.V.; Marchetti, M.; Lasserre, B. Terrestrial Laser
Scanning for Quantifying Timber Assortments from Standing Trees in a Mixed and Multi-Layered Mediterranean Forest. Remote
Sens. 2021, 13, 4265. [CrossRef]

28. Burke, A. Savanna trees in Namibia—Factors controlling their distribution at the arid end of the spectrum. Flora-Morphol. Distrib.
Funct. Ecol. Plants 2006, 201, 189–201. [CrossRef]

29. Mendelsohn, J.; Jarvis, A.; Roberts, C.; Robertson, T. Atlas of Namibia: A Portrait of the Land and its People; David Philip Publishers:
Capetown, South Africa, 2002; ISBN 0864865163.

30. Hartemink, A.E.; Huting, J. Land Cover, Extent, and Properties of Arenosols in Southern Africa. Arid Land Res. Manag. 2008, 22,
134–147. [CrossRef]

31. Strohbach, B.J.; Petersen, A. Vegetation of the central Kavango woodlands in Namibia: An example from the Mile 46 Livestock
Development Centre. S. Afr. J. Bot. 2007, 73, 391–401. [CrossRef]

32. Hoffmann, W.A.; Solbrig, O.T. The role of topkill in the differential response of savanna woody species to fire. For. Ecol. Manag.
2003, 180, 273–286. [CrossRef]

33. Levick, S.R.; Baldeck, C.A.; Asner, G.P. Demographic legacies of fire history in an African savanna. Funct Ecol. 2015, 29, 131–139.
[CrossRef]

34. Barnes, J.I.; MacGregor, J.J.; Nhuleipo, O.; Muteyauli, P.I. The value of Namibia’s forest resources: Preliminary economic asset
and flow accounts. Dev. S. Afr. 2010, 27, 159–176. [CrossRef]

35. Graz, F.P. Structure and Diversity of the Dry Woodland Savanna of Northern Namibia; Georg-August-Universität Göttingen: Göttingen,
Germany, 2005.

36. Raumonen, P. TreeQSM-Quantitative Structure Models of Single Trees from Laser Scanner Data; MATLAB-Software: Tampere, Finland,
2020.

37. Luck, L.; Hutley, L.B.; Calders, K.; Levick, S.R. Exploring the Variability of Tropical Savanna Tree Structural Allometry with
Terrestrial Laser Scanning. Remote Sens. 2020, 12, 3893. [CrossRef]

38. Gao, Y.; Kang, F.; Kan, J.; Wang, Y.; Tong, S. Analysis and Experiment of Cutting Mechanical Parameters for Caragana korshinskii
(C.k.) Branches. Forests 2021, 12, 1359. [CrossRef]

39. Repullo, M.A.; Carbonell, R.; Hidalgo, J.; Rodríguez-Lizana, A.; Ordóñez, R. Using olive pruning residues to cover soil and
improve fertility. Soil Tillage Res. 2012, 124, 36–46. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-019-00387-3
http://doi.org/10.1002/bbb.1635
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2011.07.049
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2020.112102
http://doi.org/10.3390/f5051069
http://doi.org/10.3832/ifor2138-009
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs13030507
http://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12301
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs5020491
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs13030532
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-021-00697-5
http://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2017.0052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29503728
http://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2017.0048
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29503726
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs13214265
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.flora.2005.06.011
http://doi.org/10.1080/15324980801957689
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sajb.2007.03.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(02)00566-2
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12306
http://doi.org/10.1080/03768351003740373
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs12233893
http://doi.org/10.3390/f12101359
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2012.04.003


Forests 2022, 13, 650 14 of 14

40. Kumar, M.; Rawat, V.; Rawat, J.; Tomar, Y.K. Effect of pruning intensity on peach yield and fruit quality. Sci. Hortic. 2010, 125,
218–221. [CrossRef]

41. Sheppard, J.P.; Urmes, M.; Morhart, C.; Spiecker, H. Factors affecting branch wound occlusion and associated decay following
pruning–a case study with wild cherry (Prunus avium L.). Ann. Silvic. Res. 2016, 40, 133–139. [CrossRef]

42. Warguła, Ł.; Kukla, M.; Krawiec, P.; Wieczorek, B. Impact of Number of Operators and Distance to Branch Piles on Woodchipper
Operation. Forests 2020, 11, 598. [CrossRef]

43. Åkerblom, M.; Raumonen, P.; Casella, E.; Disney, M.I.; Danson, F.M.; Gaulton, R.; Schofield, L.A.; Kaasalainen, M. Non-intersecting
leaf insertion algorithm for tree structure models. Interface Focus 2018, 8, 20170045. [CrossRef]

44. Wilkes, P.; Lau, A.; Disney, M.; Calders, K.; Burt, A.; Gonzalez de Tanago, J.; Bartholomeus, H.; Brede, B.; Herold, M. Data
acquisition considerations for Terrestrial Laser Scanning of forest plots. Remote Sens. Environ. 2017, 196, 140–153. [CrossRef]

45. Vicari, M.B.; Disney, M.; Wilkes, P.; Burt, A.; Calders, K.; Woodgate, W.; Freckleton, R. Leaf and wood classification framework for
terrestrial LiDAR point clouds. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2019, 10, 680–694. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2010.03.027
http://doi.org/10.12899/asr-1193
http://doi.org/10.3390/f11050598
http://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2017.0045
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2017.04.030
http://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13144

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Site Description 
	Acquired 3D Data and Processing 
	Tree Structures 
	Woody Compartments and Branch Harvesting 
	Wood Assortments 
	Algorithms and Analysis 

	Results 
	Stand and Tree Volume 
	Branch Wood Yields and Assortments 
	Branch Removal Operations 
	Retained Tree Structures and Removed Materials 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

