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The Impacts of River Basin Area on Orchard

CHEN Ya-lin, CHANG Xueli, CUI Bu-1i
(College of Geograp hy and Resource Management, Ludong University, Yantai, S handong 264025, China)

Landscape Structure in Shandong Peninsula

Abstract: Based on 3S techniques and combined with the ground review, this study analyzed the orchard landscape structure of
12 typical basins in Yantai City by using the classified principle in the land use map of 1996 to interpret the Landsat TM image
of Sep.9, 2002. The orchard total area, number of patch, landscape shape index and patch cohesion index were calculated by u-
sing Fragstats3. 3. Association and regression analysis had been employed to describe the relations mentioned indices. The re-
sults showed that: there was significant correlation (at 0.01 level) betw een the orchard total area, number of orchard landscape
patch and orchard landscape shape index and the river basin area, and association coefficients were more than 0. 960. T here
were also significant correlations betw een the river shape index and the orchard total area, orchard landscape shape index and

orchard landscape cohesion index (at 0. 01 level) , and association coefficients w ere more than 0.694. There w as significant cor

relations betw een orchard landscape cohesion index and river basin area (at 0.05 level) , also was the number of orchard land-
scape patch and river shape index. T he association coefficients were 0.608 and 0. 549. T here were positive relations between

the river basin area, river shape index and the four factors.
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