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Mountain park landscape space site selection based on mountain

morphological characteristics

YAN Jun, ZHA Yangsheng, LIANG Huilin
(College of Landscape Architecture, Nanjing Forestry University, Nanjing 210037, Jiangsu, China )

Abstract: Urban mountain parks are good places for people to get away from the city noise and relieve the ten-
sion and pressure caused by the fast tempo of city life. From the angle of morphological characteristics analysis,
this paper took the Stone Mountain Park in Xiangshan Town, Ma’anshan City as an example, to have a qualita-
tive and quantitative analysis of the determinants including mountain’s space morphology, space attribute,
space area, and the terrain slope and the relationship between the mountain morphological characteristics and
landscape space of urban mountain city park, and to search for the correspondence between them. The research
aimed to coordinate the mountain morphological characteristics and landscape space construction of urban
mountain parks, provide theoretical basis for the site selection of park landscape space. The guideline should
be reducing construction quantity, adjusting to local conditions, and building low-carbon and sustainable urban
mountain park landscape. [Ch, 3 fig. 7 tab. 9 ref. ]
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Table 1 Stone mountain park landscape space analysis
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Table 2 Mountain site definitions and spatial characteristics
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Table 3 The spatial form relationship between different sites of the mountain and

landscape space of Stone Moutain Park
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Table 4  Spatial property relationship between different sites of ~ Table 5  Coordinated relationship between landscape space of

mountain and landscape space of Stone Moutain Park mountain landscape city park and mountain sites
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Figure 1 GIS analysis of topographic slope of Stone Moutain
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Figure 2 Impacts of differences choice of spaci location to earthworks
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Figure 3 Tendency of choice of Stone Mountain Park landscape spatial location
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