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Winter Plant Landscape Evaluation of Jinan Daming Lake Park Based on AHP Method
LU Xin, XIANG Yan-ci
Abstract Based on the field survey of winter plant landscape in Daming Lake Park in Jinan, 25 winter plant landscape sample plots were se-
lected and comprehensively evaluated from three aspects of ecological benefits, aesthetic benefits and social benefits by using the analytic hier-
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archy process (AHP) , so as to establish a comprehensive evaluation system of winter plant landscape in Daming Lake Park.The results were
as follows ;the order of weight values in the criterion layer from high to low was aesthetic benefit, social benefit and ecological benefit. Among
the ecological benefits, aesthetic benefits and social benefits, the total weights ranked first in terms of plant adaptability, plant landscape coor-
dination and comfort. The comprehensive evaluation results of the winter plant landscape plots in Daming Lake Park were eleven plots at the
level of 1, fourteen plots at the level of 1T, and no grades III and 1V, indicating that the winter plant landscape of Daming Lake Park was good
as a whole. Combined with the evaluation results and the actual situation of winter plant landscape construction in Jinan, three suggestions for

winter plant landscape optimization were put forward, in order to better play the effect of winter plant landscape.
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Fig.1 Landscape evaluation model of winter plant in Daming
Lake Park
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Table 5 Standard for comprehensive evaluation of plant landscape
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Table 6 Weights of factors for evaluating plant landscape in Daming Lake Park in winter
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Table 7 Comprehensive score of winter plant landscape in Daming Lake Park
PEM R T 17545 Average score of evaluation factors L2 AP SR
I Comprehensive 2o
No. C, C, C, C, C, Cy C, Cyq evaluation Grade
index // %
1 7.473 7 7.578 9 7.736 8 7.105 3 7.421 1 7.421 1 7.157 9 7.631 6 74.82 I
2 8.1579 8.000 0 7.684 2 7.631 6 7.631 6 7.3158 7.368 4 7.842 1 76.86 I
3 7.842 1 7.631 6 7.631 6 7.263 2 7.842 1 7.736 8 7.526 3 7.736 8 77.05 I
4 7.210 5 7.736 8 7.368 4 7.210 5 7.578 9 7.684 2 8.105 3 7.736 8 76.38 I
5 8.1579 8.000 0 8.1579 7.789 5 8.105 3 8.105 3 7.421 1 8.052 6 80.19 I
6 7.842 1 7.947 4 7.736 8 7.842 1 8.105 3 7.684 2 7.842 1 7.684 2 78.60 I
7 8.000 0 7.894 7 7.684 2 7.894 7 8.000 0 7.894 7 7.473 7 7.894 7 78.77 I
8 7.894 7 7.684 2 7.578 9 7.421 1 7.894 7 8.000 0 7.736 8 8.052 6 78.53 I
9 8.210 5 7.842 1 8.052 6 7.842 1 8.263 2 7.947 4 7.684 2 7.894 7 79.98 I
10 8.052 6 8.105 3 8.210 5 7.736 8 8.105 3 7.736 8 8.052 6 7.947 4 80.04 1
11 8.105 3 8.210 5 8.052 6 7.631 6 7.894 7 7.947 4 7.789 5 8.210 5 80.12 1
12 8.105 3 7.736 8 8.052 6 8.052 6 7.789 5 7.842 1 7.894 7 8.105 3 79.15 I
13 8.052 6 8.000 0 8.210 5 7.736 8 8.105 3 8.105 3 7.842 1 8.1579 80.72 I
14 8.1579 8.052 6 7.789 5 8.1579 8.1579 7.894 7 7.578 9 8.052 6 80.11 1
15 7.947 4 8.157 9 8.210 5 7.894 7 8.578 9 8.157 9 8.052 6 8.263 2 82.69 1
16 8.315 8 7.894 7 8.000 0 7.736 8 8.105 3 8.000 0 8.000 0 8.000 0 80.11 I
17 7.947 4 7.736 8 8.210 5 8.105 3 8.210 5 8.000 0 7.789 5 8.052 6 80.40 1
18 8.052 6 7.631 6 7.736 8 7.526 3 7.789 5 7.789 5 7.789 5 8.1579 78.41 I
19 8.263 2 8.210 5 7.842 1 7.684 2 8.000 0 8.000 0 8.000 0 8.052 6 80.17 1
20 8.000 0 7.842 1 7.894 7 7.421 1 8.1579 7.894 7 7.894 7 8.368 4 80.42 I
21 7.789 5 8.105 3 8.368 4 7.421 1 8.263 2 8.1579 7.684 2 8.000 0 80.76 1
22 7.578 9 7.736 8 7.736 8 7.421 1 7.947 4 8.000 0 8.105 3 7.789 5 78.45 1
23 7.736 8 7.631 6 7.842 1 7.421 1 7.842 1 8.052 6 7.473 7 7.684 2 71.55 I
24 8.052 6 7.631 6 7.947 4 7.631 6 8.052 6 8.052 6 7.842 1 7.842 1 78.82 I
25 8.000 0 8.000 0 7.947 4 7.736 8 8.052 6 7.684 2 7.684 2 8.000 0 79.88 1
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Table 4 Combined toxicity of dimethomorph and cymoxanil to Phyto-
phthora sojae

