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Abstract

valuated, in order to provide theoretical basis for the selection and allocation of green tree species in Enshi. [ Method] By using AHP method,

[ Objective ] The greening value of 171 sorts of anti-pollution tree which are widely distributed in Enshi City were comprehensively e-

the evaluation index system was established by using 13 indicators including disease resistance, high temperature and humidity resistance, barren
resistance , harmful gas absorption ability, dust-retention ability, noise absorbing ability, flower ornamental quality, leaf ornamental quality, fruit
ornamental quality, tree ornamental quality, no catkins, no blossom and fruit droping, no exotic fragance and stench, the greening value of 171
sorts of anti-pollution tree in Enshi City were evaluated. [ Result] The results showed that altogether 31 tree species are at the I grade level, in-
cluding 1 species of coniferous trees, 25 species of broad leaved trees, 5 species of shrubs; the Il grade level trees species are 69, induding 5
species of coniferous trees, 46 species of broad leaved trees, 12 species of shrubs, 6 species of vines; the number of the Il grade level tree spe-
cies are 44, induding 2 species of coniferous trees, 23 species of broad leaved trees, 19 species of shrubs; and the number of the IV grade level
tree species are 27 ,induding 1 species of coniferous trees, 13 species of broad leaved trees, 12 species of shrubs, 1 species of vines. [ Conclu-
sion] I grade level tree species should be the first choices for greening work in city, and II grade level trees species should be widely used, TII
grade level trees species should be used prudently according to the environmental characteristics, and IV grade level trees are not suitable for

greening work , if they are used, proper measures should be taken to maintain these trees.
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Table 2 Comprehensive assessment and classification of anti-pollution tree species in Enshi City

