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Table 2 Area of landscape types in different scales
25 m 50 m 100 m 200 m 500 m 1 000 m
/km? /% /km? /% /km? /% /km? /% /km? /% /km? /%
0.77 3.27 1.56 4.05 2.61 3.84 3.54 2.82 4.16 1.44 4.26 0.79
0.06 0.26 0.12 0.31 0.20 0.29 0.27 0.22 0.27 0.09 0.29 0.05
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.01
0.03 0.13 0.05 0.13 0.08 0.12 0.11 0.09 0.16 0.06 0.16 0.03
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
6.28 26.70 13.75 35.71 28.58 42.05 52.34 41.75 96.07 33.28 133.62 24.89
8.15 34.65 8.16 21.19 8.16 12.01 8.18 6.52 8.21 2.84 8.46 1.58
3.93 16.71 5.22 13.55 5.87 8.64 6.14 4.90 6.81 2.36 7.54 1.40
1.31 5.57 2.83 7.35 5.97 8.78 11.79 9.40 21.39 7.41 26.03 4.85
0.03 0.13 0.07 0.18 0.14 0.21 0.31 0.25 0.41 0.14 0.41 0.08
0.36 1.53 0.66 1.71 1.03 1.52 1.29 1.03 1.68 0.58 2.14 0.40
2.60 11.05 6.09 15.81 15.31 22.53 41.40 33.02 149.48 51.79 353.88 65.92
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Fig.4 Landscape pattern index of different landscape type with distance from river channel
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Extent Effect of Landscape Pattern along Upper Reaches of Taizi River
Liaoning China

KONG Weijing' > WANG Yihan' > PAN Xuelian® ZHANG Yuan'’

( 1. State Key Laboratory of Environmental Criteria and Risk Assessment Chinese Research Academy of Environmental Sciences Beijing 100012  China;
2. Laboratory of Riverine Ecological Conservation and Technology Chinese Research Academy of Environmental Sciences Beijing 100012 China;

3. MOE Key Laboratory for Silviculture and Conservation of Ministry of Education College of Forest Science Beijing Forestry University Beijing 100083 China)

Abstract: Extent effects in riverscape are key scientific issue in riverine ecology and it is useful for riparian man-
agement. Based on SPOT 5 images in 2008 whose resolution is 2. 5 m we got the landscape cover map through visu—
al interpretation with minimum patch area 10 m X 10 m. Buffer zone analysis and landscape index method was used
in landscape analysis with gradient from25 m 50 m 100 m 200 m 500 m to 1 000 m to study the extent effect
of riverscape. Results showed that landscape on both sides of river has significant extent effect. The landscape is
more diverse and intensive in the zones near the river and all landscape types distributed evenly with high fragment
and evenness. But there are dominant landscape elements in zones far from river channel and the whole landscape
showed pattern with regular shape and low evenness and abundance. Landscape types distribute in particular re—
gion where grassland bare land distribute mainly among 50 m to 100 m while residential land and farmland dis-
tributed mainly among 100 m to 200 m. and it is far more fragmented inside 100 m than that outside 100 m. Flood-
plain area is small and distributes mainly among 25 m to 50 m. Zones far from river are less disturbed and rich in
forest and shrubs. Landscape index on both sides of upper Taizi River in Liaoning Province China also showed sig—
nificant extent effect in class level and landscape level but different among landscape types because of landscape

formation and anthropogenic activity.
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