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Investigation on the Growth and Health Status of Sophora japonica in Zhengzhou City
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Abstract
tricts of Zhengzhou City.The plant height, DBH, crown width and health status of Sophora japonica were investigated.The results showed that

(Zhengzhou Institute of Agricultural and Forestry Science of Henan Province, Zhengzhou,
In order to study the growth and health status of Sophora japonica in Zhengzhou City, a sampling survey was conducted in eight dis-

the Sophora japonica in Zhengzhou were mainly large and medium, with an average height of 9.7 m, an average DBH of 24.6 ¢cm and an aver-
age crown width of 9.1 m.Plant height was mainly between 7.5 and 13.5 m, DBH was between 13.5 and 35.5 ¢m, and crown width was be-
tween 4.0 and 11.0 m.Most health grades of Sophora japonica in the survey area were in Grade Il1.Sophora japonica with large values of height,
DBH and crown width was better than that with small. Through investigation and analysis, it was found that there were some problems in the
growth and management of Sophora japonica.Some reasonable suggestions were put forward in order to provide reference for the selection, culti-

vation and maintenance of street trees in Zhengzhou.
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Table 1 Health classification of Sophora japonica in Zhengzhou City
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Table 2 Growth characteristics and health status of Sophora japonica in different regions of Zhengzhou City
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Table 3 Grade distribution of height, DBH and crown coverage area of Sophora japonica in Zhengzhou City
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ade(h) //m of number o (D) J/em of number grade(C) //m of number o
gra plants // % of plants // % plants // %
h<5.0 1.15 D<11.4 0.38 C<4.0 1.15
S5<h<17.5 11.07 11.4<D<13.5 1.90 4.0<C<8.0 41.22
7.5<h<10.5 68.32 13.5<D<25.5 51.15 8.0<C<11.0 30.91
10.5<h<13.5 17.17 25.5<D<35.5 43.13 11.0<C<16.0 24.81
h>13.5 2.29 D>35.5 3.44 C>16.0 1.91
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Table 4 Comparison of health status of Sophora japonica in different tree height grades
W7 Tree R A ATAR LA Proportion of healthy plants // %
height(h) //m | I I I\ 3 Vi
h<5.0 0 0 0 33.3 66.7 0
S5<h<17.5 0 6.9 31.0 43.3 13.8 0
7.5<h<10.5 6.7 24.8 38.8 24.1 5.6 0
10.5<h<13.5 15.6 24.4 51.1 8.9 0 0
h>13.5 50.0 0 50.0 0 0 0
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Table 5 Comparison of health status of Sophora japonica in different DBH grades
Jf94% DBH T 2R Rk L5 Proportion of healthy plants // %
D//em I 1 i \j v i
D<11.4 0 0 100 0 0 0
11.4<D<13.5 0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 0
13.5<D<25.5 4.5 15.8 38.3 32.3 9.1 0
25.5<D<35.5 11.5 29.2 42.5 15.0 1.8 0
D>35.5 25.0 37.5 37.5 0 0 0
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Table 6 Comparison of health status of Sophora japonica in different crown width grades

5 0E Crown RS A HA5) Proportion of healthy plants // %

width //m’ | I I \Y \ VI
C<4.0 0 0 334 33.3 33.3 0
4.0<C<8.0 5.6 13.0 42.0 31.8 7.6 0
8.0<C<11.0 11.1 33.3 34.6 13.6 7.4 0
11.0<C<16.0 9.2 21.5 44.6 23.1 1.6 0
C>16.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 0 0
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Table 7 Comparison of health status of Sophora japonica in different areas of Zhengzhou City

[X 5 RS MK L9 Proportion of healthy plants // %

Area I I I v v Vi
H )5 [X. Zhongyuan district 4.2 20.8 44 .4 25.0 5.6 0
—IX Erqi district 10.3 20.7 39.7 24.1 5.2 0
47K X Jinshui district 11.1 13.9 36.1 33.3 5.6 0
ZFFIX Jingkai district 0 8.3 58.3 25.0 8.4 0
B IX Huiji district 125 29.2 37.5 20.8 0 0
EIRIX. Guancheng district 4.4 13.0 30.4 26.1 26.1 0
A X Zhengdong new district 13.9 38.9 36.1 11.1 0 0

