PHAL AR F Be 4k 2010, 25(5); 194~198
Journal of Northwest Forestry University

ETSEUARHBENER L ETRIFEEETN
BRI ARG, A E OB R, aEe

AL ERNABE DB A S 1T PR 11001652, h R BE AF 584 BE . L 5T 10004953 PLFHAME R M2 B 3T PR FH 1101615
LR BH R Y SRS TR 2R 30T JEPH 11004455, ¥ FH T 7 B TR # R AL 327 JEFH 110015)

i B ASHEBETALETRIFNARBERRTLGEAD, AT GISEMsFE, LAART &
ﬁufﬁv%ﬂuw)f&%ﬁﬁzﬁ%iﬁﬁﬁrﬁﬁmi, R R E TR, RIANRE BB KEGZE, L HA
F KRBT LA B A PRI T AR EAE A LW T 26 T AR R e A KRBT A E
A FEABSARET ERT BARET FRETFRRRERT S £, éé%iﬂﬂ,ﬁﬁﬁiéz‘ﬁ%
Rt B A SKBERAEFRLREG A2.T9% HARARHAZKRETRFE . ETHITELSRE
&, BREAR EAFRTRE 6L ERK30.76%),1 ﬁbI:ikTyM'm/kﬁz‘m?%iE,&nﬁ‘%%iﬁ
HHFE B2 HETATHATR.EUNEAEAEAIFREIN. R TV AINAA LEERETR
R AR, FIHLRBETRARLGRN , L2 EERPRE MFELLERRKGTILMNAL,
KEIW BT Bk TN TR E; £ 5E T M £ ER#

thE 43S .5759. 92 XERARERD A XEHS:1001-7461(2010)05-0194-05

Ecological Suitability Evaluation for Eco-tourism in Qipanshan Area Based

on Landscape Visual Sensitivity
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Abstract . : Ecological suitability evaluation for eco-tourism is a prerequisite and the basis of the eco-tourism
development. Based on the evaluation of multi-factors and the landscape visual sensitivity, the ecological
suitability for eco-tourism in Qipanshan was evaluated using the ArcGIS spatial analysis function. The fac-
tors included topography. distance to Qipanshan reservoir, landuse, landscape visual sensitivity to reser-
voir and river. According to comprehensive analysis of the score of ecological suitability for eco-tourism de-
velopment, from high score to low, the study area was classified into five grades: the most suitable area,
the suitable area, the relatively unsuitable area, the unsuitable area, and the most unsuitable area. The re-
sults indicated that the most suitable and suitable area accounted for 42. 79% of the total area, suggesting
the eco-tourism resource for this region is abundant, and the area is suitable for eco-tourism development.
The relatively unsuitable land accounted for most proportion of the landscape (30.76%), and can be devel-
oped into eco-tourism zone if the policy was appropriate. But it should be pointed that environment protec-

tion should be implemented while the eco-tourism development was carried out.
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Fig. 1 Location and digital elevation model (DEM) of the study area

1.2.1 AXEXBRIYAR TR EHHNTFH
Tham 32 S P AR M A i D O i BRORT AR AR
T 5 e 95 R A K 8L b R IR L 3 B A R R AR
SRy R AR SR WA E M AT B E B . R IX

T 1B P 08 2 2R T O RO EL P B TR 1 9 2 4
(R Do HA &30 N 5B il i L AT 0 =
W T af " (E 2)

1.2.2 HzEmirfg HEHEIZHREL. SR,



196 PO AL AR B 2 i 25 %

U B N 2R A S H A .
1 ERAFHESKFEEHEERS
Table 1 Classification and weight of the indicators

for eco-tourism suitability
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Fig. 2 Ecological suitability evaluation of slope
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Fig. 3 Ecological suitability evaluation of land use
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Fig. 4 Ecological suitability evaluation of distance to reservoir
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Fig. 5 Ecological suitability evaluation of landscape
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Fig. 6 Ecological suitability evaluation of landscape
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