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Fig. 1 The land use structure of Anji County ﬁﬁ%ﬂ$1i,§l‘ﬂﬂﬁ‘&ﬁlﬁ$% )
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Tab. 1 The land exploitation intensity of Anji County (2000)

THBEE LWEERSHRA BHBAERARE  MSATIR  RER

(%) & E (7T /km?) (kg/hm?) (Gt/m?) (t/hm?)
ZH 26.12 66. 86 512.5 3.18 5.64
BHEB I 29.73 79.2 482 3.61 5.75
Pk 38 918. 4 570 24. 65 6.6
Kir=mm 33.7 529.2 554.9 12.37 8.84
2H 14.21 29.6 430.2 0.83 5.42

* T HIBEA AR R CDP A5 E + ERU AN, KT AW 5 2 E MBI 1998 4 .
1.3 ABtipd FERFERE

THAOBEN 237.3 A/knd?, K F KR (978. 7 A /km?) B FE B3 A0REL, HE
BAOZESHALE, A 25% EAMAD FEEPELRASHK, BHit, BBADS6
WAREE . BEALY L HEH 0. 28 hm®, 22 EEHKFER 35% , AXE# 0. 047 hm?, B2
5T BERBF s B R B AR . A EREE AT RARETEM, EBERN 1.6%, (B4
JEE WG , kA A 42 hm?, 5 0. 02% , B 0XELUFI R BV H g 2 it , B 1, 138
T A MR AR R TR BHRE
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BB X RE R 4 SRR, BRI, PR MR SR, H
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EFlL 15 R EE A ARET A LARHE . A ER LY 5308 R R F g,
IEHE A0 1984 hm?, H P ARHIE AN E N 1685 hm?, 15 84. 9% ; [F B # b | By 5 (R #b 0 2 , Foop
Hrahigi > 1549 hm?, WD BE) 78% . H G, #5550 SR AR R A .
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Tab. 2 Land use change of Anji County from 1985 to 2000

1985 - 1995 £ 1995 - 2000 £ 1985 - 2000 4F
TR MR o) TR gpmi)  TRER g
m hm?) (hm?)

Bt - 1472 -2.928 -77 -0.16 - 1549 -3.09

e 3t -71 -2.5 12 0.43 -59 -2.07

b8 1947 1.56 -262 -0.21 1685 1.35

i -401 -6.49 25 0. 49 -376 -6
BRI 28 103 5.68 173 9.12 276 14.8

&} -114 -4.85 114 5.03 0 0

R A 8 38.91 15 55.56 23 94. 49

2.L.2 £HAABEEN LH LRGSR SO m ITHFAFREMUUBSER KSH
FERH, KA LB L AL M, TR . 3 15 5%, NATH + #f| R f8hn A
WE, Bt A FRE MR K, 5 R R AR T MIEEY 0. 83% ; B+ #
HEREEMEHE T —EBRENER, 07 H R0 TE 9 (8 2).

GEXRE, B 1SHER, RELLELHAABRELE M AEAENERRREHN
Hn, REET KB i X TR AE S TR . RELHAABRERAN LAE
B H KRR HEE .
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Fig. 2 Some land use intensity indices of Anji County
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Tab. 3 The comparison of landscape indexes under patch level in mid-1980s and late 1990s

R BEH KSR B THRR FHREE TSR MPUER iﬁ?&ﬁﬁ]\
e EHR(Y) FKm) S5 MKEH O BR REE
20 42 80
1 Bht 250 29.1 217.897 12741.5  1.1158  9.5603 4.7802 3.6422
2 Hot 399 46. 45 298.01  10063.1 1.0675 6.7556 1.9062  4.3409
3 BB 90 10. 48 27.09876 7689.8  1.0567  5.8976  2.3456  2.4756
4 T 109 12.69  35.62821 8221.8  1.0508 5.6720 2.8360 0.5843
5 KL 11 1.28 168.9415 12120.8 1.1113  9.4741 2.6733  2.4058
Bits T 859 100 211.3632 10386.7 1.0789  7.3793 2.9165 3.4407
20 42 90 4EA0/E A
1 Hh 180 33.52 250.98  17506.6  1.1535 13.0443 3.6807  3.4003
2 M 266 49.53  481.0959 16413.1 1.0858  8.1284 2.2936 8.4114
3 BRAM 69 12. 85 50.0987 9674.6  1.6789  6.0876 2.4134  2.0786
4 FiHh 8 1.49 16,6892  2243.8  1.0478  5.4641 1.5418  0.2057
5 7k 14 2.61 174.5512  12771.5  1.1113  9.4909 2.6780  2.0466
BItEFy 537 100 333.6574 15607.6 1.1848  9.5098 2.7728  5.6295
R4 BERARRZWHERE®
Tab. 4 Dynamic feature of forest landscape in Anji County

Fi LA 7S L S G S LU EMAE B
1985 4 TR (hm?) 29338.58 6089.7  2572.87 26198.69 11867.41 17359.13 93525.33

HB) 31.37%  6.51% 2.86% 28.01%  12.69%  18.56%  100%
1999 4 TEH(hm?) 44869.76 7856.61 4829.76 33156.34 9982.5  9088.55  109783.51

He ) 40.87% 7.16% 4.40% 30.20%  9.09% 8.28% 100%

BWH LUCC FERHTR=ZKFEEKS.

3.1

BRERSFLEHMED

E PR RGBT BT (ASA) BTSRRI BN , I\ LR AR R BIR R
ZFRRWERY. AN REFROERE, 2FRRE LUCC HBEERFH HZ—.

