- EHIEFH - mWm

ﬁ'tﬁ @ {J 2017(01):88~94

DOI.10. 11937/bfyy. 201701021

BT GF-1 $R M T 0 MR B W T 5

& OE OB, MR OBY, B Om R

s X T,

BB B

L TERE WAL RB M SESAARB AW EEREAKRERF M, THE 411 7500215
2. THERY WALBALESRAERE SERHUE MENALRE, TE )| 7500213, TE R K2%85, TE )1 750020

B E.AN0BFIANGS—FTCGFDERPBEARZBER . ATELEZLEAN, KA GG
3 H 6o K F RN RARR AT ERREERR, N ERBREEEE TS ERFTAS S
BEF BT RIRAAGITRBLRTON., &R KW .GF-1 BRAPBLE L WA ZI Y £ P
BABR BRI, D EBRIT, LAk £45 8 8 90.80% , Kappa 244 0.796 1, A TiHh 2 H
MG TN EHIRIRE R, B BERAZ TR ELIE 3 5 @R IR
WEAASEERE, FALAE - AAEBOZREOREF KGR FARAB AR, ZATSE
B BRSNS F B KB 53.92 A « hm s M K W9 R BAR B 2 8 KMk , AN 15

HFE

KRR :GF-1 PMS; [ X5 52432 s UM Joy s P v/ AR R

hE43ES:S731.2

BEE A A SO I H AR AR L T S R 48
VSR AR 25 SO B 0 AR AR TR L 7R AT AR
SEBH A EIER. Bt s sl &
REZH G AEAS 30 T 57 XL Ay B A T 48 (A 3 » 1A 3

E—EEEMAM R EZRA94), %, A EHE L BFEFT A A
A A# A, Fmail:1770190625@qq. com.
REMEEAREANBD, F B AFLR AT ENFEF
BRI EBRFME LA, Email;dult80@qq. com.

E4THR: AR A RAFEE4F80F B (41661003,41201438) 5
TEAOAMFASFYABD(NZI6010); TEAHF S RAAF
BAE LR A B (NGY2014001)

Y5 H 89 :2016—09—27

N N N

TEAERIAES A 3LE4E-1001—0009(2017)01—0088—07

A SR H AR . FEE 3 P R i et
FERARWTIIER , NREE IR & ER RIS & R
FEBMEAE AW &, 7oA AT R i iR =
S RAE G S B A5 07 R PR B A MY R RE A&
BUREFE TR . BT, RIE TR/ N f
LR A8 3 5 30T ML 5t 1 ) 1), o sk =
INSBBRLR H 5R WAR SRy 2 A FE B A9 B BT 5T,
X ULa] AR TS AR SR A ) BT . e R, SR
TR FOWER B P E T SRR AR, T2
T EREEMESERY, J50 FIRESE N2
D7 AR BO B L A1 Jey 45 A AL S Tl e 7
TER R I 3V o S B3 5 DR SRR 1] 78 S0l Th 4 3l KR

N N N N

Abstract: Four green spaces of the Xiong'er River were choosen as the experimental objects,using the method of

field survey, the species and main configuration of four selected green spaces landscape plants were studied,in

order to provide some references for the landscape planning to planting design. The results showed that

Zhengdong New District had the most numerous plant species, the least ratio of deciduous-evergreen. In plant

configuration,Zhengdong New District had better plant landscape, which achieved the reasonable matching of

tree,shrub and grass basically. Also this area used lots of native trees and introduced some exotic plant species at

the same time. After this investigation, four suggestions were proposed to improve the riverfront landscape,

1) selected the suitable plant, with more native tree species and appropriately introduced exotic plants.

2) considered of regional culture. 3) strengthened the maintenance and management. 4) focused on the transition

of the new and old urban areas.

Keywords: Xiong'er River;riverfront green space;plant arrangement;survey of tree species
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Fig. 1 The location of study areaand
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Table 2 Urban green landscape indexes and their meaning
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Table 3 Knowledgebased classification rules of Yanchi's
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Table 4 Accuracy assessment of Yanchi's urban green land classification
W g e A [ b H =g iEak=si i [EIX B
Type of urban green land Attached green land  Productive plantation area Green buffer Mapping accuracy/ %
M} %&b Attached green land 50. 00 5.10 0.25 50. 00
H 7554 Productive plantation area 0 89. 38 0 89. 38
Bh P45 Green buffer 0 0.42 99. 50 99. 50
FAFREBE User accuracy/ % 23.71 100. 00 78. 06

BARREBEE Overall accuracy=290. 80% ,Kappa %3 Kappa coefficient=0. 796 1
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Fig. 2 The green landscape classification
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Table 5 Types of the urban green space patches
S BRI BEHUE E R [iap YA BB BE
Type Total patch area/hm? Percentage of area/% Patch number/f~ Quantity proportion/ %
JNBABEH Small patches(area<<0. 01 hm?) 1.48 0.28 371 371
FRIBEH
9. 40 1.75 387 33.08
Medium patches(0. 01~0. 05 hm?)
BARRGER
8. 70 1.62 124 10. 60
Relatively large patches(0. 05~0. 10 hm?)
KEIBEH Large patches(area™0. 10 hm?) 5186. 40 96. 35 288 24. 62
Bt Total 535. 98 100. 00 1170 100. 00
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Table 6 Analysis in landscape indexes of urban green land
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Study on Landscape Pattern of Urban Green Space of Small Cities in
Western China Based on GF-1 Imagery

ZHU Yuguo'?,DU Lingtong"? , XIE Yingzhong"** ,LIU Ke''? ,HU Yue'? , HOU Jing'**
(1. Breeding Base for State Key Laboratory of Land Degradation and Ecological Restoration in Northwest China,Ningxia University,
Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021; 2. Key Laboratory for Restoration and Reconstruction of Degraded Ecosystem in Northwest China of
Ministry of Education,Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021 ;3. School of Agriculture,Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia
750021)

Abstract:Based on the GF-1 PMS image in September, 2013, the green scape information of Yanchi county,
Ningxia Province, a small town of western China, was extracted by using the object-oriented classification.
According to the principle and method of landscape ecology, the landscape pattern of the urban green land in
Yanchi county was analyzed with the support of the Fragstats software from the aspects of landscape area,
dominance, diversity,and fractal dimension, The distribution analysis results showed that GF-1 PMS image had a
higher classification accuracy in extract of urban green land, which overall accuracy was 90. 80% and the Kappa
coefficient was 0. 796 1,and this accuracy was satisfied with the demand of the urban landscape extracting. The
landscape analyzing results showed that the urban green land in Yanchi county had three types of characteristics.
Firstly, the structure of green system did not reasonable especially in the diversity of green land,and the area of
three different kinds of green land did not matched scientifically. Secondly, green landscape was more fragmentized
as a whole and the ancillary green, whose patch density reached 53. 92, was more prominent. Besides, the FRAC
index was low,which mean that the green land lacked green patch from nature,as well as artificial modification
Was more Serious.

Keywords : GF-1 PMS; object-oriented classification;landscape pattern;western town

94



