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%, MAE 4 0.566~1.332; Simard 7%, MAE 4 0.457~1.250)K DL if, HLa% JRABENLARMERL, MAE 4 1.666~1.933;

J7SUIMMERETY, MAE N 2.534~4.485) R BLFHZE, GMEREIAMAL(MAE N 2.798~5.048) K I % . [4512]) Simard 7% Nelson 2
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A comparison of five models in predicting surface dead fine fuel moisture content of typical
forests in Northeast China

Abstract: [Objective] The spread and development of wildfires are deeply affected by the fine fuel moisture content (FFMC), which
is a key factor in fire risk assessment. At present, there are many new prediction methods based on machine learning, but few people
pay attention to their comparison with traditional models, which leads to some limitations in the application of machine learning in
predicting FFMC. [Method] Therefore, we made long-term field observations of surface dead FFMC by half-hour time steps of four
typical forests in Northeast China, analyzed the dynamic change in FFMC and its driving factors. Five different prediction models were
built, and their performances were compared. [ Result] By and large, our results showed that the semi-physical models (Nelson method,
MAE from 0.566 to 1.332; Simard method, MAE from 0.457 to 1.250) perform best, the machine learning models (Random Forest
model, MAE from 1.666 to 1.933; generalized additive model, MAE from 2.534 to 4.485) perform slightly worse, and the Linear
regression model (MAE from 2.798 to 5.048) performs worst. [ Conclusion] The Simard method, Nelson method and Random Forest
model showed great performance, their MAE and RMSE are almost all less than 2%. In addition, it also suggested that machine learning
models can also accurately predict FFMC, and they have great potential because it can introduce new variables and data in future to
continuously develop. This study provides a basis for the selection and development of FFMC prediction in the future.
Key words: fine fuel moisture content, prediction model, temperature, relative humidity, Random Forest, plantations, generalized
additive model

ARMRK ISR HUBR b ™ B H AR R EZ —, WAER AU A B, I i B K& i
RFNGET. (Andela et al., 2017; Bowman et al., 2020; Bar-Massada et al., 2020; Liu %5, 2021) . #Rik
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A B, R R EFAERE], KRZFTARER Jollyetal., 2015; Arté&etal., 2019) .
Wb, AR IO ARAR K 9 I AR Al B 2 sk e i R AR B 2 (Quan et al., 2021 ) .

DMAEWTFER B, WA SRR I8 2 AT RN O BR300 R o IR R A= A0 K e AT B 252 ( Bilgili
etal., 2019; Kang et al., 2020; Pham et al., 2020) . FLH, TR AR K 9 R AR 1P IR HEmti AN 1 B2 2% 1
(Wehneretal., 2017; Sunetal.,2018) . AI#A#IE /KA (FMC) S2mi 55, ZIEHA (ROS) . HaGHAE
MREER, WREFIPAE R AR (Tianetal., 2011; Holsinger etal., 2016; Bilgili etal., 2019) & %
WA o AR/ NFERT IR B /KR R OR TAME A RN R, SiH AL, B KEEERC (Viegasetal.,
1992; Rianoetal., 2005; Resco de Diosetal., 2015) . 4H/NERTYIE /KE (FFMC) J& ¥ 2 MK G 5K
RGHREehR, O 2R T KR &R (Matthews, 2014; Zhangetal., 2017; Ellisetal., 2022) . Hb
AR T AR R R N A AR 1-h LIRS R, Y5, £FH4% (Gouldetal., 2011) o 7EAH A AR 2% A
N, R AH/NFE R RS 7K ZE I AR AL T ZE AR T Ho A nT A M) ANE T A4 ( Gonzalez et al., 2009; Leietal., 2022;
Palominoetal., 2022) . B, WEHE FFMC. W50 H Zha 2840 H 2047 B A 5 20 3. R BEFIA N IR
JERFEN FFMC 1) EES R R, CATE R vl ) 5 K AIE 8] 7K 28358 #e, —F R E1EH
(Viney, 1991; Matthewsetal.,2006; Alvesetal.,2009; Masindaetal., 2021) . K. FF7KFIAKFH%R S %6 H
AR R R BB W E FFMC, (FH L B2 & 4% (Slijepcevic et al., 2018; Zhang et al.,
2020; Lindbergetal., 2021; Zhangetal., 2021; Leietal.,, 2022) .

