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Abstract: Research Highlights: Litterfall biomass after prescribed burning (PB) is significantly influenced
by meteorological variables, stand characteristics, and the fire prescription. Some of the fire-adaptive
traits of the species under study (Pinus nigra and Pinus pinaster) mitigate the effects of PB on litterfall
biomass. The Bayesian approach, tested here for the first time, was shown to be useful for analyzing
the complex combination of variables influencing the effect of PB on litterfall. Background and
Objectives: The aims of the study focused on explaining the influence of meteorological conditions
after PB on litterfall biomass, to explore the potential influence of stand characteristic and tree
traits that influence fire protection, and to assess the influence of fire prescription and fire behavior.
Materials and Methods: An experimental factorial design including three treatments (control, spring,
and autumn burning), each with three replicates, was established at two experimental sites (N = 18;
50 × 50 m2 plots). The methodology of the International Co-operative Program on Assessment and
Monitoring of Air Pollution Effects on Forests (ICP forests) was applied and a Bayesian approach was
used to construct a generalized linear mixed model. Results: Litterfall was mainly affected by the
meteorological variables and also by the type of stand and the treatment. The effects of minimum
bark thickness and the height of the first live branch were random. The maximum scorch height
was not high enough to affect the litterfall. Time during which the temperature exceeded 60 ◦C
(cambium and bark) did not have an important effect. Conclusions: Our findings demonstrated that
meteorological conditions were the most significant variables affecting litterfall biomass, with snowy
and stormy days having important effects. Significant effects of stand characteristics (mixed and pure
stand) and fire prescription regime (spring and autumn PB) were shown. The trees were completely
protected by a combination of low-intensity PB and fire-adaptive tree traits, which prevent direct and
indirect effects on litterfall. Identification of important variables can help to improve PB and reduce
the vulnerability of stands managed by this method.

Keywords: Pinus nigra; Pinus pinaster; the Cuenca Mountains; integrated nested Laplace
approximation (INLA); vulnerability
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1. Introduction

The projected changes in climate are likely to affect fire regime and increase the fire risk in some
Mediterranean countries (including Spain) [1]. Fuel reduction treatments such as prescribed burning
(PB) reduce surface continuity and ladder fuels, increase the height of live crown, decrease crown
density, retain large trees of fire-resistant species [2], improve success of fire control [3], and may even
be effective in creating fire-resilient stands. Nevertheless, fire often has complex effects on different
parts of individual trees, microsite conditions, microclimate, and regeneration [4]. In this study, special
attention is given to the effect of PB on tree crowns through the subsequent litterfall.

The relationship between litterfall and decomposition determines the depth of the forest floor
layer, which acts as a nutrient reservoir in forest ecosystems [5] and plays a key role in protecting the
soil against erosion and improving water infiltration [6]. Litter is also an important source of carbon
(C) input to the soil [7]. In addition, litterfall biomass has been proposed as a good indicator of stand
productivity [8] and it may provide information about the effects of climate change on forests [9].
Litterfall patterns undergo inter- and intra-annual variation (e.g., [10,11]) including spatial variation.
Overall, the amount and quality of litterfall depend on climate variables, geographic factors, stand and
tree individual characteristics, disturbance of forest management practices, and to a lesser extent, other
external variables.

The relationship between litterfall and the duration of drought conditions has been demonstrated in
several studies [6,12–14]. In addition, drought conditions may have stronger impacts on Mediterranean
ecosystems where rainfall is irregularly distributed [15]. Overall, litterfall production has been reported
to be related to latitude, mainly involving temperature and water availability [11]. Indeed, [16] defined
a wide range of 3000–11,000 kg ha−1 year−1 of litterfall in different forest types studied worldwide
(over a very wide latitudinal range).

Much of the variation in litterfall response to burning can be attributed to stand characteristics
(age, structure, species, etc.) [12,17] and to the variable heat sensitivity of different tissues and
species [18]. Pinus nigra Arn. ssp. salzmannii (Spanish black pine) and Pinus pinaster Ait. (maritime
pine), the species considered in this study, has evolutionary adaptations that help them to persist in
fire-prone environments [19,20]. Thus, Pinus nigra has a thick bark, a high crown base height [21], and a
self-pruning strategy [22,23]. Bark is considered as the main protective tissue of the cambium [24] and
is necessary for photosynthate transport to the crown and nutrient and water storage [25]. In addition,
low-intensity PB will burn the less productive part of the crown in larger trees, but scarcely affect
the photosynthetic production in the upper part of the crown [26,27]. Maritime pine also has thick
bark and high crown base height. In addition, the large buds (shielded by scales and by long needles)
may enable very high levels of defoliation, and the storage of seed in serotinous cones facilitates
reproduction after fire [19]. In the study area, Spanish black pine often appears mixed with maritime
pines. Species diversity has been suggested to promote ecosystem resilience in response to changes
through diversity [28].

The use of prescribed fire can influence the patterns and regimes of the litterfall biomass [29].
Indeed, the immediate impact of PB on litterfall and the subsequent recovery of fuel load and structure
are considered critical for evaluating the treatment [30,31]. To apply PB safely and minimize the
impacts on the ecosystem, weather and fuel related variables must be within the established threshold
limits. The burning season is the most controllable feature of the PB regime from a management point
of view. However, few studies have investigated the effect of burning season on litterfall. Low-intensity
PB may have scarce effects on tree crowns. However, if the PB is very intense, it may cause an increase
in litterfall, thereby increasing the risk of a future fire.

The variable scorch height is frequently measured in the field and may be associated with total or
partial cambial death or stress, caused by temperatures above the critical threshold [32] or long flame
residence times [33]. This could damage phloem and xylem tissues, thus disrupting translocation of
photosynthates to the roots [34]. This effect becomes more important as tree height increases because
living tissues are less protected by the bark than they are at the base [35].
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In a previous study [29], we evaluated the short-term effect of PB in a mixed stand of Pinus nigra
and Pinus pinaster and in a pure stand of Pinus nigra. The main aim of the PB conducted was to reduce
the accumulated fuel far beyond 50%, which was achieved. The findings showed an increase in the
amount of litterfall biomass immediately after PB in spring, especially in the pure stand. The impact of
the disturbance was clearly mitigated in the mixed stand. The effect of the treatment decreased over
time. In a second study [36], the effects on litterfall of autumn prescribed burning were integrated and
results of all treatments in the medium term were analyzed; in addition, information on the nutrient
content of litterfall was included. In this regard, the effects (increment in the amount of litterfall) of
PB in autumn were scarcely noticeable in the mixed stand and the effects were delayed in the pure
stand. The complexity of the litterfall process requires the application of mathematical models to
simplify and understand it. The main approach used in the aforementioned study was frequentist
inference. However, some of the assumptions of p-values and maximum likelihood estimators are not
appropriate for the complex functioning of the litterfall process. A new approach through a Bayesian
statistic could solve this problem because Bayesian analysis does not rely solely on a point estimate of
the parameter, but rather an entire distribution of possible values. In addition, the Bayesian model may
perform better for small sample sizes (also, Bayesian approaches can incorporate more parameters than
data) [37]. In this study, this is a key point as litterfall dynamics are strongly dependent on geoclimatic
and species characteristics and usually the sample size is small to apply a frequentist approach.