3 FigEitig

(1) MR TS 1 R AT A, FERRIN T/ A7 18
WEA ZAERREE I L A S R, 18 2 DX [
TR AR SF R ZANTEI 2,1 ZRAE REARDBL AT o5 Fe )N,
FITRA DI A AE VI Gftibk . ik — 2 B 7 Bira SR 3],
e R AR PR A RROIR DL AL T B8/ R o 3 mT AR phy A
PRI AR R 5 T BN 5838 IR 0k, A B I R

SYTRETT, AL/ NIREAR B T RS AR BT A X 3 AR R A
A TE 4 MELAR G MR SR IR o 38 3 FL A ] B A2 A ok 1]
S WA R R AR A R DAL T A2/ N R R 5 DO
SRR, T Sl R AT 11 E 01 0 v o o) ARLRREL AR 190 36 B L
& LR 5 HL ST M AR R B — o R R, B S AR
Be B BAHIC B ST AN & R, T i TR AT

(T#% 136 ®)



136 B A

2021 &£

ZIUHEARANE IR A IZ R 2 = 3l IR EOR
fi] b2 K D7 B AT 38 O VL34 SR SR LR R a2
SRR S AR, B A HIR L BRI R
5 MREEERE
51 g5 DUEDST 7R EIE S 0, LA B B
fit, 3z FSCHRZR I RIS RAT T SC I A A & 15
5 IR 24 2 AR B IR 0 | 2 AR U e AR B A
TERYIANL, PR P EIE ™ BUCT 2 ARk (4 AR

(D) FFH F sk " IR E &, L Ll " k.
NICHHRARZ , T2 0230 R IRSCAE i SCfe Bt
& A

(2) & Ry C B A % 4 18 % A I E R R Sk, 2
TR A A G B S AR AR 2 3 7T I AT R A
CHHIE"  HES) & IR SO A8

(3) F7Hr & ApTiklie sk At P AT SR A7 A — S ] L. BE U
TF AU BRI BRI ™ FEAT B s 25 3 1 1k & AN i e (2
KNS5 5 & AHRUE A+ ST 77 T 42 I e, PR B8 0
FHRBAL ™ 5 & AR IR B A B 2 5 TR LA,
FEICA R B & RS SR T 5 2 R s
B REHBR DA

(4) DL P e S S JE A M AR e 2 IROT R S R
POF2E BT ERE S RTIRIE ™ i AR ARG R R TT R
LR G A E TR GB TR LA 5 5 s B A

FIHLHI B & R R iR ok SR

52 RBE WA TTHES) S R ikliE ] Rra @ kR L 12

HERRAO N ER & R . (H2, BTSN & Mk iiEsk ok

PRI IS M AL TR B, (AR — 2B IR AR R I 5E . 1L

VIFFHRAE A B M T o047 IR a5 1o e — e R LA e A

M. AR RS A AN RIX IR AR &Rt B £ b iR sk

KIEHAT R G2 ENITIE, LIS IS AR

LN

[1] BRI, AR5, Tl & Z TR B ESRERInl S A R
BT ] T RX RS, 2019,33(2) :203-208.

[2] T2, 250, BREE, 5. Sk E 1L 5 @RI 2 AT IS
FERTL ) ] AR ERA S5, 2017(4) (2-12.

[3] BB SRS R 2 bl 42 et SR ERAT [ ] A 45957, 2020
(9) :64-65.

[4] HEE AR A R LR [ 1 ] MESE, 2019( 11) :25-29.

[5] ZEHZE AN 2 ki 2 e R S5 SR o [ ) ] ARk 2857
5Rl,2019(14) :40-41.

[6] [EZ A RUOEZR A T TN LS BhtE S il & e
Mz E )] EEF ST, 2020( 10) :68-70.

