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Tab.1 Land use change from 2000 and 2005 (km?)
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Fig.3 The curve of Semi - variogram function of ER in 2000 ( left) and 2005 ( right)
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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

F—EEWA: HE981 -), B EERE LT EERS CIS ¥ AL
(RERE: F B)

- < < -

(E#%% 101 |”)
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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