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Evaluation on Landscape Quality of Acacia confusa in Spring in the Southeast Islands

A Case Study of Pingtan Island

of Fujian
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Abstract: Acacia confusa has strong wind resistance, beautiful tree form and golden flowers,it is the most
important wind-resistant and landscape tree species in the mountainous area of southeast Fujian islands. To
explore the factors affecting the landscape quality of A. con fusa forest in the islands, we took Jun moutain,
Wangye moutain,and Niuzhai moutain in Pingtan as the study areas,A. confusa forests in full bloom as
the study objects, selecting 42 photos that were taken between 2017 —2019 in the regions to evaluate the
landscape quality of A. confusa forest in spring with the method of scenic beauty evaluation (SBE). In ad-
dition,factors related to the landscape of A. confusa were divided into 11 items,each item was further di-
vided into 2—4 categories,34 categories were obtained together. And then through correlation and regres-
sion analysis,six factors which had little influence on the landscape quality were gradually eliminated. Ac-
cording to the contribution rate, five retention factors were grayness ratio (34. 7%), confusion of branch
(33. 8%), the dead branches off tip (16. 8%), canopy surface features (8. 8%), the main color ratio
(5.9%) ,from which the A. confusa forest landscape quality evaluation model in spring in the southeast
islands of Fujian was established,to provide the theoretical references and basis for improving the quality of

ecological landscape forest in the islands.
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Table 1 Elements decomposition of Acacia confusa forest landscape
%kH
it H % 5 SOMEF FHE
1 2 3 4
X1 [ER % e 1 Fh 2 P 3 Fhal 2 3
X2 ESER AR 0~1/3 1/3~2/3 >2/3 3
X3 F @A R AR J3 R e 3
X4 SN 0~1/3 1/3~2/3 >2/3 3
X5 R L AH <1/3 1/3~2/3 3
X6 B T e FAF [SESImE T2 M T 0 3
X7 pZSTATESE R 564G — BN AL CiRT RN 4 &AL 4
X8 JZ BN A 2
X9 AR AL RAL — BT w5 4
X10 5T V5 BT 1 IR R CiRT2 3
X11 i A T A ¥ b E2 3

3 &R 55
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B BT A B A UK IR T 945 0 R AR S F

3.1

B RS 42 RIB A LS ME (R 2)., R 2
AL, SBE {6<<0 94 19 3k, >0 A 23 #.SBE
{H7E—1.010~0. 932, 5| KH <1, XEH, A RXF
3 V5 A BRI B 0 —

