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Tab.1 Pre - earthquake class metrics

AR CA/bm®  PLAND/%  NP/A PD/(A -hm™%) LPI/% ED/(m - hm-2) LSI AREA_MN/hm®> 1]/ %
Ak 54 167.82  79.3502 85 12.45 78.8552  22.4117 16.433 1 637.2685  60.076 0
B AR 2 800. 15 4.1019 92 13.48 3.3059 5.5332 17.833 8 30.4364  20.783 3
BT 6 586.47 9.648 5 346 50.69 3.660 1 13.992 1 29.407 6 19.036 0 1.279 5
LIRS 691. 18 1.0125 52 7.62 0.5213 3.780 3 24.530 4 13.2919 35.927 2
HisEKEE 56.67 0.0830 4 0.59 0.043 7 0.162 6 3.6755 14.1675  31.8289
FEAR 1 902.83 2.787 4 8 1.17 1.436 8 1.330 1 5.2005 237.8538  29.8109
PREEE S 1291.41 1.8918 3 0.44 0.943 1 0.9138 4.3380  430.4700  30.3502
WEAT 432.62 0.6337 25 3.66 0.437 4 0.905 9 7.4327 17.3048  31.8480
197, 4::| 305. 41 0.447 4 28 4.10 0.1153 1.0237 9.9829 10.9075  46.89 8
IR 4.19 0.006 1 1 0.15 0.006 1 0.023 4 1.9512 4.1900  30.048 7
FAn s 25.50 0.037 4 2 0.29 0.0270 0.219 1 7.405 9 12.750 0 1.448 9
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Tab.2 Post - earthquake class metrics

THA KR CA/hm? PLAND/%  NP/A~ PD/(A~ -hm~%) LPI/% ED/(m-hm?) LSI AREA_MN/hm®>  1JI/%
 Fk it 33741.26  49.5202 866 127.10 20.3513  52.2707 48.469 5 38.9622  39.411 3
K&+ 3 23995.83  35.2173 811 119.03 16.1825  45.044 6 49.518 9 29.5880  32.460 0
Biskit 1729.06 2.5376 251 36.84 1.1875 4.868 5 19.935 1 6.8887  33.1956
ER S 5641.19 8.279 3 560 82.19 3.5757  14.4780 32.8170 10.0736  32.846 5
] 306. 88 0.450 4 224 32.88 0.0925 2.2411 21.7521 1.3700  55.945 1
Y K 37.43 0.054 9 1 1.61 0.0225 0.1770 4.9024 3.4027  46.7719
#AM 1477.62 2.168 6 41 6.02 1.138 0 2.0679 9.161 2 36.0395  41.646 4
thg 1 490. 44 0.7198 37 5.43 0.2275 1.1342 8.7223 13.2551  36.6367
BA LT 447.00 0.656 0 26 3.82 0.4372 0.962 8 7.754 1 17.1923  17.9430
Rk H 260. 84 0.3828 53 7.78 0.1138 1.0156 10.679 0 4.9215 559354
WER 4.19 0.006 1 1 0.15 0.006 1 0.023 5 1.9512 41900  38.0535
Hoith i 4.68 0.006 9 20 2.94 0.0029 0.061 1 4.7273 0.2340  28.093 4
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Tab.3 Landscape metrics
mffE NP/A N P’Z; -2y TE/hm (2 ,EhDI:-z) LSI CO/IZAG /% DIVISION PR/~  SHDI SHEI
BR 646 94.63 18410.4 26.9693 17.6142 81.2893 43.9454 0.3751 11 0.8272  0.345
®E 2901 425.76  45174.6  66.3002 43.2624 723609 37.0876  0.904 1 12 1.2177  0.49
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Fig.2 Post - earthquake damaged of total area
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Fig.4 Percentage of landscape
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Fig.3 Post - earthquake damaged ratio of total area
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Fig.6 Landscape shape index
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Fig.7 Edge density
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The Post — earthquake Landscape Pattern Changes of Land Use
in Northern Mountain Areas of Mianzhu
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Abstract: Based on the landscape pattern theory, this paper made use of the TM remote sensing images of northern
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An Analysis of Regional Ecological Risk Based on Land Use Change and
Spatial Statistics: A Case Study in Wuhan, Hubei Province

DU Jun', YANG Qing - hua’
(1. Institute of Geographical Sciences, Henan Academy of Sciences, Zhengzhou 450000, China;
2. College of Resource and Environmental Science, Guangxi Normal University , Guilin 541004, China)

Abstract: In this paper, Wuhan City was selected for case study. Land use information obtained from satellite
remote sensing TM image in 2000 and 2005 was used as the main data source, and the GIS technology was
employed as the data integration analysis platform. An ecological risk index was constructed based on the varieties
of land use, and the systematic sampling method was utilized to make it a spatial variable. After the performance of
sampling, the semivariagram analysis and block kriging were conducted to compile the map of ecological risk
distribution. The results indicate that the spatial distribution of ecological risk became more uneven in the working
area. The level of the ecological risk study area was divided into three levels: the majority of the vegetation and the
waters belonged to the low ecological risk area, whereas the urban built — up area and its marginal areas belonged to
moderate ecological risk and relatively high risk areas. Spatial distribution of areas of various levels experienced
certain extent of changes in the five years.

Key words: Land use change; Ecological risk; Spatial statistics; GIS
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mountain areas of Mianzhu obtained before and after the Wenchuan May 12, 2008 earthquake for the work of land

use classification. With the land - use classification map as the data source, the authors studied the disturbance of
the earthquake to the landscape pattern in the aspects of classification and landscape level, and discussed the
dominance, shape index and degree of fragmentation in different classes on the basis of FRAGSTATS software. The
result shows that the woodland was most greatly affected, as evidence by the facts that its dominance was
decreased , its degree of fragmentation was raised, and the edge effect was increased by the increasing edge density.
In addition, the area of bush — wood and hilly dry field was deduced evidently, and the circulation and CONTAG of
the landscape were decreased. In a word, the stability of the ecosystem is worse than that of the pre — earthquake
period.

Key words: Damage land; Landscape index; Ecology; Earthquake
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