FFMC TR 2, fed -2 TR A B 2, (ARSI ke — 2 RRRE (Viney,
1991; Matthews, 2010; Schunketal., 2016; Yanetal., 2018; Cawsonetal., 2020; Leietal.,2022) . [Xt,
SHTAREERYE FEMC A0 18] (1 5C 2 DL At 37 4E A 1) IO AS L /2 2 AT BF FE i 3 50 (Aguado et al., 2007;
Pellizzaro et al., 2007; Zhang et al., 2021) . VAATHIBFFLfE A VP 2 A S8 F FRMC, GIELEAL,
V) FE RN BEAE Y (Simard, 1968 4F; Catchpole etal., 2001 4E; Matthews, 2006 4F; Masindaetal., 2021
F; Rakhmatulinaetal., 2021 %) o ZRMHRIAEALE —Fp g R (R IGR R, B3 F 40t d . FFMC 55 %
R 7 Z TA) R 50 2R o BT S FH 7 B, AELAERA VE FHE T R 04022, BAR 22 T Ik 15%E B £ (Matthews etal.,
2010; Sunetal., 2015; Masinda etal., 2021) . Catchpole %% (2001) $& H} 1 3T kH 3¢ i 11 #55 /K = (EMC)
ST TN B AG THE, 12T VE N B B AN R CIREAARXR ) #ERifL 5 FFMC. B C
#eEE (NFDRS) AIfNEE K (CFDRS) &5 LAk kIS5 RS TR (Jinetal., 2012; Rakhmatulina et
al., 2021) o 3= A7 BRI T B T B 9 B0 2, A OGS B Al R Bhd i S ke, B TR
FAL QJinetal., 2010; Slijepcevic etal., 2013) o X1, o, FHGIR 2 BE A I 1A 18] B A9 34 N M H K (de Groot
etal.,, 2005; Matthews, 2014; Zhangetal., 2021) . Zhang #1 Sun (2020) i\ A, TR FFMC B8R 48
WA R 7, X ARMERAVE LR R P (LN ECERD F#H7 85T Qinetal., 2010; Masinda
etal., 2022) . VR B AT B E K PR, (HOLEE Ry 5220, N H A AR S0 B S50k AT KB B Bl Tk

(Nelson, 2000; Matthews, 2006; Matthews et al., 2006) -

BEAL, ST AE AL A% 5 S B FMC PR B () N F A | — 63 1) 5 v . S B R A 2 30 A B AN [
ZITEA T EFEE FMC A B R B, 7R AR SRR B AR R SR, HAYHEER
MARBR A BHEl, Va0 ZNHTES . A5 AR KR U 44538 (da Silva
et al., 2019; Coker et al., 2021; Yuanet al., 2021; Capps et al., 2021) . Lee %5£(2020 )3 T-BEHL AR L KF
] EAT LB A8 2% 2J SRS 7 10-h FMC TGS A, 55 [m] B AR AN ) 3SR 336 4T 1 LL % - Fan A1 He(2021)
B HTHICAZ(LSTM) I 26 5 35 T W 38 ik 72 16 2800T BRI AR 7K 43 B2 (FSMIM) AR 45 KAl F R BRI AR 5 7K 26
Lei Z5(2022)$ t 1 — I T I 2R A% JE 45 0 2% (WSN) T Iz 7] 4% 7% (BP) 11 42 I 2% 1) FFMC & 5 757, B i,
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o R ACHL XA AL 7 R AE S R G i s SRRt R EAR MR K R B E X 2 — . 1%
M X FERF AR KA (Pinus koraiensis) « 52 ##4 (Pinus sylvestris var. mongolica) . f47K (Larix gmelinii)
FIMEAR (Betulaplatyphylla) , FAR V&I CLORRCOAZ I X B 32 ZE TR, DR LA AR K AR PR K R 8 78 XU
(Zhangetal.) .

AHFFE ) B 2 P88 2 S B RU AL GeR R e BE, 0 A 3 IR s, R EE & AL HhIX FFMC
AEB TR 751 . R TCHCRFEM 7%, DL INI g i, fEBFAME B MK = K =75 FFMC 3874
o FEIRXT S RERIAT TIE, 57T FFMC 2B IREN R % . R EY 3B (3% Nelson 1
Simard %) . HLES 2SR CEIFFRRENLARARBE (RE) AT SCRIIMABE RS (GAM) ) FIZe M [A]JH R (LR)
7 FFMC TSRS, I 5 2B () v REBE AT VPN AN B A B 045 R 04 J5 FEMC BE AL e Bk e B
ZHEANE, AT AR G DX B A KT 13 SR A

1 BFARX AR
W FL X380 PR VAR W RS T ZRAE AR R 508 J LIl SR Ee AR (127°29'-127°44E,  45°14'-45°29'ND (&
1o AR T FN 85%, FRMEFZHEN 20,500 km2 (Zhang et al., 2020), FEILEEEEL) 30 A, ARIGEE
2926 A ZHX LA AN R v, W RLR, WHRE) 200-600 K. JE KRG TR AR, PR
i 2.8°C, 7 AR FRIR 34C, 1 HBRICFHSE-40C, KT 10 CHFIRL 2300°C, AFREN &3 B4
HPE 7 A8 H, A PIREKEN 700 oK. SRR MY RAR (R AR L% E BRI 20
(P, koraiensis)~ &M (L. gmelinii)~ FAME (B. platyphylla)~ 5 ¥k (Quercus mongolica) THNkM (Juglans

mandshurica) KB (Fraxinus mandshurica) %%.
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Fig. 1 The location of the study area
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LU, DA RAF RO P EACR 2.
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Table 1. The information of sample stands
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) Mean  Mean Mean litter ~ Standard
Elevation Canopy
Forest type height DBH ) Location Aspect thickness error
(m) density
(m) (cm) (cm) (cm)
P, koraiensis 389 22 19.70 0.60 Up Slope South 5.70 0.24
P, sylvestris
Middle
var. 413 25 18.51 0.55 West 4.90 0.22
Slope
mongolica
Down
L. gmelinii 385 21 14.24 0.65 Southwest 4.30 0.19
Slope
B. platyphylla 417 19 20.13 0.50 Up Slope  Northwest 7.20 0.29