From the prior knowledge of post PB litterfall dynamics, we hypothesized that litterfall may be
affected by three broad types of variables: meteorological conditions; stand characteristics (mixed
and pure stand) and tree traits that influence fire protection; and fire prescription and behavior.
The Bayesian approach involved the analysis of the prior information of [29], data from the other
studies cited (e.g., [6,12]) and consideration of the accumulated empirical experience. The aims of the
present study were as follows: (i) to ascertain the influence of meteorological conditions after PB on
litterfall biomass and to explore the most important variables describing the process; (ii) to explore the
potential influence of stand characteristic (mixed and pure stands) and tree traits that influence fire
protection (bark thickness and crown base height); and (iii) to assess the influence of fire prescription
(season) on litterfall biomass dynamics and fire behavior through easily measurable field variables.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Site

Two different sites in the northwest of the Cuenca Mountains (Iberian System) were selected for
this study: a mixed stand (MS) of Pinus nigra and P. pinaster in El Pozuelo and a pure stand (PS) of
P. nigra in Beteta. According to the data for the last 21 years recorded at the nearest weather station
(Cañizares: 940 m a.s.l., provided by the Spanish Meteorological Agency (AEMET) [38]), the mean
annual temperature was 12.1 ◦C (13.2 ◦C for the period 2016 to 2018) and the average precipitation was
717 mm (599 mm for the period 2016 to 2018). The main characteristics of the two sites were described
in [29,36] and a brief summary is shown in Table 1.

2.2. Experimental Design

A total of nine square plots of 50 m × 50 m were chosen at each site by applying a randomized
complete block design (N = 18). For data collection, subplots of 30 m × 30 m were established to
prevent the edge effect (Figure 1). A total of three treatments were established per experimental site
(NB: no burning, SB: spring burning, and AB: autumn burning), with three replicates per block.

All trees in the plots were identified, and the following parameters were measured in each tree:
total height (Ht, m), height to the first live branch (H1lb, m), diameter at heights of 0.6 and 1.3 m from
the base (D60 and D130, cm), and maximum and minimum bark thickness at 0.6 m from the base
(THMxB60, THMnB60 cm). The main stand characteristics of no burning, spring burning, and autumn
burning plots in mixed and pure stands are shown in Table 2.
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Table 1. Main characteristics of El Pozuelo and Beteta (mean and standard deviation).

– El Pozuelo Beteta

Coordinates—Longitude 40◦33′36′′ N 40◦33′06′′ N

Coordinates—Latitude 002◦15′56′′ W 002◦06′32′′ W

Main species Pinus nigra (100%) Pinus nigra (89 ± 11%)
Pinus pinaster (11 ± 11%)

pH of topsoil * 7.3 (clay texture) 6.9 (loamy-sand texture)

Elevation 1015 ± 5 m a.s.l. 1232 ± 74 m a.s.l.

Slope 3–8% 3–10%

Stand density 627 ± 238 trees ha−1 1286 ± 339 trees ha−1

Stand basal area 25.4 ± 9.7 m2 ha−1 36.6 ± 10.7 m2 ha−1

Dominant tree height 18.6 ± 0.8 m 17.0 ± 1.6 m

Tree height 12.2 ± 2.0 m 13.2 ± 2.7 m

First live branch 6.4 ± 1.8 m 8.2 ± 2.5 m

Diameter at breast height (DBH) 19.8 ± 2.6 cm 18.8 ± 4.1 cm

Bark thickness 1.7 ± 0.3 cm 1.7 ± 0.4 cm

Main understory vegetation

Cistus laurifolius L.; Genista scorpius Sibth. &
Sm. ex Boiss; Prunus spinosa L.;

Arrhenatherum bulbosum (Willd.) C.Presl;
Bupleurum rigidum L.

Genista scorpius Sibth. & Sm. ex
Boiss.; Rosa canina L.

Fuel Model ** TU1 TU1

(*) Data from [39], (**) According to the classification stablished by [40].
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Table 2. Characteristics of no burning (NB), spring burning (SB), and autumn burning (AB) plots in
mixed and pure stands (mean and standard deviation).

S PT Dt Pn Pp Ht H1lb D60 D130 THMxB60 THMnB60

– – Trees ha−1 % % m m cm cm cm cm

Mixed * NB 563
(74)

93
(4)

7
(4)

11.5
(3.2)

5.1
(1.9)

19.7
(3.8)

18.7
(3.7)

1.82
(0.58)

0.99
(0.37)

Mixed * SB 881
(227)

89
(8)

11
(8)

12.3
(0.8)

7.1
(0.6)

21.3
(1.0)

19.8
(1.0)

2.49
(0.13)

1.34
(0.18)

Mixed ** AB 437
(110)

85
(20)

15
(20)

12.9
(2.1)

6.9
(2.4)

22.6
(2.9)

21.0
(2.8)

2.43
(0.21)

1.17
(0.19)

Pure * NB 1456
(507)

100
(0)

0
(0)

10.1
(3.2)

6.1
(3.3)

15.1
(1.7)

13.8
(1.6)

1.64
(0.10)

0.92
(0.09)

Pure * SB 1215
(209)

100
(0)

0
(0)

12.7
(0.8)

7.5
(1.3)

20.0
(1.9)

18.2
(2.0)

2.46
(0.18)

1.23
(0.20)

Pure ** AB 1274
(335)

100
(0)

0
(0)

14.1
(2.2)

9.4
(1.6)

21.9
(4.9)

20.0
(4.4)

2.71
(0.24)

1.45
(0.23)

Note: (*) Data from [29], (**) Data from [36], S, type of stand; PT, plot treatment; Dt, total density; Pn, percentage of
Pinus nigra; Pp, percentage of Pinus pinaster; Ht, total height; H1lb, height at which first live branch appears; D60,
diameter at 60 cm from the base; D130, diameter at 130 cm from the base; THMxB60, maximum bark thickness at
60 cm from the base; THMnB60, minimum bark thickness at 60 cm from the base; G, basal area.

2.3. Prescribed Burning

Prescribed burning was conducted by the Castilla-La Mancha Regional Forest Service in order
to reduce the vertical and horizontal continuity of fuel. The spring PB was carried out in May
2016, while the autumn PB was carried out in November 2016. The strip ignition technique was
applied at a distance of 1–2 m downhill and with a head wind. This ignition pattern favors rapid
advancement of the front and a shorter residence time of the fire in the soil, thus preventing overheating,
excessive consumption of organic matter, and high temperatures being reached [41]. This technique
is the most widely used in the study area to produce low-medium intensity fire. The efficacy of the
burnings was moderate-high (reduction of 59–77% of litter biomass). The main goal of the treatment
was therefore successfully achieved [29]. Precipitation (Ortrat, S.L.; KW 3-02), wind speed (Casella;
178031C-3), temperature, and relative humidity (Geonica; STH-5031) were recorded every 10 min at a
meteorological station adjacent to the study plots. During the burning, the temperature of the bark
(air–surface) and the cambial region (inner bark) of 15 randomly selected trees per plot was monitored
at a height of 0.6 m with type K 1 mm diameter inconel-sheathed thermocouples (0.3 s of response time).
The thermocouples were connected to dataloggers (DT-USB TCDirect®), which recorded the data
every second. Variables concerning temperature reached and residence time of flame in bark surface
and cambium area were calculated. The threshold value of 60 ◦C in the cambium area corresponds to
the commonly accepted lethal temperature for tree cells [32], although long duration of temperatures
of 40–50 ◦C may cause stress in trees [24]. Maximum and minimum scorch heights were measured
after burning. Data collected during and after PB are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Variables measured during and after prescribed burning in mixed and pure stands (mean and
standard deviation).