it Gl 219t | Cois. 2192 | Comihs 418
Tree . Classif7| Tree . Classif| Tree . Classif-
species CNSIVE S cation| species CNSIVE 4 cation species ONSIVE 4 cation
ln(iﬁx lnde ln(l(",x
A ( Ginkgo biloba) 0.929 6 1 FAVEM (Acer davidii) 0.8197 1 KFFIE(Rosa banksiae) 0.726 1 111
W (Ficus virens) 0.928 9 1 [RI4F1 ( Juniperus chinensis ) 0.818 1 11 F# ( Broussonetia papyrifera) 0.723 2 11
AL1## ( Photinia serratifolia) 0.9211 1 Y ZE Mk ( Liriodendron chinense) 0.817 3 11 FAA ( Cupressus funebris) 0.722 4 111
W ( Viburnum odoratissimum) — 0.916 0 1 B B (Acer sterculiaceum 0.8295 11 ZE S (Acer tataricum subsp. ginna-  0.720 6 111
subsp. franchetii) la)
18 ( Cinnamomum camphora) 0.916 0 I R84 ( Machilus lichuanensis) 0.8128 1I B IE( Gleditsia sinensis) 0.718 4 1
4248 ( Phoebe sheareri) 0.916 0 1 TCH T (Sapindus saponaria) 0.8126 11 H:FF( Paeonia suffruticosa) 0.718 2 11
WRILE 2 ( Michelia maudiae) 0.9132 1 24K 2% (Yulania sprengeri) 0.809 5 11 5738 )L ( Caragana sinica) 0.711 0 1
] & 2% (Magnolia grandiflora) 0.910 1 1 2% ( Yulania denudata) 0.808 4 11 il ( Citrus maxima) 0.709 4 111
i FHA ( Bischofia polycarpa) 0.909 0 1 i ( Melia azedarach ) 0.806 6 11 || $%EAM ( Paliurus hemsleyanus ) 0.7050 11
YA 2% (Yulania biondii) 0.906 9 1 RN IEATBE ( Nerium oleander) 0.804 1 11 R (Aphananthe aspera) 0.704 9 11
T BREH K (Platanus acerifolia) 0.902 4 1 52 BIH-ZERY ( Koelreuteria bipinnata) 0.802 2 11 2530 ( Cercis chinensis) 0.702 4 1II
2ot ( Ligustrum lucidum) 0.894 2 1 WL 3 ( Malus hupehensis ) 0.796 2 11 A8 1LHA (Pinus armandii) 0.699 9 11
1A ( Fraxinus chinensis) 0.8859 1 ENEEHS ( Ficus elastica) 0.795 6 11 H Z4E(Rosa chinensis) 0.695 7 11
BB A ( Machilus ichangensis ) 0.884 4 1 AT ( Ulmus parvifolia) 0.794 4 1 EAT (Phyllostachys edulis) 0.691 5 111
L ZRATE ( Manglietia patungensis) — 0.881 7 1 H A #1 ( Chamaecyparis obtusa) 0.792 7 11 LBk (Amygdalus davidiana) 0.687 9 11
TKAZ (M quoia glyptostroboides ) 0.8775 1 454 ( Koelreuteria paniculata) 0.790 6 1 AKAf-2% (Aglaia odorata) 0.679 8 11
W25 (Camellia japonica) 0.877 2 1 H AW AR ( Cerasus serrulata var. lanne-  0.786 9 11 #ili ( Diospyros kaki) 0.677 8 11
stana
FMR ( Celtis sinensis) 0.877 1 I ﬁ@(() Cycas revoluta) 0.783 9 11 || 874 4 ( Weigela florida) 0.6770 1
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index index index
K348 ( Trachycarpus fortunei) 0.872 6 1 F 1T T (Diospyros lotus) 0.783 2 1 || #R( Citrus trifoliata) 0.6755 1
Py
Fr AW (Acer sinense) 0.8717 1 H AR RRIEE (Mucuna sempervirens ) 0.7825 11 LI ZE 85 ( Cornus officinalis) 0.674 3 11
BAF ( Cinnamomum burmanni) 0.870 0 1 LA (Aesculus chinensis) 0.781 4 11 4% ( Populus x canadensis ) 0.673 5 11
P
LLRE PEM (Acer fabri var. rubro- 0.8717 I || #0142 ( Cryptomeria japonica var. sine- 0.778 4 11 || 3 (Morus alba) 0.6714 111
carpum) nsis )
AJR (Osmanthus fragrans) 0.869 0 1 T (Euonymus alatus) 0.777 8 11 || ¥ ( Myrica rubra) 0.670 2 111
aL Y
HIBE ( Robinia pseudoacacia) 0.865 8 1 X1 ( Cyclobalanopsis glauca) 0.775 1 11 ELMI( Salix matsudana) 0.668 8 11
Y psis gl
ARHE( Hibiscus syriacus) 0.865 8 1 8 B2 MR ( Quercus variabilis ) 0.774 6 11 A (Sambucus williamsii ) 0.663 6 1
PRFEH ( Lindera megaphylla) 0.864 1 1 FAWEIE ( Celastrus orbiculatus) 0.774 0 1 i ( Citrus X aurantium ) 0.660 9 111
ZEAT (Bambusa emeiensis) 0.863 0 1 40 ( Dipteronia sinensis) 0.773 9 11 2255 ( Malus halliana) 0.660 5 11
BUHi (Podocarpus macrophyllus) 0. 858 8 1 WA ( Liquidambar formosana) 0.773 3 11 Nz 5 ( Ligustrum quihoui) 0.6588 1
q g q
F¥( Catalpa ovata) 0.858 7 1 BEMI( Tamarix chinensis) 0.772 6 11 L1} ( Punica granatum) 0.636 2 111
&
M2 (WEBRAR) (Prunus cerasi-fe- 0,857 4 I e T ( Sophora japonica f. pendula) 0.7725 11 || #§(Armeniaca mume) 0.6506  1II
ra)
VM ( Pittosporum tobira) 0.8511 1 21354 ( Excoecaria cochinchinensis ) 0.772 3 11 & Hg ( Chimonanthus praecox ) 0.649 3 v