22 MRFE

M 2018 9 H 15 HE 11 A 15 H GRFEENKED KD, AT AT Y& K B sh il EAAES LR
ANEF R RS E Sl SEE ) FRMC RS R0 - 1200 5] SEit 50l FFMC,  BAT RS %0 (12
e, J2— i I AUKPHRE RFSL AL I FI B FR B ¥ 45 (Masinda etal., 2021 47, 2022 ), ‘B0 LLER H3)
MR R R B MXHRE. KGEAKBHEES . v 7 AR S e e, ENERT, FRA 1S Y
(100 3.\ 200 Be A1 500 56 ) X EAAF B BAE AT HE GRZE 0.01 W) BARfEHERE M. 81
MBRRE R E T 8, REF ST MR ZAEARHK, 75 RS =THRE, dRER N RT
Ho OBREMFHREN—D 30 cmx30 cmx6 em [WEH, 7EH FRIE SR AHWN, DL LR #% .
FEMLZ BT, MEE TSN ESE, BT EIMBKERZE, FIERKE LRI T AT ERS
Jei > P4 5 R R b By b T, R O B R R g b R AR R 2NN R P RRE UK, LTHE FEMC.
FEFRE R, TR I B 1 R PR . AR XGHERI R PHAR AT o B 7K St A BRI fr [ <
b (FEECRFES 2 ABLIPD K&, AR DUl # AR s f s GR s E . et e,
— /NG BOHE EH T % A B I ) R PR 5 2R, FRAT TR T S P A AT AR AT
2.3 BIRSH
2.3.1 AA% T HIE

FEREFUIAIEL, 3R T 40kn . AR TAA . I8 AR B MERD 1121, 2118, 2310 AT 1367 MR, B
Je, WREERBFEHATERAR Gt AT, TR SRR FFMC AR 771 FEMC 18R
AMEFPEIME . DORFE H I REARAR, FFMC N9AALR, 22 T S BR M B KR BBl 26, FEor#
T HIKFIF R
2.3.2 FMAEAR

TRATVE L FAN RN 73 43 i S7 ) B | WLAS 27 ST RSB AN Z A [B] RS S FRM FFMCo 2 Tl 1)
MACERAH TIX 5 BB, JERHERUNENEH T I FFMC, H#EFFAMXE  (Catchpole et
al., 2001; Matthews, 2006; Lee etal., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020; Masinda et al., 2021, 2022) . 7EARHF
Hr, 70%AE T IIGRAE AL, A 30% A TR R LU A B ke . R MBS IR G F

(1) AR

BAANTEF R T 7 HRYIK 7 BN BE AR, MRS HUE I SRR, B TR BRI (Catchpole
etal., 2001; Jin et al.,2012), iZAERIAH T . HERA . FI A S2i 5 K R B0 ML S S 50ds, nI 78 F s e
WAEF AL FFMC, BA RIEFIERYE. 2 TR 2R EZ — AT REIAER, 7B
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THEAE R TR TP Nelson #258Y (Nelson, 1984) FIFEEF 4t Simard #2%Y (Simard, 1968) 1A
EMC M 52 (LR A FR Nelson y:H1 Simard ).
ZEF BT Byram (1963) 2 H R M Al M) S K 255 7 #2, il (1D k.
S (D
Hr, M BRI EKE (%), E X PHEEKE (%), 1R (h).
¥ Byram K355 T FE(D) B EUL, 52 LA TR
M(t)=2>M,_+2(I-) E;_;+(1-))E; (2
L M) AWTTE & B FEMC (%) Mi NETE 4 B FEMC (%)s Ei 9877 6 WP K3
(%)s Eig ABTA] t BFBPEEKEE (%) L 2RI R/ SR E IS4, A= exp(-31/(21)); 1=-
3t/(2InA); At FEFEWF T RIIAEIE K, It At=0.5h AR ] R #0E40 “tidyverse "SEH .

A H AT S KR AT Nelson #E8YEY Simard Y 1H5 . Nelson "5 & ACKEE AL 4= (3) Fias:

E=a+f log AG=a+f log (-R;Tlog H) 3)

X R NEHAEE S, HAEN 83141-K ! -mol! ; T HFSRE (K); H HHMHEE (%); m N H,0
AR 37, HAEN 18 grmol™s a Al B 2 HRHEH/N R H AL S5

Simard P& K B WA (4):

