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Construction of evaluation index system of herapeutic landscape

environment 1n sanatoriums

ZHENG Jie, YU Yiwu, BAO Yafang
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Abstract: This study took four sanatoriums in Hangzhou as the research objects and used analytic hierarchy
process (AHP) method to construct the evaluation index system of therapeutic landscape environment in sana-
toriums. The index system aimed to evaluate 5 objectives including the variety of therapeutic landscape space,
the humanization of recreational facilities, the convenience of road traffic, the richness of plant therapeutic
landscape and the human perception, with 24 evaluation factors. Then the study analyzed the subjective evalu-
ation results of rehabilitation landscape environment with semantic differential (SD) method. The results
showed that the comprehensive grading of therapeutic landscape in four sanatoriums was as follows: Army
Sanatorium (0.737), Air Sanatorium (0.712), Wang Jiangshan Sanatorium (0.622) and Weapon Group Sana-
torium  (0.601). This study proposed the rehabilitation landscape optimization suggestions for the evaluation
objective. [Ch, 4 fig. 5 tab. 17 ref.]
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Table 2 Evaluation content, index selection basis and SD evaluation factors
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Figure 1 SD evaluation results of different genders
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Table 5 Evaluation criteria for environmental health of convalescent landscape in sanatorium
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Figure 2 SD evaluation results of different age groups
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Figure 3 SD evaluation results of different health characteristics
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Figure 4 SD evaluation results in different sanatoriums
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