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Abstract: Tropical landscapes comprise a variety of land cover (LC) types with characteristic canopy
structure and tree species. Depending on the LC type, large-diameter trees and certain tree species can
contribute disproportionately to aboveground biomass (AGB), and these patterns are not described at
landscape-level in LC type specific studies. Therefore, we investigated the impact of large trees and
tree species on AGB across a range of LC types in Taita Hills, Kenya. Data included 239 field plots from
seven LC types: Montane forest, Plantation forest, Mixed forest, Riverine forest, Bushland, Grassland,
and Cropland and homestead. Our results show that the contribution of large trees (DBH > 60 cm)
on AGB was greatest in Riverine forest, Montane forest and Mixed forest (34–87%). Large trees were
also common in Plantation forests and Cropland and homestead. Small trees (DBH < 20 cm) covered
less than 10% of the total AGB in all forest types. In Grassland, and Cropland and homestead, smaller
DBH classes made a greater contribution. Bushland differed from other classes as large trees were
rare. Furthermore, the results show that each LC type had characteristic species with high AGB. In
the Montane and Mixed forest, Albizia gummifera contributed 21.1% and 18.3% to AGB, respectively.
Eucalyptus spp., exotic species planted in the area, were important in Mixed and Plantation forests.
Newtonia hildebrandtii was the most important species in Riverine forests. In Bushland, Acacia mearnsii,
species with invasive character, was abundant among trees with DBH < 30 cm. Vachellia tortillis, a
common species in savannahs of East Africa, made the largest contribution in Grassland. Finally,
in Cropland and homestead, Grevillea robusta was the most important species (>25% of AGB). Our
results highlight the importance of conserving large trees and certain species to retain AGB stocks in
the landscape. Furthermore, the results demonstrate that exotic tree species, even though invasive,
can have large contribution to AGB.

Keywords: landscape; aboveground biomass; tree species; land cover; important value index

1. Introduction

Aboveground biomass (AGB) is a crucial component of the global carbon cycle and an
essential ecological variable. It has been recognized as a Global Climate Observing System
(GCOS) Essential Climate Variable (ECV) and plays a critical role in the REDD+ framework
(reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and the role of conservation,
sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing
countries) [1]. AGB is also an important input to Earth system modeling and central to
provision of food and fiber worldwide, as well as to soil, fire, and water management [2].
However, changes in land use, particularly tropical deforestation and forest degradation
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have led to global reduction of AGB [3]. In Africa, a considerable fraction of AGB is found
outside tropical forests, for example, in savannah woodland, bushland, and agricultural
landscapes [4]. This highlights the need for further research on AGB patterns across
different LC types in the mosaic landscapes that consist of multiple LC types [5].

Stem diameter distribution and its links to AGB in different LC types are important for
understanding carbon stocks and their dynamics [6]. Stem diameter distribution relates to
a wide variety of ecosystem processes and services. In particular, large-sized trees are vital
to forest structure, function, diversity [7], and regulation of ecosystem services [8,9]. Large
trees make a disproportionately large contribution to the AGB of tropical forests [10–15]
and their biomass production [16].

In Africa, large trees are widely distributed also outside tropical forests, for example, in
woodlands, bushlands, and agroforestry systems [13,17]. Many studies have reported the
important contribution of large trees to AGB in Africa [13,14,18–20], but some have revealed
the important role played by the small-diameter trees in the region [21,22]. However,
anthropogenic, environmental and climatic dynamics have contributed to the substantial
decline of large-sized trees in Africa [23,24]. For example, illegal logging, agricultural
intensification, insect and disease attacks, overgrazing, browsing, droughts and repeated
wildfires can significantly reduce the number of large trees [25]. This affects the tree size
distribution and hence, AGB [26]. Moreover, relatively little is known about the distribution
and abundance of large trees in African savannah. This information is critical, as large trees
can act as focal points for vegetation restoration in degraded agricultural landscapes and
support climate change mitigation efforts through conservation [27].

Biomass allocation patterns are also influenced by tree species [13,19,28]. Only certain
tree species are capable of reaching large sizes and hence, a few dominant tree species can
contribute disproportionately to the AGB of a given LC type [14]. This may be due to the
functional dominance of large trees [28]. Disturbance regimes that allow for the devel-
opment of large-diameter trees promote the presence of these trees in an ecosystem [29].
High species richness and the presence of large tree species help to maintain vegetation
structure, ecological function, and response to forest disturbance [30,31]. Landscapes with
a diverse array of large tree species are better able to respond to disturbances and maintain
their structure and ecological function [30]. In African savannahs, tree species are seriously
impacted by megafauna, wildfires and agriculture [25], resulting in a decline in the AGB of
large trees [26].

Large trees play a significant role in supporting ecosystem services and biodiversity.
While all trees are valuable components of ecosystems, large old trees are typically keystone
structures in forests, woodlands, savannas, agricultural landscapes, and urban areas,
playing unique ecological roles not provided by younger, smaller trees [7]. The large-
sized trees influence the rates and patterns of regeneration and succession [32], reduce
moisture and light availability to younger trees [33], and influence the mortality of small
trees [34]. They shape the structure of forests [35], occur at low stem densities, but influence
spatial patterns over long inter-tree distances [36,37]. Large trees act as habitat for over
30% of vertebrate species in some ecosystems and create microenvironments with high
levels of soil nutrients and plant species richness. Species dominance in landscape and LC
types is important for ecosystem function and can be measured, for example, by the species
important value index (IVI) [38,39]. Accurate assessments of the contribution of dominant
tree species to AGB in different LC types are necessary for developing effective strategies
to mitigate global climate change, but also for understanding their ecological benefits.

In this study, we examined the presence and effect of large trees and tree species on
AGB in a mosaic landscape comprising of several LC types in the Taita Hills, Kenya. More
specifically, we (1) studied how different sizes of trees contribute to AGB in different LC
types; (2) examined which species contribute most to the large trees and AGB in different
LC types; and (3) assessed ecological significance of tree species in the different LC types.
We hypothesized that only a small number of the largest trees are responsible for the
preponderance of AGB although there might be considerable differences between the LC
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types. As only certain species can develop into large individuals, we expected that total
AGB is also affected by tree-species composition of the LC type.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

The Taita Hills are located in southeastern Kenya (Figure 1) and belong to the Eastern
Arc Mountains, which are highly valuable for conservation [40]. The field plots were
combined from several previous studies (see Section 2.2 below for details) and entailed
variation in topography and LC types (Table 1). The area is topographically variable, and
elevation ranges from approximately 600 m a.s.l. to the highest peak of the Taita Hills,
Vuria (2208 m a.s.l.). The rainfall varies according to the topography between 500 mm and
1200 mm per year from plains to the hills. The soils are mostly cambisols that originate
from weathered gneiss and are often gravelly to sandy-loamy and shallow [41]. Because
these soils are well drained, they are less fertile. The steep slopes and transition zones are
dominated by regosols, which are shallow, highly permeable, and have low water holding
capacity [41]. However, due to favorable climate and edaphic conditions in the Taita Hills,
as well as economic growth due to location on a transport node and tourist attractions [42],
the human population in the area is growing and new agricultural land is cleared.

Forests 2023, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 3 of 21 
 

 

specifically, we (1) studied how different sizes of trees contribute to AGB in different LC 

types; (2) examined which species contribute most to the large trees and AGB in different 

LC types; and (3) assessed ecological significance of tree species in the different LC types. 

We hypothesized that only a small number of the largest trees are responsible for the pre-

ponderance of AGB although there might be considerable differences between the LC 

types. As only certain species can develop into large individuals, we expected that total 

AGB is also affected by tree-species composition of the LC type. 

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Study Area 

The Taita Hills are located in southeastern Kenya (Figure 1) and belong to the Eastern 

Arc Mountains, which are highly valuable for conservation [40]. The field plots were com-

bined from several previous studies (see Section 2.2 below for details) and entailed varia-

tion in topography and LC types (Table 1). The area is topographically variable, and ele-

vation ranges from approximately 600 m a.s.l. to the highest peak of the Taita Hills, Vuria 

(2208 m a.s.l.). The rainfall varies according to the topography between 500 mm and 1200 

mm per year from plains to the hills. The soils are mostly cambisols that originate from 

weathered gneiss and are often gravelly to sandy-loamy and shallow [41]. Because these 

soils are well drained, they are less fertile. The steep slopes and transition zones are dom-

inated by regosols, which are shallow, highly permeable, and have low water holding 

capacity [41]. However, due to favorable climate and edaphic conditions in the Taita Hills, 

as well as economic growth due to location on a transport node and tourist attractions 

[42], the human population in the area is growing and new agricultural land is cleared. 

 

Figure 1. Location of the study area and field plots with different land cover types. Figure 1. Location of the study area and field plots with different land cover types.



Forests 2023, 14, 642 4 of 20

Table 1. Land cover (LC) types, number of 0.1 ha field plots in each type and elevation range.

LC Type Description n Number of Tree Species Elevation (m)

Montane forest Montane forest of native tree species. 39 74 1506–2147

Plantation forest Plantation forest of exotic tree species (Eucalyptus
spp., Cupressus lusitanica, Pinus spp.) 39 30 1407–2133

Mixed forest
Montane or plantation forest with mixed species

composition (<80% of the species are either
native or exotic).

11 38 1641–2136

Riverine forest Forest and woodland along the river. 7 4 859–887

Bushland
Acacia-Commiphora bushland and thicket in the

plains and lower height Acacia mearnsii
plantations in hills.

