139 2026 S (s 156-139 +(5) 13 duelill cupaill Ly gedd) daall = )8y puusa

(02) crausY) z il (CO2) O gl el AL aliaialy J3o A slpadl) dupaal) Cilalusal) g8
caghyb digsa B
"Edd) dapeasg ! el g 1* usa e

{)] AR e B daala el 3l Auarigh A dinlly z )l ad !

(Abeerceta@gmail.com g SN wpll ¢ uaga yue .o idluljall¥)
2026/07 [12 :J gl ) 2026/05 /8 :adiwd gl

ueilall

gl e il CO2 8y1a) 8 Lol g elpadd) dpmnll claliad) 8 Sl (535
S5 (CO2) sl awnsl (36 GaaS o ) oy Gushayla dne & duball o2 cadis
DY) ges oy dina 35 sl &5 @l Jlasl iy leaia W (02) GeasY)
iaiaall CO2 duaSy dgaall ALK €y & (pag praal) g i) e Yy Lalelis)) (uld
Lugie Uh 883.61 caaid sl jlasl o bl coelil audl caasYly
«(18.37£16.03) laussias eaesY) (e Ul 642.81 caaily COy e (22.03225.25)
z) Gus ey Ul 104,19 Sl (alaiol dus (e 3:US el ahll dns cjua
g yna) 3Haal) 3 Dpan SSY) o gpadl) Ay glelY) culS Lk 75.80 oSl
Giels - oane€a¥) iy o< e L Aef paliaialy Ciagaly ¢ ST digin A @i
Ficus nitida &30 ool Csuarina  cunninghamiana — Lye)Sl) Slal
257.47) COy pabiaial Cun (o A1 2D iyl iMelia azedarach <:a;33¥)s
(U 92.33 <149.39 ¢187.32) eV 1) G (p0 ¢ sl e (Liks 126 ¢205.33
D) glsl Alae COp pabiaial & daill sgaad) sl bl el . gl e
Jalse Sladl) axey jacall glig) e haally g UiV oy Ll pailadl) culS . g,aY)
Al pagi Al Aeddl) s3a and B Ayl @Hhall Gn CBAY) Cud daulud
sV dabeial) ailadl Gl 33915 a8 ehpadll laluall gas s JlaSiul,
Lol Vil go il g WS Lol 8 sagaad) Ll Jagydl) Jead e L),
A8y COp abaial b laysn s daf e gl

e ezl celpadll Dpemall clalad) digall A cdabbad)l clals)
CO2 alaialy

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026


mailto:الإلكترونيAbeerceta@gmail.com

140 2026 U1 uii 156-139 :(5) 13 duef i) cigasll &y gud] dnall — (g 35 petps
tdaadall

sl s (CO2) O30Sl 1Syl 6 Aald ehall (ulia¥) e ey Lty Daae duyand) Glliall s
!l e %80 4w be ot s «(Tang et al., 2016; Gratani, 2020; Wang ef al., 2024) aabadll 4,5
GlehaYl a3 ddghue alel Gaall amy L 138y ((Wang ef al., 2026) syaleall paall 8 (o)) cilbilasly Lallal)
Oe w3l o8 35 (Fan ef al., 2023) lgabaial 3345 ol lemias U3 e Ll ccililasl) o2 3 oSaall 4 0l
(Zhao et al., ¢)yadll Lyanl) Claluall Joid b Lo daphll o slagicdd) Jslall Gacn didbide jula opfisll)
.2024)

GSar A Ldphall dpuaall iall Ball dadlSey phall clajs alali 4 Gysme Dea ehuadd) Lpaal) cilaldl ga5
e ittt G se b of adind) gofials elypadd) mhlanllly dupean) Lllly cilaynaly glasll Jie cilalua) o3g)
Mie s slhe ) sl e mhad) duaty dullally wlly Al P e Apball dpuasll el ik
Lals Z Ll deju (45<0 Laiy SFVOREVE RV DY 3 & et S Z Wl Aoy 83l DA Gag «(Meli et al., 2021)
s e qllall (aliasl das COp Gl iy o sl e 1385 «(Feng er al., 2023) ecaall cpab b sl 2lad
%25 N Jdeai clysds Aty CauSally 2,0l AP A8l Dlginl b & e (alias) J) Al gags ¢ Sl
.(Akbari, 2002) J&¥! e