2555 LL i . -

;’f‘le JratioJ Reﬁigjlﬁlﬁun E;SOL ATI TTI CTC
of drugs pe/m

1:0 ¥=0.508 9x+6.0179  0.1353 — — —
0:1 y=1.489 5x+7.914 1 0.141 4 — — —
1:1 ¥=0.260 4x+5.807 4  0.0450 274 80 342
1:2 ¥y=0.285 8x+5.833 6  0.054 1 228 78 291
2:1 ¥=0.289 6x+5.830 0  0.056 9 217 82 265
1:3 ¥y=0.275 0x+5.854 0 0.044 8 275 77 356
3:1 y=0.327 6x+5.8400 0.077 0 160 83 194
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Table 5 Combined toxicity of cymoxanil and metalaxyl to Phytophtho-

ra sojae

27 i ) .

%;;' jrzlt:igj AR Ko am o cre
of drugs Regression equation ng/mL

1:0 y=1.489 5x+7.9141 0.141 4 — — —
0:1 ¥y=0.527 5x+6.1039  0.123 3 — — —
1:1 y=0.506 9x+6.066 5  0.122 0 101 87 116
1:2 y=0.481 1x+6.066 4  0.109 0 113 92 124
2:1 ¥=0.509 4x+6.089 3  0.117 8 105 50 210
1:3 ¥=0.329 0x+5.996 0  0.048 4 255 94 272
3:1 y=0.342 8x+5.9827 0.056 9 217 81 267
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Table 6 Combined toxicity of azoxystrobin and dimethomorph to Phy-
tophthora sojae

2550 Ll

Teraio o o, T CTC
Ol rugs

1:0 y=0.352 6x+5.4151 0.308 1 — — —
0:1 ¥y=0.508 9x+6.0179  0.1353 — — —
1:1 y=0.351 6x+5.9742  0.062 6 197 60 326
1:2 ¥=0.389 5x+5.933 8  0.090 9 99 69 145
2:1 ¥y=0.397 7x+5.830 1  0.124 0 99 52 191
1:3 y=0.584 1x+6.022 6  0.173 7 71 73 98
3:1 y=0.566 7x+5.9527 0.186 2 66 73 91
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Table 7 Combined toxicity of azoxystrobin and cymoxanil to Phytoph-

