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Abstract

This paper applies the principles and methods of landscape ecology to study the spatial pattern of
wetland landscape in the Yellow River Basin of Jinan with the technical support of RS and GIS, and
analyzes the factors affecting its changes. The results showed as follows: (1) The wetland area
showed an overall growth trend during 2015~2021, mainly transforming from forestland. The wet-
land area increased by 147.46 km? during 2015~2019 and 232.46 km?2 during 2019~2021. The dis-
tribution of landscape types is more along the yellow area, and the wetland landscape is distributed
along the river. (2) Wetland landscape fragmentation is high, connectivity is not strong, and the
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number of patches has increased, but the overall change is little. (3) The change of landscape pat-
tern is mainly driven by human, and the policy has a mandatory effect on the study area.

Keywords

Yellow River Basin, Wetlands, Landscape Pattern, Optimization Strategy

Copyright © 2024 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 5|

T 8 SRR AR RS RGUACHZE R (I IX,  FURFAIE A 45 i b 2 A7 B R T MR K DA b, I
HAFEEZMAEVRER BRI RS RS, — RIS, Rz e W B ok B 55, KR
2 KPR, ISR EFE WS A L ARE B KRS 6 KIHTgHas[1]. B B AV 2 H 2
Thee, wfRFEKL. SCEAKT . ATRR. RS E LR A 2 A, 9 NSR A T AT Bk
AR TR A AE = B R . 7R IR, TR AR g NS PRI AR V& 1 E KR, RIS e
Grtboe I R Py GBI SCHE A € ST B ol DR — B R B R AR A BB A G [2]

SR, AT UTAER, B A 3T A6 R0 Tk A 308 8 DA N G, STk iRV b 22 17 7 o
FERABEIR, S B8O E 1 M AN S 450 IR REAL . IXFlOIR B AR AR 25 R G I AE Ak St 72
RA T AR, B AR S KRGS T RE RN E = A2 T HERIA[3]. 7E 2022 4 (B A L)) DU m 4k
A RE L, FRERE T AR SRR . SRR RAE AR AL A TTRR G H AR[4]. ST BT I i
PR3P 55 B 22 1 B2 A A R P M A

FOW A RS R e T SR EE S AR RS . A MES], sRiE TSRS A SRR DR R
FE 2 BN AH E DG R [5] . ¥ 5o 2 (a4 R B v i2 FH 2R AT 7 Hh, X T B AR A =) AR e L 34 B
R . BT SOURE S T AR R MR R . RO AR S S B RA R AR o riEk, o,
SO BB AT A SRS s AR, BN H[6]. BEE “3ST HIARMIKE, BEEA
REUH RS S, R (S B RG(GIS)#HAT M b SN F iR, HAT, 12 A B2 AR AR A S0
SRR E S BT 8 X S5k 5 W0 45 A B LI 23 AR A R 6 Bl oy (] P A 2 3 ik 0 b 5 UG =) 1) 6 B V[ 7]

AW I B PEPR AN G B 15 VAT YA 4l 6 5500 2 (R0 A% SR PR AR A R S S IR B ML, R B AR 1% X
T AR S R G0 1T AR I R PR BB IR SCHE AN SE AR T [8]. BRI S, AHIF FORE 8 I X 3 S0 B R IR AR L
I3 1R SR BN SR PR R B SLA A A ) B T FRUBE T 35 i e DX 3 55 00 P 2 1R 6 g B FLAR A s [+
I, S5 A E B R SH(GIS) R SRS S TEEL(LPI. PD. SHDI Z5)& /04 51k, R AN [E 20 PR & Hig it
STOMR 215 (B Jo 5 A8 () S e A B RIRL AR o 388 T ) 5 R B T At S b S5 00 % (R A% R R IR AN T, FRATT B
FENZHB IR A S RS I W HF LR B S O SR AR KA, NIRRT 5B R R AT M,
TR ZH X ARSI BRI, WA U S W RS R R 5 A A SO R i RA% H.3[9] [10].