70 70 675–1987

Grassland Open savanna grassland with scattered trees. 9 8 880–1049

Cropland and homestead Open crop fields, agroforestry systems, and
homestead with woody vegetation. 64 62 669–1765

African tropical montane forests have high AGB that vanishes rapidly, which along
with rich biodiversity emphasize the importance of their conservation [43]. The Taita Hills
are densely populated and have undergone large-scale deforestation, and as a result, the
remaining forest patches are very fragmented and located near the mountaintops [44].
Some of the most common native species include Tabernaemontana stapfiana, Macaranga
capensis, Oxyanthus speciosus and Phoenix reclinata, and Celtis africana. Plantations of exotic
trees (e.g., Eucalyptus spp., Pinus patula, Cupressus lusitanica, and Acacia mearnsii) are present
adjacent to the montane forests, and mixed species stands (native–exotic) are also common.
Otherwise, the landscape in the hills consists of smallholder agriculture (mainly maize
fields with intercropping of beans), homesteads and settlements. Agroforestry and trees
outside forests (e.g., Grevillea robusta) are usual in the hills.

The lower elevation plains of the Taita Hills belong to the Tsavo ecosystem, which
include Tsavo East and West National Parks along with several other protected areas.
Livestock and wildlife populations are large in the plains. Cattle, elephants, and buffaloes
constitute the most important herbivores. Some of the field plots were located within two
protected areas, Taita Hills Wildlife Sanctuary (THWS) and LUMO Community Wildlife
Sanctuary, where herbivores maintain open Grassland. THWS also has protected Riverine
forest. The rest of the plots were located in areas outside the conservation areas, which
consist of dryland agriculture and Acacia-Commiphora bushland and thickets. Common
crops in the plains include cassava, maize, and legumes. Some typical woody species are
Vachellia tortillis, Commiphora baluensis, Vachellia xanthophloea, Albizia antihelmintica, and
Commiphora schimperi.

2.2. Field Inventory Data and Biomass Calculations

We compiled data from several field campaigns conducted between 2013 and 2018
in the study area [4,45,46]. The resulting sampling design does not follow any particular
sampling scheme, as each campaign focused on different sub-areas. However, the aim of
each campaign was to cover the complete variation in woody AGB in the sub-area, which
should ensure that the compiled data effectively covers the variation in AGB in the study
area. Furthermore, the field plots were surveyed using the same protocol in each campaign,
allowing us to combine data from different campaigns. Part of the plots were randomly
selected from the respective study areas, while another part of the plots was selected
purposefully from areas with different assumed AGB levels and species composition (e.g.,
know locations of montane and plantation forests).

In all the plots, the living trees with the diameter at breast height (DBH) ≥ 10 cm
in a circular 0.1 ha plots (17.84 m radius) were measured for diameter and identified for
species [47]. The DBH measurement was made using a diameter measurement tape. In
addition, tree height (H) was measured for at least three sample trees (minimum, maximum
and median DBH) using either a laser range finder (Laser Technology TruPulse 360) or
hypsometer (Suunto). In the plots outside forest, most trees were measured for H as there
were typically very few. Furthermore, for palms, H was always measured as DBH is not
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good predictor of AGB. Ten forest plots surveyed in 2013 lacked H measurements and
maximum H was estimated from the canopy height model (CHM) based on airborne laser
scanning (ALS) data [48]. Tree species were identified by local para-taxonomists or a ranger
who knows the majority of the species. The fraction of species that remained unidentified
corresponds to 2% of the measured stems.

For trees with only DBH measurement, height was predicted using a two-parameter
Curtis height function [49]. Furthermore, non-linear mixed effect modeling and the plot as
random effects (e.g., [50]) were used to calibrate the H-DBH model for each sample plot.
This was completed using the ‘nlme’ package [51] in the R environment [52]. The root mean
square error (RMSE) of the model was 4.0 m (29.4%).

The pan-tropical allometric equation from Chave et al. [53] was used to estimate AGB
(kg) for most of the trees based on wood-specific density (WD, g cm−3), DBH (cm), and H
(m): AGB = 0.0673 × (WD × DBH2 × H)0.976. This model is based on a destructive dataset
of trees at 58 sites across a wide range of environmental and vegetation types in Africa,
South America, South Asia and Australia [53]. In addition, genus-specific models were
used for Acacia spp. (AGB = exp(−1.59 + 2.19 × log(DBH)) × 1.05) and Eucalyptus spp.
(AGB = exp(−1.71 + 2.21 × log(DBH)) × 1.29) [54]. AGB of Pinus spp. were estimated
using stem volume (V, m−2) equation (V = 8.42 × 10−4 × DBH – 7.354 × 10−3 × DBH +
2.506 × 10−2) [55] and biomass expansion factor for tropical pines [56]. Values of WD were
obtained from the ‘biomass’ package [57] in R. If species-specific WD could not be obtained,
we used genus-specific WD estimates, and if that was not available, we used the mean of
all species present in the data (i.e., study area specific mean value).

Land cover (LC) describes the observed biophysical surface of the earth (e.g., forest,
bare soil, grassland, bushland and cropland). On the other hand, land use refers to the
human arrangement and activities on the earth’s surface (e.g., agroforestry, pasture, and
conservation). However, land use and land cover are often linked (e.g., croplands are
cultivated and managed) and a classification system for a particular task can include
elements of both. In our data, LC was recorded in the field but not using a consistent
classification system. In addition, several people were involved in field campaigns, which
can cause variation to classification. Therefore, we harmonized the LC classification and
checked every plot using field-based information (e.g., if plot was cultivated or not), tree
species composition (fractions of native and exotic species) and ALS data corresponding to
field campaigns (canopy cover and height). The final LC classes with the number of plots
in each class are shown in Table 1 and photographic examples are shown in Figure 2. If we
could not classify a plot to one of these LC types (e.g., located on the border of two classes
because of random sampling), we excluded the plot from this study. As a result, we used a
total of 239 plots in this study.

Descriptive statistics for the plots are provided in Table 2. Mean stem density and
basal area were relatively large in Montane forest, Mixed forest, and Plantation forest, and
relatively small in Grassland, Cropland and homestead, Riverine forest, and Bushland. The
tallest mean height was found in the Plantation forest and was relatively high in all forest
types. In comparison to other types, Riverine forest had a very large mean DBH. As a result
of wide variation in stand variables, mean AGB ranged from 11.6 Mg ha−1 in Grassland to
323.6 Mg ha−1 in Montane forest with the largest AGB values observed in Montane (643.2
Mg ha−1) and Plantation forest (671.1 Mg ha−1).
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2018. Photos by P. Pellikka, except (A) by Janne Heiskanen.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the field plots.

LC Type Variable Mean SD Range

Montane forest (n = 39) Density (trees ha−1) 664.0 220.2 150.0–1214.0
Basal area (m2 ha−1) 44.9 14.9 16.9–85.6

Mean height (m) 13.8 2.2 8.2–18.2
Mean DBH (cm) 24.7 15.8 10.0–123.5
AGB (Mg ha−1) 323.6 134.2 117.3–643.2

Plantation forest (n = 39) Density (trees ha−1) 505.0 236.6 120.0–1192.8
Basal area (m2 ha−1) 36.6 19.8 5.1–94.3

Mean height (m) 16.4 4.4 10.1–29.7
Mean DBH (cm) 26.8 14.7 10.0–118.5
AGB (Mg ha−1) 211.4 131.7 21.5–671.1

Mixed forest (n = 11) Density (trees ha−1) 646.0 200.9 411.3–1060.0
Basal area (m2 ha−1) 40.1 13.3 16.6–555.5

Mean height (m) 11.9 2.8 7.7–16.6
Mean DBH (cm) 23.7 14.9 10.0–110.1
AGB (Mg ha−1) 223.3 95.5 85.4–388.4

Riverine forest (n = 7) Density (trees ha−1) 69.0 58.1 10.0–190.7
Basal area (m2 ha−1) 21.7 12.6 61.0–42.7

Mean height (m) 16.2 5.0 9.6–24.1
Mean DBH (cm) 53.7 34.0 10.6–170.0
AGB (Mg ha−1) 155.7 121.2 25.9–379.1

Bushland (n = 70) Density (trees ha−1) 123.0 145.0 10.0–960.0
Basal area (m2 ha−1) 4.2 4.8 0.1–23.6

Mean height (m) 7.4 2.3 3.0–13.5
Mean DBH (cm) 18.6 9.1 10.0–109.0
AGB (Mg ha−1) 15.9 23.7 0.1–127.1

Grassland (n = 9) Density (trees ha−1) 59.0 53.0 20.3–171.3
Basal area (m2 ha−1) 2.4 2.1 0.4–7.3

Mean height (m) 8.4 1.3 6.8–11.2
Mean DBH (cm) 19.4 12.2 10.1–63.5
AGB (Mg ha−1) 11.6 12.5 1.9–42.3

Cropland and homestead (n = 64) Density (trees ha−1) 64.0 72.0 10.0–240
Basal area (m2 ha−1) 2.4 2.1 0.4–7.3

Mean height (m) 8.4 1.3 3.0–20.3
Mean DBH (cm) 21.5 11.8 10.0–100.7
AGB (Mg ha−1) 15.0 21.8 0.2–108.9

2.3. Data Analysis

First, we studied how AGB is distributed in DBH classes in the LC types. All trees of
each type were analyzed together and the mean AGB calculated for DBH classes from 10
cm up to >70 cm range in 10 cm intervals. The results were visualized as a bar plot. We
also computed the fraction (%) that each DBH class contributed to the total AGB of each LC
type. Furthermore, the contribution of different DBH classes, particularly for large trees,
can vary between plots within each LC type. Therefore, we also computed the fraction of
AGB covered by large trees for each plot and compared different LC types.