0.03+0.626H-0.00104HT H<10
E= 1.76+0.1601H-0.0266 T 10<H<50 (4)
21.06-0.4944H+0.005565H*-0.00063HT  H>50

Hrh, E NPEEKRE (%), T AR CC)y H AMEXHRE (%),

(2) BEHLARA

BENLARAM R — P T S I 2R G 5 S B, AT IR AR X &R, MR B & S e AL &

BHATHIYME ¥ (Breiman, 2001; Kaminska, 2019). RF AJ LLEEHLII M FAAREA FIRELZ MREA, x4
KRBT RN B, SRR G 2SR I TN 5 8, I BEE AR B AT A R (Gigovié et al.,2019).
RF A8 oe IR 2 3 . 24 BRI B R MR G &R, BAARGE TR B . 55 bagging 1 boosting AH
b, RF BA RIS Sl 0 E g s B RIF AR 1. thoh, W25 R A RF X FFMC
BEAT T, B R AR RATERE ( Lee et al., 2020; Fan et al., 2021; Masinda et al., 2021 ) fE RF 75 Z i &
M EEEM B, BAEKNEE (ntree) MR S0 F AN EHE (mtry) (Lee et
al.,2020). R4 Kuhn 1 Johnson (2013) HIEIL, ntree W E A 1500, A T #iE mtry FIHEME, RATM 2
FREAW 2K, LRI TRIRZE (RMSE). “PH4axtiR%E (MAE) fl R2 {f, &S FIRAERE.
TEEST T BARRERBEA R EEEAE . FIH R AR "randomForest "Ml "rfPermute "SZEL I RF
B,

(3)) S AR A

J7SOIERRARL ) LA (GLMD WS35y 8, =Pl IR & R sh i JE

ZAGEERER, MRS TH A AL . GAM 188 ik i 42 o g v e A0 8 (1 4505 S B A S M R B )P T R
B IHF)K & (Gomez-Rubio, 2018). GAM HLFAAET ] LA 22 FhAS 6] i 42 ok Ok 40 G e S48 7 5
LAMERRAL B2 [ AR AR5 & (Masinda et al., 2021). ‘& 7] DLgRm RN A8 B CEPEEE & B
ANELLAR B WA AR AR & AR AR A, I HA R E N BOE A 240 (Guisan et al., 2002). K,
GAM FA & B RAEVE, R A B s B AR 25 h AR AS K R . GAM W] AR il & Z PR 15
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FFMC 2 [MfJAE MR R, B HESAE— MR F . h4h, Masinda 55 (2021) BIWFFCHER,
FFMC 5 S RF AL, #ERL 0 R
n=g(n)=sy+ Z:J=1 s; (x;) (5)
Hot p=E(Y|xy, xp oxp)n REMETIME. soBilE. s ORESETHELS. r2ALE, 5Dk
PRI ZEATRE Y W x MERMERE, SR Y. INESE o MEERRBA .  s0).
HI T GAM & —A> "k e, BEMAZEAEN x5 x x TREAERA PR, HAETEhAIN (Wood
2, 2013). AWFF AR OE KR (GCV) FIFRHIFL KALARE (REML) #57 GAM, Jfiliid R
{ERARE S0 PR T 54T EL . GAM H R IEF A "mgev "SEHL.
(4) LRAE[R TR
LEVE IR AR R — AN RIO R o I IE IS B BT VE A HTk FEMC A 23 S S8, #ar
FEEEER, sk (6) Fion:
M=%, x; b; (6)
Hr M FEMC, x; RIEEMSEHET, b NAHEENZSE. LR EH R B "tidyverse "SEHH.
2.3.3 AP AT
SHFAER AT T G001 K056 1 50 0 A I IEZS My 7 22 (3 500 L BR 22 IS M RS 2R A e A
() — 2. AR R TVE R LA AL R YE, TR TR MAE AT RMSE, an=X (7) #1 (8D s
@)
(8)

Hrp M & FFMC & (%), 1 M, & FFMC FITIME (%),

3 RS0
3.1 FFMC BIEhSZEWL

R2HIHT 4 PR B HER T ) FEMC 40408 . A7 Fam FEMC (9P 38 F1AZ AR B i oK
RRAEN 39.2%, f/MEN 9.8%, “FIMEN 23.2%; AAMEMITRE S/, RAREN 30.8%, H/MEN 9.4%;
LRI, N 19.8%.

HRRMER FEMC BB AL, BRI ML B 5 TR B EARR R (B 2). BREKAE
9 H 29 HEjJEHILE—MNEES, HARK D I7E 9 H 29 HET/E RIS —NEE . )5, FFMC &% ~ R,
£10 H 6 HZ 10 H 19 HIARNEELT 20%, KEBIEFE/KF. EE, 10 H 9 HALA I T —ik
ANEIFERN, AEARFAA RO FA TR FEMC S/NE B &% 10 A 19 HS, ZFBS %, FFMC 2 EA-E%,
HF 10 A 20 HET/E2E ZUGOA R . A FEMC sha& B ILngie T H k7, FFMC 78 9 H 25 HIF4HIE
WETE, 10 H 3 HIEBIE —NEE, 2588 PR, BEE 10 A 16 Hat/a I LT, 2 E&5KEARR
FHXFRRE o

R 2 FEMRSHRIE ATRIIE KE ST

Table 2. Statistics on the moisture content of surface dead fuels in different forest stands

Forest type N Maximum (%) Minimum (%) Mean (%)
P. koraiensis 1121 36.1 10.1 19.8
P, sylvestris var.
2118 39.2 9.8 23.2
mongolica
L. gmelinii 2310 39.6 10.4 22.6
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B. platyphylla 1367 30.8 9.4 20.7

