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Abstract

Loblolly pine (Pinus taeda L) was planted at four square spacings (1.8, 24, 3.0, and 3.7 m) on the Idand of Maui in 1961, and
measured periodicaly for 34 years. Patens of stand growth and development were examined and compared with yield model
estimates of stand characteristics of plantations of the same initial spacings, ages, and site index in the southeastern United
States. The Hawaiian plantings had much higher surviva at al spacings and sustained high diameter growth in the face of
intense competition. At Age 34, the 1.8 m spacing had 1585 stems/ha averaging 24.1 m tall and 28.8 cm DBH; the widest
spacing (3.7 m) had 725 stems/ha, 26.1 m tall and 38.2 cm DBH. The highest basal areas (-100 m?/ha) Were double maxima
attained in the southeastern United States and were reflected in similar differences in volume yields. The Hawaiian plantings
demongtrate that growth potential of loblolly pine is far greater than is apparent from observations on plantations in its native
habitat. To capture this potential in other situations, research must identify the tree, stand, and environmental characteristics
associated with low mortality rates and high diameter growth in Hawaii, and, conversely, the factors that limit loblolly’s
potentia in the southeastern United States. () 2000 Elsevier Science B.V. All rights reserved.

Keywords; Pinus taeda; Stand dynamics; Stockability; Self-thinning; Growth and yield

1. Introduction eastern United States. It is well adapted to the wide
range of soils, sites, and environments that occur over

Loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) is the most common its natural range, which extends from southern New
and commercially important pine species in the south- Jersey south to central Florida and west to eastern

Texas (Baker and Langdon, 1990). Because of its rapid

—_— growth and adaptability it has been planted in a
*Corresponding author. Tel.: +1-360-753-7667; fax: +1-369- . . . .

956-2346. number of other countries, including Argentina, Aus-

E-mail address; ddebell/répnw_olympia@fs.fed.us (D.S. DeBell) tralia, Brazil, China, New Zealand, South Africa, and
‘Retired. also in the state of Hawaii, and found to perform
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exceptionally well so that it is now grown commer-
cially in many of these countries (Burns and Hu, 1983;

Schultz, 1997). China and Brazil have the largest
loblolly pine management programs. Annually they
produce and plant more than 320 million seedlings
(Schultz, 1997). The most successful plantings are
usually between latitudes of 24" and 30" N or S, and at

elevations of 500-900 m. In Brazil laoblolly pine is
grown on 15-25-year rotations for both fiber and solid
wood products. Stand yields of 15-25 m?/ha/year are
common and yields up to 35 m*/ha/year have been
reported. Height growth curves indicate heights of 27-
32 m by Age 20 on the best sites and 19-23 m on
average sites (Machado, 1980). In South Africa
loblolly pine is grown at rotational lengths of 18-35
years. Mean annual increment is ca. 18 m’/ha/year but
can exceed 28 m*/ha/year on the best sites. Trees can
reach aheight of 30 m and aDBH of 45 cm at 35 years
(Schultz, 1997). There are numerous published reports
on individual aspects of the growth of loblolly pine
planted in the subtropics, e.g., seed source (Baldanzi,
1978; Falkenhagen, 1978), environment (Burns and
Hu, 1983; Harms et a., 1994; Schultz, 1997), site
index (Machado, 1980), thinning (Machado et a.,
1990), and carrying capacity and thinning (Strub
and Bredenkamp, 1985), but few data or analyses
of the quantitative aspects of stand dynamics and
growth, especialy as compared to growth of native
plantations, have been published. One exception is a
series of reports that examine the growth of a spacing
trial planted in Hawaii to evaluate the potential for
loblolly pine to augment the state’s softwood timber
requirements. This spacing trial has been measured
periodically for 34 years, and has provided a rich
record of stand growth and development of an excep-
tionally fast-growing plantation. Two of the reports
evaluate early survival, height and diameter growthin
relation to spacing at ages 7 and 11 years (Whitesell,

1970, 1974), a third evaluates stand productivity and
stockability differences between loblolly pine in
Hawaii and the southeastern US at Age 25 years
(DeBell et d., 1989), and a fourth examines tree,
stand, and environmental components of growth and
stockability at Age 26 years (Harms et al., 1994).

In this paper, we examine the Hawaii data for the
broader, overall, effects of initial spacing on the
temporal patterns of stand growth and development
through a full rotation. Survival, height and diameter

growth; basal area and volume growth and yield; and
stand structural characteristics from the time of estab-

lishment to Age 34 years are reported. To put the
growth of this plantation in perspective, we compare
the various components of its development with a
southeastern US ‘standard’ derived from a loblolly
pine yield model (Hafley et al., 1982).

2. Methods

The spacing trial was established in 1961 as a
research study in the Olinda Forest Reserve on the
island of Maui (Whitesell, 1970). The siteis 1140 m
asl, on the northeast side of east Maui at latitude
20°49’ N. The mean air temperature on Maui is
14°C and varies 3°C from summer to winter; average
annual rainfall is 1143 mm with a wet winter and
spring and a relatively dry summer (Harms et a.,
1994). Growth is possible throughout the year. The
soil is Olinda loam, in the subgroup Entic Dystran-
depts. Typically, the surface layer is a dark reddish-
brown granular loam ca. 15 cm thick over a dark
reddish-brown and yellowish-red subangular blocky
silty clay loam subsoil. This soil developed in volcanic
ash over andesite or basalt. It is slightly acid (pH 6.2-
6.4) in both the surface layer and subsoil. Olinda soil is
well drained, with a moderately rapid permeability
(Foote et al., 1972). Average site index of the planta-
tion is 24 m (base Age 25 years).

The field layout of the plantation consists of four
blocks each with four square spacings. 1.8, 2.4, 3.0,
and 3.7 m, planted in arandomized 4 x 4 Latin square
design. Each plot is square, 0.11 hain area, with the
5 x 5 rows in the center forming a 25-tree measure-
ment sub-plot. All sub-plots had two or more exterior
isolation rows. At the time of planting, the ground
cover was a 3-inch sod layer of kikuyu grass (Penni-
setum clandestinum Hochst.), rattail grass (Sporobolus
capensis [Wild.] Kunth), and gorse (Ulex europaeus L.).
The grass was heavily grazed just before planting. The
sod was removed at each planting spot, and holes
30 ¢cm deep were dug for the seedlings. Planting stock
was |-| nursery-grown seedlings of unknown seed
source origin. The 21 trees that died during the first
year were replaced.

