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Based on the theory and method of landscape ecology and QuickBird satellite images, an integrated
approach of GIS/ RS was employed to analyze the urban forest landscape pattern of Maanshan City. The study
area consisted of three districts, which cover the whole buildrup area with 63. 08 km’. The landscape pattern
of urhan forest in the three districts were analyzed and compared by five landscape metrics, including urban
forest cover percentage, patch dersity index, isolation index, landscape diversity index and patch shape
index. Sandard deviation, entropy weight and CRITIC methods were applied for comprehensive assessment of
urban forest landscape pattern. The three methods show the same sequence of the urban forest landscape
pattern: Yushan District> Huashan District> Jinjiazhuang District. The results are helpful for optimizing the
urban forest pattern at landscape level.
Key words GIS; landscape ecology; urban forest; landscape pattern; comprehensive assessment;

Maanshan City
2
2 2 2
« ”»
2 2
2 2
2 2
: 2007 0426
http://www . bjfujoumal. en, http: // pumal. bjfu. edu. cn
» (2006BADO3A06)
: : : 21 55664052 Email: oneyuanl216@ gmai. com : 200433
220

: s s 105512826168 Email: wuzemin@mail. hf. ah. cn
230036 130 &



[ 3]

203 7 3, 0. 61 m),
) Landsat TM
7 4] ’ GPS
Ei , 88. 3%,
1 Kappa 0.75,
[7°8] 2 2
[9]
, 6
) [7.12] 30%
, (). 30%
[10] [11] .
(13 . ’
[13] ’
, (250~ 500 m’) (500~ 2 000
\ , m’) (2 000~ 10 000 m’)
, (10 000~ 50 000 m*)
, (> 50 000 m*)!""
QuickBird ,  ArcGIS s 2.3
3 ArcGIS ,
3
’ [ 14 16] ’ 1
2.4
1 AR #R ’
,  Delphi
cémc 7 Lt
118°24 30"~ 118°41' 23'E, 31°36 38 ~ 31°46 54 N;
: 7 CRITIC
, , 2.4.1 M ARARFE
63. 08 km’,
2 R E ’
2.1 5

QuickBird (



48
1
TABLE 1 Eclogical significance and calculation fomula of landscape metrics
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TABLE 2 Areas of different landscape metrics in three districts
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FIGURE 1 The digribution of urban forest landscape metrics

3
TABLE 3 The comparison of urban forest landscape features in three districis

959 940 @1
/hm? 424.7 213 166.6
| % 14 7 22.6 149
/hm? 0.44 0.5 0.28
/hm? 0.03 0. 03 0.03
/hm? 126 67 185.08 34 19

% 22 2
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TABIE 4 The scale dependent comparison of urban forest patch
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(< 500) 14.1 4 14.0 3 91 5
(501~ 2 000) 39.8 9 41. 1 8 255 15
(2001~ 10 000) 49.6 12 41. 6 8 26 3 16
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0940 24. 0%,
37.6%, 14.9% , :
22.6%, 3 , . 0.28 hm’;
, . 361 /hm’,
3 , 0.17 1.8 /hm’, ,
. 1.97
81%, , ,
. 1.26, . 22 , ,

601 )



RS GIS 51
3.3 (x4)
3.3.1 RIEHIBEATELLIE (xs)
” ’ ’ Xmax — Xj
N %i= Xmax — Xmin
( 5) (x2) (x3)
o= Xi— Xmin 3.3.2 BAARRE M9 2
" X max — X min 3
(x1) ( 6)
5
TABLE 5 The evaluating index and nomal index of urban forest landscape in three districts
X X X3 Xy X5
0. 1470 00 226075 0.630.00 1560 42 240 50
0.226¢ 1. 00 1 80/ 1 00 0.171.00 1260 00 220 00
0.1490 11 3 61/0 00 0.230.87 197100 26 1. 00
:/ s
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TABLE 6 The calculation results of three assessment methods
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TABLE 7 The order of assessment values
for three different methods
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