– – Mixed Mixed Pure Pure

PT – SB AB SB AB
T ◦C 21.5 (1.2) 11.9 (0.4) 20.4 (1.5) 12.0 (0.9)
RH % 47.7 (5.3) 67.0 (1.3) 32.7 (2.3) 43.5 (0.8)
WS m s−1 0.8 (0.6) 0.3 (0.3) 0.8 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)
RS m min−1 0.6 (0.1) 0.6 (0.24) 0.8 (0.1) 0.7 (0.0)
HSmMx cm 70 (41) 34 (11) 160 (16) 59 (26)
HSmMn cm 16 (9) 5 (5) 40 (18) 4 (3)
TmMxB ◦C 209 (200) 126 (118) 279 (208) 94 (108)
TmMxC ◦C 51 (80) 49 (11) 41 (45) 40 (13)
TMxB ◦C 787 (–) 605 (–) 755 (–) 702 (–)
TMxC ◦C 521 (–) 77 (–) 315 (–) 75 (–)
TRMxB40 % 93 (7) 93 (0) 100 (0) 91 (11)
TRMxC40 % 33 (31) 76 (4) 31 (10) 45 (9)
TRMxB60 % 82 (89 60 (8) 96 (8) 57 (26)
TRMxC60 % 16 (15) 18 (10) 11 (4) 5 (8)
tB40B s 562 (1057) 179 (163) 617 (550) 301 (657)
tC40C s 284 (212) 47 (128) 666 (545) 7 (15)
tB60B s 404 (1121) 134 (91) 369 (524) 174 (268)
tC60C s 170 (120) 6 (12) 251 (206) 2 (0)

Note: S, type of stand; PT, plot treatment; NB, no burning; SB, spring burning; AB, autumn burning; T, mean air
temperature; RH, mean relative humidity; WS, mean wind speed; RS, mean fire rate of spread; HSmMx, mean
maximum scorch height; HSmMn: mean minimum scorch height; TmMxB, mean maximum bark temperature;
TmMxC, mean maximum cambium temperature; TMxB, absolute maximum bark temperature; TMxC, absolute
maximum cambium temperature; TRMxB40, percentage of trees in which the maximum temperature in the bark
surface (air temperature) was higher than 40 ◦C; TRMxC40, percentage of trees in which the maximum temperature
in the cambium was higher than 40 ◦C; TRMxB60, percentage of trees in which the maximum temperature in
the bark surface (air temperature) was higher than 60 ◦C; TRMxC60, percentage of trees in which the maximum
temperature in the cambium was higher than 60 ◦C; tB40C, mean time during which temperature is higher than
40 ◦C in bark; tC40C, mean time during which temperature is higher than 40 ◦C in cambium; tB60C, mean time
during which temperature is higher than 60 ◦C in bark; tC60C, mean time during which temperature is higher
than 60 ◦C in cambium. For calculating tB40B, tC40C, tB60B, and tC60C, only the trees that exceeded 40 and 60 ◦C,
respectively, were selected.

2.4. Litterfall Biomass

Litterfall was collected in fiber glass collectors installed in each plot (eight per plot) after the
PB (Figure 1). In order to guarantee the quality and quantity of the samples obtained, the litterfall
collection system was designed following the recommendations and parameters outlined in the manual
published by the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) under the project entitled
“International Co-operative Program on Assessment and Monitoring of Air Pollution Effects on Forests”
(ICP Forests, Level II plots) [42]. The spatial distribution of the design covered the entire working area
in the 30 m × 30 m plot to ensure the representativeness of the sampling. The specific characteristics of
the collectors are detailed in [29]. The litterfall was collected monthly to prevent decomposition of
the materials or the chemical leachate. All samples were transported to the laboratory on the same
day that they were collected and were oven-dried at 65 ◦C to constant weight, before being separated
into different fractions: needles, cones, inflorescences, branches, bark, and miscellaneous material.
The study was carried out between May 2016 and April 2018 in SB plots and between November 2016
and October 2018 in AB plots.

2.5. Data Analysis

The Bayesian methodology specifies a probability model that applies prior knowledge about
a research parameter, consequently, it is conditioning to the model to perform the adjustment of
assumptions. In ecology and environmental analysis, the response variable is commonly measured
more than once for each subject across levels of one or more factors, referred to as repeated measures.
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These types of data cannot be analyzed by linear regression because the residuals for each variable are
correlated. The linear mixed effects model (LMM) is commonly used to analyze repeated measures
data. This model combines both fixed and random effects on a linear scale. As the subjects are expected
to vary independently in the random effect, correlations between observations within a subject are
allowed. Generalized linear mixed models (GLMM) are popular because of their ability to directly
recognize multiple levels of dependency and model different types of data. Likelihood-based inference
may be unreliable, particularly for small sample sizes, with variance components being particularly
difficult to estimate.

In the present study, a generalized linear mixed model approach was used with the aim of
establishing the relationship between litterfall and the different variables considered.

The mixed model included 18 plots, each with 24 successive litterfall seizures (µjk). The month
(k) indicated the time since the PB was carried out (adding the month of the year would only be an
unnecessary autocorrelation). There was a lag in the prescribed burnings (spring–autumn) as they were
not conducted in the same month. Considering the meteorological variables enabled indirect inclusion
of the phenological component. Furthermore, the model considers the order of data collection (i.e., it is
a “repeated measures models” application).

We assumed the seizures followed a conditionally independent Gaussian likelihood function:

yi,j∼ Gaussian
(
µjk

)
, i = 1, . . . , 18; k = 1, . . . , 24 (1)

Thus, for the log(µij), a linear model was specified by including the different covariates, xj

log
(
µij

)
=

M∑
m=1

αmxj+uj + vj (2)

αm ∼ Normal(0, τα), τα∼ known
uj∼ Normal(0, τu), τu∼ Gamma(au, bu)

vj∼ Normal(0, τv), τv∼ Gamma(a v, bv

)
where
αm indicates a set of “fixed” effects for the relevant covariates;
uj is a “random” stand effect; and
vj is a “random” effect treatment.

The statistical inference was carried out by integrated nested Laplace approximation (INLA)
implemented in the R-INLA package [43]. INLA uses Bayesian inference on latent Gaussian models by
combining Laplace approximations and numerical integration in a very effective manner [44].

The input variables (Table 4) were divided into three groups: variables related to meteorological
conditions; stand characteristics (mixed and pure stand) and traits that influence tree protection against
fire damage; and fire prescription and behavior. The climatic variables considered (TmMx, TmMm,
and Pm) were obtained one month before the litterfall samples were collected [6]. The effect of these
variables is not expected to be immediate and the stand response time may be delayed.
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Table 4. Variables (fixed effects) combined in the models and variables selected by the best fit model.

– Abbreviation Variable Unit Variables Selected

Meteorological
variables

TmMx Mean maximum temperature ◦C *
TmMn Mean minimum temperature ◦C -

Pm Monthly precipitation mm *
SwD Days with snow days *
StD Days with storm days *
WS Mean maximum wind speed m s−1 -

Stand and tree trait
variables

THMxB60 Maximum bark thickness at
60 cm from the base cm -

THMnB60 Minimum bark thickness at
60 cm from the base cm *

H1lb Height at which first live
branch appears m *

Fire prescription and
behavior variables

HSmMx Mean maximum scorch height cm *
HSmMn Mean minimum scorch height cm -

TmMxB Mean maximum bark
temperature

◦C -

TmMxC Mean maximum cambium
temperature

◦C -

tB40C
Time which temperature is

higher than 40 ◦C in
bark-surface

s -

tC40C Time which temperature is
higher than 40 ◦C in cambium s -

tB60C
Time which temperature is

higher than 60 ◦C in
bark-surface

s *

tC60C Time which temperature is
higher than 60 ◦C in cambium s *

Note: (-) indicates variables not selected; (*) indicates variables selected.