Measurements were made at ages 4, 7, 11, 20, 25,
26, and 34 years. Diameter at breast height (DBH,
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1.37 m) of al living sample trees was measured each
time. Heights of al sample trees were measured at
ages 4, 7, 11, and 26 years, and on a systematically
chosen nine-tree sub-sample at ages 20, 25, and 34
years. At Age 26, 16 trees from the border rows
covering the range of DBH were felled and measured
to obtain stem volumes. The volumes were used to
select a published loblolly pine volume table that
could be used to derive acceptable volume estimates
for the plantation. The equations published by Bur-
khart (1977) gave satisfactory estimates: a paired -
test of differences between observed and
estimated volumes of the 16 sample trees was not
significant (p = 0.05). A local volume table was devel-
oped for each spacing and year from ages 7 through
34 by applying Burkhart's equation to the plot height-
sample data to obtain volume, and fitting volume/
basal area regressions (Clutter et al., 1983). Plot
volumes were computed by summing estimated
volumes of the plot trees and expanding to the
unit area. The study was installed and measured
in imperial units and converted to metric units for
publication.

In two previous papers, growth comparisons were
made using data from a loblolly pine spacing trial in
South Carolina (DeBell et a., 1989; Harms et al.,
1994). The spacings in the South Carolina plantation
were the same as those at Olinda and the ages at which
data were collected were similar, but the site index of
the South Carolina plantation was 21 m, 3 m shorter
than the Olinda plantation. Rather than base the
comparisons in this report on data with a 3 m differ-
ence in site index, we elected to make comparisons
using the loblolly pine yield model developed by
Hafley et al. (1982) for plantations in the Southeast.
The model has been shown to predict observed stand
development with respect to initial spacing quite well
(Buford, 1991). Model input includes site index (base
Age 25 years), trees per acre planted, and percent
survival at Year 1. Our comparisons use estimates
obtained from the yield model for site index 80 (24 m),
the average site index observed for the Olinda planta-
tion, and for the same spacings and measurement ages
as the Olinda plantation. Survival at Year 1 was
assumed to be 100%. All graphical and numerical
information presented in this report for southeastern
US plantations were derived from the Hafley et al.
(1982) moddl.

3. Results
3.1. Stand development

The major stand attributes of the Olinda plantation
are summarized in Table 1. Early development of the
plantation was described by Whitesell, 1970, 1974. He
observed that the tree crowns had closed in the 1.8 m
spacing by the fourth year at an average stand height of
4.5 m, by the seventh year in the 24 m and 3.0 m
spacings, at an average stand height of 8.8 m, and that
they were nearly closed in the 3.7 m spacing by the
1 Ith year, when the average stand height was 12.7 m.
Length of the green crown in the 1.8 m spacing
decreased from 64% of tree height at ages 7 to 29%
at Age 26, and from 81% to 36% in the 3.7 m spacing
during the same period.

3.1.1. Survival and mortality

Mortality in the Olinda plantation was density
related; no causes other than competition for growing
space were identified, i.e., except for minor mortality
after planting, losses were confined to trees in the
suppressed and intermediate crown classes, and num-
ber of trees dying varied directly with initial density
(Long and Smith, 1984; Oliver and Larson, 1990).
Self-thinning began earliest and trees died in greatest
numbers in the 1.8 m spacing, but losses did not
become substantial until after Age 20 (Fig. 1 and
Table 1). By Age 34 an average of 47% of the trees
in the 1.8 m plots had died, and although mortality had
begun to occur in the 2.4 m and 3.0 m plots, only 19%
and 15%, respectively, had died by the 34th year. Less
than 3% of the trees in the 3.7 m plots had died by the
34th year (Table 1). Surviva curves from the yield
model predictions for plantations in the Southeast
show the same trends and relationships to spacing
as in Hawaii, but self-thinning begins at much younger
ages in all spacings, and the rates of mortality, and the
absolute numbers of trees lost are greater, resulting in
a pronounced divergence of the curves from the
Olinda data (Fig. 1). By Age 34 years, predicted
mortality in the Southeast is 67% in 1.8 m spacings,
47% in 2.4 m spacings, and 30% and 18%, respec-
tively, in 3.0 m and 3.7 m spacings. At both locations,
the survival curves were progressively declining and
converging as a result of self-thinning. At Age 34, the
curves of the closest and widest spacings for the
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Table 1

Means for stand components of the Olinda plantation, Maui, Hawaii, at age of measurement *

Spacing b (m) Plantation age (years)

4 7 1 20 25 34
Number surviving (trees per ha)
18 x 1.8 2990 2960 2841 2601 2063 1585
2.4 X 2.4 1615 1615 1615 1581 1463 1362
3.0 X 3.0 1066 1066 1055 1023 990 915
3.1x 3.7 746 746 746 740 740 725
Cumulative mortality (%)
18 x 1.8 0.0 1.0 5.0 13.0 31.0 47.0
2.4 X 2.4 3.9 3.9 3.9 5.9 12.9 18.9
3.0 x 3.0 11 11 21 5.1 8.2 15.1
3.7 x 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.8 2.8
Height (m)
18 x 18 4.5 9.2 1.7 18.0 20.3 24.1
2.4 X 2.4 4.4 8.7 11.9 17.5 20.0 24.4
3.0 x 3.0 4.4 9.0 12.4 18.5 20.5 26.1
3.7 x 3.7 4.5 9.3 12.7 19.8 22.0 26.1
Quadratic mean diameter a breast height (cm)
18 x 18 7.7 138 17.0 21.4 24.0 28.8
2.4 X 2.4 8.2 16.0 19.9 24.9 26.9 30.0
3.0 x 3.0 8.4 17.7 22.1 28.9 30.5 34.4
3.7 X 3.7 9.1 19.6 25.1 32.1 34.3 38.2
Basd area per ha (sq m)
18 x 1.8 13.8 44.5 63.9 93.3 93.4 103.1
2.4 X 2.4 8.6 32.6 50.4 76.9 82.9 9.5
3.0 x 3.0 5.9 26.2 42.6 67.6 12.9 85.2
3.7x 3.7 4.9 22.6 38.7 62.0 68.5 83.0
Total volume per ha (cu m outside bark)
18 x 1.8 75 274 440 828 957 1324
2.4 X 2.4 38 182 321 668 824 1191
3.0 X 3.0 37 140 265 584 729 1079
3.7 x 3.7 20 92 251 576 717 1053

4 Each vaue is the average of four replicate plot means.

b Trees per ha planted: 1.8 m = 2990; 2.4 m = 1680; 3.0 m = 1078; 3.1 m = 146.

