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Abstract

As a vital ecological space in the urban fringe, country parks have faced issues such as landscape style convergence, limited
functions, and insufficient potential benefits in recent years. To enhance construction efficiency, this paper examines Xi’an
Fanchuan Country Park as the research subject and develops a country park efficiency evaluation system by identifying its
functional attributes and considering multi-dimensional efficiency. The results indicate that the overall efficiency of Fanchuan
Country Park is at a medium level (3.224), with the importance ranking of criteria being ecological efficiency > recreational
efficiency > social effectiveness > cultural effectiveness. The efficiency scores reveal that recreational efficiency > ecological
effectiveness > cultural effectiveness > social effectiveness. The weights and performance evaluation scores were incorporated
into a quadrantal matrix for visual analysis, leading to the quadrantal positioning results of 20 index factors. Lastly, addressing
the weak links in efficiency, the paper proposes optimization strategies that include enhancing spatial layout, strengthening eco-
logical governance, promoting cultural heritage, and encouraging social communication.
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Fig. 1 Spatial distribution of country parks in Fanchuan
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Tab. 1 Comprehensive status of country parks in Fanchuan
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Tab. 2 Weight table of efficiency evaluation system for country parks

Bir= ENE EANE /% L= EENE/%  RINE/%
Target layer Criterion layer Same level weight Indicator layer Same level weight ~ Global weight
W Cl 15.03 6.04
HE R C2 2745 11.04
LR C3 14.28 574
H A RE Bl 4018 a2 LR C4 10.68 4.30
SRR C5 12.03 4.83
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Tab. 4 Ecological efficiency evaluation results
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No Park name Vegetation oo iversity Fraomentation Environmental beautification  Landscape Natural Ecological effi-
' coverage 9 Y 9 degree diversity wildness ciency score
1 12N 0.451 0.286 0.824 0.321 0.360 0.410 2.652
2 LRI 2 = 0.451 0.286 0.824 0.321 0.480 0.616 2.978
3 Kededr 2\ b 0.150 0.428 0.275 0428 0.480 0.616 2.377
4 L NN 0.300 0.428 1.373 0.428 0.360 0.821 3.710
5 IHEULERAR A 0.601 0.571 1.098 0.321 0.480 0.616 3.687
6 RIS/ /NG| 0.300 0.428 1.373 0.428 0.360 0.821 3.710
SRy — 0.376 0.405 0.961 0.375 0.420 0.650 3.186
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No. Park name Importance of historical Popularity of h|st_or|cal Integrity of historical relics Perception of park Cultural efficacy score
culture and cultural heritage pulture
1 LR R/ALT 0.701 0.302 1.250 0.615 2.868
2 FLR I A 2 = 0.467 0.302 0.834 0.587 2.190
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Tab. 7 Evaluation results of recreation efficiency
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1 B /A TS| 0.784 0.426 0.231 0.892 0.136 0.978 3.447
2 TR A2 0.784 0.426 0.308 0.940 0.136 0.856 3.450
3 Kerhe 0.588 0.568 0.231 1.003 0.204 0.978 3.572
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Tab. 8 Social efficiency evaluation results
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No. Park name oc?a interaction Economic growth rate  Urban-rural connectivity Spatial equilibrium eighted score o social
requency efficacy
1 JLERR/NT 0.183 0.568 0.535 0.715 2.001
2 LRI A A el 0.274 0.284 0.535 0.715 1.808
3 Kz Al 0.366 1.419 0.802 1.430 4017
4 NN 0.366 0.568 0.802 1.072 2.808
5 TEE LR 0.274 0.851 1.070 1.430 3.625
6 SN 0.366 0.568 0.802 1.072 2.808
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Tab. 9 Comprehensive efficiency evaluation results of country parks in Fanchuan
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Fig. 10 IPA efficiency-importance analysis matrix
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