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Table 1  The classification values of land use degree
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Table 2 Annual change rates of land use types of the ecological restoration area in Dahei Mountain during different periods
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Table 3 Changes of land use degree composite index of the ecological restoration area in Dahei Mountain during different period
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Table 4 Translation matrix of land use type of the ecological restoration area in Dahei Mountain during 2000—2005 /km?

B AR RS S 4 P
2 4 5 6 it
1 288.28 21.84 24.64 1.21 2.02 2.51 340.5
2 66.51 90.01 27.66 1.12 2.26 4.45 192.01
3 22.4 4.25 43.29 0.14 1.12 2.69 73.89
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5 0.88 1.01 0.43 0.34 15.41 5.25 23.32
6 0.28 0.29 0.18 0.05 0 50.05 50.85
2000 4E43 378.44 118.45 96.75 14.82 20.86 68.8 698. 12
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Table 5 Translation matrix of land use type of the ecological restoration area in Dahei Mountain during 2005—2010 /km?

i ) 2005 4F 2010 4F
ShAASL AL A s
1 2 4 5 6 &t
1 228.00 34.39 6.71 1.02 0.64 0.14 270.90
2 66.56 140.36 6.01 0.58 0.32 3.76 217.59
3 37.11 10.27 56.85 0.42 0.39 2.15 107.19
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4 7.18 5.86 3.73 15.03 0.45 6.61 38.86
5 1.53 0.86 0.33 0.29 21.37 0.87 25.25
6 0.12 0.27 0.26 0.21 0.15 37.32 38.33
2005 443t 340. 50 192.01 73.89 17.55 23.32 50. 85 698. 12
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Fig. 1 Land use changes atlas of the ecological restoration area in Dahei Mountain during different period
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Changes of Land Use and Its Driving Forces of the Ecological Restoration

Area in Dahei Mountain in the West of Liaoning Province

ZHENG Yunlong', GAO Peng' , ZHANG Liyong' , WANG Bing’

(1. College of Foresiry, Shandong Agricultural University/State Forestiry Adminisiration Forest Ecosystem Research Station of Mountain
Tai/the Key Laboratory of Soil Erosion and Ecological Restoration of Shandong Province, Taian 271018, Shandong, China;

2. Research Institute of Forest Ecology Environmental Protection, Chinese Academy of Foresiry, Beijing 100091, China)

Abstract; Land use/cover change in ecological restoration is one of the important aspects of regional environmental
change research, which can provide scientific base for the regulation of ecological restoration measures and its bene-
fit quantitative evaluation. Based on Landsat TM remote sensing image of 2000/2005/2010a, by Erdas Imagine re-
mote sensing software and ArcGIS technology, the land use dynamic degree, land use degree composite index and
transfer matrix were used to quantitatively analyze the dynamic changes of land use pattern in the study area, and
discussing the driving force factors of the change. The results showed that; (1) The farm land kept the largest area
during the past 10 years, and followed by forest land and grass land; the farm land and uncultivated land account
for the total area in the proportion were reduced by 28.43% and 44.32% respectively, while forest land, grass
land, town settlement land and water body land were increased by 83. 68% , 10. 75% , 21. 07% and 162. 74% re-
spectively. (2) During 2000—2005, the extent of forest land use change was the largest, accounting for 12. 42% ,
and followed by uncultivated land and grass land; during 2005—2010, the extent of Water body land use change
was the largest, accounting for 24. 82% , and followed by grass land, uncultivated land and farm land. (3) The
land use and development degree in the study area was above the average level, and it was in developing period
during 2000—2005, and in degenerating period during 2005—2010, and the transformation of land use types were
mainly occurred in farm land, forest land and grass land. (4) Implementation of eco-construction projects, such as
ecological restoration could induce significant changes in the spatial distribution of land use in the short-run, were

the main driving force factors of the land use pattern change of the ecological restoration area in Dahei Mountain.

Key words: Land use;dynamic change ;driving force factors ; ecological restoration area;Dahei Mountain
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