2. MERE, BEREMMATTE
2.1. WX
B R R T o L AR A e T A B A R . BRI T B S
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Figure 1. Geographic location of the Jinan section of the Yellow River Basin
1. BRI r IR B

2.2. BURSRIRE IR

2.2.1. BEREE

AHF TG EAL ] Landsat RAIFGEHE, FEHIEIE Y 2015, 2019, 2021 4F Landsat 8 OLI J& /&A%
(# 1), XA HERAN 30 m, FORVR T Hh B 2% (B ¥l =7 & http://www.gscloud.cn/. 7EBHT(E S
PEHUN, ROESE A BIRATRE Rl SRR 2 B T BRI RE SRR . AN [T TR P k5 s LA
A 2R, DRI 3 2 A SR BRI SR PRI B AF A 3 R AL S 2 —

Table 1. Landsat data sources

%% 1. Landsat #(3&i8

Ay EBEHAM ez 1905 73 HEAIm
2015 2015-4-25 OLlI P122R35 30
2019 2019-5-22 OLlI P122R35 30
2021 2021-01-19 OLlI P122R35 30

222, EfgmALE
BB Z LR REW, W EEREARL. KM B A B, DLRBENLE: S5, S
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FIOHE TS A TV A T S Wb P 0t v T B ) e B (R SE BB 00 o BRIREEAE N — %R, B 7R b3
A3 AT MR PR 5 A K S st P ) LR R e S AR S, LSRR 5 H K. DRIk, ZEEAT s iR i #
BT AT, DA G T IR, DAV RR R R SRR B HR[12] . TAR B TAE A4 KSR IE
PG BT AN B A5 55D IR . X BB IR St A B T8 B MR B, (LIS A TR SR
FH AU o

20 ENVI AL RE, 6FR 1 Hi Landsat BURHEAT T LA IE . fabtehn. KARIE. #B1%
LFR, REE T TR BB, R ARFRI T E Y WGS_1984 UTM_zone 5IN. 7EACEREREHT, R T AR L
R IE T 4, FEARYRAL A ST T AR e b . KA IEM BUEA 7 FLAASH #bdk 17 b 2

23. BIRAZE

2.3.1. EMARR Y

SO RRTE (ERRR AR R E NS S5EH ) TR RGHHER b, 25 7 0 #
TR I TR, a5 & 7RG BRI IE . B2, BB IX RIS N T MR, . MR AT
Tl AR IX /S RS [13] . M0 3 EAHEIA « MERR S I  PR B 28, T I 0
M AL FE AR . N TR T AR 4 AR PR 27

2.3.2. =WIEHHERL

SO &) 73 A8 R SOUAR R ik . oA R i B L & o S IR SoUL 25 A R R RE T, T
It B8 % Js e U 1 2 AV B R AE o X B AR AN T DA R0 WS A S AR AR AE R A, 1 HL e AT 4%
I B 8% A T S5 WA JR) 5 3ok FR AN [ B ) 48 32 1) P9 A 0% &R [14]

TEARWEFLH, AL FragStats 4.2 AT SO0 RTEEUAI T 4 DNBEPSR ALK P48 80046 oK BE
FREL(LPI). ~FABEIHIFR(MPS). DY 2 (PD) FIER AL FE TR HL(Al): 4 AN So7K-F-Fi 0 15 REHR SR A T AN
CA. BEHEE(NP). & 4EZFRE(CONTAG). &K ZHEMEFREU(SHDI). A & Fa B Bk & U507
%, WS R SR E S N2 SR [15]

3. B{RESH
3.1 FEARAREM R =TI

3.1.1. MEELI

BT, A F0 X BIR M T AR (L HE WA . PR AR 4R TR S X IR 10.72% % 17.78% 2 [A],
H.H 2015 4 DUk T AL 2B B IR 3 . MRHh— B Z XA 32 SRR, LR 4 TR X
SRR 50% LA 1, 2015 4R CUk F] 2629.97 km?. HLUGEHHH, #ZE 2021 4, HHBER SERK, A
F1925.78 km?. fEH S MHEFI N, KO N TR IR A, MR, . . SRR AN T
IR AAAE, (B FHAR & EEAERT DN

