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Abstract: Taking the campus of Guangxi Eco-Engineering Vocational and Technical College as study area,
the green space spots were interpreted according to comprehensive features on QuickBird high-resolution
satellite images and mapped with the support of MobileGIS software (ArcPAD). Some quantitative indica-
tors were investigated and calculated which could be used to evaluate the current situation of the green
space system, such as the green coverage rate, per capita green area, plant species, plant density, propor-
tion of arbor shrub and herbage, etc. The results showed that the green coverage rate, the per capita green
area and the amount of plant species were the first-rate overall campus. But in each functional area, the
vegetation coverage, the planting density and the tree diameter distribution were not reasonable. Also the
proportion of arbor shrub and herbage were uncoordinated which could not form an excellent three-dimen-
sional stratified structure. Finally, due to the unbalanced configuration of evergreen and deciduous plants,
landscape changes were polychrome in spring and autumn but monotonous in summer and winter.
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Fig. 1 The sketch map of functional district and QuickBird fusion imagine of the campus
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Table 1  Overall characteristic indicators of green space on college campus
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Table 2 Green space distributed in each functional

section of college campus
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Table 3 Plant species composition of the campus green space
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Table 4 Life form composition of the greenspace

plants on the campus
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Table 5 Comparative analysis of evergreen and deciduous

plant species in campus greenspaces
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Fig. 2 Comparison between the number of evergreen and
deciduous plant species and that of arbor and shrub plant

species in campus greenspaces
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Table 6 Frequency of arbor species grown in campus greenspaces
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Table 7 Frequency of shrub species grown in campus greenspaces
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Fig. 3 Comparison of arbor and shrub planting density in

various functional sections on the campus
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Fig. 4 Comparison of green space coverage in various

functional sections on the campus
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functional sections on the campus
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Table 8 Proportion of arbor and shrub and grass in various

functional sections on the campus
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Fig. 6 Height distribution of the arbor trees in each

functional section on the campus



5 2 3

B 5 AT QuickBird JE B AR (Y R el 2 14 A 5 0 A 237

3.3.3 AMApALE RN LM AT KW RE TR Y]
45 ey S AN [R) o S A 0 1) 2 i 15 S0 78 I IR) LAY 22
AR R AN T) 2 74 K 2 L R i L O 4B L &5 R R HIR 45
BEE e Z 0 S R B AN R A3 B 2 O
AU o 3 S AR o AR R 28 Y 2 T DA B A A
Py e i 00 2 A1 A el 2% D BE IX 2 M DL SR AR 8
PSS k7L UPSRe S s o TR - UIE 25 1 IEAN
R - F NNSESEN N N VR :E 3 RS

% (Zephyranthes candida ), Bk Z= W) #: 16, 4 4
(Ginkgo biloba 1.) W F# (Nyssa sinensis) . K
P 84T (1lex rotunda) , 2 Z= 1 J6 B F (Sapin-
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Table 9 The seasonal landscape plant species in each functional section on the campus
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Gy A AL AR ) RE I 45 R A REAE 2R AT 43 BT R
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