FFMC (%)

EFMC (%)

(A) ks (B HEFH: (O Wi (D) (M
[ 2 TR 5T AT R Sk RS e sy

Fig. 2 The dynamic change trend of fuel moisture content under different forest stands

3.2 SRETHM

H I BEHUAR PR AR PG TR E BT THF (& 3). fETA RSB S, R,
FHXHR AR BHEE S X FFMC %A S35 520 (P<0.01), I 5 AUAH X B2 7E BT A Aopk S8 8 v iy B B 1K
AR o B TR T A AR MR AL FEMC #4943 0 38 20, (EL 2 PP AN R] (P<0.05 FEZ0FA T, P<0.01
FEHABARA D XU LLAA M E AR FEMC A BRI (P<0.01), {HXFFEHFABRMEA 0. 45 L PTig,
HI T ARG A 1 22 e MV () 53t PR AR AE R IR X R R AR R RS2 AN ] o 5L PSR AR T 2 2 S R
RIS KR E R T .

.: significant correlation at the 0.01 level .x- significant correlation at the 0.05 level . no significant correlation

0 50 100 150 50 100

o
%IncMSE

T RIRE, HRMEAEE, Rai ZFENE, WRKHE, Rad NAKBHIES:
ERIRAE 0.01 AKCF LRAEMK, *FRIRTE 0.05 KF L RAHEMK,
(A 4kr; (B) #EFHA: (C) &M (D) [t
3ETHIRRENMEIFNENTEEEM

Fig. 3 Variable importance measures with the Random Forest method based on mean squared error

3.3 =8
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3.3.1 A A
(1) “PABEREAY
FELLRA RfFay JErHRARTEMET, Nelson VETMIA AR R> 4 0.853~0.980,K ¥ 4374 5.193 h.
35.589 h. 20.708 h F1 41.542 h. Simard 77 AR TR R? £E 0.847~0.980 Z [A], I35 43 5l 9 27.635 h.
83.208 h. 35.589h 1 124.875h(3k 3). FRZLMASL, FHovr 3 FhgRAR R2 {HZ9°4 0.970, B [E¥ 55 FFMC (1)
AR RAG e, WA GOk, AR RE . 7F 4 DFRMF, Simard J7ERIRS R OK T Nelson 77 72 A
Hir, PR IERINTRAE 4 DNFRAR PN BRI B T TE A FIZIR o
%3 Nelson #EFN Simard BEMEITSHIMIESMESTTE

Table 3. Estimated parameters and goodness-of-fit-statistics of the Nelson model and Simard model

P, sylvestris

Model Parameters P, koraiensis var. L. gmelinii B. platyphylla
mongolica
o 0.330 0.489 0.275 0.128
B -0.081 -0.190 -0.057 0.056
A 0.953 0.993 0.988 0.994
Nelson T 5.193 35.589 20.708 41.542
R? 0.853 0.980 0.964 0.968
MAE 1.332 0.596 0.578 0.566
RMSE 1.840 1.137 0.898 0.717
A 0.991 0.997 0.993 0.998
T 27.653 83.208 35.589 124.875
Simard R? 0.847 0.980 0.964 0.970
MAE 1.250 0.537 0.579 0.457
RMSE 1.736 0.882 0.900 0.747

(2) BEHLARAM
B BN AR BN B (mtry) 78— R T B RS RY (R 1t B o i AW I, ZERT A ARk,
% mtry N 4 B, YIGRFIEAIE SR I, P mury #50E 8 4 (R 4. EFA RS, RE G571 P
) R? JulEA 0.903 F| 0.935.

* 4 BEAMRENSHMNSRNESITE

Table 4. Parameters and goodness-of-fit-statistics of the Random Forest model

Forest type mtry R? MAE  RMSE
P, koraiensis 4 0.906 1.813 2.191
P, sylvestris var.
4 0.903 1.933 2.400
mongolica
L. gmelinii 4 0.914 1.826 2.229
B. platyphylla 4 0.935 1.666 2.173
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(3) JTUImERERY

# 5 (GCV i) MFE 6 (REML L) WoR 7 4 MR GAM it S8 A HEE. EL0f . BT,
I FAFI LT, GOV VRS AR R2 439108 0.267. 0.319. 0.235 A1 0.350, fi#FE 13904 29.5% 31.9%-
25.3%71 36.2%. £ REML J7ikHT, AR R2 7370005 0.261. 0.313. 0.228 H1 0.346, it 1153714 28.5%.
31.2%- 24.3%F1 35.4% . BB FIVEREAEXT IR 2. L R2ANAEAE ), ATLAfRH GCV J5iktt REML J5ikERE
WIS . Kk, PURBFZCESE TH GOV HiE# L GAM (LR IRBIHIFTA GAM #B2H GCV J7ik
LD

GAM - TR H H FERROR, iR A B i W AR B[R] R AR GO0 B35 o AT AR AR O T S AR
XA E AR R T AR =AM R A R ), PIEATS FEMC Z IR S RN B2 .
GCV H VMR FRatk i 28 —, GCV H#/), BAFR It E, WAL, DR GCV
ERN =) Y 2/ PR S 1 N I AN A o 7o S S VA

7 5 GCV ENERSHME BB HE
Table 5. Model parameters and degrees of freedom of smoothing terms with the GCV method.

