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Abstract

Biodiversity is of great significance to ensure human society’s sustainable development and human well-being. However, it is
tough to embody the value of biodiversity and recreation of urban green spaces in practice. The main reason is the lack of peo-
ple’s knowledge of biodiversity perception and preference. Taking the Small West Lake Wetland Park in Xianyang City, Shaanxi
Province, as an example, we evaluated the plant diversity of the Small West Lake based on field surveys and a plant diversity
evaluation system. The visitor-employed photography (VEP) was used to obtain the respondents’ perception of the Small West
Lake plant diversity and recreational preference. Finally, the relationship between actual plant diversity, human perception, and
recreational choice was analyzed. In the five types of green spaces in Small West Lake, the plant diversity of green spaces with
stratified structures was the highest. People could correctly identify the plant diversity of different biotopes and preferred water
environments and green spaces with stratified structures with rich biodiversity. Overall, the respondents believed that the plant
diversity of Small West Lake was high, and they considered management as the most critical measure for plant diversity con-
servation in urban green spaces. The results can provide a theoretical basis and practical methods for landscape planning and
design that balance plant diversity conservation of urban green spaces and residents’ outdoor recreation needs.
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Fig. 1 Biotope map and VEP route of Small West Lake Wetland Park
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Fig. 2 Examples of habitat types of Small West Lake Wetland Park
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Tab. 1 Classification criteria of habitats of Small West Lake Wetland Park

% EZR E=R
The first level The second level The third level

LR /cm
The fourth level

AR
Habitat types

ARAARE<10% P EHEHE

FERFRTE B <80 Frizz i

80 <HREMhE BE<200

R/

200 <HfFRE <500 bR S Ay et

10%<HBHFIRE

HERER S =>500

<80%

80 <EEREFPERE<200

E2=Vist S

200 <HrfERlE B <500 B REE

L tazin]

HERERfE L >500

80 <H:FHEFPE <200

W

200 <HREREEE<500 RN S b

HERE R =>500

HRPEE=80%

80 <H:FEAPE <200

SEFE

200 <A E <500

Py
NI
bin

Kt

HERERfR =500

80 <-E¥LAEHEE <200

LT RE

200 <= BB HE<S00

60%< i Fi i 3

T E =500

BE<80%

Z
80 < FHH Bl <200 FERI

TR

200 <=FEFEAH M= <500

TR =500

YRERAL

B <80

LT+

80 <FEHEHY R E <200

200 < :FEAA <500

S A P
>80%

FEEAE R <80 LR

HRTFE

80 <FEHEH R E <200

200 <FFA <500

B

Wtz

YIS

1.2 FEEERAE ST

AR BLREERER, EHE.
KEREVFEE, WE-—EEYZHIET
MER, FETNGMEYZIEE. KA
AEITHREREYNIEE. EEMHET
REEEDNFTEDEMANEE 3520 mKCHy
BRERRFS, MK FRER, FUZ
ROEB S ANATEEY. NE&EHEH
LiEpR4 mAbgI2 mEERN. E LA TE
ERF BRI IAE A E REY,

ICFREMEMBIIR. Y SRR
—X, HREILAH 7, SMHEDHNZM

RAZINFES FAE T LHRAIEM. &IE,

XA BB R G AL R 3 St L A4
EREYFHTERKER, FZFPRIRIC

AV, WET2020F8F5HE22 A T.

1.3 &F VEP Minl S A& ER 4 HiE

SRMAN SRS

WEEDZHIETNER EAER

BEBE—&RFEREIEARATMNFEE
4 TR HIRBES mEE— P ERS
&, TEIAIRRRITEI2, FEAEFR IR
BPR22(E). srEsEmis (Vs
Employed Photography, VEP) BZERTIB% 7904
SIMAR, HEBPBM3AA, LMBA B
ZEBIAT 116, BRIpENALE, HF2
HEATRA, |ABA, HARZEK. I
BRI ESEARRTAED, FE
30 ~ 60%; AINREAIELRE, FHNA,
BATERKFE, FiRA18 ~ 5%, BHR
INATORE R REAERHET U EA R AREHA
BRE", TR ABERBREN.
VEPIEEF2020E985H. 6R#7, H
R ESRIHAC, 25C, AXVPIEESE
BNFAERME XA el EAETTIAF
FRRE mEERITETREERAE X
FIMFFIZAAFH RIS FHER, ERRGS
ICX(E B TR IANX L E B PRI GPS
AR, EFEZHERBFREEME,
Fh5|15—k. ZEEAREREERE X
HH” ARRREEERS KRR, IHASH
KXFHIR, SIEEEANEMER, MUKIC
FEEEERRBARINRE TR, HF, —
PEEFREFEREGREIEERSAAS
EE St RE IS 4SKEY 2
KA, HAPASAERKEERER
RO K RN ERAVHEIN IR, £
WEZRRINF AR E S NBEEHES, 18
B2 E R AR EER2 mn, HFisss
RE, ZIHERBEHEIRBESTEL
& HEVPITRERE EXEZHEES
— i, [REHEE: (1) HRENRET
i, BIEHEEREPEY SR R
o KER, WEDZHEMERPSE, 7T
HNERNERE; (2) DARMIES,

Landscape Architecture Academic Journal | 53



TR TS HERIFSEES | URBAN BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION AND PRACTICE

K2 RAEHSHIYT SHEERNED SEETNRE

Tab. 2 The criteria of plant diversity score for combining structural elements and diversity of species
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Tab. 3 The results of vascular plant species survey in Small West Lake Wetland Park
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Tab. 4 Biodiversity values in various sample areas and habitats
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Tab. 5 The results of paired t-tests for biodiversity perceptions and recreational preferences in different habitats
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6 The post-hoc comparison of perception of high biodiversity based on ANOVA
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