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Research on contribution rate of plant community characteristics and
stand spatial structure to landscape aesthetics quality of forest parks

and its influencing factors
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Abstract: The composition and evaluation of the plant community characteristics and stand spatial structure are
the keys to the forest park landscape, and are of great significance to the optimization and promotion of forest
park landscape. The research took Jinsiwan Forest Park in Fujian Province as the research object, and selected
40 typical samples and 24 factors to reflect the community characteristics and stand spatial structure. The
scenic beauty estimation value of each sample was calculated by using scenic beauty estimation (SBE) method
to construct a multiple regression linear model and landscape evaluation and prediction between SBE and vari-
ous influencing factors categories, and analyze contributions of plant community characteristics and stand spa-
tial structure to landscape aesthetics quality of forest parks. The findings indicated that the main factors affect-

ing SBE included litter, uniformity of ground plants, abundance of conifer, crown density, variation coefficient
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of diameter at breast height (DBH), competition index, under branch height and uniform angle index, account-
ing for 20.809 per cent, 20.424 per cent, 14.547 per cent, 14.162 per cent, 10.790 per cent, 8.189 per cent,
6.455 per cent and 4.624 per cent respectively. The contribution rates of community characteristics and stand
special structure were 87.187 per cent and 12.813 per cent. The research further explained the important roles
of plant community characteristics and stand spatial structure in the scenic beauty estimation of forest parks.
[Ch, 2 fig. 6 tab. 30 ref.]

Key words: forest park; community characteristics; stand spatial structure; scenic beauty estimation (SBE)

AR Pl 15 2 AT T AR SR oSG 05 10 A A E AR o W AR el S22 RO b AT PR A, — D7 T BE
U T AT AR SE 2 R, S B AT AR AR B UL S NI SR PR IR SE R 5 53— 5 T fE
TR AE 225 i AR AR BTSN B S S A B, Oy ik — 2 O e AR AR XU BT A B PR A B I A T Y
WEFEH, RRAR G 2 R P 8 22 75 SRRV AR R AE X SO B2 0, WK TR AR AR . ROM S E . MR AR
W 6 55 5 SO BRI U7 ik HEAT RIS (B S ) RUBE B bR AR A 5 55 L S 2 A AL 25 ke ™, A
LAY R i 0 AR 20 25 T 254 2 A4 J2 THT PR 3% R PR 0 O 5 25 JB 52 W0 149 PN A KR R B S AR 2 o it
A5 LAKE I = ] <5 22 5 AR AR Bl g 491, R O B B A IR rp S TR o i die )™ 119 56 S E ik (SBE) 5 4k 1k
RERIEGE— , RSG5 B R SO A AL 55 D T4 Akt ok, A S OUBE R PR A S i, R
TERRMRCEE VLS 2 B ZR VR PP G R v, B0 2 A R AR bR 2 2 (1) 25 4 2% 32 i DX 19 o kR i L
JE, I MRS 2 A L Bt bR 28 el 0 7 R ARATObR 23 e R 8, AR bR S I S 22 R R T L ARbk
SR WL AT Rk 2278 A PR AR A o

1 B % KB

G 228 RN B 6 TR 4 = I T AL AR (26°187327~26°20744"N, 117°33'9"~117°37"19"E), J& T[4 74
LK AR AR L B DX, by PO b ] AR B URE, AR 200~500 m, dR IR 294 690 m,
X JE TG R KU, ERERAEE, XA FHARR D R 197 C, FFRRH
MRk 1 812.0 h, AEFE/KE A 1 586.0 mm, ~F-IHIXS WL T9% , 123 IX 4 55 3% B Ay B 480 3t i
O3, R FEOERE AL B FREE S, R BB KA . WECE . Kl IRy 3. %
DAEY IR, M RAR A R Ak BERETR AR . @ Be MR AR R, Forb i A AR 535 hm?,
YRR FE, C%ERARAMEYITT 96 B 320 J& 500 Rk, KB NFAR Pinaceae, F2F} Taxodiaceae,
H1%} Cupressaceae, 5¢-}F} Fagaceae 4L 5 A2F} Taxaceae,

2 FRlEREAR T

21 #ERGE

21,1 BHAEZMHFIER TRy T AEMHE TR KE 40 DHEBN 10 m x 10 m WFETT, R4
S A 4 A ff S AR B, XERE T AR =3 em MR HEAT AR AR E O K GRS R ST IR AR AL . FEE,
TR AR = . BAR L SR A, R R T I REVE AR A GBS AR MR 25— B
AETE RIS, 32 Are GIS 10.1 J Winkelmass #4515 B bk oy 25 M 2509 4845 . KON . ARE L IR
PR RO K85 R NEE TR A D BEE 5 A T m x 1 om B/NEERS 182 AR AR 1Y
T e B B B AR

2.1.2 MR A REC FEJT BRI U ST AR R VR 0 OC M A S IR, AR L A
B, DR o SO S AR padt . AR AR PR 4 DA ST IR, RIEAE 4 A S m kR
Horpo AR IR (B 1) o B AR AE R — R N st 2 15 00 F #1451 B IR 39 1 — Adad&, JF
HIGZAMHE— /&, RAMER/NGERE; feiring iy mia, k008 5088 WRT-55, Bk
J5 I ST, G R B AR (B 2) o BIBRICOC SO B, A A BE IR Y B B 1 ok
I REAR R R AE A BE A o



H34EH 6 SEUE SCAE - T R A FIOPR 23 2 (1] 45 ) X R AR 4 el 5 WL 5 = ok B ik A R iy 1) 1089

8 7
A1 Atko B A F BT EE M2 BAiEAEER
Figure 1  Schematic of landscape sampling in Jinsiwan Forest Park Figure 2 Angle requirements of photograph
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Table 1  Qualitative factors analysis of the plant community structure in Jinsiwan Forest Park
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Table 3 SBE values in Jinsiwan Forest Park
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Table 4 Pearson coefficients
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Table 5 Modeling process of evaluation on Jinsiwan Forest Park
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Table 6 An overview of model’s fitting effect
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