T is temperature; H is relative humidity; Rai is rainfall; W is wind speed; Rad is solar radiation. s0 is the parametric coefficient, and edf.s() is

the estimated degree of freedom.
Forest type S0 edfis(T) edfis(H) edfs(Rai) edfis(W) edfis(Rad) GCV R? Dev (%)
P. koraiensis 2974 8.623 7.536 1.000 2.548 4.105 1.106 0.267 29.5
P, sylvestris var.
mongolica 3.131  7.940 7.602 2.446 1.001 1.222 1.459 0.319 31.9
L. gmelinii 3.102  8.382 8.194 7.864 1.000 5.787 1.193 0.235 253
B. platyphylla 3.027  8.607 6.605 6.638 1.687 1.001 0.508 0.350 36.2
#*® 6 REML ZEMREISHFIT BRI EBE
Table 6. Model parameters and degrees of freedom of smoothing terms with the REML method
Forest type S0 edf.s(T) edfis(H) edfis(Rai) edfis(W) edfis(Rad) REML R?2  Dev (%)
P, koraiensis 2975  7.549 6.031 1.001 1.404 4.350 468.730  0.261 28.5
P, sylvestris var.
mongolica 3.131  6.547 7.004 2.876 1.000 1.038 1062.400 0.313 31.2
L. gmelinii 3.102  7.542 7.461 4.834 1.000 2.766 997.990 0.228 243
B. platyphylla 3.027  8.378 6.585 1.690 1.777 1.000 189.600 0.346 354

R I XMERERBERES T E
Table 7. The goodness-of-fit-statistics of Generalized additive model

P, sylvestris var.

P, koraiensis L. gmelinii B. platyphylla
mongolica
MAE 3.655 4.485 4.115 2.534
RMSE 4.386 5.295 5.501 3.101
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(4) LRk [m A
SR F IE )32 20 e 30025 S S 2R I TR VAR, e ORI 7 L B A AT . 25 RANEE 8 i, T ARk
Wk E . MIXHEE PN B NS R T ERINE 8 Fn, EFTERMAY, B HXHEE
FNFE B IEAEBR R Fo AN, LRI IESRE T KOEME AR B )RR F, A A i pA 1 3%
TR E AR SR 1. IR R? G 0.147 & 0.244.
7 8 LMEIERWSHFENESKITE

Table 8. Parameters and goodness-of-fit-statistics of the linear regression models

Forest type Equation R? MAE RMSE
M = 14.639 — 0.106T; + 0.144H; — 3.361W;
P, koraiensis 0.156 3.932 4.576
+ 2.997R;
P, sylvestris var. M =31.105 — 0.547T; — 0.083H; + 5.784R;
0.244  5.048 5.972
mongolica + 0.003Raq;
M = 7.866 + 0.171T; + 0.205H; + 3.659R;
L. gmelinii 0.147  4.394 5.348
+ 0.001Rgq;
B. platyphylla M = 24.155 — 0.189T; — 0.043H; + 4.241R; 0.201 2.798 3.352

3.3.2 AR £ i

ARARE VI ZR A S T AR 5, 3@ W e % B P P B AT VR A AR IR A T AR Y R 22
WM 4 Frow, T 8BRS [R5 8 L AL () MAE 1 RMSE. Nelson /7 V&I ALRZ (MAE Al
RMSE) JuFE 0.566%-1.840%; Simard J5 %I 1R 226 H 4 0.457%-1.736%; RF J7 ik IR AR 22 Y [
N 1.666%-2.400%; GAM J5 12 [\ AR % 22 5 N 2.534%-5.501%; LR J7 32 AR Y45 2 Y5 Bl N 2.798%-5.972% .

B[R — 5 i FANR ZRAR I TS B, X4 RF 5. GAM 381 LR 3%, S 2R R AT RS A s SR MK
UONEME, LIRS VI FARMIRL FFA . 7 Nelson ¥EMT Simard vEHT, 004 A0 TH0 IR 700 i 1 B8 de v, AT FA AN
WA IR, AN BAR . RRTI S, TV R A WA 7V, M T ASE 284 vh fff 26 7 T A AR bR v 1 2 Bt v 19T

POl — AR AR AN R B (R 5, GAM A LR [ 2R B AR T304 73, BIALRZER K, H GAM
BEfL T LR. Nelson 777%. Simard /i£A RF RILH REFAIVERE, K2 EERMRH FIBIRR Z/NT 2%,
BT GAM Rl LR. X FIX =Rk, 4R MFFafl aMed, Simard VEUHERAZR 51, Nelson V&K
2, RF ¥Emsf&. TEEMHAH, Nelson VAMHER i 5, Simard 5K, RF #EW &K, M H, Nelson
PR Simard 77V I TRIURG FEAE BTG AR AR R BB AR R Bea . SRR, B TR Y Nelson 755 FI
Simard 75 7% LU B T-HL#S 5% SIS (1 BEN LR AR VR AT 4T
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Fig. 4 Comparison of fuel moisture content model errors in each forest