Cross-validation is commonly used to estimate the out-of-sample prediction error [45,46].
However, researchers require alternative measures such as cross-validation, which involves repeated
model fitting and can run into trouble when data are scarce [47]. The index most commonly
used for purposes of comparison (e.g., to evaluate which model best fits the data) is the deviance
information criterion (DIC) [48,49]. Similarly to the Akaike information criterion (AIC), the DIC has
two components: a term that measures goodness of fit, and a penalty term for increasing model
complexity. The Watanabe–Akaike information criterion (WAIC) [50] has recently been suggested
as a suitable alternative for estimating the out-of-sample expectation in a fully Bayesian approach.
This method begins with the computed log pointwise posterior predictive density and then adds a
correction for the effective number of parameters to adjust for overfitting [47]. The Watanabe–Akaike
information criterion works on the predictive probability density of detected variables rather than
on the model parameters and it can therefore be applied in statistical models with non-identifiable
parameterization [51]. We also used the conditional predictive ordinate (CPO) [52], which is based
on leave-one-out cross-validation to evaluate model assessment. CPO estimates the probability of
detecting a value after the others have already been observed. The mean logarithmic score (LCPO)
was calculated as a measure of the predictive quality of the model [53,54]. High LCPO values suggest
possible outliers, high-leverage, and influential observations. Finally, we used an area under operating
curve score (AUC) approach to calculate the predictive accuracy of each method by comparing the
validation data with the predicted presence value. The AUC score, a commonly used and adequately
performing measure of predictive accuracy [55], calculates the relative numbers of correctly and
incorrectly identified predictions across all possible classification threshold values of the binomial
response. An AUC value equal to or below 0.5 indicates a predictive ability equal to random expectation,
and a value of one indicates a perfect predictive ability [56].
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3. Results

3.1. Litterfall

Mean total litterfall production for all treatments was 3054 ± 339 kg ha−1 year−1 in the MS and
3050 ± 674 kg ha−1 year−1 in the PS (Table 5). Intra- and inter-annual variability was observed in both
stands (Figure 2a–c). Maximum amounts of litterfall were collected between June and September,
representing 63% of the total biomass in the MS and 51% in the PS (mean values for all treatments).
Maximum amounts were mainly collected in August in both areas, while minimum amounts were
collected in winter months (December, January, and February). Needles were the most important
fraction, representing 58% of the total biomass in the MS and 57% in the PS (mean values of all
treatments) [36]. There was a short-term effect (3–4 months) on litterfall after SB in the MS and the PS,
although the differences were greater in the PS (Table 5). In the following months, no differences were
observed in the MS (the litterfall biomass was actually greater in the NB plots). In the PS, the differences
remained throughout the study period, although they decreased steadily over time. No effect was
observed after autumn-prescribed burning in the MS, but the effect of autumn burning was detected in
the PS.

Table 5. Litterfall collected in mixed and pure stands per treatment.

S PT May 2016–April 2017 May 2017–April 2018 May 2018–October 2018

– – kg ha−1 kg ha−1 kg ha−1

Mixed NB 3171 3537 1965
Mixed SB 3257 2991 1879
Pure NB 1989 2585 1504
Pure SB 3482 3120 1762

S PT November 2016–October 2017 November 2017–October 2018 –

– – kg ha−1 kg ha−1 –
Mixed NB 3532 2726 –
Mixed AB 2732 2640 –
Pure NB 2393 2376 –
Pure AB 3629 3495 –

Note: S, type of stand; PT, plot treatment; NB, no burning; SB, spring burning; AB, autumn burning. Data from [36].

3.2. Bayesian Model

Graphical representation of INLA estimation for the fixed effects is presented in Figure 3. This
chart presents nine of the 17 variables finally selected by the model (Table 4) and how they are related
to litterfall. Variables distributed on the positive side are positively related to litterfall and those on the
negative side are negatively related to litterfall. The variables that appear in both positive and negative
areas have random effects on litterfall. This distribution is summarized in more detail in Table 6,
with mean, standard deviation, and 95% credibility interval for the different variables. The mean values
(disks) and 95% credible intervals (lines) highlight the estimated effect of the coefficients of variation.
Credible intervals crossing zero (dashed line) suggest that the absence of any effect of the corresponding
covariate cannot be ruled out, given the data and the model assumptions. The distribution of random
effects is also shown in Table 6. Random effects are often used to account for over dispersion in Poisson
models, and high values of random effects show that covariate explains most of the over dispersion
in the data. However, if the scale of the estimated random effects is similar to that of the estimated
covariates, both the covariates and the random effects will explain the overdispersion.

Meteorological variables (mainly mean maximum temperature, TmMx; days with snow, SwD;
days with storm, StD) were the most important variables influencing litterfall biomass. The proposed
model provides a positive response concerning the variability in litterfall due to two types of stands.
The findings showed that minimum bark thickness and the height of the first live branch had random
effects on the response variable. Although the treatment also had a positive effect on litterfall, it had a
slightly weaker effect than the type of stand. Scorch height on the leeward side did not affect litterfall.
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The variable time during which the temperature was higher than 60 ◦C in bark and cambium were
selected by the proposed model, although the effects of these variables were random.Forests 2020, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 10 of 19 
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mixed stand (P2NB, P5NB, and P9NB) and the pure stand (B1NB, B3NB, and B9NB); (b) plots burned
in spring in the mixed stand (P3SB, P4SB, and P6SB) and the pure stand (B2SB, B5SB, and B6SB); and
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B7AB, and B8AB).
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Figure 3. Estimation of fixed effects. TmMx, mean maximum temperature; SwD, days with snow; StD,
days with storm; Pm, monthly precipitation; THMnB60, minimum bark thickness at 60 cm from the
base; H1lb, height at which first live branch appears; HSmMx, mean maximum scorch height; tC60C,
time where temperature is higher than 60 ◦C in cambium; tB60C, time where temperature is higher
than 60 ◦C in bark. (*) Indicates significant effects.

Table 6. Fixed and random effects, mean, standard deviation, and 95% credibility interval in the
Bayesian model.

– Variables Type of Effect Mean Standard
Deviation 0.025quant 0.975quant

Meteorological
variables

TmMx Fixed 1.1701 0.119 0.9363 1.4036
SwD Fixed 9.6835 5.2434 −0.6092 19.9739
StD Fixed 29.3036 6.7296 16.087 42.5045
Pm Fixed 0.0004 0.0191 −0.0372 0.0379

Stand and tree trait
variables

Stand Random 1.00 × 10−3 3.50 × 10−3 0.00 6.90 × 10−3

THMnB60 Fixed 8.4226 25.4134 −41.2572 58.459
H1lb Fixed 2.2874 5.1195 −7.7954 12.309

Fire prescription and
behavior variables

Treatment Random 1.02 × 10−2 5.44 × 10−2 0.00 7.10 × 10−2

HSmMx Fixed 0.8115 0.4748 −0.1175 1.7459
tC60C Fixed −0.0511 0.0403 −0.1302 0.0279
tB60C Fixed −0.015 0.0500 −0.1135 0.0827

– Intercept – −44.616 92.7082 −228.3046 129.4254

–
Precision for
the Gaussian
observations

– 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: TmMx, mean maximum temperature; SwD, days with snow; StD, days with storm; Pm, monthly precipitation;
THMnB60, minimum bark thickness at 60 cm from the base; H1lb, height at which first live branch appears; HSmMx,
mean maximum scorch height; tC60C, time where temperature is higher than 60 ◦C in cambium; tB60C, time where
temperature is higher than 60 ◦C in bark. Values shown in bold indicate significant effects.
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4. Discussion

Although the importance of litterfall in the dynamics of the recovery of forest soils is recognized [57],
scarce information about the effects of PB treatments on litterfall has been published. When planning
prescribed burns, forest managers must reach decisions in the face of uncertain conditions, as litterfall
patterns depend on several variables that often interact in a complex way. The Bayesian approach seems
to be a good statistical model for dealing with complex models (it enables the inclusion of multiple
variables) and for implementing prior knowledge [29,36], thus enabling more robust conclusions to
be obtained.