SR Gzl Qs DS e elsgl) Bagn Openty Sal) i) e Caiatll 8 Lgas Dsn ilaall (5355 (Glad) 138 s
uabaial 2 «(Bhatnagar et al., 2024; Eom et al., 2025) sl O (03d35 (alaialy «(Akbari, 2002)
S lly cgilaall oda lgad A Al ileddl) aaf gas) il Aol 8 0 SI) ity gead) D) (e CO,
Lpaall Al Al s el dabd absall e Jells ol e
Cun Slad) e waall 03K5 L a4 (aall 8 Ly (Morgenroth ef al., 2020; Lindén et al., 2020)
Lahall Lpl 5B SIS Hlaw Wi b oSl LliasY) o dupmall @il 58 o ) luld & duy i
Jyad "angl) dsaulall Cleaginall o dnlall Cleasdl of (2024) 03l Hou x4, .(Lindén ef al., 2020)
A (b Ljeasll bl cojs w8 ((Nowak and Crane, 2002) Jgall Jiall Lbee PIA (0 abjasy (gl
@) aidll Glis) e Aall el bl e %3.02 s cpall Bd Jled Aeliall ailas
Gsima Ao Gl 8GR Ol Jlea) e %32 it sl el iealus o(Liu and Li, 2012)
S %7 G el Lasdl @ dyasl) Gllas¥) Jio s Joail «(Nowak ef al., 2013) &5aY) saaid) @ililsl)
Glilas) e %11.28 Jolw L (pal) & (Jinan) olis dbae & @l @b Ly o(Havu ef al., 2024) Sl
(Yuet al., 2025) &)Y 255l

dalus 833y «(Nowak and Crane, 2002) grasll (gadll slaall 53l ae Ol Jals alies (50U oias alay
5eliS ol (o1l ik AHES Cun ga elge sl Cllas) it 8 aaY) el Caali g (L et al., 2018) Al

-(Yu et al., 2025) oyés

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026



141 2026 Js¥ s 156-139 :(5) 13 ducf ill ipanll 4y puad) dlaal) — (g3 ][5 (uso
Basiall Sl 3 Al (el G Sliseas bie Lage Uins leginga CO2 53] (8 Lipemall (glaall 90 macal
Logy fie alledl (ggine e sl (ge aad) (3 Il Ol 3 Gaadl Gl w385 (Liu and Li, 2012) £S5
Libuly (Gomgnimbou et al., 2019) glasull casing (Kanniah er al., 2022) Lk «(Gratani, 2020)

e 5 (Muluneh and Worku, 2022) Lusils (Zhao et al., 2024) sualls (Mazon, 2025)

G Aialed Ghall s dadald) A il Pla COz 815 8 aaly el cangs ) ol e Lo 203
AU Jlas Aadlg) dalaid) 8 Aalts (lible 0o 55 Aala elial o cleadll ) culy ddaads Slalis e i)
o of el ) ilimsy i g e Jled b cupal dahs 0S5 L 138y <2023 5 2020 (ale & (ushayh )
223 13¢35 «(Loho et al., 2025) 2024 5 2021 sl & 2binall owgall baaill aa sl <o Lgas cualy clabill
Aogeal) AESY Gl ) Al o3a g s dliles Sladl Gl QB 3 Laliy daal) AL el dahal) o3a (fia elya)
Y alaal) alasiuls dugaall AESY 8 oSl g3ae Slans g (e Gushl At Blas b G mhe (398l
COz pabaial (3 L)say (Glanll o2 dealua (20 anis «9AT dga (o Lpan) HlasVl Lalall dalad) 25iesly)
Al alial) cibantl Bl Leigpa (e ey ¢ushayla el ) Al b agen @21 eY)

14dihy ) d)ga

IERNY PR |

@ A s Bodalas pde 5S) B axdg g A Jangiall el (hls e g A conshph dute (A Auball
(1) JSa jad) mhaw e 5ie 20 5o aitifig dand 34.89 (ape dadg dayn 35.89 Jsha lad e

A
. % -
- - - O |
RS . W
- ‘\\\

. ® - \
o N
. \\

o a5 w26 1,850 Matars

g — sl Aiyta B Aug paall (oland) aBlga 1(1) JSil
rhaed) ddyls 2
Dxall g ling) o UV Gy clglelin) (alds S e a5 5 ey coushb Ane b dBas 35 Las)
LAliladly puindly ¢ oil) Cuas gl o35 «(DBH)
:Aul clghaall DA e daall (g o Laiadl CO2 LS liea
b (st Badll Lgal) A< Gleal (Manuri ez al., 2016) daledl Ljiagly) Aaleall caeriic) .
AGB=0.125*D 23 :ajull dalea)l DA e ()Y

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026



142 2026 5% upds 156-139 (5) 13 el il Cipadl 4y pudd) dlaal) — (19315 (peasa
Y =0,002382 x D 2,3385 x :(Lubis, 2011) Juaills Zalall L5iagl) alsbaall Cuariiid .
HO0,9411

() sl g liy) e lill D egadll ASH ¢ V) H ¢(3S) o)) gl (368 duguall ASH Y JAGB Cas
C cabon = AGB*47% :dlslad) 33yl 0o Sladl) 8 il (a8l Gilaa .

