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Abstract: The SD method was used to evaluate the plant landscape of Zhengzhou People’s Park, and
SPSS was used to analyze the correlation of the survey data by setting 9 evaluation factors, selecting 20
representative landscape samples, and collecting effective recall of 186 tourists’questionnaire. The results
showed that the average scores of plant landscape satisfaction and environmental comfort in Zhengzhou
People’s Park were 3. 655 and 4. 055, respectively, and the comfort score was slightly higher than the
satisfaction, which had a high degree of correlation; the shade area had the highest correlation with envi-
ronmental comfort, while the artistic conception of plant landscape had the highest correlation with plant
landscape satisfaction, and the correlation between plant species and plant quantity ratio was weak ; there

were 5 landscape samples with more than 4. 0 scores, 9 landscape samples with 3. 5-4. 0 scores, 4 land-
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scape samples with 3. 0-3. 5 scores, and 2 landscape samples with less than 3.0 scores, among which

the 9th landscape sample had the highest score of 4.345, and the overall level of plant landscape in

Zhengzhou People’s Park was in good condition.

Key words: plant landscape; evaluation factors; SD method; Zhengzhou People’s Park
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Fig.1 Functional zoning and research scope of

Zhengzhou People’s Park
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Fig. 2 Distribution of 20 plant landscape samples in
Zhengzhou People’s Park
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Fig.3 Photographs of plant landscape samples
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Tab.1 SD evaluation factors and description of

survey in Zhengzhou People’s Park
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Tab.2 SD evaluation factor extended adjective pairs
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Tab.3 SD evaluation factor score setting
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distribution of tourists
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Tab.5 Scores of 9 evaluation factors of 20 plant landscapes samples in Zhengzhou People’s Park
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Tab. 6 SD evaluation factor correlation analysis
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