thora sojae

253 i

ﬁfjrgfi{? Reijjss t‘ﬁ ﬁiﬁm ES::,L ATI  TIT CIC
of drugs i

1:0 y=0.352 6x+5.4151 03081  — - =

0:1 y=0.526 9x+5.8639  0.1940  — S —

1:1 y=0.558 Tx+5.775 8 0.2494 49 55 90

122 y=0.325 1x+5.842 5 0.0749 165 62 267

2:1 y=0.558 3x+5.8133 02330 53 44 119

1:3 y=0.516 5x+5.8504  0.1927 64 65 98

3 #ig5itie
KPR 22 R ARk D T A R T ML) Ok 9 e

W R TR T RR R R R ETE B AR - PRI 8 bR

WX K SRR W 0 N FE ) A5 RRL AR

AR IBE P AR R R T P AR 35 T T o R L 3 T 2 R

AT REREERIERA PG, AR BRI e

0 AT Z AR S 00 R G A IR BE ), 1M

AT B i A XK T e O R A T

2tk FUEPR AT RE 5 2 BOR 7 DRl T R R BT R

SRR K. N TR B S T U2 P A L TR

o 7 B I LR Al G S R — f A — R TR, BB AN TR

2GS R S o
2N T e , A B AR R M IO N bk 5 IR 5 AR s

T 94 TP A2 TR A9 T 7 A X 4000 ) A 2 3 A W 35 1 PR T A T

FEIRAG W s Horh, 0 LA 9 ol bk 5 G DK S5 44 12352 T %5 T it

A IEND b 12152 T R IDRSURT Y R R A% 135 T 1 1 i

FURRIR S 12252 160 | W 11 15 P PP R R 4% 10 1R A T 1o

W+ PR R R AR 1352 R IR AR . PSSR bR

SLPEREAR G IR Y 52 BC R I K B 2B 7 12550 PR 4R

BT REEHE o

&% ik

[ 1] 20, B8 Uk D S 2R KO B RS R B Y M JrDNA -

ITS 253 AT T ] B 27412, 2017 ,44( 1) : 121-128.
(2] e, EReA, 5. VEY s E SoR A LEII 702t e STl ki
[J]FRERlEERRS:,2020,34(4) :393-400.
[3] LIU D,LI P,HU J L,et al.Genetic diversity among isolates of Phytophthora
sojae in Anhui province of China based on ISSR-PCR markers[J].J Amer
Soc Hort Sei,2018,143(4) :304-309.

[4] Wbeby, sk, BiEE, S R MRS A TG LT R I RS,
2014,33(4) :554-558.
(5] P, BN , IR, RS AR IR e S5 12 S SR AR 9 7t
[J]RTREE,2020,39(5) :804-809.
[6] Z=W50%, BEME, BiRA:, S KT B bR A R [ ] B
$12,2005,24(3) :422-428.

(7] EMIT, 2T i, S O R B R R TR T ]
TRV REEFR,2013,36( 1) 47-51.

[8] RS, A0k Ml B, . K B0 ( Phytophthora. sojae) i RE R
EEIMAIRIZE M A R [ T ] P e 91, 2014, 36(5) :623-629.

[9] EAT7, sk, S22 WA KT B R 2GR [ ] ] TR,
2011(3) :18-21.

[10] Z5%, 2oy , S5 , S AR K T 2 25 oot F RS R AT B B
[ T].4%2%,2016,55(2) - 130-133.

[11] SRIRAR, EE, R 2, S5 A R T R BB Ao 2RI s [ 1]k
25F41%,1999,1(3) :39-44.

[12] =R, BRG] X, 45 R R R B 3 A R e R L2
WFFEL T ] AEERF, 2007,33(4) :92-96.

[13] DALY L,LIU T F,ZHANG L F,et al.First report of Phytophthora root
and stem rot caused by Phytophthora sojae on soybean in Taihe, China
[J7.Plant Dis,2015,99( 12) : 1861-1862.

[ 14] YN R N HAPEOR M Aest: shEAll iRk, 1997.

[15] SUN Y P,JOHNSON E R.Analysis of joint action of insecticides against
house flies[ J].J Econ Entomol ,1960,53(5) :887—-892.

(L42% 106 W)

[22] EHAT, TR S TR TSR M. N - BERE A H Rt , 2005

(23] VP SRR T i —— RO W AR M) K KA AR
*1,1988.

[24] ], 2RO AP SWER S TN T7 1 S N LT . Fe bl
Fepe(EEREEAR) ,2009,33(6) £ 139-142.

[25] XK REAH TR SONEFEL D 1 BTN I LA, 2013,

[26] ZERE, BAAK, $0 B2 R,, 55 U R R A Fe AR AR i L 254 05 A
[T AR #4441, 2012,27(6) :597-602.