Al cenll Aeal) dgl) Cues Culs %47 ((£5) Bl (A i) 052058 C carbon
CO; = C :(Heriyanto and Subiandono, 2012) (4S) o<ied) 0sSl ausl S Gles .
carbon™®3.67
02= C cabon*2.67 : (Nowak et al., 2019) (S) zisall uaasY) S Glaa o

ClDEY) iy «(02) sy zlily «(CO2) 08l pabuaial b 8i5all Jalgal) dijaal ayill Jaaiy) el &

G sV ses eVl paall g i) Lol g D gl (alladl)l cade) S5 gl GHaal) S

Cun o LEAY) 1ag dalaiall ilbaiajall HLod) aay Giliee el T Lo ) @5 - Alie ClyaiieS A paall (3ia])

sl @i A bl Gu g S LYY sl @al cluaill oia e eling . oplall Qailady andall asil

Adykie Lad (gaty anlall aygill w3 el Gl SLasls ¢ gaslal)

s )
St aae by cAluad 185 Luin 25 ) i ) St (o legi 31 s 8 0Ll gl L]
Bl canall dis (e S 3 Do cpegi o gl i 2ol L B0l 60 et (e Bl 667 Jlea!
TP O o +(2.3154.74) 58 hasiars dddl el Aaa b leg (11) 5 saaall Chaslly Chusy adilag
Jiar e g Gusdll das B (32 41) 5 ¢%0.30 dowiy Clyenll A 8 (L opiad) om i) s
((9.63£19.06) Gl & Hlad) sae Laugie al @l s B ldU eyl 2l e %6.15
(2) s

I33g cBpal) @by A5)lie daliaall 80l Sl G Aol (45 Lpnaal) Ghlial) & Slal) gl of ) claball s

il Gligie e ol dulyy 223 ) «(Chang et al., 2021; Love et al., 2022) @5&\ Ll clsiedl e

Ngial iy Lgiyhpaiasl lasaly ¢ alaliall o3 g ye (530 sl 5K Araal il dalide

mEl s ae sl A s s

A =
Cifpldd) =
il z 8 =

dhaal) ==

Qa9 e

T Opadigad) ===
5 suall 5 Al =

5l anal) ===

Augytal) gaal) b Jladdly £l e 1(2) Jedd)

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026



143 2026 Js¥) updi 156-139 :(5) 13 el il) Epanll 4ygudd) dlaall = (315 (puss

oo Wl gl 3 4 Alies Oleaceae 4su Aluaill Ll gl 6 3 Aliae hsas V) Moraceae assill dluadl) culS
st b (%2894 Ly JN) Al i Lad Moraceae issll dbadll Sols 3 asY) e i
& Selay P13.94 Ly Meliaceae —3,33Y) luaiy %14.54 Lowdy 2aly g5 bis 8y Casuarinaceae
-(3) &l %7.95 4wy Oleaceae vad \gihi (%9 Aoy (pesiy Aas Arecaceae JA3) Aluad Al 4i )yl
(Jobdl) LagSall biyle dadls oy & (Bignoniaceae) duglly Arecaceae dladll pliluadll ol 3 Jidby
Giela ol Do @las Gans b (a1 Ll s «(Broi Junior er al., 2025) M) e %13.73 5 %15.63 day
Lol oy Jail Alicad 3smg Lad avuss (% 15.54) glodl 9 e 285 40 45yal) & Moraceae &5l Abeadl)
leelsil (s digand) Abadlly Melia azedarach i) elgl ey cagay) Auady Phoenix dactylifera
Ju alladl Joa daline (2 8 tbﬁ!\ oda ,lénl o) .(Shafique et al., 2023) Jacaranda mimosifolia xS\l
bl Al Jag pal) ae nad) Lgalils e

4wy Casuarina cunninghamiana \)ys)\Sl) o35 «%25.79 Lawsy Sl ¢4l sa Ficus nitida &2 o8l oS
lx Sty Ligustrum ovalifolium g sieadlly <%13.94 sy Melia azedarach &)V & (g «<%14.54
Sl ol aadlll il OIS 28 @l G Aladlg . gl Je %7.05 5 %7.35 dwsdacaranda mimosifolia
b Ul il b ag el (e %20 3 e 6 iipa) o3 ghaall e %37.14 i b axiiad

%5.71 & cole A JaSladl Waesg ¢ 38lasd) (pe %8.57 A eaalll Lal)l) dd1yal) 8 slag «%14.29
< : ~ o pafuddl <

35

30 Eels¥lae  md sl A

25

20

15

10

5

N | B
(2

I - I = [ | I - I
(] (2 (' < (
bz'b °z° ge'b (‘e’b oz’b ('z@
< o X 3 > -
g o AN (4 05 N
o O e @ ot O
“
& & > Nal . &?
& Jilaily Q