TR SR R, AT AR S TS, 2015~2021 SERT I IN T 144.02 km?, 1 2021 fEIA (Y
212.65km?; WERTIFLAE 2015~2021 4F[A] 23 E A%, FifEAHZE 281.54 km?, AR FE R LT
FE 2019 IR BIEAE, 2 JaFIm IR T P, L4/ T 45.64 km?, SARSIL 340 - b7 .
AR, BRI KA SARER R SRR T SO GERE, TR TR & . 7ERiRH
FOWSRA R, AR ARG AR A WTR/D, 2015~2021 FL9E/b | 824.67 km?, 2019 AL TR Ay, BEE X TR
MRS EERIINR, M ARTF A8 0, SRS O/ - 390 fkadh N TR v FH H AR 2 A s>
(i, e 7 615.69 km?; MHHHIA SRR, SAR ETHES, LN T 1066.82 km?. #H
A2 B i W R T AR sh A B AR N IEE (LR 2).
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Table 2. Area of landscape types and motivational attitudes in the study area, 2015~2021
% 2.2015~2021 FMREX R LB ERKRSE

T A /km? ENASFEI%
-t ] 2 A
2015 4F 2019 4 2021 4 2015 £ 5 2019 4[] 2019 £ 5 2021 4]
it 2629.97 1206.53 1805.30 -0.11 0.17
biblE! 68.63 72.30 212.65 0.01 0.65
PR 274.92 386.99 556.46 0.08 0.15
ANTRTH 1317.01 1697.71 701.32 0.06 -0.20
Frit 858.96 1759.21 1925.78 0.21 0.03
T 233.77 265.47 188.13 0.03 -0.10

3.1.2. HEELI

MR A B, WY XGROM RE 2, AR BRI E, KRS NS E
JEEAT Sy, WHEASWRE T SR FEA[16]. LB NS b b R A S B, SR
Sk, BRI, A A D BRI, MRHCE AT ORI R, 5 R NIRRT AES
AE B RETGsR, TR LM I AUR#T Y KO R BT K AR X — 7, Nz
VIR X R IS8, TERUL KGRI R, lib sk TIRER BARFOW, gl NBEA, 5ol At
BHTEE o WAL 3 B A R L R AR AL, 32 BRI T LR K . BIF S X 32 B A O . R
WRDCI] e BTSN, T AR S0 J5 SOZ ek o T b TR 2 43 A 7E VR 35 s AN SRS X3, i
SRR B 18 s 22 e ke hn (7 2).
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Figure 2. Distribution of landscape types in the Jinan section of the Yellow River Basin, 2015, 2019 and 2021
[ 2.2015 £, 2019 4. 2021 FEARBIFFARRALR S HE
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FIF ArcGis10.7 #f4, @B IR R 7TIX 2015~2021 4F MR FH R 46 [ (% 3) [17]. HRH AT
JN: 2015~2019 4 (VR AT X Wb 55 02 Y (38K T AR 2 202 e bRt e fh sk, vk, pRbbpmginlist v,
WAL TR 2059 N 134.49 km?2, 7.55 km?2. 128.49 km?, T GTlRZF Aemn. w00 A 4 e i AR e T
BARON T MM, Horb, SR AARBEEAL T 39.55 km?2, iR AR HLEE AL T 70.68 km?. 3X i BRI UL S Ak
MRS RO A A — B AR, BN MR T 103.27 km?. BRIz 4b, i
N LR HI Ay 526.15 km?2, 2019~2021 4R [AJA 5% X 38 1R Hb SO0 T AR 32 2ok B T #F b A pR .
PR WA WER LA 2 )8 13.32 km2, 44.24 km2, 176.95 km?2, FRHbaad. WIE. MR
(REALTE AR 2> 508 34.79 km2, 41.72 km?2, 184.98 km?, R FEAL A BRIR T — & A ELARAE . AN, BH
Tk sk A N LR, ffk 1013.36 km?, FEGTEREE H#Hb iRm0 — 0 b, A 322
FUERE BRI N TR, B b4k 693.59 km?, A T2 1 A pkHs i1k 372.18 km?, HiAh 28R (/>

