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Fig. 1 Location of the study area and its subareas
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Fig. 3 Mean patch fractal indexes of different patch types
in the study areas
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Abstract: Remote sensing and GIS technology were used for analyzing the impact of reclamation on Dongtai
coastal landscape pattern by calculating landscape pattern indexes. It was found that coastal landscape frag-
mentation decreased, the diversity and complexity of patch shape reduced, the distribution of landscape pattern
trended to be simple, and the whole heterogeneity of landscape in study area had a weakening trend during the
period of 1995 to 2006. However, the changes in landscape pattern were different from the whole in spatial
view. In agriculture study area, the degree of landscape fragmentation reduced, patch shape became simplistic,
landscape pattern evenly distributed; in Badou study area, the degree of landscape fragmentation increased,
patch shape became complicated, the dominant path alkali canopy had been replaced by farmland; in Sancang
area, landscape fragmentation increased, path shape became more complicated, the beaches, alkali canopy
dominated landscape pattern evolved into beaches, farmland and alkali canopy evenly distributed pattern. In a
word, the fragmentation of natural landscape enhanced in the reclamation areas, the shape of various types of
patches became complex, and the landscape spatial structure trend to more complicated.
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