Lugaal) @ilanl) b Aughall Lowilly £195%) 23 Cun (o s JiSY) Jiladl) 1(3) Jead)
sgpdd] goddl] L2
a8 (ae 10.61) 0 i) HUndl avigio mols 38 cAupid) Hlad) (allad Cus (e dugpadl 3Hhaal) sl
el das b (p 4.29) o i) gl lagia moli s B dudl dan B (au 42.71) 5 Breall 5530
(1) Jsaadl Al (peavigall disas 3 (212.48) 5
Augutall @aal) B dugaid) Jladl) pailad :(1) Joaad)

16 1.49 6.38 10.55 27.31 OoShal) Culiia
10 1.90 7.25 5.72 32 YRCERATRERAN]

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026



144

2026 Js¥) ot 156-139 +(5) 13 Luefill cyanll Lyygead) dlaall — (g 35 s

10 3.20 6.3 15.48 36.75 GNa)

22 3.12 12.55 10.22 31.95 dagsd (padigal)
30 2.10 7.47 8.37 31.16 A Al Cppand)

19 1.49 6.58 8.29 38.95 dagah &) jan
29 2.47 7.59 10.17 26.43 Cpalaal)

39 2.57 10.81 11.64 38.87 a) )

8 1.84 6.56 11.003 31.75 Ay al) pdial)
27 1.33 9.06 8.77 34.37 4B &) dkasd)
21 2.05 10.98 9.84 42.71 Juad)

20 1.92 5.98 7.69 22.48 Sy Eulia

11 1.92 5.45 12.63 18.27 pdlll ) )
20 1.80 6.65 11.35 33.80 Ay gial) (Slual)
27 1.43 5.20 8.59 14.61 8 _msl) 3 GALA)
17 0.57 5 3.53 11 Spard) il
14 4.33 10.07 18.24 30.93 8]l (adal
10 2.37 7.82 14.91 38.8 Sl g g
19 2.23 5.67 20.26 26.21 O 93 Jas
10 2.03 8.10 10.61 26.82 3 uall 3 ALY
26 1.26 4.67 7.35 14.55 A
17 1.34 5.21 10.28 18.24 6 & 9l
12 0.62 4.29 4.33 17.62 il Lady)

31 1.58 4.95 12.43 17.19 aal)
24 2.001 7.63 12.36 37.29 Jlise AN

6 0.92 4.42 4.20 14.08 8 uall aaall
41 1.70 8.41 14.30 33.55 gAY
24 2.22 6.81 15.55 29.42 A8 dl) Cppmund)
6 1.41 4.75 3.83 23 s g il
13 2.31 8.58 12.73 37.54 ddaaal)

18 2.06 6.72 13.02 29.39 Bl Cantigal)
13 1.02 4.92 3.73 15.31 223Y) £ Al
2 0.35 7.25 2.83 42 B <l jea
17 0.86 6.18 9.51 34.24 (B A Adadl) Eulia
38 1.87 6.78 8.23 29 i Al Adad) &l

s lgle liply Jlady) il ayisi .3
SUEY) A% < L «%35.06 Aoy (20-7) LUaEY) 25 gl (%46.41 dawi 835 SSY) (40-21) UadY) 4% culS
(4) IS %1.15 Lo (60+) ,UadY) A% << Tyals «%17.39 (60-41)

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026



145 20264]‘;)/104 i156-139 :(5) 13 e il uj;:.U‘LrM/ daall — G 85 (usa

50
45
40
5 35
3’ 30
3 25
220
X 15
10
5

O I

21-40 41- 60 61+

UadY) Casha

B Cigtia s Jladl) s 1(4) Jsal
Jo B lad) i a dgladl Lalldl laball me 4)ke Bl LY A8 ) Aahal o2 B ladY) an
@iy ,lad) ciams «(Kim and Coseo, 2018) %53.3 4t Lo Ugyl &5 uSiid @las A aul5 oo Loyl
(40- U8y &% o Gl Ll ekl «(Sun et al., 2019) %80.8 duwisg (xS dinne 8 au 20 o JEY) U
Gl e ST daiy dllads CpmnsY) g (oSl aansl b alaial b Ciaalug cdagon S HSh cugad 8 an 21)
ke el Giads die 8 Alled ST 5l Y @iy laa) o ) claball s (5) JSal gAYl
e Ll V) 0 A b an 20 Ge Lplhdl ai A lasS Julal) aaad) (g a2l cgrall UV b eVl
O3Sl Os3de (e %22 (lis Lo clie aw 40 o SV Y] @b ladl) G WS (oSl Ggiae e %65.1
DY) ol (2006) 0saTs Nowak 2S5 cum (a2 ) e 43l 5aY) (3idas (Sun et al., 2019) sy
DUV iy Sl vie 23S 110.3 LY 2l oda by Leiy 43/ 38 22.6 o contil as 12-9 U)ol
Ge JBase Lgag A Adbdl) e ) Jgeasll Bsrall JadY) e ST axe ) @hal) pliate 1gss can 30<
Lo Byaiass Llaay s il ) 53S0 e ~bas Jladls (Nowak ef al., 2007) 5SY1 Uyl ey lasY)
L «(Chisholm and Gray, 2025) il clpsall G Jlglls cisall daje S0 gl LS ccalsall ¢ s ) o5
@l elball dphain) A agudy saiie ) Huall JladY (Ko o il sole] P e lpamigd ot
(Kim 4Gags (peiy elsell Csli (e Caaiall Jalbig (5080 (03859 Jie Loy cddbiaall 4] ileadl] andiiy (gyanll