SR, 2015~2021 FE IR SRR A i, TAF 1523.06 km?, MM #EL . . WIE. AT
F . WESRIEEAL AR 20 54 520.68 km?2. 86.72 km?. 94.46 km?2, 445.65 km?. 375.55 km?, FE TR
o VR MR SOU A g B TR 32 R 5 AR

Table 3. Area transfer matrix for landscape types in the study area, 2015~2021 (km?)
# 3.2015~2021 FFRARX R AR EREE B (km?)

A 1] FOM Y #hith T I b ANTLEm MevR
Bk 569.05 3.96 1.57 79.71 160.08 44.63
bap/ 5.13 70.41 4.23 39.55 11.53 103.27
WA 0.86 6.94 53.22 5.06 1.75 0.75
2015~2019 4F
R 920.19 134.49 7.55 913.27 526.15 128.49
N IR 194.29 20.94 5.15 97.51 995.56 3.61
MEvR 68.16 28.23 0.46 70.68 158 105.89
b 678.25 13.32 44.24 693.59 152.48 176.95
bap 10.45 80.99 19.75 20.80 84.15 49.12
WA 1.36 18.15 48.92 0.63 2.86 0.38
2019~2021 4F
b 192.39 34.79 41.72 570.83 181.47 184.98
NIRRT 1013.36 37.92 4.31 372.18 263.12 6.57
MR 28.70 2.69 53.53 146.71 16.94 138.20
b 565.54 4.84 2.19 206.38 70.47 9.58
TR 7.55 50.78 30.93 73.73 25.40 45.63
piiMIE] 1.75 18.39 42.08 1.13 452 0.77
2015~2021 4F
Pyl 520.68 86.72 94.46 1107.07 445.65 375.55
NI 822.92 24.50 6.89 304.36 151.74 6.63
IS 4.23 2.29 35.83 111.63 2.99 118.03
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3.2. RMEBRTNSED T

3.2.1. BERAEBRUKFIEBARUIEFHHEE

B BEHAR B A 255 B S ORAE SO A S OSSR BRES, HARHUE T 0 € SO b AL A ey —
SEMBI[18]. HI7E 4 RIAIL, Wb SO SR I AR 34 BE RIS, 2015~2019 4R LPI & BT, &
FIEAH 0.27%, {H 2019~2021 4F (1] LPI RF4E T [£iAF] 0.10%; WA LPI Sk 218 EAEss, &
HIRREAR K, B G KM, KB TIWHMARSY &, SEORHSOANRM, AT
A I AR RN . e AL, AR LPI 7E 2015 4Fik 21 9.58%, 1H J5iZMT T [, 2019 ik
FIBARAA 0.52%, BARZ JGiZL ETF, (EXFEE 2015 4R/ LPI K0ME, ARHb iR A0 35 5 B 2 T B& .

Table 4. Maximum patch index for landscape types in the study area, 2015~2021
% 4. 2015~2021 FMREX R LB ERFEHRIEH

Ay 2015 2019 2021
J— B PEHE 5% B PEHE 5% B PEHE 5%
SRR

(LPI) (LPI) (LPI)

R 9.58 0.52 2.68

b3 bS] 0.05 0.06 0.06

V7S 0.03 0.03 0.03
ANTLFR@m 0.67 0.83 0.63

B 0.93 2.01 1.63

bap 0.09 0.27 0.10

T2 BEBR AR (MPS) AL 1 5 0 A BE AL R FE AN S5 0L 7t o 8« WVE 9 MPS 256 BT R BRI 3,
BRSO LI s MEER RO MPS ZRARIREFEAN K, HAL TRARACT, A0 G AR MPS &
RETNEEEY, 2019 SFIARIRAME, /AT CUAE H ETH@, B HIE BUR WA EEAN W . ARt
PRI PRGSO L 2 BT S BB MPS A 5Kk, SBEH R,
BRAAEFE B (5 5)

