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Evaluation on the Coordinated Development between Land Use and Eco-environment

in the Non-ferrous Metal Resources— Based City
—A Case Study of Huludao City in Liaoning Province
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Harbin 150030, China; 2. Shenyang Bureau of State Land Supervision, Shenyang 110136, China)

Abstract: The mining and processing of the non-ferrous metal resources affect the urban land use and eco-en-
vironment situation. The coordination of development relationship between land use and eco-environment has
an important meaning for changing the traditional urban land use pattern and promoting the harmonious de-
velopment between human and nature. This article takes build-up area of Huludao City (the typical non-fer-
rous metal resources—based city) in Liaoning Province as the study area, selects the evaluating value of land
use and eco-environment as the indicators, builds up the model of the coordinated development, studies the
coordinated development type and evolving mode of land use and eco-environment of Huludao City from 2001
to 2009. The results showed that, the evaluating value of land use rose from 0. 116 3 to 0. 882 1, the evalua-
ting value of eco-environment rose from 0. 325 9 to 0. 711 7; the coordinated development degree rose from
0.364 5 to 0.882 5, the mode changed from the brink of disorders and lag of land use to moderated coordina-
ted and lag of eco-environment. The construction and protection of eco-environment lag behind land use,
which proves to be the dominant factor restricting the effectively coordinated development between land use
and eco-environment.
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