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Abstract: [ Objective ] Research on how to use the landscape methods to govern the soil erosion areas and

how to improve the landscape of governed soil erosion areas is seldom reported at home and abroad, therefor, it
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is necessary to study the landscape evaluation of soil erosion area.[ Method ] SBE method and SD method were
used to evaluate and analyze the landscape of soil erosion area in Changting and establish a model.[ Result | The
results of monofactor analysis showed that there were significant differences in the effects of 13 classifications,
such as different proportion of deciduous and evergreen tree species, different degrees of coverage of Dicranop-
teris pedata, different ground covers and masson pine, and different season phases and close shot or middle shot
of ginkgo forest.The results were analyzed.By using multiple linear regression equation the mathematical model
was constructed.From high to low, the contribution rates were 44.2% of vegetation height, 29.8% of tree species
origin, 13.5% of economic forest, 8.5% of green vision and 4% of bare loess area, and the four significant char-
acteristics of color, vegetation, vegetation, planting mode and prospect were 31.3%,24.9%,24.1% and 19.8%,
respectively. [ Conclusion | According to the diversified model, low vegetation (less than 1.5m)will greatly re-
duce the preference of landscape , when the bare area of loess is more than 33%—67%, the landscape preference
will be reduced, compared with economic forest, non-economic forest will improve the preference of landscape ;
the preference of landscape will be improved, the natural planting of tree species in the origin of tree species
will greatly reduce the public preference; the preference of landscape increases with the increase of the green
viewing rate, the more green woodland or grassland in the picture, the higher the preference of landscape.Com-
pared with the landscape quality before , during and after the treatment of soil and water loss area in Changting,
the landscape beauty degree in the late stage of the treatment was greater than that in the middle stage of the
treatment, and the landscape beauty degree before the treatment was the lowest. Therefore, soil and water loss
must be treated at the ecological , economic and landscape levels. The research results provide scientific data
support for improving the landscape of soil erosion area.

Keywords : water erosion area landscape quality ; scenic beauty evaluation ; semantic differential
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Tab.1 Elements decomposition of water—soil conservation area in Changting
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Tab.2 The landscape feature category of SD method of the soil erosion area in Changting

G’ THER WHH W R
No. The evaluation factors Evaluation of project The evaluation scale
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Tab.3 Evaluation results of the beauty of the soil erosion area in Changting

%5 No. %5 No. 5 No. 5 No. 5 No.

Serial SBE Serial SBE Serial SBE Serial SBE Serial SBE

number number number number number
1 0.37 13 0.18 25 0.78 37 0.50 49 -0.65
2 0.51 14 0.44 26 0.02 38 -1.43 50 0.67
3 0.25 15 -0.10 27 -0.05 39 -1.00 51 -0.70
4 0.01 16 -0.19 28 0.34 40 -1.31 52 0.80
5 -0.82 17 -0.39 29 -0.06 41 -1.00 53 -0.68
6 -0.83 18 0.16 30 0.06 42 -0.73 54 0.68
7 0.19 19 0.39 31 -0.11 43 -0.69 55 0.14
8 0.16 20 0.38 32 0.04 44 0.17 56 0.37
9 0.33 21 1.08 33 -0.23 45 -0.72
10 0.61 22 0.98 34 0.65 46 0.54
1 -0.08 23 0.08 35 0.53 47 -1.33
12 0.30 24 -0.17 36 0.10 48 0.45
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Tab.4 Various category scores of soil erosion area landscape evaluation models in Changting

i H XH ESJ¢iE] P EAEH TR /%
Item Category Coefficient values Score range Contribution
M R 1 -0.441
Vegetation height 2 0
0.455 442
3 0.014
4 -0.104
B+ B T ! 0
Bare loess area 2 -0.037 0.041 4.0
3 0.004
L : 002
Economic forest 2 0
0.139 13.5
3 0.022
4 -0.117
BB IR : 0307
Origin of species 2 0
0.307 29.8
3 -0.074
4 -0.071
e ! 0
Green rate 2 0.08 0.087 8.5
3 0.167
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Tab.5 Various category scores of soil erosion arealandscape evaluation models in Chang Ting

i H ES (I P EE TR /%
Item Coefficient values Score range Contribution
A Hue 0.451 0.451 31.3
FE B B 25 Vegetation significance 0.358 0.358 24.9
FHH R 73X Vegetation planting mode 0.347 0.347 24.1
B Prospects 0.285 0.285 19.8
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