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Construction of the Cerasus Plantscape Estimation Model in Beijing Yuyuantan Park
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Abstract: The scenic beauty estimation (SBE) method was adopted to assess plantscape value of 20 repre-

sentative Cerasus communities in Beijing Yuyuantan Park. Combined the SD semantic analysis method to

analyze the influential elements which affected the spring Cerasus plantscape mostly, the final Cerasus

landscape forecasting model was established. The results showed that the layering, color richness, light,

unity degree of understory layer and uniformity were the main factors that affected the Cerasus landscape.

The waterfront landscape in Yuyuantan Park obtained the highest score of SBE, and the average score of

square landscape was the lowest. Some suggestions were given, such as to build more waterfront land-

scape, enrich the waterline structure, adjust the layering and the unity degree of understory layer of the

communities, and use more perennial flowers which turning-green earlier in spring.

Key words: Yuyuantan; Cerasus landscape; SBE; SD; estimation model

Py J i IX fie R AR AE L 2 Bl b 5t 5 K
QPR AT KA Wi AT R B T O . th T &
R Ui N BRI ™ B, AL 50 B A il 7 B, 2 Bl T
e 3 P2 A6 G I M o+ #R Bk L [R) 300 E S A ) AN 2
S5 AR DRI 2 el i 57 % el v 48 AR S5 W B A 2 =2 Ak
PEAT O o Hh TR A b R R AR S UL Y A
X AR B A K HG S5 W T 2 ) 2 B AT A )
SRR B T B DGR L PR R AR AR AR A 50 1Y

W B HE:2014-05-20 & [E B #:2014-06-24

PR AT R H AT E N T AR AR R BT &
FENPEAEAE SCAL™ ) R BRI A P A
PRAERIY) S E T . BE P AR B
P A RO X X R AN B A X R A b X
RACVEAT O T . £ A RURCPR AR 0T B W i B AE AT 3
WS HEAT TP . SR B A X H AR SR
1R 1 249 B 5Tl DX AR A A S AT AR A (R BT
oK 2 GERYAR AL S TAN 20 A WETE L AT RR ) TR

EE BN ORER L AL BT W FE AR SR 5 B3t . E-mail:slsfiona@163. com
*» BAEVEE (FE . 40 b R BT S T ) - B A A SR UML) 55 83t . E-mail: dongli@bjfu. edu. cn



252 PO AL AR B 2 i 30 &

AEHOW R 4T .

SBE(Scenic beauty estimation) ¥ & Daniel FI
Boster''" F* 1976 454 ) 19385 FH F KUSCIF 1 0 3
BN S S E N /AN U E Sl i YR VR S ¥
Tk o ARG UR G 2k L KUK e Rl ) S0
T AR Y A £ b 25 S SD il AT
EHATEAVER Y . DLEME A 20 SR AEAEY)
REVE MBFFE X 4 % SBE % H gk 47304, 45 &
SD i Sk X H S WE R AT Ak, de i MR AR
LTI A5 Y, AR A P T 43 A 2 el R A UV A
F18y ) R R S WL it JBT 41 T+ 14 77 o) o ] I Ay At i, DX A2
ALY SO E R AL S %

1 #M# 5%

1.1 HREXIEER
T UKL 2 [l A b 50 P9 = 38 i, 5 g e A

B AR 20 s B T U A AR . T AR
1.37 km? . KSR H AR 0. 61 km?, > 4> [ 24 90 4] i FR
fy 172090 PR R R 0. 25 km®, FHAE T 24 20 A4
AFRIE 2 000 BRIEAE
12 MRFE

WF5E 53 5 2 1) 36 88 b 5T ARl K 2 Il bk 2 B el
ML 62 N AR B ARl 24 A AE R 37 HI % 4, i
Tl B ARl A B AR B B — i 1 L
2)RH 7 4l SBE 353K 20 SR REE (B D
(10 3 55 B 0E s 30 K5 B S LA AE OB I 12 2R
PEAT oM (R 1) X 4 BE P AT St B R 19 SD ¥
W s O NG B0 UEAT bR AL A B 2 035 20 AN RETE
F10 26 5% 3 (B 4% BV X I B S W22 3 SD(Semantic
Differential) ff : 5) R F 22 504 1% [nl U5 #49 g 45 4E 55 5%
FEME 5 B2 SD 19 6 BB,

iR AZ @
Wit F B

1 20 EEEMEESH

Fig. 1 Distribution of 20 Cerasus landscape communities
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Table 1 SD appraisal scale of Cerasus landscape

25 SOWE R SD ¥ R

01 PRI (XD E 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 i
02 LR TIT I (X 2) JFiE 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 A
03 B FARE (X3) = 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 ik
04 R F 5 (XD W T AL 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 LN
05 RS T AR AR (X5) ARk 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 I
06 K (X6) B 5% 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 9 ik
07 ST HL (X7 Eq 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 R
08 MR A 5 (X [ 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 fi%

09 T IZG— (XD %i—HF 2/1/0/ -1/ -2 FeELIC
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Table 2 SBE value of 20 Cerasus communities
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Table 3 Comparison of average for different Cerasus landscape

FOWZE R K TE %Y AR AR JeiE A AL I
N 0.86 0.54 0.32 0.69 0.18 —0.09 —0.69
¥ifH 0.58 0.19 0.08 0. 04 —0. 26 —0.42 —0.70
e /M 0.31 —0.08 —0.27 —0.72 —0. 69 —0.75 —0.70
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Table 4 Calculation results of landscape evaluation model of Cerasus landscape

it H ERIR/ %2k 53K AW 555 K 556 X 7T 55 8 I

X 0. 876 1. 356 1.756 1. 660 1.668 1. 868 1.793 1. 828

X —0.632 —0.706 —0. 688

X; 0. 597 0. 637 1. 070 1. 803 1. 826 1. 633 1. 425

Xy 1.910 2.086 2.184 2.130 2.275 2.392 2.432 2.576

Xs —0. 148 —0. 276

X5 —0.739 —0.792 —0. 786 —0.923 —1.474 —1.647 —1.474 —2.897

X7 —0. 895 —0.998 —1.114 —0.934 —0. 854

Xs —0.058

Xy 1. 044 1. 665 1. 824 1. 896 1. 980 1. 827 1. 874 2.397

X0 —1. 146 —1.302 —1.343 —1. 266 —1.243 —0.971

Xn 0. 369 0.612 0.767 0.513

X2 2.014 2.417 2.535 2.510 4. 004 4.052 4.163 4.127

F 18 6.043 7.531 9.223 10. 762 12.941 15.025 17. 450 19. 126
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Table 5 Comparative analysis of road Cerasus landscape
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Table 6 Weight comparative analysis of water{ront

Cerasus landscape

BV 10 11 12 13 14
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Fig.2 Sequence of color richness of different Cerasus landscape
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Table 7 Comparative analysis of solitary Cerasus landscape
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