Maxilsh ity Lgialiind Glewal Hlee¥ly HUaY) Cishiag exall 8 duliie Jlsdl 3ga9 agiw L cand Coseo, 2018)

500
400
4
= b3 300
k3 “g B
3 g 3200
19, 4
~ 39 100
o mull | .
7-20 21-40 41- 60
Jl.kﬁ\l\ HJAAA

Bl S s S sl S0 s )

0; gty CO, pabaial b W93y JUBY) Cighia :(5) Jsil

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026



146 2026 Js¥) updi 156-139 :(5) 13 el il) Epanll 4ygudd) dlaall = (315 (puss
%29.92 duuiy o (5>) Cleliy¥) 4% Lok (%58.05 duws 5y ASY) & o (10-5) Clelin¥) iy Hlad¥) ci<s
e Gma ol lgie iy iy B i) it S anall s gl Y1 L) a8 sl a5 L (6) Sl
Ficus «Fraxinus angustifolia Ficus nitida) s2n cay Gl &5 3 guuj I @3SHis cdash (3a) oy
Hysperocyparis  <Ligustrum ovalifolium) 81 8,,a\d\s (Hysperocyparis macrocarpa <benjamina
I «((Hysperocyparis macrocarpa \Ficus benjamina <Ligustrum ovalifolium) xaa\s (macrocarpa
Jobdl & oAl aus Ay «(Love ef al., 2022) LijsillS 4 (» 10-6) cleli¥) @y el cjlas 3 4ilia
Sl e %33.47 5 %41.58 s (p 8-4.1) gln¥) 4% b o(p 12-8.1) gl & e Llad) dulle culs

.(Broi Junior et al., 2025)

70
60
= 50
3’ 40
31 30
= 20
. I I
0 —
05 5-10 10-15 15-20

a g 4

Lugaall (3l b o LY Cld s il L 1(6) J<a
s osaesY) g Lidly Ol L] Al paluaia) 4 Fils)) 5pliS .4
25.25) 5% dausiay clib 883.61 Augyal @laall 3 sl Ud e Laied) sl asl B 48 caly
O Ausgyaal) Gaall s (16.03+18.37) Lassiary ik 642.84 daiiall oneSs¥) £aeS cialy s 8 ¢(22.03%
a8 5eUS Y1 Byl amally asand) ol Boas cl€ Leiy eJuad) Aian Ll Y5l Al daos Cielag 8ol Can
(2) dsaad) @laall maes (s e Sl
Al (G oY1 e ST A jaal) giland) jladl s M el AS o ) ale JSa Auhal) sda il i
e o Lia Taaal S COp Lgias ligldl 3855 (g0 ) (ggine o Lgha Bsapad) 2lsdl) o ) s L 1
G (%21) eV 5805 45)lie ALY (%0.03) COz 385 & cligall L) el & cundl dgmg (cpansY) L)
.(Nowak et al., 2007) 3] dea e ConesV) 1) b ailal) Lelaly) daalie g cdga (1o (gsall D)

Lugsall (3ol b miial) Guansly paiaal) O guSl wwsl Aliy dugaald) ALY 1(2) Jgaad)

2.09 2.87 1.66 Sand) il
43.16 59.33 34.40 Juise AN
75.80 104.19 60.41 40 )
24.06 33.07 19.17 A8 ) Gamal)
26.48 36.39 21.10 A ad) Cppnd)

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026



147 2026 S (s 156-139 +(5) 13 duelill cupaill Ly gedd) daall = )8y puusa

6.24 8.58 4.98 GGl
48.78 67.06 38.88 Jud)
21.18 29.12 16.88 8 sl) (paaad)
32.51 44.69 25.91 4B il ddasd)

9.22 12.67 7.35 8 yshuall § 5 galAY)
37.84 52.01 30.15 94 A

5.55 7.63 4.43 psil) 1Sl
13.99 19.23 11.15 23l
10.65 14.64 8.49 Aaaal)
26.82 36.87 21.37 A giad) ¢ySbal)

6.84 9.39 5.45 6 & 954l
29.68 40.79 23.65 Crpalaal)
11.89 16.34 9.47 48 A s
11.40 15.67 9.08 dad) Cpauigal)

3.23 4.44 2.58 e L)
2.25 3.09 1.79 23 g

6.21 8.53 4.95 S
4.08 5.60 3.25 Buda i) jan
34.43 47.33 27.44 POV JLARVEN
20.92 28.76 16.67 S g e

