Thai J. For. 41(1): 102-115 (2022) 2M5815UAEAS NG 41(1): 102-115 (2565)
ANUSAURUU

a 1% = 1 ‘%’ td' 1 a\ a\ 1 v
nsussliuduuangydelassluiunganla gnenuuisifgiiuseanan
Jwrinnealan
Assessment of Prunus cerasoides D. Don Trees in Phu Lom Lo Area,

Phu Hin Rong Kla National Park, Phitsanulok Province

ahfs TuIYY’ Adisorn Khunwichai'
fign Tos1AnH° Teeka Yotapukdee®
NG UDLEIAT Monton Norsangsri3
foa1n Anle’* Torlarp Kamyo™*

awn1sianstlll unmInedeunald uns-eaunsziesh

! Department Forest Management, Maejo University, Phrae Campus

2 niasugransussandiitensiannguey umine1dousli-ung iz fes

? Department Applied Economics for Community Development, Maejo University, Phrae Campus
AT ATIveUsyynd unInendewdld-uns iunsuiesh

® Department of Applied Biology, Maejo University, Phrae Campus

‘avivuneasUnld uniedeudla-uws waunsziiesh

* Department of Agroforestry, Maejo University, Phrae Campus

*Corresponding author; e-mail address: torlarp66@gmail.com

Fudiuadu: 21 nuAUS 2565 Fuudle: 11 wwieu 2565 Juasiun: 21 LWy 2565

ABSTRACT

This research aimed to survey and assessed the Prunus cerasoides D. Don trees growing in
Phu Lom Lo, Phu Hin Rong Kla National Park, Phitsanulok province. The endeavor was to establish
a basic database of trees to be used by the respective department during planning of maintenance
activities of trees. According to the study, tree assessment methods were chosen to assess
conditions of P. cerasoides in Phu Lom Lo. Data field were collected by applying and modifying
from problematic conditions in different parts of trees and to assess the risk that will affect the
damage if P. cerasoides fell or death by using ISA (International Society Arborist) basic tree
assessment criteria.

The survey results show that the number of Prunus cerasoides D. Don trees in the area
were 19,365, with 398 trees having issues with their trunk and branches, as assessed according to
the criteria. The trunk assessment showed that 6 trees were at extreme risk (1.51%), 63 trees at high
risk (15.83%), 137 trees at medium risk (34.42%), and 192 trees were at low risk (48.24%). The
branch assessment found no trees at extreme or high risk, but there were 3 trees at medium risk
(18.75%) and 13 trees at low risk (81.25%). The main problem afflicting the trees at risk were missing

bark, cankers/ galls, cavity, prolific ivy, decay, leaning in the trunk, which was likely to cause future
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damage. Therefore, there should be an urgent management plan in extreme risk first with consult
the professional or arborist.
Keywords: Assessment, Prunus cerasoides D. Don, Phu Lom Lo, Phu Hin Rong Kla National Park,

Phitsanulok Province
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Figure 1 Map of Phu Lom Lo area in Phu Hin Rong Kla National Park.
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Table 1 Field data record form for risk assessment of Prunus cerasoides D. Don trees. Phu Lom Lo

area.
(A)  General information DD3. Wounds
Date DD4. Cracks
Tree no. DD5. Missing bark
Tree Height (m) DD6. Cankers/Galls/Burls
DBH (cm) DD7. Lean
Tree location DD8. Prolific ivy
(b) Defects & disorders
Trunk
DD1. Decay
DD2. Cavity

Branches

DD9. Decay

DD10. Cavity/Nest hole
DD11. Wounds

DD12. Cracks

DD13. Broken/Hangers
DD14. Cankers/Galls/Burls
DD15. Prolific ivy

Source: Modified from Jim and Zhang (2013) and International Society Arborist (ISA) Tree risk Assessment of Smiley

et al. (2017)
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Table 2 Likelihood matrix indicating the failure of stems and branches of P. cerasoides.

Likelihood Likelihood of Impact

of Failure Very low Low Medium High

Imminent Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely Very Likely

Probable Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely

Possible Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely

Improbable Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely
Table3 Risk rating matrix of stems and branches of P. cerasoides.

Likelihood of Consequences of Failure

Failure & Impact Negligible Minor Significant Severe

Very Likely Low Moderate High Extreme

Likely Low Moderate High High

Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate Moderate

Unlikely Low Low Low Low
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Figure 2 Location of P. cerasoides in (a) the whole study area (b) with problematic condition (c)
with problematic condition divided by the diameter at breast height, and (d) with
problematic condition, divided by girth at breast height.

109



Thai J. For. 41(1): 102-115 (2022)

Various trunk conditions

Prolific ivy Cavity

Figure 3 Problematic conditions in different parts of the trees.
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Defects and disorders

Figure 4 Tree count associated with 15 defects and disorders (DD) as indicated in Table 1.
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Table 4 Risk levels according to defects and disorders of the trunk.