3.3.3 AR IFE

HHAM =R AL, GAM AT LR 100 M 68 B S, RIS SCASFES FLEAT I 78 o K DR 11
S 5 56 T 55008 22 37K Nelson J572%: . Simard J5F1 RF J7 0TS #HAT LS, Wl 5 fis. (2T
AR, Nelson M1 Simard V1 FIIME 5 SEMME R A —F, WUELH R? £ 0.881~0.984 2 [d], Simard
RS FERE =T Nelson ¥E. X T RF, BT A4 I TME 5 SEMME I AA/E — 8 W 22, VG261 R? 1E
0.607~0.864 Z[8], 3 FFMC i T4 21%I R =i, 124 FEMC 5 T2 21% N BRGAY,, JCH2 .
Kk, ATLALACA RF RO TRIRE FERS AT A B Fh 7 ik 48 LRTIR, 5 RO 3278 B bR 43 v 0 T e 1ff 28 M\
B 2MKAR N Simard 7%>Nelson 7:>RF 7:>GAM #:>LR ¥,
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Fig. 5 1:1 error scatter plot of the predicted and measured values of each forest

4 PHik
4.1 SREFHH

AT RF AR AR 5 B B e A BT R, R SRR B RN K BH i X BT AR AR ) FFMIC 3
AR, JUHOR R AR R, BV R T HAL = AR 7 %485 35 2T T 75 (Viney, 1991;
Slijepcevic et al., 2013; Nyman et al., 2015; Zhangetal., 2017; Masinda et al., 2021; Yuetal., 2021) i1,
TELFE AR O i P R f AR R AT, BELEEREI FEMC. XU FEMC (RS2 SZ HUTE . ARARGE R . B el 25
LSRR, AR, RAALLMRMERER FEMC 32 KIS 2% (P<0.01), X5 Bilgili % (2019)
DA% Zhang F1 Sun (2020) IR 7825 SRAHML. X 2 BRI I 7 0 1] SR 4R XUTE E5 05 1 B[] ) B 500, AN R S
X FEMC [R5 . teAh, EARAE 1 RS FFMC (520, X5 Masinda 55 (2021) 45 RAHE . X W] HE
se H T PR B ARRE I (A, WRRI R R 2 NE, PRI Tok e L B 2,
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42 IRBIBH

FEEPEA A, Nelson ~F7 & /K R 1 S 80 75 SRR LI BER AT 5. AELLRL . MR, et
AR EAMET, o H 258 0.330. 0.489. 0.275 F10.128, P 1EH%> 514-0.081. -0.190. -0.057 F10.056. X5
ATNFIRE A S5 AHAL, Sun 25 (2015) KL o {H7E 0.087~0.594 Z|i], Slijepcevic 25 (2013) K o fHLE
0.28~0.41 2 [, Zhang F1 Sun (20200 &I, ZLAAFIZEH 1) o {EH 558 0.0039 F1 0.2458. B 1 AT LA Fh
KIS, 38 22 e R R DR IR 5 D & D7 R AT [P KA 56 . FERMERIBE AL, BRI RPN Th, 1
FRATINE 1) R BEAFK TR KR B /KSR B s, IR KO AN o B AT DB 4 S T 87 55 7K 3 o) T FEE AR
FERI UM, B IS ERR S, 3 B AT BRI R B A B () S R e, TR R /K 8 18055 (Nelson,
1984). EARBFLH, B ILNE M S B DU R ARARBEAT 7 a0 FHEF: EARBEFE, B A ZERHE M B
IR AR IR Ay BT« £0R T AR R e, BRIV 2 4R K e 058 T4 2 o 1X 5 Zhang AT Sun (2020)
PAK Yu %5 (2021) [AFFEEE RAE o 3K 2 KA AN R AT BRI L AR A 2= 45 23 520 w] A ) B I
KT 2 I HERR L A6 G5 RRAE , T3 SR ] 1) &5
4.3 IRBTNFNLL I

KA 5 FANE VR AL T %% AR R A VAP TSR, AR S 6 5 e A5 F v A A R o g
17 TVF e R? JBR 7 A AR A AN R AR AR S AL (R A0 o XF T Nelson vEF Simard ¥, AT/ R? {E3E
T, FRLIRA N 0.853 i A7 Ah, AR 3 FhARAR AL 0.970 747, 15 B B A 28 5 W IME A5 45 369 4 o % T
RF 7%, H R? 7£ 0.903~0.935 2 [a], 5 FRPIFOEAALL, 8RR IG5 GAM 1 LR (1)
2 2308 0.235~0.350 A1 0.147~0.244, B RACT HAM =Fp77k, MERERZE, REERK. w8
RZ B AT IS, Toi R IR T3k, AR Tt A A (i Rt 252 L8 P A7 AR AR b 2 e K. X2 R A
SR T RE B, i /NI, SR C T T BT 3 5T, DRGSR FH AR R) ) 7 v TRS FE e v, X o i 5
(2021) it 7 45 S AH B