Next, we studied what tree species contributed most to the AGB in different LC types
and DBH classes. For each type, we identified the species that made the largest contribution
to total AGB, and analyzed whether, and how much, these species contributed to each DBH
class. Furthermore, we studied which species were most common in different DBH classes.

Finally, we examined ecological importance of the tree species in the LC types in the
landscape. The density (stems/ha), frequency (probability of occurrence by LC types), and
dominance (degree to which one or several species have a major influence controlling the
other species in their ecological community) of species in each plot were calculated using
Equations (1)–(3). Tree density, frequency and dominance were then converted into relative
density (RDE), frequency (RF) and dominance (RDO) (Equations (4)–(6)). Relative values
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provide more meaningful information than absolute measurement in comparing similar
forest stands [58]. The relative density, frequency, and dominance were then summed to
calculate the important value index (IVI) (Equation (7)) for each species in the LC types [59].
The IVI has been commonly used to assess the importance of tree species [59–61], and for
understanding the share of individual tree species in the LC types [62]. It also maximizes the
differences among stands with similar species composition that may not be demonstrated
with just a single measure. It further represents the relative importance or dominance of a
tree species in an LC type and ranged from 0 to 300. A zero value resulted when a species
did not occur in an area, while a value of three hundred indicates sole dominance.

Density =
Total number of a species

Total area sampled
(1)

Frequency =
Area of plots in which a species occurs

Total area sampled
(2)

Dominance =
Total basal area of a species

Total area sampled
(3)

Relative density (RDE) =
Number of individuals of a species

Number of individuals of all species
× 100 (4)

Relative frequency (RF) = Frequency of a species
Sum frequency of all species ×100 (5)

Relative dominance (RDO) =
Total basal area of the species
Total basal area of all species

× 100 (6)

Important value index (IVI) = RF + RDE + RDO (7)

3. Results
3.1. Contribution of Diameter Classes to Aboveground Biomass

A high mean AGB was observed in the largest DBH classes for all LC types (Figure 3A).
In all the LC types except Riverine forest, stem count decreased towards the larger DBH
classes (Figure 3B). The stem count of the smaller DBH trees was the highest in Montane and
Plantation forests. In Riverine forest, stem count varied the least between the DBH classes.

Percentage AGB and stem count of DBH classes varied considerably between the LC
types (Figure 4). A majority of total AGB (80%) was in DBH ≥ 70 cm trees in Riverine
forest (Figure 4A). In Montane forest, Mixed forest and Grassland, trees with DBH ≥ 60 cm
accounted for approximately a third of the total AGB although they covered only a small
proportion of the stem count (Figure 4B). Furthermore, in Plantation forest and Cropland
and homestead types, large trees (DBH ≥ 60 cm) were common but accounted for less of
the total AGB (24% and 19%, respectively). Bushland differed from the other LC types
because it had a majority (56%) of the total AGB stored in the smallest DBH classes (<30 cm)
(Figure 4A) and the largest proportion of the smaller DBH trees (Figure 4B). Grassland also
had a high fraction of AGB in the two lowest DBH classes, and Cropland and homestead in
DBH classes 20–29.9 cm and 30–39.9 cm. In the Riverine forest, the smallest DBH classes
had a very small fraction of AGB.

Supplementary Figure S1 shows the contribution (%) of different DBH classes to AGB
at each field plot. The plot-level analysis confirms that the patterns observed in the LC-type
analysis (Figure 4) are also present in the plots, although plot-level variation is large. The
median AGB contribution was always the greatest in the largest DBH class (≥70 cm) in the
forests. Contribution was greater than 80% in the Riverine forest plots, while it was only
greater than 25% in other types. Contribution of DBH classes reduces systematically in the
Montane forest towards smaller DBH classes. In the Bushland and Grassland, the smallest
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DBH class (10.0–19.9 cm) had a large variation and contribution range roughly from zero
to 100%. In the Cropland and homestead, the variation between the plots is the greatest.
However, the greatest median contribution (approximately 75%) is observed in the largest
DBH class (DBH ≥ 70 cm).
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3.2. Contribution of Tree Species on Aboveground Biomass

Table 3 shows the tree species that contribute the most to AGB in each LC type, as well
as their contribution to AGB by DBH class. Albizia gummifera made the largest contribution
to AGB in both Montane forest and Mixed forest (21.1% and 18.3%, respectively). It had
a particularly large contribution in larger DBH classes (DBH ≥ 40 cm). Tabernaemontana
stapfiana also had a contribution greater than 10% to AGB in Montane forest, but it was
not as common among the largest trees as A. gummifera. Other important Montane forest
species in terms of AGB were Macaranga capensis, Millettia oblata, and Syzygium guineense.
In the Mixed forest and Plantation forest, Eucalyptus spp. were the exotic species with the
greatest contribution to AGB. Although present in all the DBH classes, its contribution
was particularly large in the larger DBH classes. Other important species in the Plantation
forest included Cupressus lusitanica and Pinus spp. The Riverine forest plots only had four
tree species with DBH 10 cm or larger. Newtonia hildebrandtii contributed by far the greatest
proportion to AGB (67.2%) with only trees larger than 30 cm in DBH.
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Table 3. Contribution of the most important tree species to aboveground biomass (AGB) as a fraction
of total AGB (%) in land cover (LC) type and diameter at breast height (DBH) classes.

LC Type Species Contribution
to AGB (%)

Contribution to AGB (%) of DBH Class (cm)

10–19.9 20–29.9 30–39.9 40–49.9 50–59.9 60–69.9 ≥70

Bushland Acacia mearnsii 22.3 32.7 28.8 8.9 12.9 22.4
Albizia amara 17.6 2.5 12.1 30.1 40.2 37.4 41.0

Newtonia hildebrandtii 4.6 100.0
Commiphora africana 4.6 3.3 5.9 5.5 46.1

Agauria salicifolia 4.3 2.8 9.9 22.1
Cropland and

homestead
Grevillea robusta 25.2 8.6 21.4 39.2 57.6 47
Eucalyptus sp. 12.1 6.1 4.9 16.8 16.8 29.2 76.7

Mangifera indica 11.6 5.7 3.4 3.6 5.3 49.4
Ficus thonningii 4.5 13.1 23.3 18.4
Persea americana 4.4 4.3 7.1 6.9 10.7

Grassland Vachellia tortillis 63.9 38.1 75.6 100.0 100.0 53.1
Acacia reficiens 16.1 46.9

Portulacaria afra 8.1 35.6 5.0
Albizia anthelmintica 7.6 4.4 19.4 100.0

Acacia senegal 1.8 9.3
Mixed forest Albizia gummifera 18.3 5.5 5.5 14 16.3 23.2 29.4 27.2

Eucalyptus sp. 11.5 7.9 5.6 5.8 8.6 9.3 14.5 22.8
Cupressus lusitanica 9.7 4.4 8.0 6.6 28.1 9.8 9.4 4.5
Xymalos monospora 6.8 5.7 8.0 5.8 4.1 4.9 14.6

Nuxia floribunda 6.6 1.4 4.7 8.4 18.6 5.6 6.1
Montane forest Albizia gummifera 21.1 2.6 3.8 10.0 7.5 13.9 20.1 54.3

Tabernaemontana
stapfiana 12.9 12.3 20.3 19.7 17.4 17.1 9.0 2.2

Macaranga capensis 9.3 5.0 6.7 7.0 10.5 15.1 16.8 5.3
Millettia oblata 6.7 6.2 7.1 11.6 13.4 4.7 3.8

Syzygium guineense 5.9 1.4 3.4 2.2 6.8 9.0 11.7 5.4
Plantation Eucalyptus sp. 57.2 43.6 45.9 41.0 47.3 55.3 79.1 93.9

forest Cupressus lusitanica 17.5 14.2 22.8 24.0 27.7 16.9 8.0
Pinus sp. 16.7 5.0 16.9 27.1 20.3 17.8 12.9 6.1

Acacia mearnsii 2.5 14.6 6.1 2.0 1.0
Grevillea robusta 1.0 0.1 0.6 2.8 2.1

Riverine Newtonia hildebrandtii 67.2 72.2 39.6 15.2 77.6 72.7
forest Vachellia xanthophloea 31.7 100.0 75.5 27.8 29.4 84.8 22.4 27.3

Cordia goetzei 0.8 31.1
Trichilia lepidota 0.4 24.5

Outside forests, Acacia mearnsii and Albizia amara made the largest contribution in
Bushland. A. mearnsii is an exotic species and was very common in the smaller DBH classes
(DBH < 30 cm), while A. amara was more common in the larger DBH classes (DBH ≥ 30 cm).
In the Grassland plots, Vachellia tortillis made a particularly large contribution to AGB
(63.9%). Finally, in the Cropland and homestead, Grevillea robusta made a very large share
to AGB (>25%). Eucalyptus spp. and M. indica also made contributions larger than 10%,
including large tree individuals. In addition, some montane forest species, such as Ficus
thonningii, remained in the farms and contributed importantly to AGB.

In addition, we checked each DBH class for the species contributions
(Supplementary Table S1). Some new species were revealed that were important in
particular DBH classes, such as A. mearnsii in the smaller DBH classes of Cropland and
homestead, and Chrysophyllum gorungosanum and Pouteria adolfi-friedericii among the
largest trees in the montane forests.