Southeast were 363 trees/ha apart, while the Olinda
curves were still 860 trees/ha apart.

3.1.2. Height

Spacing had no significant effect on average stand
height, although trees in the 3.7 m spacing were
consistently taller than those in the closer spacings
as early as the 7th year (Harms et al., 1994). By Age 25
average height of the 3.7 m spacing was 22 m, 2 m
taller than the other spacings. At Age 34 average

heights of the 3.0 and 3.7 m spacings were equal
and both these spacings were 2 m taller than the
two closest spacings (Table 1 and Fig. 1).

We selected the site index curve needed to drive the
yield model from among several published curves
(Golden et al., 1981; Pienaar and Shiver, 1980; Smal-
ley and Bower, 1971). None of the curves were
entirely satisfactory, but this was to be expected since
height growth patterns are known to be sensitive to the
particular edaphic and environmental factors present
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Fig. 1. Age trends in survival, average height, and average diameter by spacing for the Olinda plantation (filled symbols), and for plantations

in the southeastern US (open symbols).

on asite, and the conditions at Olinda differ substan-
tially from the conditions found in the Southeast.
Qualitative comparisons of the site index models
against the observed data indicated that the model
of Smalley and Bower (1971) most closely approxi-
mated the height growth characteristics of the Olinda
plantation and therefore was chosen to drive the yield
model. The average height growth patterns of the
Olinda plantation and the estimated average height—
age curves for plantations in the Southeast are dis-
played in Fig. 1. The curves show that height growth
of the Olinda plantation was reduced after about Age
11 relative to the Southeast, and remained below the
Southeast curves as age increased. The 3.7 m Olinda
spacing, however, fell within the range of the South-
east curves throughout the period of observation.

3.1.3. Diameter

Differences among spacings in mean stand diameter
were evident four years after planting, when trees in
the 3.7 m spacing were aready 18% larger in DBH
than in the 1.8 m spacing (Table 1) and Whitesell
(1970). The relative growth advantage of the wider
spaced trees had increased to 52.8% by the 20th year,
dropping back to 32.6% at the end of the 34th year.
During the nine years between ages 11 and 20 the
3.7 m spacing grew 7.0 cm, 59.1% more than the
1.8 m spacing which grew 4.4 cm. During the nine
years between ages 25 and 34 growth of the 3.7 m
spacing was only 3.9 cm, 18.7% less than the 1.8 m

spacing which had grown 4.8 cm. This may be an
indication that competition in the 3.7 m spacing had
become more intense with time relative to the 1.8 m
spacing, which had developed a substantial degree of
differentiation among trees, i.e., the coefficient of
variation of mean DBH at Age 34 was 37.8% in the
1.8 m spacing versus 26.6% in the 3.7 m spacing. The
spacing effect on diameter is further demonstrated by
the divergence of the DBH growth curves. From the
4th to the 20th year, divergence increased progres-
sively with increase in spacing, but from the 20th
through the 25th year growth of the three widest
spacings declined while growth of the 1.8 m spacing
increased. From the 25th through the 34th year,
growth increased again except for the 2.4 m spacing
which, for no apparent reason, continued its decline
(Fig. 1.

Theyield model estimates of DBH (Fig. 1) indicate
lower overall diameter growth rates for the Southeast.
The difference between Olinda and the Southeast for
any one spacing tended to be greater at all ages than
the difference between that spacing and the next wider
or closer spacing within the same location. Further-
more, the difference in DBH between locations
increased as spacing increased. At Age 25, average
stand diameters in Hawaii were 2.9-5.9 cm larger than
for the same spacings in the Southeast.

The relative response of diameter growth of loblolly
pine in the Southeast to increased spacing is of the
same order of magnitude as in the Olinda spacings.
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The maximum growth advantage of 3.7 m spacings
over 1.8 m spacings was 39.7% at Age 20, dropping to

27.3% at Age 34. Between ages 11 and 20, 3.1 m
spacings were estimated to grow 7.6 cm, 43.4%
more than 1.8 m spacings which were estimated to
grow 5.3 cm. Between the ages of 25 and 34, 3.7 m
spacings were estimated to grow 3.3 cm, 18.2% less
than the 1.8 m spacings which were estimated to grow

3.9am.

3.1.4. Stand growth trajectories

The relationship between mean DBH and stand
density describes a trajectory that is characteristic
of developing even-aged stands. As trees grow, stands
advance through various stages along a typical path
that ultimately attains a self-limiting maximum mean
tree size-density boundary along which the stands
then grow (Harms, 1984; Long and Smith, 1984,
Oliver and Larson, 1990). The limiting density bound-
ary can be equated to the self-thinning rule of Yoda et
a. (1963) or the stand density index of Reineke
(1933). Stand trajectories for the Olinda plantation
and plantations in the Southeast are plotted in Fig. 2.
The limiting density boundary reference line for
Olinda was obtained by using a quadratic mean
DBH of 25 cm and 2100 as the maximum (limiting)
number of trees per ha possible at that DBH, estimated
from a plot of the DBH-density data from the 1.8 m
spacing. Theline was located on the graph using the
Reineke (1933) equation with a slope coefficient of
1.605, which Hasenauer et a. (1994) determined to be
applicable to loblolly pine plantations in the south-
eastern US. The reference line for the Southeast was
calculated using a mean DBH of 25 cm and 1150
trees’ha, the average of the values for maximum
number of trees reported for coastal plain and Pied-
mont sites by Hasenauer et al. (1994). Our assumption
in placing these reference lines was that the slope of
the limiting density line was the same for both Olinda
and the Southeast.

The difference in levels of the reference lines is a
function of the higher stockability of the Olinda
plantation as discussed by DeBell et al. (1989). They
used the maximum mean tree size-density boundary
line as ameasure of stockability which they define as
the maximum number of trees that can be grown to a
given size under a particular set of conditions (DeBell
et a., 1989; Harms et a., 1994)

50

\\ Spacing
—&— 1.8m

07 N —5— 2.4m

—8— 3.0m
30 - }
25 + Y 2

20 {

16 +
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Fig. 2. Mean stand DBH-density trajectories in relation to spacing
for the Olinda plantation (filled symbols), and for plantations in the
southeastern US (open symbols). Ages (years) are shown for the
DBH-density pairs plotted for each location. Estimated limiting
density boundaries are shown for Olinda (dash), and for the
Southeast (solid).