0.87 1.20 0.70 8 hual) el

6.45 8.86 5.14 3l 5 ALY
15.77 21.68 12.57 Ol Juas
10.61 14.58 8.45 Jasy) Gulia
24.24 33.31 19.31 (b ) ABail) Culie
16.33 22.44 13.01 2 A Al i
14.03 19.29 11.18 OSbesal) Cilia

9.53 13.10 7.59 PRI INCENT
26.48 36.40 21.10 Aagail) (pntigeal)
3.23 4.44 2.57 s 33 il

oY) e A3)kallis <29.61440.30 b Lacsgiasg ¢(22.2848.19) ¢ Ul Jacugias i 5as 60 Joddl ol sae &l
9.81425.64 ki Jausias cp 1.63£7.60 &) Jacsgias 5o 59 cilaas 5 Lija Ablecialy duasyad) 3s¥) i
O (P<0.001) dslas) dVs ) digine Ciligp Calais 238 (digine Olig B (yfic gaaall (il Cilelsy) Jad aly caw
el Beli€ 3 Jally Sl dugen A @y GsSin dadill el o (i Le 138y opic sanall oyl Ul Cillans sie
2l 6 alaial dawiy Lgaal) LS cil€ 3 olld ke ey ogpansY) By 0sSl nesl Jl Galiaial 8
a5 il d5lie Jaall 138 3 AY) Sladl) 80US ) g jill o3 i ¢(4) Jsaadl Ji1 a2 lily 050K
e Al ilias] AVl @iy (Y] JlasY) a3 (laysld) cojlan) bl dhos 3 Ale cilubs 505 ae 385y
il ladl agus A Jially «(Perez ef al., 2022) sS) (siae ol Lgall BN Can e eloe il lad]
Bl Laolacly bylhdl e a2 o ¢ Jlaa¥) oSl 53 e %9.85 dawiy V) Jbal 8 dnesSall Liijle dnals pa

.(Brot Junior et al., 2025)

Moussa et al — Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research — SJAR 13(5): 139-156 October 2026




148 2026 J5¥) i 156-139 +(5) 13 due il Cipault dyy gend] dlnall = (14815 (riusa
oSy g Lily sl L] U alaiol A Gigal) dipisd] Jladl) pailad .5
a2y gliy) Jaugie (1o A< i (Stepwise Multiple regression) JPEN L ERPSON g RPN TR Y
G i) a1y (aiaall (oSl A€ 8 cplal) (e %733 Lo sy Caagad Jaall g Uil Ao il Jaigiag
OsSl BaeS 8 oplal) (ga Lo %74 hadll augieg «%19.1 ey SlaiY) daey (%0468 mesity g LY Jausie agal
 oaiadll
i) s das o @l Cell cJladll 138 sasaaall atealial Blas it (e eyl laat) cla) 5
ety g LY dacigie pgad Cum cmiiall CmekVls Al o<l £aS 8 bl (e %834 A il cundsy) ADUY
Oy aiaall (o<l BaeS 8 bl e %14.7 padty kil Jaugies %20.7 iy Jai) 2 aguls %48
cdaaall dganall yeall 55 Lo 130 g ¢ aiaall
Ju Lo @l augiag saall gl o ylaill Jagia o Lilaa) dllay Aulagl Bli)) &Dke agag (3) Jsaad) ek
oaly Mandal 5 ae G 1ag Badl) ana 83l ) @2 awall glay) e laally g i) e IS 8003 of e
ek Jlallsg anally g a1y sl gl o laall ag AN chysiall o 4y 3Dle 35a5 @Sl 5 (2020)
gV Jawssie 5313 of (f cpmnsYI iy p Sl Galiaial ae dals Aglas) AN2 15 Tulay) ksl Slad) e
paiaall (98l pa AN cyaiall Jasii L unnSY) iy oSl paliaial 82L) M a5 JladY) saey Sl Jauigiag
235 Lo 13ay ccpmaYly Gatadl (oSl o ARy A aag il Jsil) Sars Ylag Tulad Walsiy) inall emesYly
G (CO2) ol B Balae Waliy) olad) lae o Sl lgatsn il Guans) 2ua€ Jaiif 3 bl e wiaal
-(Nowak et al., 2007; Hintural et al., 2024) sl Jiall dilee ol lpaiay
OSasg gl e Aagaidl Sladl) (ailiad ae iy IS Jay e a5eS aall i) o Sl e Sl 5
(Morgenroth et al., 2020; Ononyume and cuawsY) zily GsSl Jio e Jlad) 85 5L guiil) ADIS (e
o L pges ezl Sl e pe e IS8 dady Lage Slale &K 23 Jidls (Edu, 2025)
(Fan et al., 2023; Hou et al., 2024; Wang ¢)se]) 535 Cnts o) L 3 oSl auesl 56 das (e il
a1 saes (Suchocka ef al., 2023) s qaen oad) o Jaal) 138 8 ety Ldlad 2l et al., 2026)
.(Nowak et al., 2007) UaiY! <l aisis Wgas <V anay daled)
DY) Y] ¢ mnsSY) iy (S Dy (lats Lasd Lagrisanly 2S5 Ll a3l A8 o bl g Laa] (e a2l
Ay cllealls ol e 85al) alsall an 43 335 aly ciluall (ans b sdlatiad &3 g3y g LY e adais Y
Gy Aylad bl Wle Al Gl sy s G (Fini oer al, 2023) ) Gde e
G Lo 1305 cala (gt JaleS g UV dgaal cpelal 4dlall 4yl of ¥) «(Dou and Tang, 2025; Yu et al., 2025)
Gs Sl Ggdae o ik @l Al Jalally GalS o) g g liY) Jagia of () el sase il @ aa
.(Sitoe et al., 2014; Zaman et al., 2023) sy zhw
aeiy 3 o(p 10-6) clela) 48 ) o ally dga e Aabll ode 53l lelaV) DA Ge b s Koy
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Aalay bl s el el e e g LSy Lsally 4))Y) Clleal) Calias (a1 dgn (s -al., 2024)
(Fini ef Jad¥) sa (oaie (& 50 s ) 25 Lo e bl gaill 2 ) (gslal) alil dulae (5355 3) coulil) dilac
o Ka Lo S alaaly clelinl ) doai gl a9ag9 408K dupmall hliall & @lld ) dalsll 3585 <al., 2015)
Glilee o il e Gy Ggea clilee of Jangl 388 Gl Lahall Gas ae Alially oSl )yl el
pand Bils alt cillee 208 2 4 alell pe ol SladY1 sai aea Le Lally Al g 81 AN e Alasas (b
) dSh S ey Jilly il AL ' Eucalyptus camaldulensis Sw dsica f‘\*;\j deai Al g\jﬁl\

