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Figure 1- Satellite image of region one of Rasht city.
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Table 1. Average rainfall and temperature of Rasht city in 2016-2021 years (Source: Rasht airport
meteorological station in 2021).
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Table 2- Important pests and diseases of ornamental flowering shrubs in the green space of region one of

Rasht.
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Figure 2. Studied plants (Source: Author).
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Table 3- Table of study index questionnaire guide.
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Table 4- Guide of how to evaluate priorities.
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Table 5- Plant prioritization questionnaire.
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Table 6- Formation decision matrix.
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Table 7- Normalization of the decision matrix.
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Figure 3- Weighting by AHP method.
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Table 10- Calculation of distance from ideal and anti-ideal solution.
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Figure 4 - Ranking of shrubs based on indicators.
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Abstract

Ornamental flowering shrubs have a special place in urban landscapes. Appropriate selection
of these plants according to ecological and aesthetic criteria can help to improve and develop
the performance of the urban landscape. A lot of research has been done on the selection of
plants in green space. But less research has been done to examine the aesthetics of ornamental
flowering shrubs. Identification and prioritization of ornamental flowering shrubs in region 1
of Rasht city is addressed in this research, according to experts’ evaluation. In this study, the
combined approach of AHP-TOPSIS was used to prioritize the indices and rank the shrubs.
The results of this study showed that Lagerstroemia indica has the first rank according to 10
indicators among 17 shrubs. Using the AHP-TOPSIS method is a good way to select a shrub.
The findings of this research, based on identification of 10 indices and 17 shrubs, showed that
among the indices, the landscape aesthetics index with a coefficient of 0.188 and flowering
period with a coefficient of 0.185, ranked first and second, respectively. Also, shrub height
index and branching with weights of 0.047 and 0.059 gained the last ranks. Among the
shrubs, Lagerstroemia indica with a coefficient of 0.791 gained first rank, and Callistemon
citrinus and Nerium oleander with coefficients of 0.732 and 0.722, gained second and third
ranks in the green space of the Rasht city from the view of experts. Philadelphus coronaries
and Spartium junceum with coefficients of 0.321 and 0.309, had the last ranks. Therefore, this
method can be used to select plants in the urban landscape in similar regions.
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