Table 5. Average patch size of landscape types in the study area, 2015~2021
= 5. 2015~2021 FMR X RY KB FHTERE R

Ay 2015 2019 2021
A BE B AR /hm? PR BE BT A /hm? PR BE BT A hm?
FOM A
(MPS) (MPS) (MPS)
Mt 6.05 1.46 2.68
e} 1.80 2.15 0.92
V7S 1.37 1.09 1.66
ANTLFRm 2.85 417 0.93
HiHb 2.62 331 4.08
bap 1.02 0.71 0.83
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PP (PD) AL BE SR SR 5] b SR R, S5 WL i) 1 7 Jo A28 AT R e 88 DA K% Aoy T AR ) S o AP
[19] #A3E. MEPR. AR PD SRR LTRSS, R 3 MBS OV T H, I
BB RE RE N a3 A R . SRR 5AES R RIEM R B EMR, EREIERE
AR TRE. Mt B, I PD JeTt i E R, Sl AR RE, SOORRE RSN, B AKT
Pk g, SRRSO BES T AR SRR, B Y SO B A S OO BB P T 46 38 i PR AR (5K 6).

Table 6. Density of landscape type patches in the study area, 2015~2021
% 6. 2015~2021 FMREX R LK BBHREZE

FEr 2015 2019 2021
— BE P B /(H/100hm?) BEHL 2 FE/(H/100hm?) BE B2 FE /(H/100hm?)
(PD) (PD) (PD)
PRt 2.23 4.33 3.48
IR 0.20 0.18 1.22
WEVR 1.07 1.87 1.75
N TZIH 2.41 2.10 3.93
Bt 1.71 2.75 2.45
TR 1.22 1.99 1.19

RELIRBANRALAF TR ERZ ST RES, RELREBOR, SUEEME[20]. Mk
FISR B FEAR BT N I, 1 A SN I AN T K . WvE . N 3R ) SR AR FE F B R B S T v Ja B )
s, BERNBOR, ERIEREAR, SO, M. Bfth. FRE Al GRS B, RSO
AIZERPE RS . MRS b DA I SRR B foe sy, SO &I (R 7).

Table 7. Landscape type aggregation index for the study area, 2015~2021
= 7.2015~2021 FRARX R LR EF IEH

FAy 2015 2019 2021
RALFEAR % RALFEREU% RALFEREU%

SRR
(Al) (Al) (Al)
PR 80.89 64.41 68.22
brip! 80.74 82.70 65.10
PR 64.78 63.70 60.48
AT 3= 78.13 79.86 58.22
B 82.10 78.48 81.07
SR 66.62 56.32 58.42

3.2.2. RMKEIEHHRNIEEEE
WA B BT B THI A AT 5, 2019~2021 “F38 R 5K, 2021 FIA B|IE{H 21647.43 hm?. HERMT CA
1 R IRZE I A, MBI BRI ARAE 2015~2019 4FFAMIK. 2019~2021 4FEFhmn, HEBTHT IR 9
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AT M A AT K, (EEEE AT TAES R A ERL, ARt f AT . A\ TR H CA
AT BE. B CA AN BTt TR ISR SE Y AR RS L THE R BRI fE s A i A
S0 ) TR AT BE RS oK B T N TR T B M (K 8).

Table 8. Study area landscape type patch type area, 2015~2021
% 8.2015~2021 FMR X RY KB BER LRI EFR

G 2015 2019 2021
—— PRSI AR m? PEYCE A A/ hm? PEYCE AL A/ hm?
(CA) (CA) (CA)
M 260389.71 121246.92 179880.84
SIRIE| 6913.44 7242.93 21647.43
MR 28205.28 39233.52 55655.64
N 132542.19 168854.4 70649.37
B 86536.53 175150.71 192063.15
b/ 23989.77 27139.05 19109.52

a2 9 Fron, WA N TART NP BER 3 SIS I8/0 5 3 2 (s M, MR, Bt NP
Wt I R4 SIS N JE s B %S . 4 CA IIARILEESS, #ith CA RSB JE S 2% 5 NP (171
LIRS RO, RINZEPRAE SR LoRESE . Bk L, % IR B A R0
R LR SR B AIS, R TR RS