SaSl Gaall masg 5 lsdl
CsaesY) Ly 09l Galaialy dugaial) patladl] ¢ps clald¥) :(3) Jgaad)

[ ey [ b T 0 [ co. [ ]

- - R=0.65, P<0.001 R=0.65, P<0.001 A8 b gl
- R=0.63, P<0.001 R=0.74, P<0.001 R=0.74, P<0.001 §1-33,)‘¥\ Jaus gia
R=0.28, P=0.10 | R=0.098, P=0.58 | R=0.64, P<0.001 R=0.64, P<0.001 S axe

0; glidly CO; yalaiol L4 5] dabliag Spaail) Loils g 153¥) 59 .6
ST Ag AN cjpa a8 by e saes pesd) SR G e Dgas SV e i) Adls gl culs
b Aupan (s 9 A il gl a3 (4) dstall s s oSl e B el paliaial Ciagad
(Bom  8ycadll &y gL &3)lae (50,S (aleaial 8 8eliSs e st SYI culS (3103 Alablocia gl o Lusgind) L)sS
(Fornaciari ef al., )iV gsane (0 %35 does Wla) ilas (s38) & 5pmdll Al ¢lsl) i<y cet al., 2025)
gsana (e %541 Adlall Auhall & Gblagiaall A Gelam o cpn A cdupl Ll Dy e glsil a5 2024)
Glilai) (o cappanll 3 gilall e o 2y ofialll Ge 2l Gluagi ae duball oda Hil G0 Hle <A el
& b aladl e Lo Jgual) Jhall ddesy g S gpeadl) daily el 5al) DA e f saies JS& COy
D) Sy (Sl Gad) Gma b CO2 Lgiay cliglall clllaily josall A< a5 Cus colilly Ciall Jluad
(Gratani and Al A ao)l) (e Bl 4 lag2as CO2 Jie o s dano L laag gdlysl ahgY! ddadlicia
< yelal Jiladly . Varone, 2006; Kim and Coseo, 2018; Ponti and Guglielmin, 2023; Savo et al., 2025)

G ey by DU as Blall ,eal1 8 43503 8 0sS (eansY) z ) of (Tahir and Yousif, 2013) au))
sl 8 S 13 ity Laiw ooumasY) BDUaly oSl palaial DA e p ) geall Jial dlee Lol

) Gans 3l Bl Cus

:0; glidly CO; yalaial 6 dssally Lsal ¢ 15i¥) .7

daifiye Lausll) 038 235 . (4) Jsaall dusgyad) ilaad) 8 Adadl ¢lsDU L %6.90 ke %84.11 Asadl glsi) i<
A Jead dnae @laa & Aad) ol %4042 dilee %59.52 Ldadl) glel) cl€s a8 (Al cluhy L)l
bl 51 ey WS caal) sda (o Gatll Jogesall 5o (il Jalall 2y ole JSug .(Shafique ef al., 2023)
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cliglall 315 g linl it ol of Wag «(D’Amato ef al., 2025) Jaugiall jad) dibie & Law Yy <2025)
e hlgaY) Aagleey Cailly sall (go oSam ) @) HLaS) e 2D 1Y Gl sai ae s ) Slalud) Lagiaag
laball e waall S5 Bl 138 By (Rl dgn e elsgl) g Jiling oSl w6 Galiaial b agudy ciga