Problematic Extreme High

Moderate Low Sum.

Conditions Percentage (no.) Percentage Percentage (no.) Percentage (no.)
Trunk 1.51 6 15.83 34.42 137 48.24 192 398
Sum. 6 63 137 192 398

Table 5 Risk levels according to defects and disorders of the branches.

Problematic Extreme High

Moderate Low Sum.

Conditions Percentage (no.) Percentage Percentage (no.) Percentage (no.)
Branches 0.00 0 0.00 18.75 3 81.25 13 16
(sum.) 0 0 3 13 16

PnszRuAIdsLUeandu 4 sedu
ansolenavaiiny loun

1) Yoyl ulifannumdssdauss

wunddaminuaidu Tiun arduy ardudu

nse Aaduseeay 0.502 war 1.005 AruaRU
(Figure 5a)

2) Yy lotsuliffinnandesgs wuind
Yayweuaau ldun wasnuwione adudu



Thai J. For. 41(1): 102-115 (2022)

Inse @rduyauin nen édur Andudesas
7.537, 5.025, 2.512, 0.502 tay 0.251 aua1au
(Figure 5b)

3) Joymitvilidulidanudssunans
wufidgmeudiduuazi ldun wWienunia
e drduyauin ddudulngs nsniididu Tés
100udY way nehndine Andudesay 17.839,
13.065, 2.010, 1.005, 0.502 u@g 0.753 AUAIAU
(Figure 5¢)

4) Yy liulifianudeswin wuind
Paymauddusazis liun Wasnuwiane d1du
Ynuaw Srdudulnss nulniddu THsseleudy
nendinse wavdadulnss andudesas 21356,
18.592, 5.025, 2.763, 0.502, 5.025 wag 0.502
MuE19u (Figure 5d)

NA15ANE WU Ugmuazdaunnses
FinusnuAs wazdd veaamgidelasalisiuy
Hoeun Andusesay 2.06 (398 Au) 9nduIu
Frunemgyudelaseionun 19,356 #u fuoguusy
aula Faunawgdelass adulldnvaniels
azden AnuudsUiunats Jadimuduniuse

112

o

IﬁﬂLLazﬂmgﬁﬂJ (National Medicinal Plants Board
[NMPDY, 2006; Joseph et al., 2018) 3saonndas
U UNAUYEY Buaziz et al. (2016) #ildAn®
8199037 YA Rosacea Lagtanigana Prunus
ﬂfcmm p9llWY9d Rosacea uwmmammiu
msemmmsLstﬂsumaﬁuaaLwﬂmia waziies 7
viliinlsnnnoluid eif o Aaud eluivana
Prunus Ao Tsmenalna (Gummosis) @ sa aua
NIETNUADAITOOANE LAYANNITLASYLAUIAYDY
fuls! Tnglamnzegadslusiugiilisianudmu
Aolsm 819903AULNEYLEolATY HasAUTEnoU
mamﬁﬁﬁ@mamﬁ’amnm vannvaneTia Snvads
fussgiivas Tumsidulavesdulinueglugis
YOIFUUNNYUFDLIATY LT LAaLTay Tnlnaday
wazlafion (Ca, K, Na) daudulaidrazidu 1iels
U pon KA 370 YoIRUUINYLEBLIAT AU
AMaNTRNI987 WUAY wangdelasauenain
suifuliivsyiuiifinnnuaisauuds Sedmduldi
14Uselonilanainnarednaie (Joseph et al.,
2018)



258152UAERS e 41(1): 102-115 (2565)

Extreme Risk

1.005

Cavity

0.502

Decay

Defects and Disorders

0 10
Percentage (%)

20 30

(@)

Moderate Risk

Prolific ivy (branch) 0.753

Lean 0.502 _G'E
(o]
Prolific ivy 1005 S
kel
Cavity 2.01 5
Canker/Gall/Burl 13.065 E
]
Missing bark 17.839 ©

0 P@centage (o8P 30

(@)

High Risk
| 0.251
F 0.502
= 2.512
[— 5.025

s 7 537

Decay ]
Prolific ivy
Cracks
Cavity

Missing bark

Defects and Disorders

0 10
Percentage (%)

(b)

20 30

Low Risk
F-0.502

J— 5,025
F 0.502
2763

|— 5,025

Cavity (branch)
Prolific ivy (branch)
Lean

Cavity

Prolific ivy

18.592
21.3

Canker/Galls/Burls

Befects and Disorders

Missing bark

10 15
Percentage (%)

(d)

20

Figure 5 Risk according to Defects and Disorders (DD) in different parts of the tree; (a) extreme risk,
(b) high risk, (c) moderate risk, and (d) low risk.
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