An immediate impact on litterfall was detected after spring and autumn PB. The effect was
stronger in the pure stand. Over time, the effect of the treatment decreases. The different effects of PB
on the two types of stand strengthen the results obtained in the statistical analysis where the random
variable “stand” directly influenced the litterfall. A gradual decline in the effect of the disturbance has
also been described by [6,58] in different thinning regimes. Despite this immediate effect, mean total
litterfall collected was within the range of natural litterfall in Spanish stands (e.g., [6,12]) and close to
those obtained (3337 ± 841 kg ha−1 year−1) by [59] in a Pinus nigra stand in Mora de Rubielos (Teruel).

Meteorological variables (in general) were the most important variables influencing litterfall
biomass. Indeed, the marked inter-annual variability in climate in most Mediterranean areas drives the
inter- and intra-annual variability in litterfall [10–12]. Litterfall dynamics may be more sensitive and
increase when low-intensity prescribed burning is followed by snow (not significant variable) or storm
events. Snowfall and storms have been suggested to be the cause of peaks in the abundance of some
fractions of litter such as green needles, branches, and bark (e.g., [12,29,60]). Data provided by AEMET
(1997–2018) [38] showed that a range of months with the most snowy days occurred mainly between
December and March. During this period, for all treatments, branches represented on average 40%
and 52% (MS and PS, respectively) of the total litterfall collected [36]. Branches may break as a result
of the weight of accumulated snow, especially branches that are partly affected by fire. In addition,
radiation or convection processes may increase thermal pruning. However, the low-intensity burning
carried out in this study does not allow us to confirm the existence of this effect. The months with
the most stormy days occurred between May and August. Nonetheless, findings on the influence of
storms in litterfall biomass may interact with the time of natural abscission of needles [29].

Prescribed burning must be planned carefully, especially if carried out after months of high
temperatures and consecutive months of low rainfall. The mean maximum temperature is a significant
variable affecting litterfall in the proposed model. However, the model showed that the effects of
mean precipitation varied at random, in contrast to previous findings on the influence of physiological
drought on litterfall [6,17]. This may be because the precipitation considered corresponded to the
month prior to collecting the litterfall, and its influence on litterfall may be due to periods of extended
drought when the accumulated precipitation is below the tree requirements. It is widely known that
temperature and water regulate biological processes. Indeed, litterfall biomass is most abundant in
summer (June–September) (Figure 2) in the stands under study, representing mean percentages of 63%
and 52% of the annual biomass in the MS and in the PS, respectively. Likewise, the combination of
increased temperature and longer duration of light period in warmer months increases the activity
of growth hormones that cause the abscission of old needles [61]. Information about the ecosystem
response to warming is essential for determining the impacts of perturbation in forest systems.
An increase in temperature of 1.5 ◦C is predicted to occur between 2030 and 2052, if temperatures
continue to increase at the current rate [62]. The effect of meteorological conditions must therefore
be taken into account in considering the impact of PB on litterfall. Other variables indirectly related
to meteorological conditions such as phenology may influence the litterfall dynamics, although to a
lesser extent [63].

The proposed model provides a positive response concerning the variability in litterfall due to
type of stand (mixed or pure). As mentioned, a slight damping of PB effects in the mixed stand was
already observed in the previous study [29]; the present results, which cover a longer period of time,
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reinforce these findings. In the Cuenca Mountains, the Pinus nigra-Pinus pinaster ecotone generates
stable stands, which should be taken into account in PB. Exploration of the resilience and vulnerability
of mixed and pure stands to perturbations such as PB is essential to establish recommendations for
management and fire prevention strategies.

Minimum bark thickness had a random effect in litterfall. In the present study, the PB was of
low-intensity (the typical type of burning conducted in these Pinus nigra stands). The bark thickness
was therefore probably sufficiently thick to protect trees against thermal damage (even the minimum
values measured) [64], thus guaranteeing supply of water and nutrients to the needles (and preventing
premature fall). The thick bark of Pinus nigra is considered an adaptation to surface fire [21,65], and this
species can persist after being affected by surface fires during several centuries [20]. The same applies
to maritime pine populations [66]. As bark thickness is an easily measurable variable and is correlated
with the time required to reach lethal temperatures in the ca7mbium [67,68], it can help to predict the
resistance of bark to a surface fire and to prevent the crown being indirectly affected.

Although high crown base height may enable trees to escape the effects of surface fires such as
those induced by PB, the study findings showed a random relationship between the amount of litterfall
biomass and the height of the first live branch. In MS, the first live branch appeared at 6.4 ± 1.8 m
from the base, and in PS, at 8.2 ± 2.5 m (Table 1). In most cases, scorch height was lower than the
height of the first living branch, which may explain the observed responses in Bayesian models (for
low crown base height or more variable values, the relationship may be stronger). It is widely accepted
that Pinus nigra exhibits a self-pruning strategy [20,23] with high crown base heights [21] that enable
adult trees to resist fire. The present data are consistent with the previously reported crown base
height of 7.3 m for the same species in stands in northeastern Spain [22]. Nevertheless, an average base
height of 4.0 ± 0.15 m has been reported for Pinus nigra stands in eastern Spain [20]. A low height of
the first live branch must be taken into account in planning prescribed burning as it will likely affect
litterfall biomass.

Along with type of stand, the proposed model provided a positive response concerning the
variability of litterfall due to treatment (NB, SB, and AB). However, type of stand had a slightly
stronger effect on litterfall. This may be due to the low intensity of prescribed burning and because the
immediate effect of PB (3–4 months after PB) decreased over time (24 months), thus the accumulated
litterfall may thus disguise these immediate effects produced by burning. However, if PB has a severe
and immediate impact, it may cause an increase in accumulated fallen biomass, thus leading to a
higher risk of future fire and a short-lived treatment efficacy [30].

Scorch height on the leeward side had a random effect on litterfall. The maximum scorch height
was reached on the leeward side of the trunk (63 ± 70 cm in MS and 107 ± 110 cm in PS, Table 3),
although below the mean height of the first live branch. Differences in scorch height on the leeward
and windward sides (12 ± 20 cm in MS and 21 ± 40 cm in PS, Table 3) were due to the so-called
“chimney effect” caused by the incidence of tree on the flame geometry [69]. Consequently, there are
differences between the expected (prescribed) and real height of the flame at which the stem will
be heated. Overall, a high scorch is caused by the effect of flame height, which could translate into
stronger effects of radiation and convection processes negatively affecting the crown. Nevertheless,
scorch marks on the highest parts of the stems in the stands under study were mainly due to the
presence of lichens, which burned briefly. Furthermore, no trees were completely scorched, except
seedlings under canopy and small dominated trees. In this respect, analysis of the nutrient contents of
needle fraction collected reinforced the findings, showing nitrogen (N) concentrations corresponding
to old needles in abscission time (4.5 and 5.1 mg g−1 mean value for all treatments and periods in El
Pozuelo and Beteta, respectively) [36].