3.3. Relationship between AGB and IVI of the Dominant Tree Species

The dominant tree species among all the LC types were identified based on the IVI and
AGB of those species (Figure 5A). Eucalyptus spp. had the highest IVI and AGB. On the other
hand, C. lusitanica had the second largest IVI but a lower AGB compared to A. gummifera, a
native tree species with the 4th highest IVI. T. stapfiana and Pinus spp. were among the first
five important species in the landscape. In general, tree species showed a strong positive
correlation (R = 0.95, p < 0.001) between the AGB and IVI at the landscape-level (Figure 5B)
and in the different LC types (Supplementary Figure S2).
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Figure 5. (A) Total aboveground biomass (AGB) and importance value index (IVI) of the hyperdomi-
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(i.e., across all land cover types). Linear model (AGB = 14.3 × IVI – 3.33) with 95% confidence interval
is shown to demonstrate the strength of the relationship.

The IVI values showed considerable variation between the LC types (Table 4). The
highest IVI values were observed for N. hildebrandtii (149.1) in Riverine forest, V. tortilis
(129.5) in Grassland, Eucalyptus spp. (107.0) in Plantation forest, G. robusta (44.9) in Cropland
and homestead, A. mearnsii (43.3) in Bushland, T. stapfiana (34.7) in Montane forest, and
A. gummifera (31.9) in Mixed forest. In addition, A. gummifera, A. mearnsii, and Eucalyptus
spp. were species with high IVI in Mixed/Montane forest, Bushland/Plantation forest, and
Mixed/Plantation forest, respectively.

The three components of IVI mainly followed the same pattern as IVI, i.e., the highest
values of RF, RDE, and RDO corresponded to the same species (Table 4). However, there
were some notable exceptions. Commiphora africana had the highest RF (relative frequency)
in Bushland and Albizia anthelmintica in Grassland. The highest values were observed for
N. hildebrandtii (occurred in 50% of the Riverine forest plots), V. tortilis, and A. anthelmintica
in Grassland (occurred in 35.7% and 21.4% of the plots, respectively). Relatively high RDE
(relative density) was observed for Maesa lanceolata in Mixed forest and V. xanthophloea
in Riverine forest. In terms of RDO (relative dominance), A. amara had a relatively high
value although the highest value was achieved by A. mearnsii. Furthermore, A. reficiens in
Grassland, Eucalyptus spp. in mixed forest, and A. gummifera in montane forest had high
AGB in tree species with lower IVI.
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Table 4. Tree species importance value (IVI) and AGB for common species in different LC types.

LC Type Species RF RDE RDO IVI % IVI % AGB

Bushland Acacia mearnsii 4.7 21.1 17.6 43.3 14.4 22.7
Commiphora africana 6.1 9.0 10.2 25.3 8.4 4.5

Commiphora schimperi 4.7 9.3 4.9 18.9 6.3 2.9
Albizia amara 3.3 5.0 10.4 18.7 6.3 1.8

Cropland and
homestead Grevillea robusta 10.4 13.9 20.6 44.9 15.0 26

Mangifera indica 4.6 9.7 10.8 25.1 8.4 11
Persea americana 8.7 5.9 6.4 21.0 7.0 1.5
Eucalyptus spp. 2.9 5.0 8.8 16.6 5.5 13

Grassland Acacia tortilis 35.7 37.7 56.0 129.5 43.0 64
Portulacaria afra 7.1 30.2 12.9 50.3 16.8 8.1

Albizia anthelmintica 21.4 13.2 12.4 47.1 15.7 7.6
Acacia reficiens 7.1 1.9 13.0 22.1 7.4 16

Mixed forest Albizia gummifera 5.8 9.0 17.2 31.9 10.4 18.5
Cupressus lusitanica 6.7 9.3 13.0 28.9 9.6 10

Maesa lanceolata 9.6 10.6 4.8 25.0 8.3 4.5
Eucalyptus spp. 4.8 5.7 9.1 19.6 9.9 11.2

Montane forest Tabernaemontana stapfiana 5.8 14.6 14.4 34.7 11.7 13
Albizia gummifera 5.2 5.6 16.7 27.6 9.2 21

Macaranga capensis 4.9 8.1 10.9 23.9 8.0 9
Millettia oblata 3.9 5.6 5.7 15.3 5.1 7

Plantation forest Eucalyptus spp. 18.3 38.8 49.9 107.0 35.7 58
Cupressus lusitanica 11.1 23.2 21.6 55.9 18.6 18

Pinus spp. 8.7 15.9 20.6 45.2 15.4 17
Acacia mearnsii 12.7 7.9 3.1 23.7 7.9 3.0

Riverine forest Newtonia hildebrandtii 50.0 37.5 61.6 149.1 49.7 67
Vachellia xanthophloea 30.0 58.3 37.0 125.3 41.8 32

Cordia goetzei 10.0 2.1 1.0 13.1 4.4 0.7
Trichilia lepidota 10.0 2.1 0.4 12.5 4.1 0.3

RF = Relative frequency; RDO = Relative dominance; RDE = Relative density; IVI = Importance value index,
%IVI = percent IVI, %AGB = percentage fraction of AGB per hectare.

4. Discussion
4.1. Importance of Large Trees on Aboveground Biomass

The results revealed that large trees account for a disproportionate fraction of AGB in
some of the sampled LC types in a mosaic landscape with strong human impact on current
tree cover. The impact of large trees on AGB is large in forests in the hills, but large trees
are scarcer in the lowlands (Bushland, Grassland). The variation in contribution is the
greatest in the Cropland and homestead type, where large trees in agroforestry systems
can account for substantial AGB. These results support our hypothesis that few large DBH
trees contribute disproportionately to AGB in the studied landscape. The contribution of
the large sized trees to the AGB is similar to that in African tropical montane forests [63],
other reports from African Savannahs [31,64,65] and other areas [6,14,29,66].

Some LC types are more prone to disturbance by humans, wildlife and cattle, which
contributes to the observed differences in large trees. Anthropogenic disturbance may affect
the abundance and persistence of large trees. Regular disturbances such as the removal of
large trees for timber, fuelwood and land clearing for agriculture by communities contribute
to a lower proportion of large trees and a gradual increase in smaller-sized trees [67,68].
Moreover, exotic plantations of cypress, pine, and eucalyptus in the logged forest gaps and
around forest-remnant boundaries as well as trees in Cropland and homestead type, result
from active tree planting and management and therefore exhibit antropogenic patterns [68,69].

Montane, Mixed, Plantation and Riverine forest were dominated by A. gummifera,
Eucalyptus spp. and N. hildebrandtii that are known to mature into large trees. The presence
of large exotic trees mainly in Plantation and Mixed forest could be driven by fertile
soil, high precipitation and elevation [70]. While slope valley bottoms with alluvial soils,
and drained watershed-scale forest explains the increased tree diameter in the Riverine
forest [71]. Furthermore, the desire of plantation farmers for a certain size allows trees to
reach a specific size before harvest as their biomass accumulates rapidly with stand age [72].
Similar to this result are studies in semi-deciduous forest in West Africa [73,74] and for
closed canopy and Riverine forest in Togo [18].

Small-size diameter trees were common in Grassland in the lowlands with shallow
soils and Bushland. Considering that some of the plots were located in wildlife conservation
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and grazing areas, destruction of trees via movement and browsing of elephants also
contribute to low AGB in the Bushland and Grassland [4,75]. Although the livelihood of
communities in the Taita Hills is largely dependent on farming [44], large diameter trees
still occur in the fields as an agroforestry system that is capable of connecting remaining
tree stands [76]. Homesteads have trees that surround individual dwellings that are not
interconnected but occur as small stands separated by agricultural fields. M. indica, G.
robusta, common fruit trees and other valuable trees for human use and other ecological
value (e.g., Prunus africana), normally grow into large sizes. Furthermore, agroforestry tree
species benefit from protection by farmers, as well as an ability to grow fast, in order to
fulfill their desired socioeconomic and environmental goals [77].

4.2. Most Important Tree Species Contributing to Aboveground Biomass

Although the tree species in Taita Hills are diverse, only a few species produce a
disproportionately large amount of the AGB that is restricted to specific LC types and
diameter sizes. This can be seen also by their high IVI. Our results show that A. gummifera
contributed the most to the AGB of large diameter trees in Mixed and Montane forest.
There is less demand for this tree as timber and fuelwood by forest dwellers, and it
contributes to an increased number of large DBH sizes and the disproportionate AGB
fraction. Selective harvesting of tree species of desirable traits for timber and fuelwood
purpose (e.g., P. adolfi-friedericii), leave the non-preferred species and pioneer/transition
species to contribute more to AGB. In addition, the high contribution of A. gummifera to
the AGB of large diameter trees is in line with [5,78–80] for East Africa (Ethiopia, Kenya
and Mount Kilimanjaro) and that of [81] for S. guineense in a woodland of Central Africa.
A. gummifera is native to Kenya and grows at altitudes (600–2300 m) that fall within forest
patches in the Taita Hills. However, their removal will threaten their role in providing
ecosystem services (e.g., carbon sequestration, nitrogen-fixing, erosion control, shade or
shelter) [82].

The exotic tree species play a significant role in supporting local livelihoods. Eucalyptus
spp. in Plantation forest and Mixed forest contributed considerably to AGB in all the DBH
sizes in the Taita Hills. Since they thrive well in marginal lands and grow fast, they
make high AGB contribution in large DBH sizes [83]. Furthermore, despite their long-
term environmental consequences [84], eucalyptus remains popular among rural farmers
in Kenya [85] for providing an alternative source of income, and its ability to grow in
steep rocky areas utilizing places where most crops would not do well (931–2188m) [85].
Originally, the ability of the plant to provide fast-growing wood source motivated its
introduction to support railway expansion in East Africa [86–88].

