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THE EFFECTS OF WOOD DESTROYNIG FUNGI ON
NATURAL DURABILITY OF EUCALYPTUS CAMALDULENSIS
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ABSTRACT

Comparisons of natural durability of Eucalyptus camaldulensis to four species
of some fasi—growing species such as Swietenia macrophylla, Peltophorum dasyrachis
Anthocephalus chinensis and Hevea brasiliensis infected by wood destroying fungi
while rot and brown rot were investigated under room temperature condition. [, camaldulensis
wood was evidently more susceptible to white rot and brown rot than the other wood species.
White rot fungi Pycnuporus sanguinews which destroyed E. camaldulensis wood decay
about 36.6%, as well as some fast—growing species, such as S, macrophylla, P dasyvfachis.
A. chinensis and H. brasiliensis wood were deteriorated about 27.51%, 17.3%, 27.51% and
14.92%, respectively. The brown rot fungi Gloeophyllum sepiarium, moreover infected the
amount of 47.06xE. camaldulensis 8.05% A. chinensis, 32.431 P. dasyrachis and 46.01
H. brasiliensis wood. However, E. camaldulensis could be resistant to some susceptible wood

destroying fungi such as Coriolus sp. and Schizophyllum comimune according to the
species of wood destroying fungi and wood species.
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Table 1. Percentage of wood biomass losed due to fungi deteriaration

Tree Species
Fungi E. camal-|S. macro-| P. das- | A. chi- |H. brasi-

dulensis | phylla | yrachis nensis liensis
1. Pycnoporus sanguineus 35,6 27.51 17.3 27.61 14,992
2. Daldenia concentrica 34.51 25.53 22.97 28.58 =
3. Trametes lactinae 31.55 14.24 16.95 30.65 =
4. Lentinus sp. 40.23 15.15 23.98 23.33 71.51
8. Coriolus sp. 12.57 2.02 3.72 | 29.70 26.865
8. Gloeophyllum sepiarium 47,06 6.6 32.43 8.05 46.0
7. Fomitopsis pinicola 2.52 6.26 10.69 22,01 29.54
8. Schizophyllum commune 1.0 2.8 1.7 1.72 17.12
9. Haploporus ljubarskyi 6.05 15.81 3.89 29.06 33.71
10. Trametes cervino-gilvus 50.82 25.15 36.89 34.18 49,58
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Table 2. Ranking of wood durability on the basis of weights lossed due to fungi

infection
Durability Ranking
Fungi E.camal- |S. macro-| P. das- | A. chi- |H. brasi-
dulensis | phylla yrachis nensis liensis
1. Pycnoporus sanguinevs 4 4 3 4 2
2. Trametes lactinae 4 ) 3 4 28
3. Daldenia concentrica 4 3 3 4 -
4, Lentinus sp. 5 3 3 3 5
5. Coriolus sp. 2 1 1 4 4
6. Gloeophyllum sepiarium 5 2 4 o) 5
7. Fomitopsis pinicola 9 1 2 3 4
8. Schizophyllum commune 1 1 1 1 3
9. Haploporus ljubarshyi 2 2 1 4 4
10. Trametes cervino-gilvus 5 4 4 4 5
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