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Ecological landscape quality of Taiyue Mountain in Shanxi
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Abstract: To improve the ecological environment of Taiyue Mountain and develop forest resources to protect
the regional environment, this study was conducted based on a profile of the Taiyue area with seven indexes
being selected —mnaturalness, stability, disturbance, diversity, representativeness, area suitability, rarity, and
with each index having four levels. Next, a system of evaluation was established on two levels by using the
analytic hierarchy process to determine the weight of each index. Then a comprehensive index of the study area
was calculated to determine a quality level. Results showed that the index of relative importance of ecological
quality area is naturalness. The comprehensive evaluation of 0.90 meant that the current landscape for the
study area was high with a Quality Level T and high conservation and research value. Thus, planning
recommendations were suggested in the article to help subsequent planning in the study area and to achieve
sustainable development. [Ch, 1 fig. 5 tab. 14 ref.]
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KAFARIX(36°18"~37°05'N, 111°45'~112°33'E) 2 P44 H E AKX Z —, M FIIaEHEaE, &
KATWI R, B ER A 2 566.6 m, AL T 24 H M7, BHRAE 598.0 mo i 2 T 5 R it X
g, EFEHRIE 8.0 °C, =10 CLA_LEAYEFRE R 2 500.0~3 000.0 C, FEHFKEZ K 650.0 mm, 7-9
A BEK S 2  T0%LL ., FXHEEE 60%~65%, 41 H Bt £ 2 500~2 700 h, Jof ] 100~150 d.
FEAARKEAR: BR. KK KR, HRAGEIFESE, Rl L2 W LR, 5 A 0w 1 5
to AW AREARLIMAL Pinus tabulaeformis FERIE A 32, AR 1 DAL GO0, 7H it X LARR2E y 1Y
AR G L R R A A AN, Y5 A Larix gmelinit, ¥R Juniperus rigida, A Platycladus
orientalis, A #y Pinus bungeana 55, 5 [ MW 71 A 1L AR Bk Quercus wutaishanica, 14 Populus davidi-
ana, [A#E Betula platyphylla, T Acer mono, W Toxicodendron vernicifluum, ¥&W Tilia tuan F17K
il Fraxinus mandschurica 4% ; ¥E K DLV Bl Fraxinus mandschurica, ] #& Syringa oblata, W ¥{ T Les-
pedeza bicolor, ¥ ¥ Rosa xanthina, FE¥ETF Ostryopsis davidiana F13F) 55 Vitex negundo var. heterophylla
HFE; FRZHARAFE Gramineae HHY) .
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PESRGENIRE .
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W 5T £ EOR A JZ S Hr ik (analytic hierarchy process, AHP) MISULEE & W 38 BOMI 45 & 9 7 0K B

HrF 58 XS WA S B BB IR o P 2 0 12 R A s D 48 AR O A RIS, T 255 DO 435 B0 o iF 5T
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St B XM EH VAR, M TR AR M (R 2) o i R ] Yaahp J2 U073 B ik B0 SR A 0 i 46 4 1Y
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Table 1  Grades and values of the assessing index used in evaluating Taiyue Mountain
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Table 2 Weighting the index of landscape ecological quality in Taiyue Mountain

PN SRR FI ARk Fa e T ZHENE P T R R A Tk R W,
H R 1 3 1 1 3 3 3 0.230 8
FE M 1/3 1 1/3 1/3 1 1 1 0.076 9
THe 1 3 1 1 3 3 3 0.230 8
Z Rk 1 3 1 1 3 3 3 0.230 8
Ukt 173 1 1/3 113 1 1 1 0.076 9
THI AR 3 A 1/3 1 1/3 1/3 1 1 1 0.076 9
WA 1/3 1 1/3 1/3 1 1 1 0.076 9
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Table 3 Results of each index assignment
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B #E Aix gaericulata, =ZZSRI S WG B RE Ursus thibetanus ,
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