AL T AR 7 e 1 . ERTE SR, TOM O R e E A S BMEHEF R . Simard #%>Nelson
13>RF>GAM>LR. & T B A5 A Nelson 151 Simard 28 15 i, X ] g -5 AT 50 A B0 SR A2 ) s 1)
B REEE /M) 9% (de Grootetal., 2005; Matthews, 2010, 2014). 45585 2 8 (1)K 2 b 784,
Simard J5 ¥ B TINKS FE R T Nelson 7732 (Jin et al., 2012; Sun et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2020). RF I
GAM HARERJE THLas2: ) 53k, HIELFIR AR (Breiman, 2001; Gomez-Rubio, 2018; Kaminska, 2019),
AT L PO AR 284 ) R PE R TG B 0 22 5% . RF MO PEBE A B4R T GAM, B3 I& AT FFMC fitlll (Leeetal.,
2020; Masinda et al., 2021). #R1, JHAEEE KT Nelson 77751 Simard /7%, WK 5 Fin, RF {&AY
TREUE, Sl T /ANEUE . X BRI A SR PE R, RE A T A (R F0AE, AR 0 I s B X
AR R 00 R v AL P ¥ AE R AT A5 (Zhang et al., 2012; Wolfensberger et al., 2021). LR 1455385 GAM
FARL, B R T oAl =Fh 7792 (Sun %%, 2015; Masinda %5, 2021; Yu %%, 2021). HFEAT# AT FFMC
HEGHE T AR AEL IR R, AR T IR R P BE AR K. SR, FRATEAHI 7t h %
AR K A LLET R R F 1520 (Zhang et al., 2020)

SR, EYEARA (Nelson %A1 Simard ) FIREFE Semy, ML IR RS BER 22, AR [RI A4
B O(LR) WIS % . Lee A (20200 MIBFFLR M, XFF 10-h ) FEMC, AL IR MR g T i 72
B, X E AT R RAE . X2 BT RN, RATEL 1-h B4 NPT R, =
RIKFIRACHE FE LG 10-h RTEAIPR o 1400 PR ASE AR RE 5 i v (009 A Ji R 2 — W R 2 I (1) (8] B A R, 7 SIEm
m, K B4t A5 I T 6] B 389 i P& 4K (de Groot et al., 2005; Matthews, 2014; Zhangetal., 2021). R
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WA 5 IR Y R 2R A, (RS T LG N AR S ANEGE , AWk i, BAAMR KN HE /. H
5T, ML IR — RUEARE R, R BN R B A ZORI IR, 106 AR (1 B FH T Be 2 A — & BRI PR 1.
BRIk, 7E4 Ja i, FRATRIE 7L Reichstein 46 (2019) 2 H AR IK5) CAndl#s 221D Al F2IK
Bl Clnpy s R R AR A AHSE & 17, ELIRAEA, SR A EAb. BhAh, BRI REEZ ML
I

FFMC ) FURS FE AL 2005 B2 1%-2%1) MAE 4 Reli & KB 0 (046 2 245K (Trevitt, 1991; Pippen,
2008). 45K, Simard 3%, Nelson %M1 RF V275 A AR MR IO B iR 2235 /N T 2% eI 1L T Catchpole
FEN (2001) HRERT 0.8% % 1.9%[1) MAE 76, DL Matthews I McCaw (2006) #2515 514 1.3%H0
9.4%M] MAE Al MRE CPHEJMIXTi#Z); 5 Zhang A1 Sun (2020) PAK Masinda 25 A\ (2021) HIWF7T45 R
L. 31X 3 FPEEALA AT FF 0 4 FRARAR FEMC, FHKSFEIRE L E R, ok, BEFCRIER RF s
THM FFMC, HBRIMERER 47 . GAM A LR iR ZEAHXNEK, &S Bl FEMC. AR FIEAFE — &
Y JRIBRIE, WARTE S =TT ARG Z I A M ARG I S5 2% 45 FEMC Y520 . £E4 5 (R RIE7C
i, BRSNS [F AR ARRFAE O I 2% (% FEMC [ 200 e B84k, s FEMC Tl i) i o4 Fod
FAPESRAEE R R

5 4

ASCHEFE T 2R ACHLIX 4 A SRR R A0/ NSE AT R &5 7K R I B A Al S 3 FEARB) A -, RHA 5 Fh
ANFEITIEENL T FRMC TR, LT Se B0 B0 o e e 2T 1 . 45 53R, &/ FFMC 3]
ADAMES L, &R R FFMC () 3R EIREN R 2. AR R 22 A Sl E 5 TOME I ELECKR S
FYBAAY (Nelson VM Simard ) RILEEF, HLESF A (RF 1l GAM) RIMAEZE, Stk B R
(LR), FIfz. He, FT Nelson %, Simard VA1 RF 32 1) TS B A FE 16 2 ARAR RS T i) 223K o
AHIT T R LLER 45 S0 RSk FEMC TS AL R RE 72 77 1) DL S AR G 1B DX PR R bR K o 7 BEAN TN BAT — 5€
S E A E
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