The time during which the temperature was higher than 60 ◦C in bark and cambium had random
effects on litterfall. In PB, in both spring and autumn, the temperature in the cambium area only
exceeded 60 ◦C in 17% of trees in MS and in 8% of trees in PS (Table 3). As Bayesian models are
based on an iterative learning process and the findings depend on previous knowledge about the
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system and new evidence (from the data), it is reasonable to consider that the study variables will
have random effects on litterfall. This may also be explained by the fact that the burning was not
completely homogeneous over the whole plot, but depended on fuel accumulation close to the trees.
The process of cambial damage may be especially important in the context of PB, in which relatively
low intensity fire does not generally result in large amounts of crown damage [68]. However, more
data on moderate-high intensity fires are needed to clarify the effects of these variables.

5. Conclusions

The effects of meteorological variables on litterfall were more significant and even more important
than variables associated with stand characteristics or with prescription burning. Mean maximum
temperature in the months prior to prescribed burning must be considered in decision making processes,
because high temperatures may enhance the accumulation of fallen biomass, decreasing the duration of
treatment effects and finally enhancing the fire risk. The final model did not indicate a close relationship
between mean precipitation and litterfall. Presumably, an extended period of drought conditions is
required to induce stress in trees and increase litterfall.

The variability in litterfall was affected by stand characteristics and tended to dampen the effect
of perturbation in the mixed stand. Adaptation of bark thickness and high first live branch height in
the species studied was sufficient to provide complete protection against low-intensity fire.

Although the treatment affected the variability in litterfall, the stand characteristic had a slightly
stronger effect on litterfall. The results suggested that burning in spring (when the mean temperature
is generally higher than in autumn) may have a greater impact on litterfall. In addition, the maximum
litterfall production begins immediately afterward and may reinforce the effect. However, one-off

episodes of snowfall and storms during winter–autumn may increase the abundance of litterfall, and the
effect may even be maintained throughout the year until the time of maximum leaf-fall. Maximum
scorch height (leeward size) did not have effects on litterfall. This variable is easily measurable after
the passage of fire, and it can help in adjusting prescriptions and in estimating the effects on litterfall.
The cambial temperature reached did not affect the live cells, and it therefore had no indirect impact
on litterfall.

This is the first report of the use of a Bayesian approach to describe the complex litterfall dynamics
after PB, with good results. However, the model should be tested with a larger database including
information from more moderate-severe fires in order to improve PB planning.

Author Contributions: J.E. designed the experiment, carried out the field work, and wrote the manuscript.
Ó.R.D.R. supported the statistical analysis and corrected the manuscript. J.M. designed the experiment, carried
out the field work, and corrected the manuscript. M.G. designed the experiment, carried out the field work,
and corrected the manuscript. C.H. designed the experiment, carried out the field work, corrected the manuscript,
and coordinated the research project. All authors have read and agree to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Spanish R&D projects: GEPRIF (Fire Severity Reduction through
New Tools and Technologies for Integrated Forest Fire Protection Management; RTA2014-00011-C06-01) and
VIS4FIRE (Integrated Vulnerability of Forest Systems to Wildfire: Implications on Forest Management Tools;
RTA2017-00042-C05-01). GEPRIF and VIS4FIRE are co-funded by the EU through the FEDER program. This
study was also co-financed by INIA (FPI-SGIT 2015) and the European Social Fund through a grant awarded to
Juncal Espinosa.

Acknowledgments: We thank Cristina Carrillo, Carmen Díez, Ana Carmen De La Cruz, and Ángeles Tirado
from INIA-CIFOR for their assistance during the experiment. We also thank members of the Cuenca Fire
Service (SEIF Cuenca), who were responsible for conducting the prescribed fires. We are grateful to the State
Meteorological Agency of the Spanish Government (AEMET) for providing meteorological data and to the
International Co-operative Program for Assessment and Monitoring of Air Pollution Effects on Forests (ICP
Forests) and the collaborating countries for providing access to the litterfall database.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Forests 2020, 11, 1006 15 of 18

References

1. Moriondo, M.; Good, P.; Durao, R.; Bindi, M.; Giannakopoulos, C.; Corte-Real, J. Potential impact of climate
change on fire risk in the Mediterranean area. Clim. Res. 2006, 31, 85–95. [CrossRef]

2. Agee, J.K.; Skinner, C.N. Basic principles of forest fuel reduction treatments. For. Ecol. Manag. 2005, 211,
83–96. [CrossRef]

3. Fernandes, P.M.; Botelho, H.S. A review of prescribed burning effectiveness in fire hazard reduction. Int. J.
Wildland Fire 2003, 12, 117–128. [CrossRef]

4. Harmon, M.E. Survival of trees after low-intensity surface fires in Great Smoky Mountains National Park.
Ecology 1984, 65, 796–802. [CrossRef]

5. Lado-Monserrat, L.; Lidón, A.; Bautista, I. Erratum to: Litterfall, litter decomposition and associated nutrient
fluxes in Pinus halepensis: Influence of tree removal intensity in a Mediterranean forest. Eur. J. For. Res. 2016,
135, 203–214. [CrossRef]

6. Roig, S.; del Río, M.; Canellas, I.; Montero, G. Litter fall in Mediterranean Pinus pinaster Ait. stands under
different thinning regimes. For. Ecol. Manag. 2005, 206, 179–190. [CrossRef]

7. Sayer, E.J. Using experimental manipulation to assess the roles of leaf litter in the functioning of forest
ecosystems. Biol. Rev. 2006, 81, 1–31. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Kunhamu, T.K.; Kumar, B.M.; Viswanath, S. Does thinning affect litterfall, litter decomposition, and associated
nutrient release in Acacia mangium stands of Kerala in peninsular India? Can. J. For. Res. 2009, 39, 792–801.
[CrossRef]

9. Hansen, K.; Vesterdal, L.; Schmidt, I.K.; Gundersen, P.; Sevel, L.; Bastrup-Birk, A.; Pedersen, L.B.;
Bille-Hansen, J. Litterfall and nutrient return in five tree species in a common garden experiment.
For. Ecol. Manag. 2009, 257, 2133–2144. [CrossRef]

10. Kurz, C.; Coûteaux, M.M.; Thiéry, J.M. Residence time and decomposition rate of Pinus pinaster needles in
a forest floor from direct field measurements under a Mediterranean climate. Soil Biol. Biochem. 2000, 32,
1197–1206. [CrossRef]

11. Pausas, J.G.; Carceller, F.; Vallejo, V.R. El desfronde en bosques de Pinus sylvestris L. en relación con las
características climáticas. Ecología 1994, 8, 167–176.

12. Blanco, J.; Imbert, J.; Castillo, F. Influence of site characteristics and thinning intensity on litterfall production
in two Pinus sylvestris L. forests in the western Pyrenees. For. Ecol. Manag. 2006, 237, 342–352. [CrossRef]

13. Santa-Regina, I.S.; Tarazona, T. Nutrient return to the soil through litterfall and throughfall under beech and
pine stands of Sierra de la Demanda, Spain. Arid Soil Res. Rehabil. 2000, 14, 239–252. [CrossRef]

14. Wieder, R.K.; Wright, S.J. Tropical forest litter dynamics and dry season irrigation on Barro Colorado Island,
Panamá. Ecology 1995, 76, 1971–1979. [CrossRef]

15. Gracia, C.A.; Sabaté, S.; López, B.; Sánchez, B. Presente y futuro del bosque mediterráneo: Balance de
carbono, gestión y cambio global. In Aspectos Funcionales de los Ecosistemas Mediterráneos; AEET-CSIC Press:
Granada, Spain, 2001; pp. 351–372.