Pellikka et al. [44] revealed a significant decrease in native montane forest areas in Taita
Hills from 1955 to 2004 because of agricultural expansion. This transformation contributes
to fewer trees with large tree sizes in Bushland. A. mearnsii and A. amara were common in all
DBH classes in Bushland probably because of the invasive nature and ability for the seeds
to sprout after wildfire, which is common in the Bushland and savanna grassland [82].
These tree species could be hyperdominant in Bushland. N. hildebrandtii was the only
species in the largest DBH class (DBH ≥ 70 cm) in Riverine forest, but it made the greatest
contribution to biomass and large diameter trees although samples included only a few
Riverine forest plots. N. hildebrandtii is a common species in Riverine forests in the region.
This may be due to certain aspects (strength of wood, rot resistance, ease of sorting and
carrying) that it does not have according to local people [89] and the ability of the plant to
survive in high moisture soil close to riverbanks.

Ecological and economic importance (e.g., food, fodder, fiber, timber, carbon seques-
tration, and soil improvement) keeps large trees on Cropland and homestead [90–93]. Our
results showed few trees with a large diameter of ≥70 cm in Cropland and homestead.
Therefore, removal of fuelwood or clearing of agricultural land could explain the scarcity of
large trees in the crop fields [94]. However, certain species contributed disproportionately
to AGB at different DBH classes. G. robusta contributed the highest fraction of AGB in
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most DBH classes. The maize—G. robusta agroforestry system in Kenya [95]—explains the
popularity of G. robusta in Cropland and homestead type. G. robusta is a multipurpose
tree that grows well in low fertility soil, is less competitive to food crops, and tolerates
pollarding, which motivates its inclusion in agroforestry systems. Furthermore, M. indica
(mango) made a large contribution to the AGB and the largest diameter class. This aligns
with other studies in Miombo woodlands in Malawi [92] and Mozambique [90]. However,
in [5], croplands and agroforestry on the inhabited slopes on Mount Kilimanjaro had more
AGC than in Taita Hills, and G. robusta showed high AGC in Taita Hills while A. gummifera
had the highest AGC on the side of Tanzania. Because M. indica is a fruit tree species, they
are deliberately spared for income and food source. Therefore, they are allowed to increase
(in size and number) on crop fields and homesteads.

Although Grassland inhibits the growth of tree species [96] via persistence wildfire, V.
tortillis contributed to the highest fraction of AGB for diameters 10–69.9 cm. For trees with
a diameter 10–19.9cm, 63.9% were V. tortillis, while in the 60–69.9 cm class, contribution
was 53.1%, respectively. This shows how V. tortillis contributed to a significant proportion
of AGB for the few large diameter trees. This result is similar to studies in Kibwezi forest in
Tsavo ecosystem in Makueni County, Kenya [97], and the experimental center of Arid Forest
Research Institute in India [98]. Similarly, A. reficiens contributed a substantial amount
(46.9%) of AGB to large-sized (60–69.9 cm) trees in Grassland. The exotic tree species also
contributed largely to AGB in the different DBH sizes in Plantation forest (A. mearnsii),
Bushland (A. mearnsii, A. amara) and Riverine forest (V. xanthophloea). This result is similar
to previous studies in the Pearl River Delta, South China [72]. Although Acacia spp. are
important AGB pool, they create negative environmental consequences as invasive plant
species that threaten the existence of native plant species [84].

4.3. Ecological Significance of the Dominant Tree Species

The results point out that the studied landscape is characterized by both exotic
(Eucalyptus spp. and C. lusitanica) and native (A. gummifera) tree species. Rural farm-
ers widely cultivate Eucalyptus trees due to their suitability for smallholder growers with
limited resources and higher profitability compared to other tree crops [99]. Despite their
invasive behavior in the region [84], most exotic tree species survive even in marginal
soil and are planted on a large scale because of their economic, domestic, and ecological
benefits. On the other hand, A. gummifera, a native tree species to Kenya account for very
large AGB, as they are mainly retained as shade trees in agroforestry, and also support tree
growth [100,101]. The ecological significance of these tree species supports biodiversity and
biomass production, and their dominance and abundance [62]. Therefore, species with high
IVI values require continuous monitoring, while species with low IVI but high ecological
value require protection and conservation to aid their natural regeneration [102,103].

The results show that A. mearnsii, C. africana, C. schimperi and A. amara are dominant,
and responsible for a disproportional contribution of AGB in Bushland. Similarly, the
high IVI value of A. mearnsii supports its ecological significance as an invasive species in
Bushland that replace many native tree species [84]. G. robusta, a common agroforestry
species [104,105] in Kenya, predominates in Cropland and homestead. Furthermore, M.
indica and P. americana are retained in agroforestry and homestead for their fruit, while
Eucalyptus spp. are kept for fuel wood. These attributes (high IVI) are associated with
biomass accumulation and carbon sequestration [106]. V. tortilis was shown to have the
highest IVI in Grassland with 43%. Portulacaria afra, A. anthelmintica, and A. reficiens were
also important tree species. V. tortilis also contributed the highest fraction of AGB in large
trees in earlier studies [96,98,107]. One benefit of identifying the most important tree species
in the landscape is that the analysis helps define target species for future remote sensing
analyses in the area (e.g., [84]).
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5. Conclusions

Our results show how tree size and tree species composition contribute to AGB in
different LC types in the mosaic landscape with strong human influence in the Taita Hills,
Kenya. Disproportionate portions of the AGB are stored in a few large standing trees that
are relatively small in number. Their amount varies by LC type and those are normally
protected trees in forests, agroforestry systems and homesteads near dwellings, or trees
without sufficient economic value. Exotic tree species were widespread across LC types,
but especially in Plantation forest, Mixed forest, and agroforestry systems in Cropland and
homestead where they perform several other ecosystem services (e.g., shading, nitrogen
fixation and soil conservation). Furthermore, conserved fragmented forests and large trees
conserved in Cropland and homestead hold large size trees that support other ecological
functions and store large fractions of AGB. Keeping large trees in the abovementioned
LC types support the global climate change mitigation needs. Future research should be
conducted to study how the presence of large trees and AGB relate to tree species diversity
across LC types to optimize landscape-scale co-benefits of climate change mitigation and
biodiversity conservation.
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LC types: (A) Bushland; (B) Cropland and homestead; (C) Grassland; (D) Mixed forest; (E) Montane
forest; (F) Plantation forest; (G) Riverine forest; Table S1. Most common tree species in different land
cover (LC) types and DBH classes.
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8. Martin, T.A.; Brown, K.J.; Kučera, J.; Meinzer, F.C.; Sprugel, D.G.; Hinckley, T.M. Control of Transpiration in a 220-Year-Old Abies

Amabilis Forest. For. Ecol. Manag. 2001, 152, 211–224. [CrossRef]
9. Rambo, T.R.; North, M.P. Canopy Microclimate Response to Pattern and Density of Thinning in a Sierra Nevada Forest. For. Ecol.

Manag. 2009, 257, 435–442. [CrossRef]
10. Ali, A.; Wang, L.Q. Big-Sized Trees and Forest Functioning: Current Knowledge and Future Perspectives. Ecol. Indic. 2021, 127, 107760.

[CrossRef]
11. Enquist, B.J.; Abraham, A.J.; Harfoot, M.B.J.; Malhi, Y.; Doughty, C.E. The Megabiota Are Disproportionately Important for

Biosphere Functioning. Nat. Commun. 2020, 11, 699. [CrossRef]
12. Bradford, M.; Murphy, H.T. The Importance of Large-Diameter Trees in the Wet Tropical Rainforests of Australia. PLoS ONE 2019,

14, e0208377. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
13. Mensah, S.; Noulèkoun, F.; Ago, E.E. Aboveground Tree Carbon Stocks in West African Semi-Arid Ecosystems: Dominance

Patterns, Size Class Allocation and Structural Drivers. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 2020, 24, e01331. [CrossRef]
14. Bastin, J.F.; Barbier, N.; Réjou-Méchain, M.; Fayolle, A.; Gourlet-Fleury, S.; Maniatis, D.; De Haulleville, T.; Baya, F.; Beeckman, H.;

Beina, D.; et al. Seeing Central African Forests through Their Largest Trees. Sci. Rep. 2015, 5, 13156. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Lutz, J.A.; Furniss, T.J.; Johnson, D.J.; Davies, S.J.; Allen, D.; Alonso, A.; Anderson-Teixeira, K.J.; Andrade, A.; Baltzer, J.;

Becker, K.M.L.; et al. Global Importance of Large-Diameter Trees. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 2018, 27, 849–864. [CrossRef]
16. van Wagtendonk, J.W.; Moore, P.E. Fuel Deposition Rates of Montane and Subalpine Conifers in the Central Sierra Nevada,

California, USA. For. Ecol. Manag. 2010, 259, 2122–2132. [CrossRef]
17. Dimobe, K.; Kuyah, S.; Dabré, Z.; Ouédraogo, A.; Thiombiano, A. Diversity-Carbon Stock Relationship across Vegetation Types in

W National Park in Burkina Faso. For. Ecol. Manag. 2019, 438, 243–254. [CrossRef]
18. Atsri, H.K.; Kokou, K.; Abotsi, K.E.; Kokutse, A.D.; Cuni-Sanchez, A. Above-Ground Biomass and Vegetation Attributes in the

Forest-Savannah Mosaic of Togo, West Africa. Afr. J. Ecol. 2020, 58, 733–745. [CrossRef]
19. Mensah, S.; Veldtman, R.; du Toit, B.; Glèlè Kakaï, R.; Seifert, T. Aboveground Biomass and Carbon in a South African Mistbelt

Forest and the Relationships with Tree Species Diversity and Forest Structures. Forests 2016, 7, 79. [CrossRef]
20. Medjibe, V.P.; Putz, F.E.; Starkey, M.P.; Ndouna, A.A.; Memiaghe, H.R. Impacts of Selective Logging on Above-Ground Forest

Biomass in the Monts de Cristal in Gabon. For. Ecol. Manag. 2011, 262, 1799–1806. [CrossRef]
21. Memiaghe, H.R.; Lutz, J.A.; Korte, L.; Alonso, A.; Kenfack, D. Ecological Importance of Small-Diameter Trees to the Structure,

Diversity and Biomass of a Tropical Evergreen Forest at Rabi, Gabon. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0154988. [CrossRef]
22. Kreft, H.; Jetz, W. Global Patterns and Determinants of Vascular Plant Diversity. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2007, 104, 5925–5930.