k2 EEHEHBHRENEZSETMER
Table 2 Evaluation results of A. confusa forest landscape

PS5 SBE %> SBE i SBE i SBE i SBE %5 SBE

1 0.124 8 0. 860 15 —0. 448 22 0. 446 29 —0.116 36 0.112

2 —0.098 9 0.451 16 —0.572 23 —0.509 30 —0.043 37 —0.891

3 —0.550 10 0.488 17 —1.010 24 0.119 31 0.735 38 —0. 688

4 0.932 11 0. 645 18 —0.894 25 0. 330 32 —0.259 39 —0.402

5 0.151 12 0.294 19 0. 383 26 —0.031 33 —0. 250 40 0.133

6 0.130 13 0. 400 20 —0.502 27 —0.099 34 —0.317 41 0.234

7 0. 049 14 0. 094 21 0.691 28 0.107 35 —0. 360 42 0.129
3.2 IEMRBEIRME 3.2.2 AZFAEMAER 5] SPSS20. 0
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Y = — 0.175 + 0.005X,, + 0.080X, ; +
0.471X,, +0. 224X, —0. 120X, , —0. 054X, ; —
0.087X;_, —0. 458X, —0. 135X, _, —0. 042X,_, +
0. 228Xy, 0. 059X, (2)
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Table 3 Comprehensive evaluation modeling result of A. con fusa forest landscape
S o1 wiBH ¥ 2 WwisH HIWiBHE o4 Wi o5 WiBH %6 Wiz H 57 WiEH
G WHX BB BX BB X BB B BB REX BB R R EHX R
¥4 (I8 E¥4 iz} A & RE {2} RE (I8 ¥4 {8 A (=l
X1 0.207 1.158 0.203 1.156 0.208 1.204 0.224 1.318 0.228 1.365 0.215 1.3
X2 0.399 2,386 0.433 2.677 0.42 2,62  0.403 2.526 0.399  2.536  0.398  2.57 0.399  2.609
X3 0.041 0.225
X4 —0.24 —1.355 —0.237 —1.358 —0.211 —1.218 —0.217 —1.276 —0.212 —1.264
X5 0.443 2.708 0. 447 2.784 0. 444 2. 806 0. 445 2.852 0. 449 2.929 0. 465 3.108 0.5 3.466
X6 0.154 0.853 0.188 1.063 0.212 1.23  0.195 1.143
X7 0.633  4.474 0.632 4.54  0.625 4.534 0.634 4.708 0.64  4.856 0.64 4.921 0.637  4.959
X8 —0.144 —0.799 —0.148 —0.833 —0.15 —0.861
X9 0.395 2.355 0.407 2.484  0.461 2.939  0.467 3.037 0.476 3.153 0.496  3.377 0.486  3.335
X10  0.135 0.746 0.131  0.738
X11  0.356 2,086 0.354 2.109 0.364 2.21  0.359 2.207 0.414 2.652  0.39 2.502 0.347  2.223
R 0.957 0.957 0. 956 0.955 0.953 0.951 0.949
R? 0.916 0.916 0.914 0.912 0. 909 0. 904 0. 900
x4 ATHEKRSWITMERBRE 6 ATHEMREWTNERPZXBAR/LE
Table 4 Evaluation model overview of A. con fusa Table 6 Category scores of landscape evaluation model
forest landscape of Acacia confusa forest
o R R* MR’ ARMEM iR T KH R G R
1 0. 967 0.935 0. 908 0.145 T ] X2 1 o 0. 080 5.9
2 0. 005
x5 ATHEMRSWIFEMERFTEST 3 0. 080
Table 5 Variance analysis of landscape evaluation model I 1 X5 1 0.471 0. 471 347
of Acacia confusa forest ) 0. 224
FEAR 7 df ¥y F Sig. 3 0
1 EY=] 8.757 12 0.730 34.797 0.000 MR T AT X7 1 —0.120 0.120 8.8
5k 2% 0.608 29 0.021 2 0
Bt 9. 365 41 3 —0.054
4 —0.087
3.3 WHERERSH B Ak L X9 1 0. 458 0.458 33.8
R AR 500 A Y g (] 0 2R K, FRATT A A B R/ 2 0.135
THHEIT A5 ZAMHT 15 14k ot 3 5 1 SEL B 7 1 3 0
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DA G WA R TR R R e v e
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S AL o L B ROR B s e R
AR T ) 3 % DL R B e 3) At A T A X8 AR AR SO Y BT A DT RR R R

2) K 45 LB o 5 TS A SRR 36 S B 1) TR R
33.8%0 . 7F 4 A H b, e R TT Bk R = A6 Rz A 43 J31)
REAE S (0. 458) L& FF (0. 135) , — % (0) AR FL
(—0.042) , KA HE T LR R M KREF IR,
T 5 2 L o 2 AV DT 0 3 X 00 1 B 0, I PR AR
FUNIUE NG

16. 820, X e 5 JBE B g AR S Al S Wi AV TG A A2 W
R0 R WA 22 0 I R S T A 2 3 X AR
REP B B AR A S T A R R T A SR PR S UL A 56
.

4 MR THI R AIE X0 15 15 AR SELMR S5O0 4 J5 B BT K R
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(Melastoma malabathricum) N8 F (Gardenia jas-
minoides) M4 W (Rhodomyrtus tomentosa) 4 1E
JLETH (Bidens alba) . H > (Aster indicus) . T M
(Celosia argentea) 55 ; 1 £ A8 W) B o N AR S % £ —
S LB A (5 o AR 365 2 8 I B 9P R B S
T2 gl XU e B 5 328 A8 WA b ke A b 3 N 2
AR AR A5 A HC 28 A0 T RS E Y AR W RE VR L (N TR
555U 0 AR AR IR S5 AH R L 98 B0 A AR FIE IS Y
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