16. Zhang, H.; Yuan, W.; Dong, W.; Liu, S. Seasonal patterns of litterfall in forest ecosystem worldwide.
Ecol. Complex. 2014, 20, 240–247. [CrossRef]

17. García-Plé, C.; Vanrell, P.; Morey, M. Litter fall and decomposition in a Pinus halepensis forest on Mallorca.
J. Veg. Sci. 1995, 6, 17–22. [CrossRef]

18. Catry, F.X.; Rego, F.; Moreira, F.; Fernandes, P.M.; Pausas, J.G. Post-fire tree mortality in mixed forests of
central Portugal. For. Ecol. Manag. 2010, 260, 1184–1192. [CrossRef]

19. Fernandes, P.M.; Rigolot, E. The fire ecology and management of maritime pine (Pinus pinaster Ait.).
For. Ecol. Manag. 2007, 241, 1–13. [CrossRef]

20. Fulé, P.Z.; Ribas, M.; Gutiérrez, E.; Vallejo, R.; Kaye, M.W. Forest structure and fire history in an old Pinus nigra
forest, eastern Spain. For. Ecol. Manag. 2008, 255, 1234–1242. [CrossRef]

21. Pausas, J.G.; Llovet, J.; Rodrigo, A.; Vallejo, R. Are wildfires a disaster in the Mediterranean basin?—A review.
Int. J. Wildland Fire 2009, 17, 713–723. [CrossRef]

22. Piqué, M.; Domènech, R. Effectiveness of mechanical thinning and prescribed burning on fire behavior in
Pinus nigra forests in NE Spain. Sci. Total Environ. 2018, 618, 1539–1546. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3354/cr031085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2005.01.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WF02042
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1938052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10342-015-0923-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2004.10.068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1464793105006846
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16460580
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/X09-008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2009.02.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0038-0717(00)00036-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2006.09.057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/089030600406653
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1940727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2014.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3236251
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.07.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.01.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.10.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WF07151
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.316
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29111258


Forests 2020, 11, 1006 16 of 18

23. Tapias, R.; Gil, L.; Fuentes-Utrilla, P.; Pardos, J.A. Canopy seed banks in Mediterranean pines of south-eastern
Spain: A comparison between Pinus halepensis Mill., P. pinaster Ait., P. nigra Arn. and P. pinea L. J. Ecol. 2001,
89, 629–638. [CrossRef]

24. Lawes, M.J.; Richards, A.; Dathe, J.; Midgley, J.J. Bark thickness determines fire resistance of selected tree
species from fire-prone tropical savanna in north Australia. Plant Ecol. 2011, 212, 2057–2069. [CrossRef]

25. Romero, C. Bark structure and functional ecology. In Bark: Use, Management, and Commerce in Africa;
Cunningham, A.B., Campbell, B.M., Luckert, K.M., Eds.; Advances in Economic Botany: New York, NY,
USA, 2007; Volume 17, pp. 5–25.

26. Helms, J.A. Summer photosynthesis of ponderosa pine in its natural habitat. Photosynthetica 1970, 4, 234–253.
27. Wyant, J.G.; Omi, P.N.; Laven, R.D. Fire induced tree mortality in a Colorado ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir

stand. For. Sci. 1986, 32, 49–59. [CrossRef]
28. Elmqvist, T.; Folke, C.; Nystrom, M.; Peterson, G.; Bengtsson, J.; Walker, B.; Norberg, J. Response diversity,

ecosystem change, and resilience. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2003, 1, 488–494. [CrossRef]
29. Espinosa, J.; Madrigal, J.; De La Cruz, A.C.; Guijarro, M.; Jimenez, E.; Hernando, C. Short-term effects of

prescribed burning on litterfall biomass in mixed stands of Pinus nigra and Pinus pinaster and pure stands
of Pinus nigra in the Cuenca Mountains (Central-Eastern Spain). Sci. Total Environ. 2018, 618, 941–951.
[CrossRef]

30. Espinosa, J.; Palheiro, P.; Loureiro, C.; Ascoli, D.; Esposito, A.; Fernandes, P.M. Fire-severity mitigation by
prescribed burning assessed from fire-treatment encounters in maritime pine stands. Can. J. For. Res. 2019,
49, 1–7. [CrossRef]

31. Mirra, I.M.; Oliveira, T.M.; Barros, A.M.; Fernandes, P.M. Fuel dynamics following fire hazard reduction
treatments in blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus) plantations in Portugal. For. Ecol. Manag. 2017, 398, 185–195.
[CrossRef]

32. Hare, R.C. The contribution of bark to fire resistance of southern trees. J. For. 1965, 4, 248–251. [CrossRef]
33. Seifert, T.; Meincken, M.; Odhiambo, B.O. The effect of surface fire on tree ring growth of Pinus radiata trees.

Ann. For. Sci. 2017, 74, 34. [CrossRef]
34. Rozas, V.; Pérez-de-Lis, G.; García-González, I.; Arévalo, J.A. Contrasting effects of wildfire and climate on

radial growth of Pinus canariensis on windward and leeward slopes on Tenerife, Canary Islands. Trees 2011,
25, 895–905. [CrossRef]

35. Madrigal, J.; Souto-García, J.; Calama, R.; Guijarro, M.; Picos, J.; Hernando, C. Resistance of Pinus pinea L.
bark to fire. Int. J. Wildland Fire 2019, 28, 342–353. [CrossRef]

36. Espinosa, J.; Madrigal, J.; Pando, V.; de la Cruz, A.C.; Guijarro, M.; Hernando, C. The effect of low intensity
prescribed burns in two seasons litterfall biomass and nutrient content. Int. J. Wildland Fire 2020. [CrossRef]

37. Clark, J.S. Why environmental scientists are becoming Bayesians. Ecol. Lett. 2005, 8, 2–14. [CrossRef]
38. AEMET. Weather Data from Cañizares Station (Cuenca-Spain) 1997–2018; State Meteorological Agency of

Spanish Government (AEMET): Madrid, Spain, 2018.
39. Plaza-Álvarez, P.; Lucas-Borja, M.; Sagra, J.; Moya, D.; Fontúrbel, T.; De las Heras, J. Soil respiration changes

after prescribed fires in Spanish black pine (Pinus nigra Arn. ssp. salzmannii) monospecific and mixed forest
stands. Forests 2017, 8, 248. [CrossRef]

40. Scott, J.H.; Burgan, R.E. Standard Fire Behavior Fuel Models: A Comprehensive Set for Use with Rothermel’s Surface
Fire Spread Model; US Department of Agriculture: Fort Collins, CO, USA; Forest Service; Rocky Mountain
Station: Vancouver, BC, Canada, 2005; 72p.

41. Vega, J.A. Efectos del Fuego Prescrito Sobre el Suelo en Pinares de Pinus pinaster Ait. de Galicia. Ph.D. Thesis,
Universidad Politécnica de Madrid, Madrid, Spain, 2001; 417p.

42. Ukonmaanaho, L.; Pitman, R.; Bastrup-Birk, A.; Breda, N.; Rautio, P. Part XIII: Sampling and Analysis of
Litterfall. In Manual on Methods and Criteria for Harmonized Sampling, Assessment, Monitoring and Analysis of the
Effects of Air Pollution on Forests; UNECE ICP Forests Programme Co-Ordinating Centre, Ed.; Thünen Institute
for Forests Ecosystems: Eberswalde, Germany, 2016; 15p.