[CrossRef]
23. Bennett, A.C.; Mcdowell, N.G.; Allen, C.D.; Anderson-Teixeira, K.J. Larger Trees Suffer Most during Drought in Forests Worldwide.

Nat. Plants 2015, 1, 15139. [CrossRef]
24. Lindenmayer, D.B.; Laurance, W.F. The Ecology, Distribution, Conservation and Management of Large Old Trees. Biol. Rev. 2017,

92, 1434–1458. [CrossRef]
25. Vanak, A.T.; Thaker, M.; Slotow, R. Do Fences Create an Edge-Effect on the Movement Patterns of a Highly Mobile Mega-

Herbivore? Biol. Conserv. 2010, 143, 2631–2637. [CrossRef]
26. Pellegrini, A.F.A.; Pringle, R.M.; Govender, N.; Hedin, L.O. Woody Plant Biomass and Carbon Exchange Depend on Elephant-Fire

Interactions across a Productivity Gradient in African Savanna. J. Ecol. 2017, 105, 111–121. [CrossRef]
27. Slik, J.W.F.; Paoli, G.; Mcguire, K.; Amaral, I.; Barroso, J.; Bastian, M.; Blanc, L.; Bongers, F.; Boundja, P.; Clark, C.; et al. Large

Trees Drive Forest Aboveground Biomass Variation in Moist Lowland Forests across the Tropics. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 2013, 22,
1261–1271. [CrossRef]

28. Mensah, S.; Seifert, T.; Glèlè Kakaï, R. Patterns of Biomass Allocation between Foliage and Woody Structure: The Effects of Tree
Size and Specific Functional Traits. Ann. For. Res. 2016, 59, 49–60. [CrossRef]

29. Lutz, J.A.; Larson, A.J.; Freund, J.A.; Swanson, M.E.; Bible, K.J. The Importance of Large-Diameter Trees to Forest Structural
Heterogeneity. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e0082784. [CrossRef]

30. Musavi, T.; Migliavacca, M.; Reichstein, M.; Kattge, J.; Wirth, C.; Black, T.A.; Janssens, I.; Knohl, A.; Loustau, D.; Roupsard,
O.; et al. Stand Age and Species Richness Dampen Interannual Variation of Ecosystem-Level Photosynthetic Capacity. Nat.
Ecol. Evol. 2017, 1, 0048. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1126/science.aam5962
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28971966
http://doi.org/10.3390/land9100381
http://doi.org/10.4236/jgis.2018.104022
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2009.00489.x
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1231070
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(00)00604-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2008.09.029
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2021.107760
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-14369-y
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208377
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31042705
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e01331
http://doi.org/10.1038/srep13156
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26279193
http://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12747
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.02.024
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.02.027
http://doi.org/10.1111/aje.12758
http://doi.org/10.3390/f7040079
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2011.07.014
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0154988
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0608361104
http://doi.org/10.1038/nplants.2015.139
http://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12290
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.07.005
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12668
http://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12092
http://doi.org/10.15287/afr.2016.458
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0082784
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-016-0048


Forests 2023, 14, 642 18 of 20

31. Bordin, K.M.; Esquivel-Muelbert, A.; Bergamin, R.S.; Klipel, J.; Picolotto, R.C.; Frangipani, M.A.; Zanini, K.J.; Cianciaruso, M.V.;
Jarenkow, J.A.; Jurinitz, C.F.; et al. Climate and Large-Sized Trees, but Not Diversity, Drive above-Ground Biomass in Subtropical
Forests. For. Ecol. Manag. 2021, 490, 119126. [CrossRef]

32. Keeton, W.S.; Franklin, J.F. Do Remnant Old-Growth Trees Accelerate Rates of Succession in Mature Douglas-Fir Forests? Ecol.
Monogr. 2005, 75, 103–118. [CrossRef]

33. Binkley, D.; Stape, J.L.; Bauerle, W.L.; Ryan, M.G. Explaining Growth of Individual Trees: Light Interception and Efficiency of
Light Use by Eucalyptus at Four Sites in Brazil. For. Ecol. Manag. 2010, 259, 1704–1713. [CrossRef]

34. Das, A.J.; Stephenson, N.L.; Davis, K.P. Why Do Trees Diefl Characterizing the Drivers of Background Tree Mortality. Ecology
2016, 97, 2616–2627. [CrossRef]

35. Spies, T.A.; Franklin, J.F. The Structure of Natural Young, Mature, and Old-Growth Douglas-Fir Forests in Oregon and Washington.
In Wildlife and Vegetation of Unmanaged Douglas-fir Forests; Ruggiero, L.F., Aubry, K.B., Carey, A.B., Huff, M.H., Eds.; U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station: Portland, OR, USA, 1991; pp. 91–109.

36. Das, A.J.; Larson, A.J.; Lutz, J.A. Individual Species–Area Relationships in Temperate Coniferous Forests. J. Veg. Sci. 2018, 29,
317–324. [CrossRef]

37. Lutz, J.A.; Larson, A.J.; Furniss, T.J.; Donato, D.C.; Freund, J.A.; Swanson, M.E.; Bible, K.J.; Chen, J.; Franklin, J.F. Equilibrium
Pattern in an Old-Growth Pseudotsuga—Tsuga Forest R Eports. Ecology 2014, 95, 2047–2054. [CrossRef]

38. Reshad, M.; Muhammed, M.; Beyene, A. Distribution and Importance Value Index of Woody Species under Different Successional
Stages at Jello-Muktar Dry Afromontane Forest, South-Eastern Ethiopia. Am. J. Agric. For. 2020, 8, 1–8. [CrossRef]

39. Almazán-Núñez, R.C.; Del Coro Arizmendi, M.; Eguiarte, L.E.; Corcuera, P. Changes in Composition, Diversity and Structure
of Woody Plants in Successional Stages of Tropical Dry Forest in Southwest Mexico. Rev. Mex. Biodivers 2012, 83, 1096–1109.
[CrossRef]

40. Platts, P.J.; Burgess, N.D.; Gereau, R.E.; Lovett, J.C.; Marshall, A.R.; McClean, C.J.; Pellikka, P.K.E.; Swetnam, R.D.; Marchant, R.
Delimiting Tropical Mountain Ecoregions for Conservation. Environ. Conserv. 2011, 38, 312–324. [CrossRef]

41. Sombroek, W.G.; Braun, H.M.H.; van der Pouw, B.J. Exploratory Soil Map and Agro-Climatic Zone Map of Kenya; Republic of Kenya,
Ministry of Agriculture: Nairobi, Kenya, 1982; p. 60.

42. Autio, A.E. Transnational Road Project and Regional Development: Expectations of Regional Administration and Realized
Impacts in Taita Taveta County, Kenya. Master’s Thesis, Department of Geosciences and Geography, University of Helsinki,
Helsinki, Finland, 2018.

43. Cuni-Sanchez, A.; Pfeifer, M.; Marchant, R.; Calders, K.; Sørensen, C.L.; Pompeu, P.V.; Lewis, S.L.; Burgess, N.D. New Insights on
above Ground Biomass and Forest Attributes in Tropical Montane Forests. For. Ecol. Manag. 2017, 399, 235–246. [CrossRef]

44. Pellikka, P.K.E.; Clark, B.J.F.; Gosa, A.G.; Himberg, N.; Hurskainen, P.; Maeda, E.; Mwang’ombe, J.; Omoro, L.M.A.; Siljander, M.
Agricultural Expansion and Its Consequences in the Taita Hills, Kenya. Dev. Earth Surf. Process. 2013, 16, 165–179. [CrossRef]

45. Adhikari, H.; Heiskanen, J.; Siljander, M.; Maeda, E.; Heikinheimo, V.; Pellikka, P.K.E. Determinants of Aboveground Biomass
across an Afromontane Landscape Mosaic in Kenya. Remote Sens. 2017, 9, 827. [CrossRef]

46. Pellikka, P.K.E.E.; Heikinheimo, V.; Hietanen, J.; Schäfer, E.; Siljander, M.; Heiskanen, J. Impact of Land Cover Change on
Aboveground Carbon Stocks in Afromontane Landscape in Kenya. Appl. Geogr. 2018, 94, 178–189. [CrossRef]

47. Heiskanen, J.; Pellikka, P.K.E.; Aynekulu, E.; Packalen, P. Field Measurement Guidelines for Aboveground Biomass and Fuel Wood
Stocks. In Building Biocarbon and Rural Development in West Africa (BIODEV); World Agroforestry Centre: Nairobi, Kenya, 2013.

