PEAL bR Be 2R 2016,31(2) : 275~279
Journal of Northwest Forestry University

doi:10. 3969/j. issn. 1001-7461. 2016. 02. 47

ETESKENENANK I EMIEIREREE

I AR R SNSRI < o

CL.rpE ARl BR 2058 B B OB SE BT, 728 T 51052052, 52180 FE 5 30 1 2 Bel 4% B rPocs . ) R 4K 526040)

B EATHRRAYNEMATURAZNZTZRTARLMATARELSESBA FIAGX R AL
BHRBOAEERL AR ERSH Z(AHP) E 27T —£58 4 o & A5 o) L AR T W3 P 45 47 6
FoAFOETNEFNE ALSERANML R ESML 3 A AN EIRFEARZKRFTKRIL.Z AR
ORI EE TF AN R NEF. RAFRIT S FE L FI WS, 3T B FBAFE TN R
PR ERFTHF HFELTEARZTES MR, EREAN . ANEFRELHRT A
RAESMA, AR EMA 0.430; ZBIWAFFTREZGE TRZKRKRIULAREMA 0. 147, EAR
A LA AR TE LG SR AR A AR SR R R A,

KRR A RN FEARIR R

hES¥ES:S718.5 NEERERD A XEHE:1001-7461(2016)02-0275-05

Construction of Mangrove Landscape Evaluation Index System Based on Eco-tourism Function
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Abstract: In order to explore the important factors affecting mangrove landscape quality and the relationship
between the mangrove landscape quality and impact factors,the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) method
was applied in this paper to set up a comprehensive and scientific evaluation index system which contained
three criterions as aesthetic value of landscape,social use value and ecological value of nature and fourteen
indexes such as water quality condition,air quality,space variation of water area based on eco-tourism. Es-
tablished judgment matrix and computed the relative weightings through expert evaluating method. Then a
landscape quality comprehensive evaluate model was built. The results showed that, the most important
factor in the criterion layer was the ecological value of nature and its weight was 0. 430. The most impor-
tant factor in the three-level index layer was the water quality condition and its weight was 0. 147. The re-
sults would provide theoretical references for evaluation,optimization and eco-tourism development of man-
grove landscape.
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Table 1 The score table of mangrove landscape

quality evaluation indexes

i H Rz Ei=R Finid
3L A A B Y AR D 3.75
MY 55 R D 18

T4 25 [l B9 58 Dy
YA J7 X Dy
Sy MFEEEEWEHE Ds
KA KB ES [ A2 4G Ds
BRI R D,
K BRI 1925 5 Ds
WEER  FWA M EERZ Dy
ZLR MOk 1 22 1R 3Z Do
SR SMBASEESEN Dy
N2 ()3 35 1 Das
S LR A & Doy
1% 3025 (B 7Y 5 M D
SO TE R M ZHEE Dis
TR R G A B Das
WA RN M 2 D
1AL BRI Dis
otk BRSO AE R Do
23 ) )3 J& & Do
B HH E AL Do
AR Do
LA G 2 4 Das
R PR FEEE Dy
B RGAEHRIL Dos
WhE AR Das
KRG D2

3

wo i AN A

(=3
<

~ o o
- =

AR AN k7]

o U1 N NN (o)
> O = © 5]

oo
©




o2 1 Mk e & TS

il U7 Ty E 11 £1 B RO ULV 46 A 1 AR b

277

58 iy [ B4 Btk AT 48 4t i B W E S B & 18 bR A
HED,
MBI 27 T FE B b0 gk A5 4 3.5 A LAY ER

P s e AR B S AR ROIR B L 25 RO R L K Y 2 (]
AR 14 BTN 545 (R 2) .

®2 AdRHRSUREBFNERER

Table 2 Mangrove landscape quality

evaluation indexes system
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Table 3 Significance judgment matrix of landscape

aesthetic value estimation indexes
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Table 6 Weights of the evaluation indexes
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Fig. 1 Weights of the indexes
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Fig. 2 Normalization weights of the indexes
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