43. Cosandey-Godin, A.; Krainski, E.T.; Worm, B.; Flemming, J.M. Applying Bayesian spatiotemporal models to
fisheries bycatch in the Canadian Arctic. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 2014, 72, 186–197. [CrossRef]

44. Rue, H.; Martino, S.; Chopin, N. Approximate Bayesian inference for latent Gaussian models by using
integrated nested Laplace approximations. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B 2009, 71, 319–392. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2745.2001.00575.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11258-011-9954-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/forestscience/32.1.49
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/1540-9295(2003)001[0488:RDECAR]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.08.291
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2018-0263
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.05.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jof/63.4.248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13595-016-0608-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00468-011-0564-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WF18118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WF19132
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2004.00702.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/f8070248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2014-0159
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9868.2008.00700.x


Forests 2020, 11, 1006 17 of 18

45. Geisser, S.; Eddy, W.F. A predictive approach to model selection. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 1979, 74, 153–160.
[CrossRef]

46. Vehtari, A.; Lampinen, J. Bayesian model assessment and comparison using cross-validation predictive
densities. Neural Comput. 2002, 14, 2439–2468. [CrossRef]

47. Gelman, A.; Shalizi, C.R. Philosophy and the practice of Bayesian statistics. Br. J. Math. Stat. Psychol. 2013,
66, 8–38. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Spiegelhalter, D.; Best, N.G.; Carlin, B.P.; Van der Linde, A. Bayesian measures of model complexity and fit.
Qual. Control Appl. Stat. 2003, 48, 431–432. [CrossRef]

49. Van Der Linde, A. DIC in variable selection. Stat. Neerl. 2005, 59, 45–56. [CrossRef]
50. Watanabe, S. Asymptotic equivalence of Bayes cross validation and widely applicable information criterion

in singular learning theory. J. Mach. Learn. Res. 2010, 11, 3571–3594.
51. Li, L.; Qiu, S.; Zhang, B.; Feng, C.X. Approximating cross-validatory predictive evaluation in Bayesian latent

variable models with integrated IS and WAIC. Stat. Comput. 2016, 26, 881–897. [CrossRef]
52. Pettit, L.I. The conditional predictive ordinate for the normal distribution. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B 1990, 52,

175–184. [CrossRef]
53. Gneiting, T.; Raftery, A.E. Strictly proper scoring rules, prediction, and estimation. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 2007,

102, 359–378. [CrossRef]
54. Roos, M.; Held, L. Sensitivity analysis in Bayesian generalized linear mixed models for binary data.

Bayesian Anal. 2011, 6, 259–278. [CrossRef]
55. Huang, J.; Ling, C.X. Using AUC and accuracy in evaluating learning algorithms. IEEE Trans. Knowl.

Data Eng. 2005, 17, 299–310. [CrossRef]
56. Qiao, H.; Soberón, J.; Peterson, A.T. No silver bullets in correlative ecological niche modelling: Insights

from testing among many potential algorithms for niche estimation. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2015, 6, 1126–1136.
[CrossRef]

57. Berg, B.; Meentemeyer, V. Litter fall in some European coniferous forests as dependent on climate: A synthesis.
Can. J. For. Res. 2001, 31, 292–301. [CrossRef]

58. Agren, G.; Knecht, M. Simulation of soil carbon and nutrient development under Pinus sylvestris and
Pinus contorta. For. Ecol. Manag. 2001, 141, 117–129. [CrossRef]

59. ICP Forests Database. The International Co-Operative Programme on Assessment and Monitoring of
Air Pollution Effects on Forests, Level II Plots. Data Accessed for 2005–2014. Available online: http:
//icp-forests.net/page/data-requests (accessed on 9 August 2020).

60. Martínez-Alonso, C.; Valladares, F.; Camarero, J.J.; Arias, M.L.; Serrano, M. The uncoupling of secondary
growth, cone and litter production by intradecadal climatic variability in a Mediterranean Scots pine forest.
For. Ecol. Manag. 2007, 253, 19–29. [CrossRef]

61. Wareing, P.F.; Thompson, A.G. Rapid effects of red light on hormone levels. In Light and Plant Development;
Smith, H., Ed.; Butterworths: London, UK, 1975; pp. 85–94.

62. IPCC. Summary for Policymakers. In Global Warming of 1.5 ◦C. An IPCC Special Report on the Impacts of
Global Warming of 1.5 ◦C above Pre-Industrial Levels and Related Global Greenhouse Gas Emission Pathways, in
the Context of Strengthening the Global Response to the Threat of Climate Change, Sustainable Development, and
Efforts to Eradicate Poverty; Masson-Delmotte, V., Zhai, P., Pörtner, H.O., Roberts, D., Skea, J., Shukla, P.R.,
Pirani, A., Moufouma-Okia, W., Péan, C., Pidcock, R., et al., Eds.; World Meteorological Organization:
Geneva, Switzerland, 2018; 32p.

63. Bueis, T.; Bravo, F.; Pando, V.; Turrión, M.B. Influencia de la densidad del arbolado sobre el desfronde y su
reciclado en pinares de repoblación del norte de España. Bosque (Valdivia) 2017, 38, 401–407. [CrossRef]

64. Espinosa, J.; Rodríguez de Rivera, O.; Madrigal, J.; Guijarro, M.; Hernando, C. Predicting potential cambium
damage and fire resistance in Pinus nigra Arn. ssp. salzmannii. For. Ecol. Manag. 2020, 474, 118372. [CrossRef]

65. Tapias, R.; Climent, J.; Pardos, J.A.; Gil, L. Life histories of Mediterranean pines. Plant Ecol. 2004, 171, 53–68.
[CrossRef]

66. Tiscar, P.A.; Linares, J.C. Pinus nigra subsp. salzmannii forests from Southeast Spain: Using structure and
process information to guide management. In Pine Forests: Types, Threats and Management; Frisiras, C.T., Ed.;
Nova Science Publishers, Inc.: Hauppauge, NY, USA, 2011.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1979.10481632
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/08997660260293292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8317.2011.02037.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22364575
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9574.2005.00278.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11222-015-9577-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1990.tb01780.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1198/016214506000001437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/11-BA609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TKDE.2005.50
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12397
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/x00-172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(00)00495-3
http://icp-forests.net/page/data-requests
http://icp-forests.net/page/data-requests
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.06.043
http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0717-92002017000200017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2020.118372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:VEGE.0000029383.72609.f0


Forests 2020, 11, 1006 18 of 18

67. Gashaw, M.; Michelsel, A.; Friis, I.; Jensen, M.; Demissew, S.; Woldu, Z. Post-fire regeneration strategies and
tree bark resistance to heating in frequently burning tropical savanna woodlands and grasslands in Ethiopia.
Nord. J. Bot. 2002, 22, 19–33. [CrossRef]

68. Van Mantgem, P.; Schwartz, M. Bark heat resistance of small trees in Californian mixed conifer forests:
Testing some model assumptions. For. Ecol. Manag. 2003, 78, 341–352. [CrossRef]

69. Hernando, C.; Guijarro, M. Temperature Regime in Pinus pinaster and P. halepensis Trunks, Proceedings of the III
International Conference on Forest Fire Research and 14th Conference on Fire and Forest Meteorology; Viegas, D.X.,
Ed.; ADAI: Luso-Coimbra, Portugal, 1998; pp. 801–813.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1756-1051.2002.tb01615.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(02)00554-6
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