Following stand establishment, and for a period of
years that varied with initial spacing, the trajectories
rose vertically as trees grew in diameter (Fig. 2). As
competition intensified and self-thinning commenced,
the trajectories began to curve, the curvature increas-
ing as the trajectories approached closer to the limiting
density boundary. Self-thinning and mean DBH
growth had progressed sufficiently by Age 20 to place
the 1.8 m spacing trgjectory at Olinda and the 1.8 m
and 2.4 m spacing trajectories in the Southeast at their
respective limiting density boundaries (Fig. 2). At
Age 20, the mortality at the limiting density boundary
at Olinda was 13% and there were 2601 treesha
remaining with a mean DBH of 21.4 cm; the corre-
sponding mortality in the Southeast was 42% with
1725 trees/ha remaining with an associated mean
DBH of 18.5 cm. Self-thinning and diameter growth
had not progressed enough by Age 34 inthe 2.4, 3.0,
and 3.7 m spacings at Olinda for their trajectories to
have reached the limiting density boundary. In the
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Fig. 3. Frequency distribution by percentage of trees per ha at age
34, above a minimum DBH by spacing, for the Olinda plantation
and plantations in the southeastern US.

Southeast, the 3.0 m but not the 3.7 m tragjectory had
reached the limiting density boundary.

3.1.5. Sze-class differentiation

Stand differentiation, which results from differen-
tial growth among the component trees (Oliver and
Larson, 1990), was examined by evaluating DBH size-
class frequency distributions by 5 cm class widths.
Frequency distributions at Age 34 are graphed by
spacing and location in Fig. 3 to show percentage
number of trees per ha present in a spacing above a
minimum diameter class. The Olinda spacings fall
into two groups, with the smaller trees in the 1.8 m and
2.4 m spacings and the larger trees in the wider
spacings. Southeastern US plantations show a uniform
progression across spacings, due probably to the
internal structure of the yield model. The greatest
difference between the Olinda plantation and the
Southeast is in the absolute range of diameter classes.
There is a 5 cm difference in the minimum diameter
class between locations-10 cm for Olinda and 15 cm

for the Southeast, but the maximum diameter class for
the 3.7 m spacing at Olindais 60 cm as compared to
40 cm for the same spacing in the Southeast. The
smaller minimum diameter and greater range in tree
size at any one spacing at Olinda further reflects
greater tolerance of that system to crowding.

3.2. Stand productivity

3.2.1. Basal area

Net basal area per ha and mean annual basal area
increment (MAI) at Olinda were greatest at the 1.8 m
spacing to Age 34, and progressively less at succes-
sively wider spacings (Table 1, Figs. 4 and 5). Basal
areaincreased continuously but at a gradually redu-
cing rate throughout the 34 years of record. However,
between the ages of 20 and 25 there was a period of
substantial reduction in the rate of increase in all
spacings, but most notably in the 1.8 m spacing in
which the change was amost flat (Fig. 4). There
was an initial rapid increase in basal area and asso-
ciated MAL1 across al spacings. The differences in
basal area among spacings widened until about Age
20, after which the rate of increase declined and the
differences among spacings decreased. MA1 culmi-
nated between ages 4 and 7 years in the two
closest spacings and between ages 7 and 11 in the
widest spacings, decreasing thereafter and beginning
to converge (Fig. 5).

Basal area accumulation patterns in southeastern
US plantations are similar to Olinda, but at lower
absolute levels, through Age 11. Basal area MA1 in the
Southeast culminates later than at Olinda: at about
Age 11 at 1.8 m spacings and between 11 and 20 at the
wider spacings (Fig. 5). Between ages 11 and 20
years, the basal area accumulation and MA1 curves
for the 1.8 m spacing begin to fall below the 2.4 m
spacing, and by Age 34 have crossed the curves for the
wider spacings so that at Age 34 there is less basal area
at 1.8 mspacingthanatthe3.7 mspacing(Figs. 4and?).
After Age 20, the basal area curves of all spacings are
flattening and converging. By Age 34 curves of all
spacings in the Southeast have converged to a point
where they are within 3.5 m*/ha of each other in basal
area and within 0.1 m*/ha/year in MAL This was not
the case at Olinda: at Age 34 years, curves of the
Olinda spacings were still 20.1 m?ha in basal area and
0.6 m*/ha/year in MA1 from convergence, although
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they appeared to be in the early stages of drawing
together (Figs. 4 and 5).

The convergence and crossing-over of basal area
and volume curves for different spacings have been
observed in other loblolly pine spacing studies, in
natural and planted loblolly pine stands, and for other
conifers (Buford, 1991; Liegel et al., 1985; Harrison
and Daniels, 1988; Hafley et al., 1982). The phenom-
enon is probably due to a physiological inability of
trees at older agesin closely spaced standsto rapidly
take advantage of growing space released by mortality

to increase their growth. With continuing mortality
this can result in anet loss in basal area.

3.2.2. Volume

Volume yields increased with decreasing spacing,
with the greatest differences among the three closest
spacings (Fig. 4). The 3.0 m and 3.7 m spacing yields
were similar throughout the period of measurement, as
was volume MA1 after Age 20 (Fig. 5). Unlike basal
area, however, the yield curves for volume showed an
essentially linear and parallel increase, to Age 34.
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There was no indication of convergence or a yield
maximum (Fig. 4). Growth rate of the 1.8 m spacing
was consistently greater than the wider spacings, but
was essentially flat after Age 7. There was a period of
reduced growth between ages 20 and 25 similar to that
shown in the basal area curves. MA1 of the 1.8 m
spacing attained an apparent maximum at Age 20,
decreasing to Age 25, and increasing slightly there-
after to Age 34. Growth rates of the other spacings had
not culminated, the curves having taken on a broad,
flat, and dightly increasing form (Fig. 5).

The reduction in volume and basal area growth of
the Olinda plantation between ages 20 and 2.5 was
probably a consequence of intense competition that
developed as the stands approached and, in the case of
the 1.8 m spacing, reached the limiting density bound-
ary (Fig. 2). The severity of competition isreflected in
the substantial increase in mortality during this period
(Fig. 1). The growth recovery after Age 25 is probably
aresult of growth increases of the surviving trees as
they occupied the space released by the trees that died.