Table 9. Number of landscape type patches in the study area, 2015~2021
2 9.2015~2021 FMRX RN LABHRE 2

FAy 2015 2019 2021
— BERHE 3G VEER 3o G EER
(NP) (NP) (NP)
PRt 43,058 83,306 67,076
bl 3837 3371 23,552
PR 20,581 35,926 33,605
ANIRH 46,578 40,460 75,672
B 33,071 52,862 47,093
SR 23,617 38,308 22,910

SO HH 1 S A 5 R FR P O RAE AR S TR AR A, R 00 K /N 2 AR 2SR ) 5 R B )
WIE R, XA AR A B [21] . AN LR SOUL I & LE i 2 (CONTAG) 7 &1 RFIE -
CONTAG #iid T S P A RIBESR IS BIAE 2= (0] o0 A B RIAE R % . ME AR AR, SO AL 5
MR TILE SO ) o5 LR, IR T RAFIIERE: R, SRR TR RS . 2015 45, 2019 A1
2021 4= CONTAG HI%UE 437 70.056. 67.8806 F1 67.4111 (% 10). AW, fE 2015 FFZ 2021 EHAfH],
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SR BT EAT PTG, SRS T A IXRMIEIXBIN Y, SRR A RS2 B 1 RORRR
NATH

Table 10. Landscape type spread index and Shannon diversity index for the study area, 2015~2021
= 10. 2015~2021 FARX R L BREF IR

ity 2015 2019 2021
EHGE R 50U/% (CONTAG) 70.056 67.8806 67.4111
TR ZFEMEFEEU(SHDI) 0.9657 1.0025 1.0078

TEARFTE N, R RIS EFE(SHEN KRR SRR o« % BUE BN, RoR Sl 2N
BIRBAHE BB, R MRS FZ B DB LA KA L [22]. 2015 4, 2019 4EA1 2021 411
SHEI 43724 0.9657. 1.0025. 1.0078. 1ZHUA LW N 2%, FEH SO AZ B — SIS T SR R B2 AH X
Wi E 2021 4F, SHEI A EIHKME, RUIEX —FEMIESWRMENEE, G228 .

gt LIRS HE 2015 48 2021 IR BRI, AT LB AL X3RN (1 SO AE A BN R —, ol
SRR, HR—SOR AR S Zd AR BT A RIEEAT T8, B R — R AR R
SORSL R A BRI, 55 T SO0 50

3.3. RERUBFHELFME R

BV M S AL TR B R T, R T AR AR, MR RS U TN A. B
SRR BRI e — TR PR W R, % BRI R A 2 R G B T T B . A T A
ST, A 7E BT 3 P i 5 28 06 R B A S TR AR f (. SRTRT, T T 2RI R 45
SO, B SR K R/ T B B A IR 6 i R . I b TR AR B B R B e TR K B b S B0
T A SR AL RLE AL, B L@ R DA S - b A 2 2 i I 2k AR FH 0 5 5L 23] 9 T vk
X R, e R R AT G 1) 7 R — RS R, AL IR VR B S A SR AR
TR, PRI S T LA, LT R S AR R AR S RS, (Lt B R AU IZ Sk
AR

EURF S AE SR 305 SO SR A AL 7 T R AR T SR VR VE A . BFFC 3R, R 901X 1 1 SR BN 70k St AR
RIS R BN, T 435 R 22 AN BE 76 20 MRRE BT 70 DX T AR (28 4k . 5 A R, B BURAERT 721X
W SR G T PE T R A, R R Y K T . BFRIRIE, L REA T R A
SO, MU T — RAARRECE, (LRGBS TR SSEM(2016~2020)) (1L AR AR AR
RAFHRSEHET ) A QLRGBS ML) SE[24],

B IR T AR R B, AR SR A R H 2N . (R R T IR T A AR (2011~2020 ) )
WIRAEE L, 1999 4RIk, WrEE A DU KB T B AR, U T TR, B LT A S R
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