.(Zubair et al., 2022; Rehman et al., 2025) \gisals dadadll gl 3l

(%issia dud) O gl CO; pabaiel b lgiasluay 4l cuus i) 255 1(4) Jsaad

el S Y | oataal) oSl | sl ALY | i s | gl ae JadY g 5
70.51 70.51 70.51 62.07 54.84 5_uad) deaif
22.72 22.72 22.72 20.09 29.03 ()oY Adsblucia

6.75 6.75 6.75 8.85 9.68 Lida ()oY Adsblucia
4.64 4.64 4.64 6.90 35.48 dglas )53
95.34 95.34 95.34 84.11 58.06 i p)gil
0.02 0.02 0.02 9 6.45 Judl)

:0; glidly CO; yalaisl 4 5aildd] Jilailly £ 168 494 .8

OxneSY) zly ossl) AWy b palaid e 5y Slels Casuarina cunninghamiana Guys )V ladl cija
S lad) se Cua e Sl g5l lSFicus nitida g il G e pe s (s e Ul 187.325 257.47
e ol Sl hd g o (5) Jexl\ Melia azedarachcass¥) & ey Al dopdl 4 cls
(m 9.42%39.57) luyg)l&ll Slail Uil Lagia e Sl a5 (aw 1.7225.14) g liy) Lagias (aw 12.24£24.28)
i) lad] ol a8 (Al o3l dgiline gl Ales i)y il pe iliill o3 (345 . (aee 2.57% 11.51) Leelis)s
Ji digen ABS cilan Ul @)l Ay A3lhe Aals Ligina Clgsing jral HUadl il liesSl/olile Glas ans
Jacaranda mimosifolia 1 S\a) )\;.oﬂ Glaw Jiallg .(Rehman et al., 2025) J8l 561 COy abaials Cratlag
29.91) Lhall Lassias (» 9.17) gUsy¥) dacssia Cun (s gloi¥) Ay &)lae il Lad oL D) 3 lpadl) A3a1 b

.(Fatimah ef al., 2024) 13s3as )53 OIS Il (e

Lugdal) @ilanl b (Bailadl) hgdan LYY Jiluadlly 1539 dadlosa (5) Jaad)

gsd (Ob) sl A | (o) oSl 0esSl B | (k) oY) £l)
Casuarina cunninghamiana 149.27 257.47 187.32
Ficus nitida 119.04 205.33 149.39
Melia azedarach 73.57 126.91 92.33
Jacaranda mimosifolia 33.31 57.46 41.81
Ligustrum ovalifolium 7.82 13.49 9.81
ALpadl)

Casuarinaceae 149.27 257.47 187.32
Moraceae 131.96 227.62 165.60
Meliaceae 73.57 126.91 92.33

Bignoniaceae 33.31 57.46 41.81
Oleaceae 8.08 13.94 10.14
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Abstract

Trees in urban green spaces play a vital role in CO, management and
pollution mitigation. This study, conducted in Tartous City, aimed to
estimate the amount of carbon dioxide (COz) and oxygen (O2) absorbed and
produced by park trees. Thirty-five parks were selected, and all trees were
inventoried, with height and diameter measured at chest height. Biomass,
CO; absorption, and oxygen production were then estimated. The results
showed that the garden trees absorbed 883.61 tons of CO> (25.25 + 22.03)
and produced 642.81 tons of oxygen (18.37 £ 16.03). Al-Baraniyah Park
demonstrated the highest efficiency in both carbon absorption (104.19) and
oxygen production (75.80) in the studied parks. Evergreen species were the
most prevalent in the studied parks, exhibiting greater biomass and
contributing the highest percentage of carbon absorption and oxygen
production. Casuarina cuninghamiana, Ficus nitida, and Melia azedarach
trees ranked first in CO; absorption (257.47, 205.33 and 126 tons
respectively) and in oxygen production (187.32, 149.39 and 92.33 tons
respectively). The results confirmed the limited role of palm trees in CO2
absorption compared to other tree species. Structural characteristics, height,
diameter at chest height, and number of trees were key factors explaining
the differences in this environmental service provided by the studied parks.
The study recommends completing an inventory of all green spaces in the
city, taking into account species-specific characteristics and their ability to
withstand stressful urban environmental conditions. It also recommends
developing species-specific equations to accurately estimate their role in
CO; absorption.

Keywords: Biomass, urban green spaces, oxygen production, CO>

sequestration and absorption.
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