Volume yield and MA1 for the Southeast have
patterns similar to the basal area trends. Growth
and yield both converge by Age 34, and the curves
for the 1.8 m spacing cross the wider spacings by Age
20 (Figs. 4 and 5). Volume MA1 culminates later than
basal area: the two closest spacings reach maximum
volume growth at about Age 20, the 3.0 m spacing
at Age 25, and the 3.7 m spacing probably at about
Age 34.

Net volume and basal area and volume yields for the
Olinda plantation and the Southeast at Age 34 are
compared in Table 2. Both volume and basal area
accumulations are greatest at the 1.8 m spacing at
Olinda, and least at this spacing in the Southeast.
Moreover, maximum vyields at Olinda of the most

Table 2

productive spacing (1.8 m) were about twice the max-
imum yields of the most productive spacing (3.0 m) in
the Southeast at this age.

4. Discussion

Experimental studies of the influence of initial
spacing on tree growth and plantation development
have along history (Sjolte-Jorgensen, 1967). In parti-
cular, the responses of loblolly pine trees in the south-
eastern US to initial spacing have been investigated
and well documented in numerous spacing trials
(Arnold, 1978; Harms and Lloyd, 1981; Owens,
1974; Shephard, 1974; Sprinz et a., 1979), and yield
studies (Buford, 1991; Clutter et a., 1984; Hafley
et al., 1982) among others. The patterns of tree and
stand responses to initial spacing in Hawaii are con-
sistent with spacing effects observed in the Southeast
as depicted by the Hafley et al. (1982) yield model in
Fig. 1. However, the nature of the responses differ
substantially in magnitude. This was evident in the
1.8 m spacing at the limiting density boundaries where
the difference between Hawaii and the southeastern
US amounted to 62% more trees surviving and a 15%
greater diameter at Age 34 years. Thistranslates into
114% more basa area and 140% more volume
(Table 2). When averaged across the four spacings,
basal area and volume yields of the Olinda plantation
at Age 34 were almost double (1.8 x ) theyieldsin the
Southeast.

It is evident from the data that the critical factors
accounting for differences in yield between Olinda
and the Southeast are tree survival and diameter
growth. Tree height was not a factor because site
index was a constant. The nature of the effects can

Observed yields of the Olinda spacings a Age 34, Maui, Hawaii, versus estimated yields of loblolly pine plantations in the southeastern US

(SEUS) of the same age, spacing, and site index *

Item Spacing (m)

18 x 18 24X 24 3.0 x 3.0 3.7X 3.7

Olinda SEUS Olinda SEUS Olinda SEUS Olinda SEUS
Trees per ha 1585 976 1362 897 915 756 725 613
Basal aea (m* ha') 103.1 48.2 96.5 51.7 85.2 51.7 83.0 49.6
Total volume, o.b. (m" ha-*) 1324 552 1191 612 1079 624 1053 605

4 SEUS yidlds are from Hafley et al. (1982) for site index 80 (24 m) base Age 25.
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be seen by comparing stand devel opment trajectories
for the two locations (Fig. 2). The trajectories show
that loblolly pine trees on the Olinda site were slow to
thin relative to the Southeast but yet were able to
continue to increase their diameters under conditions
of crowding and competition that cause significant
self-thinning and growth reduction in stands of com-
parable spacings and site index in the southeastern US.
The result is that for each of the four spacings the
mean DBH attained for a given number of surviving
trees was always greater for the Olinda plantation.
Since yield is the product of mean tree size and
number of trees per unit area, the net effect of this
was the nearly twofold yield differences observed.

Explanations for the high stockability of the Olinda
plantation have been proposed by Harms et a. (1994)
based on a study of the crown architecture of the trees
and the structure of the stands at Age 26. They found a
two-tiered crown-class structure with a sub-dominant
stand having live crowns that extended from below the
live crown base of the dominant stand well up into the
main canopy. This served to increase the occupancy of
the canopy space with functioning leaf area. The
Olinda trees also had long crowns with high foliage
biomass and leaf area. The development of these
characteristics was attributed to the high solar radia-
tion intensities and high sun angles at the latitude of
Hawaii that allow penetration of sunlight deep into the
canopy. In this light environment trees in the lower
crown classes were able to retain their foliage and
maintain a positive carbon balance sufficient for sur-
vival and growth in the densest stands. Growth rates
were further enhanced by a long growing season,
favorable temperature regime and soil moisture con-
ditions, and alack of disease and insect problems. In
comparison, from measurements in a similar planta-
tion in the Piedmont of South Carolina, they found
crown development and growth to be limited by a less
favorable light climate, a shorter growing season, and
more stressful temperature and soil moisture condi-
tions (Harms et a., 1994).

5. Conclusions
The Olindatrial servesto emphasize two important

points. First, that the growth potential of loblolly pine
isfar greater than is apparent from growth records on

plantations in the southeastern US, afact long since
established by its performance at other locations in the
sub-tropics. The data show that the growth of even
unimproved stock when grown in very favorable
environments, such as found in Hawaii, can double
that which is currently being achieved in managed
plantationsin its natural range. (Burns and Hu, 1983;
DeBell et a., 1989; Schultz, 1997).

Second, to capture the growth potential of loblolly
pine, research must identify and quantify the specific
tree, and stand physiological, and environmental fac-
tors that are responsible for the high survival rates and
accompanying high diameter growth rates evident in
the Olinda plantation at the high levels of competition
that are not tolerated in plantations of the same spa-
cing in the Southeast. And, conversely, research must
identify the site-specific factors that are limiting to
loblolly pine in the Southeast. Of the environmental
and site factors thought to be responsible for the high
stockability of the Olinda site by Harms et al. (1994),
i.e., high sun angle, high solar radiation intensity, long
growing season, favorable soil conditions, high foliage
nutrients, and freedom from pests, most are not natu-
rally present in non-limiting amounts in the Southeast.
However, the potential for loblolly pine to respond to
favorable environments suggests that improvement in
productivity should be possible. That improvement is
possible is supported in a recent report by Pienaar and
Shiver (1993). Their data show that at Age 8, yield of
genetically-improved loblolly pine planted on mar-
gina agricultura cropland in the Georgia Piedmont
was more than doubled by the simple expedient of
complete control of the herbaceous competition dur-
ing plantation establishment. It is evident from the
Olinda plantation data that efforts to enhance the
growth of loblolly pine should target research to
improving productivity by discovering methods for
increasing numbers of trees per unit areathat can be
grown to a desired size.