48. Heiskanen, J.; Adhikari, H.; Piiroinen, R.; Packalen, P.; Pellikka, P.K.E. Do Airborne Laser Scanning Biomass Prediction Models
Benefit from Landsat Time Series, Hyperspectral Data or Forest Classification in Tropical Mosaic Landscapes? Int. J. Appl. Earth
Obs. Geoinf. 2019, 81, 176–185. [CrossRef]

49. Curtis, R.O. Height-Diameter and Height-Diameter-Age Equations for Second-Growth Douglas Fir. Forest Science 1967, 13,
365–375.

50. Valbuena, R.; Heiskanen, J.; Aynekulu, E.; Pitkänen, S.; Packalen, P. Sensitivity of Above-Ground Biomass Estimates to Height-
Diameter Modelling in Mixed-Species West African Woodlands. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0158198. [CrossRef]

51. Pinheiro, J.; Bates, D.; DebRoy, S.; Sarkar, D. Nlme: Linear and Nonlinear Mixed Effects Models. R Package Version 3.1-152; 2021;
Available online: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme (accessed on 15 January 2023).

52. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing: Vienna, Austria, 2022.
53. Chave, J.; Réjou-Méchain, M.; Búrquez, A.; Chidumayo, E.; Colgan, M.S.; Delitti, W.B.C.; Duque, A.; Eid, T.; Fearnside, P.M.;

Goodman, R.C.; et al. Improved Allometric Models to Estimate the Aboveground Biomass of Tropical Trees. Glob. Chang. Biol.
2014, 20, 3177–3190. [CrossRef]

54. Paul, K.I.; Roxburgh, S.H.; England, J.R.; Ritson, P.; Hobbs, T.; Brooksbank, K.; John Raison, R.; Larmour, J.S.; Murphy, S.;
Norris, J.; et al. Development and Testing of Allometric Equations for Estimating Above-Ground Biomass of Mixed-Species
Environmental Plantings. For. Ecol. Manag. 2013, 310, 483–494. [CrossRef]

55. Henry, M.; Picard, N.; Trotta, C.; Manlay, R.J.; Bernoux, M.; Saint-andré, L.; Henry, M.; Picard, N.; Trotta, C.; Manlay, R.J.; et al.
Estimating Tree Biomass of Sub-Saharan African Forests: A Review of Available Allometric Equations to Cite This Version: HAL
Id: Hal-02651041 Estimating Tree Biomass of Sub-Saharan African Forests: A Review of Available Allometric Equations. Silva
Fenn. 2011, 45, 477–596. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119126
http://doi.org/10.1890/03-0626
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2009.05.037
http://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.1497
http://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12611
http://doi.org/10.1890/14-0157.1
http://doi.org/10.11648/j.ajaf.20200801.11
http://doi.org/10.22201/ib.20078706e.2012.4.1011
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892911000191
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.05.030
http://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-59559-1.00013-X
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs9080827
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2018.03.017
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jag.2019.05.017
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0158198
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme
http://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12629
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.08.054
http://doi.org/10.14214/sf.38


Forests 2023, 14, 642 19 of 20

56. Penman, J.; Gytarsky, M.; Hiraishi, T.; Krug, T.; Kruger, D.; Pipatti, R. (Eds.) Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use
Change and Forestry; IPCC National Greenhouse Gas Inventories Programme and Institute for Global Environmental Strategies:
Kanagawa, Japan, 2003.

57. Réjou-Méchain, M.; Tanguy, A.; Piponiot, C.; Chave, J.; Hérault, B. Biomass: An R Package for Estimating Above-Ground Biomass
and Its Uncertainty in Tropical Forests. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2017, 8, 1163–1167. [CrossRef]

58. Cottam, G.; Curtis, J.T. The Use of Distance Measures in Phytosociological Sampling. Ecology 1956, 37, 451–460. [CrossRef]
59. Nguyen, H.; Lamb, D.; Herbohn, J.; Firn, J. Designing Mixed Species Tree Plantations for the Tropics: Balancing Ecological

Attributes of Species with Landholder Preferences in the Philippines. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e0095267. [CrossRef]
60. Nebel, G.; Kvist, L.P.; Vanclay, J.K.; Christensen, H.; Freitas, L.; Ruíz, J. Structure and Floristic Composition of Flood Plain Forests

in the Peruvian Amazon I. Overstorey. For. Ecol. Manag. 2001, 150, 27–57. [CrossRef]
61. Guariguata, M.R.; Chazdon, R.L.; Denslow, J.S.; Dupuy, J.M.; Anderson, L. Structure and Floristics of Secondary and Old-Growth

Forest Stands in Lowland Costa Rica. Plant Ecol. 1997, 132, 107–120. [CrossRef]
62. Lahoti, S.; Lahoti, A.; Joshi, R.K.; Saito, O. Vegetation Structure, Species Composition, and Carbon Sink Potential of Urban Green

Spaces in Nagpur City, India. Land 2020, 9, 107. [CrossRef]
63. Cuni-Sanchez, A.; Sullivan, M.J.P.; Platts, P.J.; Lewis, S.L.; Marchant, R.; Imani, G.; Hubau, W.; Abiem, I.; Adhikari, H.; Albrecht,

T.; et al. High Aboveground Carbon Stock of African Tropical Montane Forests. Nature 2021, 596, 536–542. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
64. Mensah, S.; Salako, V.K.; Seifert, T. Structural Complexity and Large-Sized Trees Explain Shifting Species Richness and Carbon

Relationship across Vegetation Types. Funct. Ecol. 2020, 34, 1731–1745. [CrossRef]
65. Woollen, E.; Ryan, C.M.; Williams, M. Carbon Stocks in an African Woodland Landscape: Spatial Distributions and Scales of

Variation. Ecosystems 2012, 15, 804–818. [CrossRef]
66. Clark, D.B.; Clark, D.A. Abundance, Growth and Mortality of Very Large Trees in Neotropical Lowland Rain Forest. For. Ecol.

Manag. 1996, 80, 235–244. [CrossRef]
67. Wekesa, C.; Leley, N.; Maranga, E.; Kirui, B.; Muturi, G.; Mbuvi, M.; Chikamai, B. Effects of Forest Disturbance on Vegetation

Structure and Above-Ground Carbon in Three Isolated Forest Patches of Taita Hills. Open J. For. 2016, 06, 142–161. [CrossRef]
68. Rogo, L.; Oguge, N. The Taita Hill Forest Remnants: A Disappearing World Heritage. Ambio 2000, 29, 522–525. [CrossRef]
69. Zschauer, K. Households Energy Supply and the Use of Fuelwood in the Taita Hills, Kenya. Master’s Thesis, Department of

Geosciences and Geography, University of Helsinki, Helsinki, Finland, 2012.
70. Pokhrel, S.; Sherpa, C. Analyzing the Relationship, Distribution of Tree Species Diversity, and Above-Ground Biomass on the

Chitwan-Annapurna Landscape in Nepal. Int. J. For. Res. 2020, 2020, 2789753. [CrossRef]
71. Buma, B.; Krapek, J.; Edwards, R.T. Watershed-Scale Forest Biomass Distribution in a Perhumid Temperate Rainforest as Driven

by Topographic, Soil, and Disturbance Variables. Can. J. For. Res. 2016, 46, 844–854. [CrossRef]
72. Zhang, H.; Guan, D.S.; Song, M.W. Biomass and Carbon Storage of Eucalyptus and Acacia Plantations in the Pearl River Delta,

South China. For. Ecol. Manag. 2012, 277, 90–97. [CrossRef]
73. Moore, S.; Adu-Bredu, S.; Duah-Gyamfi, A.; Addo-Danso, S.D.; Ibrahim, F.; Mbou, A.T.; de Grandcourt, A.; Valentini, R.; Nicolini,

G.; Djagbletey, G.; et al. Forest Biomass, Productivity and Carbon Cycling along a Rainfall Gradient in West Africa. Glob. Chang.
Biol. 2018, 24, e496–e510. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

74. Olorunfemi, I.E.; Komolafe, A.A.; Fasinmirin, J.T.; Olufayo, A.A. Biomass Carbon Stocks of Different Land Use Management in
the Forest Vegetative Zone of Nigeria. Acta Oecologica 2019, 95, 45–56. [CrossRef]

75. Guldemond, R.; Van Aarde, R. A Meta-Analysis of the Impact of African Elephants on Savanna Vegetation. J. Wildl. Manag. 2008,
72, 892–899. [CrossRef]

76. Thomas, N.; Baltezar, P.; Lagomasino, D.; Stovall, A.; Iqbal, Z.; Fatoyinbo, L. Trees Outside Forests Are an Underestimated
Resource in a Country with Low Forest Cover. Sci. Rep. 2021, 11, 7919. [CrossRef]

77. Kehlenbeck, K.; Arifin, H.S.; Maass, B.L. Plant Diversity in Homegardens in a Socio-Economic and Agro-Ecological Context. In
Stability of Tropical Rainforest Margins; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2007; pp. 295–317. [CrossRef]

78. Yirga, A.; Addisu Legesse, S.; Mekuriaw, A. Carbon Stock and Mitigation Potentials of Zeghie Natural Forest for Climate Change
Disaster Reduction, Blue Nile Basin, Ethiopia. Earth Syst. Environ. 2020, 4, 27–41. [CrossRef]

79. Kendie, G.; Addisu, S.; Abiyu, A. Biomass and Soil Carbon Stocks in Different Forest Types, Northwestern Ethiopia. Int. J. River
Basin Manag. 2021, 19, 123–129. [CrossRef]

80. Henry, M.; Tittonell, P.; Manlay, R.J.; Bernoux, M.; Albrecht, A.; Vanlauwe, B. Biodiversity, Carbon Stocks and Sequestration
Potential in Aboveground Biomass in Smallholder Farming Systems of Western Kenya. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2009, 129, 238–252.
[CrossRef]

81. Stromgaard, P. Biomass, Growth, and Burning of Woodland in a Shifting Cultivation Area of South Central Africa. For. Ecol.
Manag. 1985, 12, 163–178. [CrossRef]

82. Orwa, A.E. Acacia Mearnsii De Wild. Fabaceae—Mimosoideae (Black Wattle). Agroforestry Database 4.0. 2009, 0, 1–5. Available
online: https://apps.worldagroforestry.org/treedb/AFTPDFS/Acacia_mearnsii.PDF (accessed on 15 January 2023).

