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Article Info ABSTRACT

Article type: Background and Obijectives: Forest road construction is a costly activity

Full Length Research Paper  that requires careful physical, environmental, and social planning. In recent
years, public concern has grown regarding the visual quality and roadside

Article history: aesthetics of forest roads. Key factors influencing visual quality include

Received: 07.13.2025 road curvature, the condition of cut and fill slopes, and the beauty of

Revised: 09.30.2025 roadside vegetation and surface form.
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Materials and Methods: This study assessed the aesthetic quality of forest
road patterns in part of the Dr. Bahramnia's Series | forest road network.

nggggoxl/si'sual quality, Photographs were tak.en under sufficient daylight (19:00—15:00) of va}rious
Fall season, road features, including curves, road surfaces, sections with and without
Forest road, trenches, and mixed or pure coniferous—deciduous roadside stands, across
Grass surface, three seasons (summer, late autumn, and winter). A total of 60 tourists
Tourist rated the images on a 1-5 scale. Statistical analyses in SPSS were used to

calculate the average aesthetic value (AAV) of each component and the
average visual quality (AVQ) per season, and to identify the most
influential factors affecting overall aesthetic value.

Results: The study found no significant difference among road surface
appearance, surrounding stands, earthen slopes, and road curvature in terms
of their contribution to visual quality, each played an equal role. Tourists
rated grassy roads significantly higher in visual quality than sandy roads.
Forest roads received the highest visual quality scores in autumn and the
lowest in winter. Correlation analysis revealed a significant positive
relationship between the visual quality of forest roads and that of slopes,
surrounding stands, and road surfaces. Improvements in the visual quality
of earthen slopes (P<0.001), roadside stands (P<0.05), and road surfaces
(P<0.05) were associated with increased overall road visual quality.

Conclusion: Designing forest roads with visually appealing landscapes can
significantly enhance tourist attraction and support sustainable development.
It is recommended to improve road surfaces by establishing grass cover
along the center and sides, and to restore cut and fill slopes in ways that
mitigate environmental impacts and enhance aesthetic value. Given the
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high tourist preference for forest visits in autumn, appropriate measures
should be taken during this season to facilitate access and maximize
recreational benefits.
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Table 1. Rating the aesthetic quality of forest road patterns.

oslr @8l g3 a3l ail> (glaes &5

£ Horizontal curves Marginal stands

o3l (g3l La gl e
Road pavement

Cutslopes (Sedalos) o,

Total
3 215 4 3 2 1

Row (Viewer)

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2

5 Spearman s 4 (Kiewer U1 5 Ao s 5
Excel i3l 5 53 Walssad oo 5 ¢l SPSS

Sla e i Guilols apas g,bl Jodowsa 20
ANOVA s, o (AVQ) anly iz Jaies
Il ch.d o3 Tukey isyn by Sle avlis

> Road pavement

T

03l LS LS i3y Marginal vegetation sl sla gl -2 Road cutslope

o i b

il

Without cutslope

| Without curve

A laesls St
S glaesl> 5

6LA|-2 JS.S
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for the effect of independent variables on forest road visual quality.
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