Acknowledgements

The authors wish to acknowledge the Hawaii
Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division
of Forestry and Wildlife, and the professional and
technical staff of the Pacific Southwest Forest and
Range Experiment Station for their assistance in the
field. Special recognition is given to three pioneer




W.R. Harms et al./Forest Ecology and Management 126 (2000) 13-24 23

foresters who established this field trial: Karl Korte.
District Forester; Gerald Pickford, Forest Ecologist;
and Russell K. LeBarron, Silvicultururist.

References

Arnold, L.E., 1978. Gross yield of roughwood products from a 25-
year-old loblolly and shortleaf pine spacing study. For. Res.
Rep. No. 78-7. Agric. Exp. Sta. Univ. of lllinois at Urbana-
Champaign, pp. 4.

Baker, J.B., Langdon, O.G., 1990. Pinus taeda L. loblolly pine. In:
Bums, R.M., Honkala, B.H. (Eds.), Silvics of North America,
vol. 1, Conifers. U.S. Dep. Agric. Forest Serv. Agric. Handbk.
654, pp. 497-512.

Badanzi, G., 1978. Experimentacao corn Pinus taeda na Estaceo de
Pesquisas Florestais de Rio Negro, Parana. (Research on Pinus
teeda at the Rio Nigro Forest Research Station Parana). Floresta
9, 5-7.

Buford, M.A., 1991. Performance of four yield models for
predicting stand dynamics of a 30—year—01d loblolly pine (Pinus
taeda L.) spacing study. For. Ecol. Manage. 46, 23-38.

Burkhart, H.E., 1977. Cubic foot volume of loblolly pine to any
merchantable top diameter. South. J. Appl. For. 1, 7-9.

Bums, P.Y., Hu, SC., 1983. Ecologica and silvicultural factors
associated with rapid growth of loblolly pine stands. In: Jones,
E.P, J. (Ed), Proceedings of the Second Biennial Southern
Silvicultural Research Conference, November 4-5, 1982,
Atlanta, GA. U.S. Dep. Agric. Forest Serv., Southeastern For.
Exp. Sta, Asheville, NC, Gen. Tech. Rep. SE-24, pp. 261-268.

Clutter, JL., Fortson, JC, Penar, LV, Briser, GH, Baley, RL,
1983. Timber Management: A Quantitative Approach. John
Wiley and Sons, New York, pp. 333.

Clutter, JL., Harms, W.R., Brister, G.H., Rheney, JW., 1984. Stand
structure and yields of site-prepared loblolly pine plantations in
the lower coastal plain of the Carolinas, Georgia, and North
Florida. U.S. Dep. Agric. Forest Serv. Southeastern For. EXxp.
Sta.,, Asheville, NC. Gen. Tech. Rep. SE-27, pp. 173.

DeBell, D.S., Harms, W.R., Whitesell, C.D., 1989. Stockability: a
major factor in productivity differences between Pinus taeda
plantations in Hawaii and the Southeastern United States. For.
Sci. 35, 708-719.

Falkenhagen, E.R., 1978. Thirty five-year results from seven Pinus
elliottii (Engelman.) and Pinus Taeda (L.) provenance trias in
South Africa. S. African For. J. 107, 22-36.

Foote, D.E., Hill, E.L., Nakamura, S., Stephens, F., 1972. Soil
survey of the idands of Kauai, Oahu, Maui, Molokai, and
Lanai, State of Hawaii. U.S. Dep. Agric. Soil Conservation
Service, Washington, DC, pp. 232.

Golden, M.S., Meldahl, R., Knowe, S.A., Boyer, W.D., 1981.
Predicting site index for old-field loblolly pine plantations.
South. J. Appl. For. 5, 109-114.

Hafley, W.L., Smith, W.D., Buford, M.A., 1982. A new yield
prediction model for unthinned loblolly pine in plantations.
N.C. State Univ. Sch. For. Res, Raleigh, NC. Bioecon.
Modeling Proj. Tech. Rep. 1, pp. 65.

Harms, W.R., Lloyd, ET., 1981. Stand structure and yield
relationships in a 20-year-old loblolly pine spacing study.
South. J. Appl. For. 5, 162-165.

Harms, W.R., 1984. Applying silvics to stand management. In:
Karr, B.L., Baker, J.L., Monaghan, T. (Eds.), The Laoblolly Pine
Ecosystem (West Region) Proceedings, March 20-22, 1984,
Jackson, Mississippi. Miss. Coop. Extension Serv., Mississippi
State, MS. pp. 3240.

Harms, W.R., DeBell, D.S., Whitesell, C.D., 1994. Stand and tree
characteristics and stockability in Pinus taeda plantations in
Hawaii and South Carolina. Can. J. For. Res. 24, 511-521.

Harrison, W.C., and Daniels, R.F, 1988. A new biomathematical
model for growth and yield of loblolly pine plantations. In: Ek,
A.R., Shifley, SR., Burk, T.E. (Eds.), Forest Growth Modeling
and Prediction: Proceedings IUFRO Conference, vol. 1, 23-27
August 1987, Minneapolis, MN. U.S. Dept. Argic. Forest Serv.,
North Central For. Exp. Sta., St. Paul MN, Gen. Tech Rep. NC-
120, pp. 293-304.

Hasenauer, H., Burkhart, H., Sterba, H., 1994. Variation in
potential volume yield of loblolly pine plantations. For. Sci.
40, 162-178.

Liegel, L.H., Bamer, W.L., Ryan, G.W., 1985. Honduras pine
spacing study trial results in Puerto Rico. South. J. Appl. For. 9,
69-75.

Long, JN., Smith, F.W., 1984. Relation between size and density in
developing stands: a description and possible mechanisms. For.
Ecol. Manage. 7, 191-206.

Machado, S, do, A. 1980. Curvas de indice de sitio para
plantacoes de Pinus taeda L. na regiao centra do Estado do
Parana. (Site index curves for Pinus taeda L. plantations in the
central region of Prana State, Brazil. Floresta 11, 4-18.

Machado, S, do A., Toledo Marquesini, C.P., Bacovis, R., 1990.
Effects of age, ste, average DBH and density upon the
diameter distributions of thinned products from Pinus taeda
plantation in the state of Parana, Brazil. Research in forest
inventory, monitoring, growth and vyield: proceedings from
sessions of §4.02 Forest Resource Inventory and joint sessions
of S4.02 and S$4.01 Mensuration, Growth and Yield at the
World Congress of International Union of Forestry Research
Organizations in Montreal, Canada, August 5-1 1, 1990. School
of For. and Wildlife Resour., Virginia Polytechnic Inst. and
State Univ., Pub. FWS 3-90, pp 150-165.