A SR RS , BEEFF BRI (1978 4£), £30 GDP {X 1. 3 {258, TR N 1:

L1, BAAKRLYE, BRRBREXE . E5RNEFHETRRR X8 b F A

AEERRE, X0 BRI 28% . SHGEN, BEA LT KR ERK; 252 15 4F

REVERE, HATEKEEA PR, ML+ H AR Sh R IR . (BRRTTLIE S . 90 4

RAHURT, BRAET R RIIAENHSE, GDP K FMIK, FE3R 2 MM R R 5 Tl 2

O BREXSEHARERERS RLXRBEK 19851998 EHMAGFRIHE, 7 Aroview K XR T, AL EEE
BEVERXBNHE,FHBEL TR AR AR FRRRBBEEE, #ERERERTE .
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Fig. 3 the change of economic structure in Anji County
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Tab. 5 Land use Structure in Huantu small watershed before and after harnessing

HH - hmEMR kA k) HE At KEm R i

19944 1110.7  120.0 85.0 20.5 336.5 7.7 32.73 508. 27
2000 % 1110.7  109.8 281.3 39. 8 616. 1 7.7 56.0 0.0
(%) -10.2 +196.3 +19.3 +279.6 0.0 +23.27 -508.27

AR RBURT A H —FE -SRI, FEE LUHE shxd & Fh st A 2 R v 2 A
K, BFARBAZLNE . WEBFNEARRY . T B HRWIEIIE R BB BT,
BESTLRANL RSB B, BT BURF LRI & & 28R RIS R IEAE R A .

20 42 90 A A— B B A E MK “Tr R XKHA" M it =#" SR, BOF + AR
%, HILE BB G REFHA S MM 1996 i, B R LR /88t 8 23S e
WAV TR, WE ot B 8k sk 5 SR L 5% T B BUR X 22 75 B 48 3 R AR AR AL e 4324
A, HRERBIZBBEARIM . FRHR — R KM BOR AR TN Aot A 5 B A 404 ol 3
B B AR S R AL A

4 ZHE

SCHERTF4E R R R BB AR IR IR RBE Jr ¢, 1 AT FEE & R BT I B £ AT,
S LA BB E ENTEMBROBER, B, RETFRE 4% R E SR8
) LUCC BEshlL i | B SR X RIOBIR, RAEENL T UMAENE . B % K
Bl—RFH BBIT, AT AT AR R R W AR IR 3k X 1 + 3R BT 5 7F & O — A%
RSB, FTM S —I7 AR L R AR XTI R R, InFRmAL, @
BEMEST, LRFMERSWME IEE . B, 20 K, A ORK ZFEHM LR
AL, KW B0 AR B R T BB, (B LUCC R0 FI3% B A b AR
SEER TR EHNBE, KEESHREERRFTRERBRSYE . AFEHE
FORE , AR AT XS B T A RO 50 18 3 5 AL SRR AF E R S L B0, R EAR A



156 W om B ¥ 16 #

RGN, B, RRMERE, EERELENCETROTE S, HERHHEE.
237 N 0y €40k 71 3 i

2 ¥ x W

1 #ER . LA E/ T EREEARE 3RFNEERE . IR 2001, 20(6): 645 -652

2 Lambin E F, Baulies X, Bockstael N. Land use and land cover change. Implementation Strategy . IGBP report No. 48, IHDP
report No. 1999:10

3 FXE. FRERRBAMA BEEARIKRERNHR . & ER B 54 B3] ,2003:55 - 56

4 Lk, RER. KWK SR . LR AF LT, 1990: 75

5 M. RieEE ERYBTBER IO R . ML KRB, 2000, (3): 49 -50

6  Herzog F, Lausch A, Muller E, Thulke H, et al. Landscape metrics for of landscape destruction and rehabili-

tation. Environment Management, 2001, 27(1): 91 - 107

7 HEE. RWAESF . JUE: % HE K, 2000: 75

8 WM, EEM XENE . WILEEFILRFARNE BRI . BENFEBREIR,2002, 22(2): 150-153

9 Gunther Fischeretal. Simulation the socio-economic and biogcophysical driving forces of land-use and land-cover
Change. ITASA Working Paper (WP -96 - 010), 1996

10 REBE LK. EEMNLRBRIVRAER . 1T FHRICH, 2000,(4): 76-83

1 WX B BAE. AMEBRSKARRE RS HFAME . WIAFE,2002,14(3):242 - 246

Research on the Land Use /cover Change and Its Evolution Mechanism
of the Upper River District in Taihu Basin:
Taking Anji County, Zhejiang Province as An Example

XU Gang"?, ZHU Zhenguo® & XIE Xiaonan"*
I: Graduate School, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100039, P.R China)
2: Nanjing institute of Geography & Limnology, Chinese Academy of Sci Nanjing 210008, P. R China;

Abstract

The regional changes in Population-Resourse-Environment-Development(PRED) have appeared
new features and trends with the quick development of economy of the upper river district in Taihu
Basin during recent 10 years. Because of the important role that the land use/cover change LUCC of
upper river district played in water environment and ecological security of the whole basin, the article
take Anji county, Zhejiang Province as an typical example to analyze the basic characteristic of its
regional land use, and to display the dynamical course of LUCC alteration and landscape pattern as
well as the drive factors, thus to uncover the general rule of LUCC in mountain area, which can provide
the principal of policy-making for harmonize the economic development, land use and environmental
protection.

Keywords: Taihu Basin; land use; landscape pattern; evolution mechanism



