AT KOF F 4R, 2017, 34(1): 145-151
Journal of Zhejiang A & F University
doi:10.11833/j.issn.2095-0756.2017.01.020

EEETEAEREMAESUEREITM

KEE, £ K

(AT VLA BROR 2 iR U 5 B2 B, ATV 22 311300)

ﬁ‘}

FE: EABRAEINGETEFN, TRAHLLENNTE, éé%% Fowk R FRE, ML H
FETHHBREBRABAFRAN S, RRABAZIMHFEARL, BRAEXEFN S ASBE)H A EFEM, 232
FWEFELIFH L EE &M ZBA . y=-5.071+0.358¢,+40.356c,0 2R EZ W co(MFH). c,((bm BRI £
FHEGHMEKR, c(EAE EE). ;OB ;OB 5 RE)HHras ), REBEIENER, RET THHEE
BHABERIREGETENL, B2ER4%526

KER: BAE;, THEH;, £2FAFN; BB

hE4 %S $759.91; TU986.1 XERFRERAG: A MEHE: 2095-0756(2017)01-0145-07

Research on scenic beauty estimation (SBE) of landscapes of Xiazhu

LLake National Wetland Park based on SBE method

ZHANG Jianguo, WANG Zhen
(School of Tourism and Health, Zhejiang A & F University, Lin’an 311300, Zhejiang, China)

Abstract: Evaluating the scenic beauty of wetland park landscape can provide a scientific basis for completing
the planning development and improving the management strategy. Taking Xiazhu Lake National Wetland Park
as the research object, 43 landscape samples were collected and their scenic beauty estimation numerical val-
ues were calculated by scenic beauty estimation (SBE) evaluation method. A model of linearity relationship
between the scenic beauty estimation and determinants was established as follows: y=-5.071+0.358¢,+0.356¢,.
The results showed that ¢, (ornamental), ¢4 (comparison and association) had comparatively significant impact
on the scenic beauty while ¢, (the principal and the subordinate, and emphasis), ¢; (balance) and ¢s (propor-
tion and scale) had less impact on the scenic beauty. According to the result, several suggestions for develop-
ing Xiazhu Lake National Wetland Park are put forward. [Ch, 2 fig. 4 tab. 26 ref. ]
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Table 1 Scoring criteria of judging factors of in Xiazhuhu Lake National Wetland Park
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Table 2 SBE values of each landscape sample
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Figure 1 SBE values of each landscape sample
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Figure 2 SBE values of each landscape type
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Table 3 Regression analysis of influencing factors of Xiazhuhu Lake

National Wetland Park
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Table 4 Regression analysis of influencing factors after removing ¢,
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