Oliver, CD., Larson, B.C., 1990. Forest Stand Dynamics.
McGraw-Hill, Inc., New York, NY, pp. 467.

Owens, E.G., 1974. The effects of initid tree spacing and
regeneration method on stand development in loblolly pine
after 10 years. In: Williston, H.L., Bamer, W.E. (Eds),
Symposium on Management of Young Pines Proceedings,
1974, Alexandria, La.-Oct. 22-24, Charleston, S.C.-Dec. 3-
5. U.S. Dept. of Agric. Forest Serv. Southern and Southeastern
Forest Exp. Sta., pp. 340-349.

Pienaar, L.V., Shiver, B.D., 1980. Dominant height growth and site
index curves for loblolly pine plantations in the Carolina
flatwoods. South. J. Appl. For. 4, 54-59,

Pienaar, L.V., Shiver, B.D., 1993. Early results from an old-field
loblolly pine spacing study in the Georgia piedmont with
competition control. South. J. Appl. For. 17, 193-196.




24 W.R. Harms et al. / Forest Ecology and Management 126 (2000) 13-24

Reineke, L.H., 1933. Perfecting a stand-density index for even-
aged forests. J. Argic. Res. 46, 627-638.

Schultz, R.P, 1997. Loblolly Pine. The ecology and culture of
loblolly pine (Pinus taeda L.). U.S. Dep. of Agric. Forest Serv.
Argic. Handbk 713.

Shephard, R.K., Jr., 1974. An initia spacing study. In: Williston,
H.L., Balmer, W.E. (Eds), Symposium on Management of
Young Pines Proceedings, 1974, Alexandria, La. -Oct. 22-24,
Charleston, S.C.-Dec. 3-5. U.S. Dept. of Agric. Forest Serv.
Southern and Southeastern Forest Exp. Sta., pp. 121-128.

Sjolte-Jorgensen, J., 1967. The influence of spacing on the growth
and development of coniferous plantations. International Rev.
Forest Res., vol. 2, Academic Press, New York, NY, pp. 43-94.

Smalley, G.W., Bower, D.R., 1971. Site index curves for loblolly
and shortleaf pine plantations on abandoned fields in
Tennessee, Alabama and Georgia highlands. U.S. Dep. Agric.
Forest Serv., Southern For. Exp. Sta, New Orleans, LA, Res.
Note SO-126, pp. 4.

Sprinz, P, Clason, T., Bower, D., 1979. Spacing and thinning
effects on the growth and development of a loblolly pine
plantation. In: Clason, T.R. (Ed.), For. Res. Rep., North
Louisiana Hill Farm Exp. Sta.,, Homer, LA, pp. 1-42.

Strub, M.R., Bredenkamp, B.V., 1985. Carrying capacity and
thinning response of Pipus taeda in the CCT experiments. S,
African J. For. 128, 6-1 1.

Whitesell, C.D., 1970. Early effects of spacing on loblolly pine in
Hawaii. U.S. Dep. Agric. Forest Serv., Pacific Southwest
For. and Range Exp. Sta, Berkeley, CA, Res. Note PSW-223,

. 3.

WhiI:Ie;eH, C.D., 1974. Effects of spacing on loblolly pine in
Hawaii after 11 years. U.S. Dep. Agric. Forest Serv., Pacific
Southwest For. and Range Exp. Sta., Berkeley, CA, Res. Note
PSW-295, pp. 4.

Yoda, K., Kira, T., Ogawa, H., Hozumi, K., 1963. Self-thinning in
overcrowded pure stands under cultivated and natural condi-
tions. J. Biol. Osaka City Univ. 14, 107-129.




Forest Ecology
and Management

Submission  of  manuscripts.
Manuscripts should be submitted in triplicate. Authors from the Americas, Australia, New Zealand and the Pacific are requested

to send their manuscripts to Forest Ecology and Management, Dr. Richard F Fisher, Department of Forest Science, Texas
A&M University, College Station, TX77843-2135, USA; all other authors are requested to send their manuscripts to the Editorial
Office, forest Ecology and Management, PO. Box 181, 1000 AD Amsterdam, The Netherlands.

Authors in Japan please note: Upon request, Elsevier Science Japan will provide authors with a list of people who can check
and improve the English of their paper (before submission). Please contract our Tokyo office: Elsevier Science Japan, 1-9-15

Higashi-Azabu, Minato-ku, Tokyo 106-0044, Japan; tel. (+81)-3-5561-5033; fax (+81)-3-5561-5047.

Electronic manuscripts: Electronic manuscripts have the advantage that there is no need for the rekeying of text, thereby avoid-
ing the possibility of introducing errors and resulting in reliable and fast delivery of proofs.

For the initial submission of manuscripts for consideration, hardcopies are sufficient. For the processing of accepted papers,
electronic versions are preferred. After final acceptance, your disk plus two, final and exactly matching printed versions should
be submitted together. Double density (DD) or high density (HD) diskettes (3.5 or 5.25 inch) are acceptable. It is important that
the file saved is in the native format of the wordprocessor program used. Label the disk with the name of the computer and
wordprocessing package used, your name, and the name of the file on the disk. Further information may be obtained from
the Publisher.

Enquiries concerning manuscripts and proofs: questions arising after acceptance of the manuscript, especially those relating
to proofs, should be directed to Elsevier Science Ireland Ltd., Elsevier House, Brookvale Plaza, East Park, Shannon, Co. Clare,
Ireland; Tel. (+353-61) 709685; Fax: (+353-61) 709113.

