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Plantscape Quality Evaluation of Park Green Spaces in Xi'an

HUANG Xin, GONG Bi~

(College of Landscape Architecture and Arts, Northwest A&F University ,Yangling s Shaanzi 712100, China)

Abstract : Thirty-eight plantscape units (100 m* each) in the park green spaces in Xi'an were selected as re-

search objects for landscape quality assessment by using analytic hierarchy process (AHP),and the plant

species richness,abundance, the plantscape characteristics of park green spaces were analyzed by using clus-

ter analysis. The results showed that the coordination of plant and overall environment (x3) and plantscape

time diversity (x,) had significant effects on plantscape quality of landscape units. Among the 38 landscape
units,17 (accounting for 44. 7% of the total) were excellent (Y pp==7.00),18 (47.4%) were good (6. 00
<Y aup<<7.00) and 3 (7.9%) were poor (Yanp<<6.00). According to clustering analysis based on land-

scape quality values (Yup) »the 38 landscape units were divided into 4 categories.
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Table 1 Plantscape comprehensive evaluation model
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Table 2 Plantscape quality values of the 38 units
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Table 3 Species richness and abundance of plantscape unit
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Fig. 1 Cluster analysis of landscape quality evaluation results of 38 plantscape units
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