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Abstract: According to the IPCC guideline (2006), uncertainty assessment is very important in terms of the
greenhouse gas inventory. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to estimate the basic wood density (BWD) and
its uncertainty for Pinus densiflora in Korea. In this study, Pinus densiflora forests were divided into two eco-
types which were Gangwon and Jungbu regions. A total of 33 representative sampling plots was selected to
collect sample trees after considering the tree ages and DBH distributions. The BWD showed statistically no
difference between age classes based on IPCC's classification. While, it showed statistically difference(p-
value=0.0017) between eco-types. The BWD and uncertainty was 0.396(g/cm?) and 12.9(%) for Pinus densiflora
in Gangwon, while it was 0.470(g/cm®) and 3.8(%) for Pinus densiflora in Jungbu. The values of the BWD
uncertainty for Pinus densiflora were more precised than the values given by the IPCC guideline.
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Figure 1. Geographical location of study site for Pinus
densiflora.
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Table 1. The summary of statistics for sampled trees.

Table 2. Regional comparison of basic wood density for
Pinus densiflora.

Variable Variance t p-value
Eco-type Equal -5.15 0.0017
Aol g 141G A, F A7t = BAZA F4 (-
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Eco-tvpe No. of Age Diameter Height
P observations (years) (cm) (m)

. o 26.4 19.8 14.5
Pinus densiflora in Gangwon > 13.0-36.0 93-269 35203
. o 374 16.6 11.8
Pinus densiflora in Jungbu 28 11.0-57.0 51327 3.0-208
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Table 3. The statistics and uncertainty of basic wood density for Pinus densiflora.

95% C.I. width

BWD 2 Uncertainty
Eco-type N
WP (g/em’) 2.5 percentile 97.5 percentile (%)
Pinus densiflora in Gangwon 0.396 0.051 0.327 0.520 12.9
Pinus densiflora in Jungbu 0.470 0.072 0.309 0.611 3.8
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