Advertising information: Advertising orders and enquiries can be sent to: USA, Canada and South America: Mr Tino de Carlo,
The Advertising Department, Elsevier Science Inc., 655 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10010-5107, USA; phone: (+1)
(212) 633 3815; fax: (1) (212) 633 3820; e-mail: t.decarlo @elsevier.com Japan: The Advertising Department, Elsevier Science
K.K., 9-15 Higashi-Azabu |-chome, Minato-ku, Tokyo 106, Japan; phone: (+81) (3) 5561 5033; fax: (+81) (3) 5561 5047. Europe
and ROW: Rachel Gresle-Farthing, The Advertising Department, Elsevier Science Ltd., The Boulevard, Langford Lane, Kidling-
ton, Oxford OX5 1GB, UK; phone: (+44) (1865) 843565; fax: (+44) (1865) 843976; e-mail: r.gresle-farthing@elsevier.co.uk

Orders, claims, and product enquiries: please contact the Customer Support Department at the Regional Sales Office nearest
you:

New York: Elsevier Science, PO Box 945, New York, NY 10159-0945, USA,; Tel.: (+1} (212) 633 3730 [toll free number for North
American customers: 1-888-4ES-INFO (437-4636)]; Fax: (+1) (212) 633 3680; E-mail: usinfo-f@elsevier.com

Amsterdam: Elsevier Science, PO Box 211,1000 AE Amsterdam, The Netherlands; Tel.: (+31) 20 4853757; Fax: (+31) 20 4853432,
E-mail: nlinfo-f@elsevier.nl

Tokyo: Elsevier Science, 9-15, Higashi-Azabu I-chome, Minato-ku, Tokyo 106-0044, Japan; Tel.: (+81) (3) 5561 5033; Fax: (+81) (3)
5561 5047; E-mail: info@elsevier.co.jp

Singapore: Elsevier Science, No. 1 Temasek Avenue, #17-01Millenia Tower, Singapore 039192; Tel.: (+65) 434 3727; Fax: (+65)
337 2230; E-mail: asiainfo@elsevier.com.sg

Rio de Janeiro: Elsevier Science, Rua Sete de Setembro 111/16 Andar, 20050-002 Centro, Rio de Janeiro = RJ, Brazil; Tel.: (+55)
(21) 509 5340; Fax: {+55) (21) 507 1991; E-mail: elsevier@campus_com,br [Note (Latin America): for orders, claims and help
desk information, please contact the Regional Sales Office in New York as listed above]

USA mailing info: Forest Ecology and Management (0378-1121) is published semi-monthly by Elsevier Science B.V. (PO. Box 211,
1000 AE Amsterdam, The Netherlands). Annual subscription price in the USA US$ 2488.00 (valid in North, Central and South
America), including air speed delivery. Application to mail at periodical postage rate is pending at Jamaica, NY 11431,

USA POSTMASTER: Send address changes to Forest Ecology and Management, Publications Expediting Inc., 200 Meacham
Avenue, Elmont, NY 11003.

AIRFREIGHT AND MAILING in the USA by Publications Expediting Inc., 200 Meacham Avenue, Elmont, NY 11003.

Forest Ecology and Management has no page charges

For a full and complete Guide for Authors, please refer to

Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 126, No. 1, pp. 87-90.

The instructions can also be found on the World Wide Web:
access under http://www.elsevier.nl or http://www.elsevier.com

€ The paper used in this publication meets the requirements of  ANSI/NISO 239.48-1992 (Permanence of Paper).

Printed in The Netherlands



LANDSCAPE AND
URBAN PLANNING

An International Journal of Landscape Ecology,
Landscape Planning and Landscape design

Editor-in-Chief:

JE. Rodiek, College of Architecture, Texas A & M University, College Station, TX 77843-3137, USA

AIMS AND SCOPE

A journal concerned with
conceptual, scientific and
design approaches to land
use. By emphasizing
ecological understanding and
a multi-disciplinary approach
to analysis and planning and
design, it attempts to draw
attention to the interrelated
nature of problems posed by
nature and human use of
land. In addition, papers
dealing with ecological
processes and interactions
within urban areas, and
between these areas and the
surrounding natural systems
which support them, will be
considered. Papers in which
specific problems are
examined are welcome.
Topics might include but are
not limited to landscape
ecology, landscape planning
and landscape design.
Landscape ecology examines
how heterogeneous
combinations of ecosystems
are structured, how they
function and how they
change. Landscape planning
examines the various ways
humans structure their land
use changes. Landscape
design involves the physical
strategies and forms by which
land use change is actually
directed. Landscape and
Urban Planning is based on

the premise that research
linked to practice will
ultimately improve the human
made landscape.

Editorial Advisory Board:
1.D.Bishop, Parkville Vic., Australia,
E.G. Bolen, Wilmington, NC, USA,
1.D. Bruns, Schomdorf, Germany,
J.B. Byrom, Edinburgh, UK,

T.C. Daniel, Tucson, AZ. USA,

R.M. DeGraaf, Amherst, MA, USA,
J.G. Fabos, Amherst, MA, USA,

S. Gonzalez Alonso, Madrid, Spain,
M. Hough, Etobicoke, ON, Canada,

P. Jacobs, Montreal, PO, Canada,
D.S. Jones, Melbourne, Vic., Australia,
H. Lavery, Milton, Old., Australia,
W.M. Marsh, Flinf, Ml, USA,

D.L. Mitchell, Dallas, TX, USA,

D.G. Morrison, Athens, GA, USA,

J.I. Nassauer, St.Paul, MN, USA,

M. Nelischer, Guelph, ON, Canada,
D.D. Paterson Vancouver, BC, Canada,
A.Ramos, Madrid, Spain,

P. Shepard, Claremont, CA, USA,
O.R. Skage, Alnarp, Sweden,

R.C. Smardon, Syracuse, NY, USA,
G. Sorte, Alnarp, Sweden,

F. Stearns, Rhinelander, WI USA,

R.C. Szaro, Washington, DC, USA,

J.W. Thomas, La Grande, OR, USA,
P.J. Trowbridge, Ithaca. NY, USA,

TH.D. Turner, London, UK,

M.J.  Vroom, Wageningen,

The  Netherlands.

W.V. Wendler, College Station, TX,
USA,

B.-E. Yang, Seoul, Korea,

E.H. Zube, Tucson, AZ, USA

ABSTRACTED/INDEXED IN
Applied Ecology Abstracts,
Biological Abstracts,

Current Contents B & S,
Environmental  Periodicals
Bibliography,  Geobase,
Geographical  Abstracts,
LandSearch.

ELSEVIER

SCIENCE PUBLISHERS

1994 SUBSCRIPTION DATA

Volumes 28-30 (in 9 issues)
Subscription  price:
Dfl. 1080.00 (US $584.00)
incl. Postage
ISSN 0169-2046

Elsevier Science Publishers,
P.0. Box 211, 1000 AE Amsterdam,
The  Netherlands

Fax: (020) 5803-208

Customers in the USA and Canada:

Elsevier Science Publishers )

P.0. Box 945, Madison Square Stafion,

New York, NY 10160-0757, USA

Fax: (212) 633-3680

The Dutch Guilder price quoled applies workdwide, exceptin he
Americas (North, Cental and South Ameﬂca) Ihc us Doflar
pncequofed appl:esm heh VAT

4....‘..

appropriate VAT rate lppllcnbb in their country to the price




