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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
damage. Therefore, there should be an urgent management plan in extreme risk first with consult
the professional or arborist.
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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)

wnaein1sUsziduaud sadantsgn
Manguazaudene

Pnnsfne 1alEsUszdiunnud e
wulde u ‘ﬁyug 14 ISA (International Society
Arborist) Basic Tree Assessment 2017 (Smiley
et al, 2017) awnsaUsziduldlagynanarilud
Lidndudeadusnunsdosarnidunisusedu
AULE BTt i SuilawaunisUsEl udBesEY
Whynedenues Saavauisaysedunnuides
FaviAntulai fanuidesegluszaule wenani
FnsAnvseandeansussiiudodu wuind
Witelunisuseliuaseunquiaynieang q 1nndi
inausidu 9 finsdasesiidodunnamiidile
$18 Snedalinnsarenmanindgmiinuile
Usznounmsusziliuliiinaudaau
tduiinuihdanmdymaudiduuagisanyh
nsUsudiu Usvneudae 6 Jumeu Teud

1) syydwidlomainlaunazanmiym

fgiinnsnlay (@anndemmaudidunagic)

106

2) Usziflumnudululadiaswnlay 1y
N13UsZLUTEAUANTURTI8UDIT gy n odIU
g 9 vosdulilng Feanunsavilvauldlvgin
Taule wiadu 4 sedu laun ddee 1WJuldle d
Tonaas LazAntuuLLeu

3) Uszdfiuaudululafievdawanss vy
sansvinlAuvesdulsl Tnouvadu 4 seau laun
Fun i Ununans Gy

1) syyprundululddiaginlaunazdana
nsgnuson1sang Wunsuseifiuanudunusiu
vosrudululafiazinlay wazauduldlad
szdawanszny Tageuaniszymumsng (Table
2) lnsuuadu 4 seeu laun ddee 1Juldle
Tonaas LazAntuuLLeu

5) Usviiumnundemefazindudietinig
winlay Wunsuszidiussdumnudemeiiaziia
fumsvieaiien Tesuvadu 4 sz Teud i 8
@ntiee flann LLaz%uquLLia



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

6) nsziuaud sadulsdlng (Dunis
Uszidusgauauseatulunisguasnyl aiy
(Table 3) lunsmanuduiusiuvesaaduly
Ig7zinlausaznsenusatmunesvesiuliling
uazAMuLdsMzaINnITEnlauvesdulilive oy
ey 4 sedy 1dud s Urunans qa wazdu
Freus

(1) Andeasi ﬁuvl,ﬂmgﬁaq'sluwﬁuﬁ
919 09bAsun1sU15e YT weldlddududas
\$aru Beenades finsinuuazidhAnny

(2) rrandeatunans dulsilngiiieglu
wﬁ’uﬁmf\]éfml@’f%’umsﬂ’wqﬁ%’ﬂm wagIAnNIg

Haymseaau livdesliornisugas audfiusesu
anudedluounan daouthfnmudusseredis
1nédan

(3) arundesgs sulingfogluseduil
AITIASTUNITUIT9s N wazdan1sdaniegig
L39AUNN

(a) Anadssdusonss dulsvgfioglu
seauiaaslesunsdanistamedsiuiiviile
Favhfiavaninsadald Wesnndduaunisin
Truluudrdumiluasarmdeomeifstuiige

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.
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Various trunk conditions

Prolific ivy Cavity

Figure 3 Problematic conditions in different parts of the trees.
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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
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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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