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Visual Landscape Evaluation of Jinniushan Multiple Function Park Based on
Integrated Approach of ASG

XIE Huan-jing, LIANG Ping, WEI Ling-wei, YANG Shu-ting, CHEN Xiao-yun, LIN Jiao-jiao, LU Dong-fang”

(College of Arts College of Landscape Architecture s Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University s Fuzhou 350002, Fujian,China)

Abstract; Taking the main scenic spots of Jinniushan Multiple Funtion Park as the research objects,evalua-
tions were carried out based on subjective assessment and objective analysis by combining analytic hierar-
chy process (AHP) ,scenic beauty evaluation (SBE) and geographic information system (GIS) ,abbreviated
as ASG. The subjective aspect was based on the SBE method to obtain the subjective preferences from 90
evaluators. The objective aspect was based on the geographic data of the park by using GIS related technol-
ogy to conduct quantitative evaluation from six aspects.i. e. viewpoint,field of view,line of sight,slope,rel-
ative distance and visual probability. Finally, the subjective preference evaluation was combined with GIS-
based AHP evaluation to construct AHP evaluation-subjective preference matrix, from which the visual-
scape of the park was divided into four types,i. e. , key area, natural development area, sub-priority im-
provement area and priority improvement area. According to the essential differences between the areas,
suggestions were given on the protection and management of various landscape points. The results showed
thatscenic spots “Shanzhong Tea Room”, “Huanhu Trail” and “Fengling Tower” were in the key area of
visualscape with high AHP evaluation and subjective preference evaluation;the natural development area

with low AHP evaluation and relatively high subjective evaluation included only one scenic spot;“Yuting”,
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“Sakura Garden”,“817 Memorial Park” and “Shuangyong Sculpture” were in the sub-priority improvement

area with low AHP evaluation and subjective preference evaluation; the “Circular Ramp”,the “Rhododen-

dron Valley” and the “Crescent Bridge” were in the priority improvement area. By constructing the matrix

combined with the results of subjective evaluation and objective evaluation, the scientific and comprehensive

nature of the landscape visual evaluation system could be greatly improved to provide ideas for landscape

visual evaluation.
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Fig. 1 Location map of the study area
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Fig. 2 Distribution diagram of scenic spots in the study area
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Table 1 Location coordinates and relative elevation of scenic spots
AR X 4R /m Y A8 F7R/m AT R/ m

I P E 2 887 364.90 50 725 399. 87 30
e 2 887 413.20 50 725 501.11 0
(AN 2 887 181.64 50 725 441.07 0
R 2 887 046.69 50 725 456.42 20
W& 2 887 114.03 50 725 633. 40 10

TP 32 2887 110.15 50 725 473. 33 30

AL Tl 2 887 340.41 50 725 841. 65 0

817 42 & 2 887 971.28 50 726 557.27 0

LA i 48 2 888 021.23 50 726 561.40 0
EINIE B 2888 166.72 50 726 705.98 10

KA B 2 888 255.03 50 726 685.43 20
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Table 3 AHP-based landscape visual evaluation index and its weight
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Table 4 Score table of landscape vision evaluation based on AHP
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Table 5 Subjective preference evaluation score table

SEAR WBBGE  RJES A AN WRG hIRE BUER 817 &b WHMEY HBPE W
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Table 6 Mutual viewing table of Taurus mountain attractions
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Table 7 Scope of scenic spots
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Table 8 Statistics of the nearest distance between scenic spots
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Table 9 Measured values of visual sensitivity of landscape
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Fig. 3 Scope of scenic spots
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Fig. 4 Visual sensitivity distribution of relative distance
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Fig. 5 Visual sensitivity distribution of relative slope landscape
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Table 10 Weighted score summary table of landscape vision evaluation based on AHP
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