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Abstract ; The influencing factors of health growth of street trees were proposed by studying the health sta-
tus of Platanus acerifolia street trees in the old urban area of Nanjing,so as to provide reference for the
maintenance and management of street trees. Based on the basic investigation of 10 main roads in the old
urban area of Nanjing,the comprehensive health evaluation model was established by factor analysis meth-
od.and the difference of comprehensive health score and health evaluation index between different roads
were analyzed by single factor analysis of variance and multiple comparison method. The results showed
that the growth structure of P. acerifolia street trees was good. The overall health comprehensive score

was 0. 00, the medium healthy level (26.2%) accounted for the largest proportion,followed by healthy lev-
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el (21.5%) ,the proportion of dying level was 20. 6% ,sub-healthy level was 19. 7% ,unhealthy street trees
accounted for 12. 0% ,and the overall health status was medium. There were significant differences in the
comprehensive health scores and evaluation indexes among the trees on different roads (P<C0. 05) ,the spe-
cific performance of health status was in the order of Beijing West Road™>Jiangdong Middle Road™>Zhong-
shan Road > Central Road > Zhongshan East Road > Shengzhou Road > Guangzhou Road > Hanzhong
Road>>Huju North Road>>Zhujiang Road. Growth and damage of street trees were important factors af-
fecting their health status. The main problems faced by street trees were focused in surface pavement and
soil hardening,pests and diseases, night lighting and pruning technology. The occurrence of broken bran-
ches and lodging also constituted a potential safety hazard to urban space. The evaluation method suitable
for street trees is factor analysis combined with a complete evaluation index system,including tree growth,

tree pool and pavement type, pest and disease damage, gas and light pollution, and the distance between

surrounding buildings and facilities,from which the health status can be fully understood.
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Fig. 1 Road distribution
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Fig. 2 Cluster diagram of street tree health status
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Table 6 Classification of health grades of street trees
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Table 7 Comparison of comprehensive evaluation of street

tree health in different roads
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Table 8 Comparison of evaluation indexes of street trees in different roads
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