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x1 IFARESRMER

Tab.1 The classification values of land use degree

R R 0.88%;
1
2 5
R 2
4 5
3 HERG4M i ’
3.1 EEW A AIK 2010
2010 0.5 km 20 ,
R 36.08%, 5 >
2 , (1)
3.1.1 , 0~0.5 km 11.95%,
2 , 17 : 9.5~10 km 51.49%, 6 km
; (2) 0~1 km
, , , >1km R
, 0.02%; 5
, ; (3) 0.5~1 km
, 1~5 km ,
R2 010 FRITHRETEBFH I HHALEH
Tab.2 Land use structure in different administrative regions in 2010
(%)
34.90 44.74 2.18 6.20 6.87 0.35 4.74 0.02
42.02 26.79 1.05 14.16 1.10 1.47 13.19 0.23
34.38 14.98 0.34 24.15 2.70 6.10 17.36 0.00
20.62 0.00 0.12 5.61 8.76 48.54 16.36 0.00
46.21 2.34 0.33 6.31 3.35 16.50 24.72 0.23
67.39 10.00 0.80 15.01 2.20 2.18 2.38 0.02
37.44 3.04 12.56 28.79 10.79 1.04 5.06 1.28
20.18 0.64 0.95 15.73 2.61 7.23 51.43 1.22
4.86 0.00 1.53 46.87 5.68 2.53 35.04 3.49
10.08 0.04 0.06 8.56 1.64 9.07 69.75 0.80
0.02 0.00 0.00 17.22 1.65 37.30 43.81 0.00
5.85 0.00 7.85 11.46 4.09 43.11 16.91 10.72
0.13 0.00 8.79 0.88 3.13 25.02 53.76 8.29
45.54 9.16 9.18 22.08 1.62 3.66 7.56 1.20
56.06 11.75 3.19 16.72 2.42 2.75 6.96 0.15
37.49 13.73 8.61 24.35 1.44 4.57 8.32 1.49
50.07 7.71 5.31 25.90 1.95 3.29 5.31 0.46
36.08 13.96 4.07 17.16 3.09 8.33 15.72 1.58
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Fig. 2 Land use structure in different buffer zones in 2010
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Tab.3 The list of main land use transition types
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(km?) (%) (%)
2000~2005 — 310.61 14.61 14.61
— 278.69 13.11 27.71
— 172.19 8.10 35.81
— 122.99 5.78 41.60
- 104.77 4.93 46.52
— 101.90 4.79 51.31
— 94.32 4.44 55.75
— 86.95 4.09 59.84
— 86.83 4.08 63.92
— 65.39 3.07 67.00
- 47.85 2.25 69.25
— 45.87 2.16 71.40
— 39.53 1.86 73.26
— 39.36 1.85 75.11
— 39.31 1.85 76.96
- 88.32 1.74 79.02
- 86.58 1.71 80.72
2005~2010 — 426.61 13.80 13.80
— 335.19 10.84 24.63
— 178.91 5.79 30.42
— 178.44 5.77 36.19
— 175.21 5.67 41.86
- 131.36 4.25 46.10
— 125.64 4.06 50.17
— 123.90 4.01 54.17
— 121.53 3.93 58.10
— 117.77 3.81 61.91
— 88.51 2.86 64.77
— 82.17 2.66 67.43
— 59.41 1.92 69.35
— 58.51 1.89 71.24
— 52.66 1.70 72.95
— 50.59 1.64 74.58
— 43.25 1.40 75.98
— 42.80 1.38 77.37
— 39.64 1.28 78.65
— 39.52 1.28 79.93
4b 2005~2010 , 6~6.5 km 8~8.5 km
2000~2005 0~4 km
, 2005~
. 4~5.5 km : 2010 ,  0~1.5km
>5.5 km
2000~2005 0~1 km

>

Marine Sciences / Vol. 39, No. 9/2015

105



HRRTL » |7
h@Ammw

4
Fig. 4 Spatial differences of land use change
a. ; b.
a. among 17 municipal areas; b. land-sea gradient
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Fig. 6 Spatial differences of land use intensity
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Analysis of land use change in the coastal zone of Circum the
Bohai Sea Region during 2000 to 2010

WU Li" 2, HOU Xi-yong'
(1. Yantai Institute of Coastal Zone Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Yantai 264003, China; 2.
Shandong Women’s University, Jinan 250002, China)

Received: Sep., 13,2013
Key words: Circum the Bohai Sea Region; coastal zone; land use; land-sea gradient

Abstract: As the ecotone between ocean and terrestrial ecosystem, coastal zone area is the most vulnerable area of
the ecological system. Therefore, it is of great significance to perform the study on land use/cover change. In this
paper, the terrestrial area of 10 km buffer zone to the coastline of Circum the Bohai Sea Region was selected as the
study area. Based on Landsat TM/ETM images captured in 2000, 2005 and 2010, the land use maps in multi-years
were got. Then the characteristics of land use change in the coastal zone of Circum the Bohai Sea Region during
2000 to 2010 were analyzed by several methods and spatial analysis techniques. The results showed that: (1) In
2010, farmland was the main land use type in the study area which accounted for 36.09% of the total area; followed
by buid-up area and human made (saltwater) wetland, which accounted for 17.16% and 15.72% respectively. Sig-
nificant differences of land use could be found among different administrative regions and from the sea to the land.
(2) The area of land use that have changed in the coastal zone of Circum the Bohai Sea Region during 2000 to 2005
and 2005 to 2010 were 2 126.419 km*and 3 092.39 km” respectively. Particularly, farmland and wetland converted
to build-up area and coastal saltwater converted to human made wetland were the predominant land use transitions.
Significant differences of land use transition were existed among different administrative regions and from the sea
to the land. (3) The comprehensive land use dynamics degree of the whole study area was 0.73% from 2000 to 2005
and 1.06% from 2005 to 2010 respectively. The comprehensive land use dynamics degree of Dongying and Tianjin
was relatively high among 17 cities. The comprehensive land use dynamics degree of each buffer zone increased
over time, and decreased from the sea to the land. (4) Land use intensity both in the whole study area and its 17
cities increased over time, except for Cangzhou and Weifang. Land use intensity of each buffer zone increased over

time, and increased from the sea to the land.
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