[7] el a3URigE e NN B8 5 2 MR A BE NS &
[J]. fallZ35%,2020(9) :43-45.

[8] SFREE DRI AIRTT AR S Tk R o [ V] &R 5 4057,

TR =1

2020(5) -2.
[9] 2R ST A RSt 2 [ ] R £S5 5111, 2020, 28
(19) :100.

[10] Skakife. SHFRHIEE 5 N SRR A R 5% : AN AEILT ]
N2 A R#417,2018,16(6) :34-37.

[11] 50, M LT Eh S L R S A AN B IRFEE B S [T ] R
V22357, 2019( 11) ;56-57.

(3% 132 W)
B T AR ISR B A 211 5 /M IR AR R R AN 58, B AR
WS, e 22, S BB BOR DL . I WESE
SESRAH] B AR T DRI AT DAY AR A RRAR DUy, T RE 2
F X 2 A A DX AT B B 22, A Ry A A
DIRAER, 38 SR BT, A X B O B R, DA T e a2 A R
A

(2) EMUEFRER & H A Bl BA A BRSPS
R 25 AR B ST, 5 B, 3 B
HAYUTR MR Rk i AR R N R 2, &
BERIUAE  — 5 T, H Tl B T Nl BT T B
R IR 25T, B R e TR R M TE R A R
AR RREPR D 5 RAFIE 3 BB AR AT AR RO 2R AR AE 1T
TR A, 1302 phy TR R AR T A A,
DABHT M AR A 5 A e 28 4 52 3045 A BRI IR - 48
TR BB KRR P E R TR AR A 5 — T
T % FEVBRAT R SRR B R A R L T L
OUERGESAT Wittt s @ Bod 2, R R EHMETT ARG
R BIETE , B A S UL s DB BT J5 13 1T A R Y, B
IR T 2, B O 28, 7 18 22 A B A O R 7R B 2
IUE

(3) F Bl EBRAERIN T A5 4k T A K B BE, 7 AR X A4
9 A PRI, PRI AT RE 3 538 ST 2 1 B AR A

I 2 IMBRA T IR K BB, Js D AR (AR R AR K
BEAI, BT B v BB R TR AL 590 B E R A%, BB AL Y
KA ERAE TR Y & AR FE IR T ARGk AL i
FAER, N, ERL A A F e B & Oy N SR A5, 12
HEE AR A K
S & Lk
[1] PNE, AR ERRRI DT sE S SN ERTFFE LT ] AL Rkl R 224k (1
SRR ,2018,17(2) :23-31.
[2] PR A SRR D S PR AR 88 2 B[ M bt MOl B
#t,1985.1314-1343.
[3] HRE, AN, R N EME S ZE )] #rEatll, 1998(2) :21.
[4] (5L EERRS R IIAET] L7, 1996(6) :18-19.
[5] TEE e TERM HER ISR A 7T [ 1] R 55K, 2018,38(2)
198.
[6] GRSt R ——EREL T . RS2 d ARl RS, 2001 (Z1)
117.
[7] Z2Bek  wete, TR AL R SRT T E R A KBRS (R Rtk Ui 7T
L] MRl RIEERF3T,2013,26(4) :511-515.
[8] PR, FERIIK, EAbR, 5. A DB AR et b o iAo L) ] ARk Bt
22 2002,38(4) ;7-13.
[9] 4l%3, MRaing, e, 5. 26 FH R T sx b R [ ] 22 L Rl
2014,42(4) :976-980.
[10] A, S2FF, P &, S BN AR T E A TR o [ ) ILRE 2,
2016(17) :34-36.
[11] FEERbRABTT f B P AR 1 PR e oo
\l7,2018(3) :36-37.
[12] XUEERIBRTT TERTEAE A B TR TR i [ ) ] B2, 2016
(4) .195-19.
[13] BRSO TER LR M & R SR 0T [ ] i LR LR,
2017,58(11) :1935-1936.

ST SEE RIS I



