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Abstract ; Rehabilitation landscapes connect nature with human health and are integrated
into medical rehabilitation and elderly care, while China is in a phase of rapid ageing, the
quality and rehabilitation effects of rehabilitation landscapes suitable for the elderly have
not been properly evaluated. This study will take the West Hospital of the First People’s
Hospital of Chenzhou City as an example, apply the theory of post occupancy evaluation
(POE) , refer to design specifications and a large amount of literature, select 17 rehabili-
tation landscape index characteristics suitable for the elderly from three dimensions; the
needs of the elderly, physical and mental health, and rehabilitation landscape, and use
hierarchical analysis to construct an ageing-friendly rehabilitation landscape. The matrix of
ageing-friendly rehabilitation landscape was constructed by using hierarchical analysis
method, and furthermore, the comprehensive landscape index evaluation method was used
to obtain the rank of ageing-friendly rehabilitation landscape. Finally, it puts forward sug-
gestions for the ageing rehabilitation landscape construction.
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Table 3 Index system and weight of post-use evaluation of rehabilitation landscape for aging in
the West Hospital of Chenzhou First People’s Hospital
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