PERY ( Zelkova serrata) 0.8457 1 117K 2% (Lirianthe delavayi) 0.770 9 1 || 4 Ez AJK( Chaenomeles speciosa) 0.649 1 v
A3 (Ilex chinensis) 0.843 2 11 WA ( Cedrus deodara) 0.769 0 11 St AR ( Symplocos lancifolia) 0.6476 v
FL A ( Eucommia ulmoides) 0.8427 11 WA (M€ 1L B8 ) ( Parthenocissus tricuspi-  0.767 1 11 — 3K ( Flueggea suffruticosa) 0. 6436 v
data)
G (Albizia julibrissin) 0.842 1 11 Hill#Bk ( Kalopanax septemlobus) 0.766 8 11 Mt (Maclura tricuspidata) 0.641 1 v
i RAT (Nandina domestica) 0.841 1 11 ‘Hy &R (Hedera nepalensis var. sinensis)  0.765 6 11 JZE (Camellia oleifera) 0.639 8 v
HEF ( Gardenia jasminoides) 0.8399 11 LE10 (Wisteria sinensis ) 0.761 2 11 eI ( Euonymus fortunei ) 0.6358 v
Yy
L2195 ( Lagerstroemia indica ) 0.8399 11 JNENEAG ( Machilus microcarpa ) 0.760 9 11 K545 ( Buxus megistophylla) 0.6318 v
WIER (Acer fabri) 0.839 4 11 A% ( Cinnamomum longepaniculatum ) 0.757 4 11 W IE ( Castanea mollissima ) 0.631 1 v
#g (Llex cornuta) 0.8389 11 V5 AL ( Paulownia kawakamii) 0.756 7 11 AR ( Quercus acutissima) 0.627 0 v
T AW (Acer pictum subsp. mono)  0.837 9 11 %fgﬁg(Anwrpha Sfruticosa) 0.756 7 11 M ( Citrus reticulata) 0.621 6 v
J& K % ( Ternstroemia 0.8377 11 K H AL ( Cerasus yedoensis ) 0.756 5 1 #4E ( Phellodendron amurense) 0.6155 v
gymnanthera)
1 (Sophora japonica) 0.8372 11 Wik ( Quercus aliena) 0.751 8 11 Il ( Diospyros oleifera) 0.607 7 v
=B (Acer henryi) 0.8204 11 || K4 ( Populus lasiocarpa) 0.7499  TI || \fatA(Alangium chinense) 0.6016 IV
FLEA(Acer oliverianum ) 0.834 8 11 A% ( Prerocarya stenoptera) 0.749 6 1T || He3E4E (Kerria japonica) 0.599 6 v
I#A (Phoebe zhennan.) 0.832 6 11 || #8552 ( Kolkwitzia amabilis) 0.7490  III || JH#A(Pinus tabuliformis) 0.5933 IV
A ( Firmiana simplex) 0.8312 Il || %#E ( Toona sinensis) 0.7417 I || % ( Ziziphus jujuba) 0.5888 IV
728 (Campsis grandiflora) 0.829 9 11 G4 (Lonicera maackii) 0.740 8 1 || PrHAERL( Zanthoxylum armatum) 0.588 3 v
B ¥ ( Triadica sebifera) 0.828 3 Il || %55 #4% ( Buxus bodinieri) 0.7398 I || (KR ( Quercus fabri) 0.5856 1V
FEA (Xylosma congesta) 0.8279 1 || #4%( Buxus sinica) 0.7390 T || H3%(Rosa rugosa) 0.5847 1V
;T 54 ( Cornus controversa) 0.826 6 n AR JESE (Hibiscus mutabilis) 0.7375 || Z&F4E (Jasminum sambac) 0.584 7 v
"I (Acer oblongum) 0.840 2 10 || ## (Ulmaus pumila) 0.735 1 I || 53Kk Jasminum sambac) 0.5795 IV
{424 ( Michelia x alba)) 0.8253 11 235 (Mlex bioritsensis) 0.730 9 || AR Lindera glauca) 0.577 4 v
B A (Pistacia chinensis) 0.824 3 I1 || #8522 85 ( Schefflera heptaphylla) 0.7297 I || #EH( Zanthoxylum bungeanum) 0.5506 1V
ML (Eriobotrya japonica) 0.8220 1 || %% ( Forsythia suspensa) 0.7293 I || 2k A (Rhus chinensis) 0.5115 1V
Tt (Salix babylonica) 0.8215 1T 5 ( Dalbergia hupeana) 0.728 2 I || HJAZ (Lycium chinense) 0.504 8 v
A1 ( Platycladus orientalis) 0.8198 11 WM 3 1L ( Clerodendrum trichotomum) 0.7265 111 VM ( Toxicodendron vernicifluum) 0. 4756 v
Y .
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Table 5 Residents’ perception of tourism social culture impacts

N _ ’ PRifE2E Gib=y RNV 30}
] =3 S
ia=2 1er']§.?5 *ﬂ: i Standard Agreement Neutrality Opposition
Investigation index Mean .
deviation % % %
1 PEHRAE G Al B PG HRAR 3 Promoting the explo- 4.10 0.85 80.00 15.00 5.00
ration and protection of traditional culture
2 REAHL N4 JE Enhancing local awareness 4.25 0.55 95.00 5.00 0
3 PEHESC A1 Bl Z2 K4 Tmproving the diversity of 3.95 0.67 80.00 20.00 0
cultural activity
4 155304k 38 ) A1 Sk ScAk ahi i Traditional culture 3.05 1.10 25.00 35.00 40.00
being affected by foreign culture
5 F 25 FEUL G BN H] 55 Weakening the tra- 2.55 0.83 25.00 25.00 50.00
ditional moral concept
6 SCAE2E S S8R R 5 E% %€ Contradiction be- 1.95 0.51 15.00 10.00 75.00
tween tourist and resident due to cultural differ-
ences
7 S 2k U 4 SR A0 44 0 Enhancing the gam- 1.95 0.60 10.00 10. 00 80.00

bling and illegal entertainment
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