83. Omoro, L.M.A.; Starr, M.; Pellikka, P.K.E. Tree Biomass and Soil Carbon Stocks in Indigenous Forests in Comparison to Plantations
of Exotic Species in the Taita Hills of Kenya. Silva Fenn. 2013, 47, 935. [CrossRef]

84. Piiroinen, R.; Fassnacht, F.E.; Heiskanen, J.; Maeda, E.; Mack, B.; Pellikka, P. Invasive tree species detection in the Eastern Arc
Mountains biodiversity hotspot using one class classification. Remote Sens. Environ. 2018, 218, 119–131. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12753
http://doi.org/10.2307/1930167
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0095267
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(00)00680-0
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009726421352
http://doi.org/10.3390/land9040107
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03728-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34433947
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13585
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-012-9547-x
http://doi.org/10.1016/0378-1127(95)03607-5
http://doi.org/10.4236/ojf.2016.62013
http://doi.org/10.1579/0044-7447-29.8.522
http://doi.org/10.1155/2020/2789753
http://doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2016-0041
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2012.04.016
http://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13907
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28906052
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.actao.2019.01.004
http://doi.org/10.2193/2007-072
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-86944-2
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-30290-2_15
http://doi.org/10.1007/s41748-019-00135-8
http://doi.org/10.1080/15715124.2019.1593183
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2008.09.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/0378-1127(85)90089-1
https://apps.worldagroforestry.org/treedb/AFTPDFS/Acacia_mearnsii.PDF
http://doi.org/10.14214/sf.935
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2018.09.018


Forests 2023, 14, 642 20 of 20

85. Kluthe, B.G.; Chen, D. Eucalyptus Sp. at the Intersection of Environment and Culture in Kenya. Ethnobiol. Lett. 2017, 8, 15–22.
[CrossRef]

86. Bennett, B.M. The El Dorado of Forestry: The Eucalyptus in India, South Africa, and Thailand, 1850–2000. Int. Rev. Soc. Hist. 2010,
55, 27–50. [CrossRef]

87. Servie, K.F. A Guide to On-Farm Eucalyptus Growing in Kenya; Kenya Forest Service: Nairobi, Kenya, 2009; pp. 1–36. Available online:
https://www.bebuffered.com/downloads/Kenya_Forest_Service_Eucalyptus_Guidelines.pdf (accessed on 15 January 2023).

88. Oballa, P.O.; Konuche, P.K.A.; Muchiri, M.N.; Kigomo, B.N. Facts on Growing and Use of Eucalyptus in Kenya; Kenya Forestry
Research Institute: Nairobi, Kenya, 2010.

89. Kalibo, H.W. A Participatory Assessment of Forest Resource Use at Mt Kasigau, Kenya; Miami University: Oxford, OH, USA, 2004.
90. Williams, M.; Ryan, C.M.; Rees, R.M.; Sambane, E.; Fernando, J.; Grace, J. Carbon Sequestration and Biodiversity of Re-Growing

Miombo Woodlands in Mozambique. For. Ecol. Manag. 2008, 254, 145–155. [CrossRef]
91. Schoeneberger, M.M. Agroforestry: Working Trees for Sequestering Carbon on Agricultural Lands. Agrofor. Syst. 2009, 75, 27–37.

[CrossRef]
92. Kuyah, S.; Sileshi, G.W.; Njoloma, J.; Mng’omba, S.; Neufeldt, H. Estimating Aboveground Tree Biomass in Three Different

Miombo Woodlands and Associated Land Use Systems in Malawi. Biomass Bioenergy 2014, 66, 214–222. [CrossRef]
93. Montagnini, F.; Nair, P.K.R. Carbon Sequestration: An Underexploited Environmental Benefit of Agroforestry Systems. In New

Vistas in Agroforestry; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2004; pp. 281–295. [CrossRef]
94. Abbot, J.I.O.; Mace, R. Managing Protected Woodlands: Fuelwood Collection and Law Enforcement in Lake Malawi National

Park. Conserv. Biol. 1999, 13, 418–421. [CrossRef]
95. Muchiri, M.N. Grevellia Robusta in Agroforestry Systems in Kenya. J. Trop. For. Sci. 2004, 16, 396–401.
96. Michael Lock, J. Ecosystems of Africa. In Encyclopedia of Biodiversity, 2nd ed.; Elsevier Inc.: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2013;

Volume 1, pp. 45–57. [CrossRef]
97. Mengich, E.K.; Macharia, J.M.; Mitloehner, R.; Too, D.K.; Muturi, G.M. Diameter Distribution of Indigenous Trees as Indicator of

Adapted Species in Semi-Arid Rangelands of Kenya. J. Trop. For. Sci. 2020, 32, 144–153. [CrossRef]
98. Singh, G. Growth, Biomass Production, and Soil Water Dynamics in Acacia Tortilis Plantation in Relation to Microhabitat and

Surface Vegetation in the Hot Arid Region of Indian Desert. Arid. Land Res. Manag. 2004, 18, 153–169. [CrossRef]
99. Kituyi, E.; Marufu, L.; Wandiga, S.O.; Jumba, I.O.; Andreae, M.O.; Helas, G. Biofuel Availability and Domestic Use Patterns in

Kenya. Biomass Bioenergy 2001, 20, 71–82. [CrossRef]
100. Alemagi, D.; Duguma, L.; Minang, P.A.; Nkeumoe, F.; Feudjio, M.; Tchoundjeu, Z. Intensification of Cocoa Agroforestry Systems

as a REDD+ Strategy in Cameroon: Hurdles, Motivations, and Challenges. Int. J. Agric. Sustain. 2014, 13, 187–203. [CrossRef]
101. Dessie1, G.; Wolka, K. Teklu Erkossa Effects of Albizia gummifera, Millettia ferruginea and Cordia africana Leaf Litter on the

Germination of Coffea arabica L. Seed. Int. J. Agric. Res. 2012, 7, 315–323.
102. Bogale, T.; Datiko, D.; Belachew, S. Structure and Natural Regeneration Status of Woody Plants of Berbere Afromontane Moist

Forest, Bale Zone, South East Ethiopia; Implication to Biodiversity Conservation. Open J. For. 2017, 7, 352–371. [CrossRef]
103. Gelasso, M.; Li, J. Structure and Regeneration Status of Woody Species in the Munessa Forest, Southern Ethiopia. J. For. Res. 2021,

32, 493–501. [CrossRef]
104. Takaoka, S. Long-Term Growth Performance of Cordia Africana and Grevillea Robusta Trees in the Mount Kenya Region. Agrofor.

Syst. 2008, 72, 169–172. [CrossRef]
105. Torquebiau, E.F. A Renewed Perspective on Agroforestry Concepts and Classification. Comptes Rendus De L’academie Des Sci.—Serie

III 2000, 323, 1009–1017. [CrossRef]
106. Tshering, S. Importance Value Index and Assessment of Carbon Stocks in Western Bhutan Himalaya (Thimphu). Curr. J. Appl. Sci.

Technol. 2019, 32, 1–8. [CrossRef]
107. Belsky, A.J. Influences of Trees on Savanna Productivity: Tests of Shade, Nutrients, and Tree-Grass Competition. Ecology 1994, 75,

922–932. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.14237/ebl.8.1.2017.706
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0020859010000489
https://www.bebuffered.com/downloads/Kenya_Forest_Service_Eucalyptus_Guidelines.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.07.033
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-008-9123-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2014.02.005
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-2424-1_20
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.1999.013002418.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-384719-5.00181-7
http://doi.org/10.26525/jtfs32.2.144
http://doi.org/10.1080/15324980490280816
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0961-9534(00)00071-4
http://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2014.940705
http://doi.org/10.4236/ojf.2017.73021
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11676-020-01120-y
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-007-9056-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0764-4469(00)01239-7
http://doi.org/10.9734/CJAST/2019/46398
http://doi.org/10.2307/1939416

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Area 
	Field Inventory Data and Biomass Calculations 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Contribution of Diameter Classes to Aboveground Biomass 
	Contribution of Tree Species on Aboveground Biomass 
	Relationship between AGB and IVI of the Dominant Tree Species 

	Discussion 
	Importance of Large Trees on Aboveground Biomass 
	Most Important Tree Species Contributing to Aboveground Biomass 
	Ecological Significance of the Dominant Tree Species 

	Conclusions 
	References

