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Soundscape risk degree evaluation in urban park

HONG Xinchen ZHANG Wei ZHU Liying LAN Siren

(College of Landscape Architecture, Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University, Fuzhou 350002, China)

Abstract To solve the problem that the urban park soundscape can be easily affected by the surrounding
environment and lose its landscape value, evaluation system of soundscape risk degree in urban park with
3 criteria layer factors namely natural factors, living factors and mechanical factors, and 17 indicators layer
factors are constructed by using fuzzy analytic hierarchy process. Set Minjiang River Park in Fuzhou as an
example, the possibility of urban park soundscape loss affected by negative factors is analyzed. The results
show that the overall soundscape risk degree assessment of Minjiang Park is moderate risk III. In the index
layer, extremely risk V index is construction sound, severe risk IV index is lightning flashes and thunder rumbles
sound, moderate risk III indexes are cleaning machines sound, rain pouring sound, traffic sound, talking and
playing sound, wind howling sound, cat cries and dog barks sound, fireworks and firecrackers sound, dancing
audio and singing practice sound, the other indexes are below moderate risk III. The evaluation results are
consistent with the practice, which provide an effective method for further studies of urban park soundscape
risk.
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Fig. 1 Evaluation index system of urban park soundscape risk degree
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