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Effect analysis of spatial grain size on cultivated landscape pattern in frag-
mented agricultural landscapes in Jiangsu province based on GF-2 imagery

WANG Jing-jing'*, SUN Ling', WANG Zhi-ming', HUANG Xiao-jun', SHAN Jie', LI Mu'
( LInstitute of Agricultural Information, Jiangsu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanjing 210014, China; 2.Key Laboratory of Coastal Zone Exploita-
tion and Protection, Minisiry of Natural Resources, Nanjing 210017, China)

Abstract: In this study, a concentrated area of cultivated land in the suburban area of Nanjing City in Jiangsu prov-
ince was taken as the study area. Based on the analysis of Chinese GF-2 high spatial resolution data, different types of culti-
vated land in the study area were extracted, including rice land, soybean land, vegetable land, fallow land and greenhouse
cultivation land. On this basis, a series of landscape pattern indices were used to analyze the effects of spatial grain size on
different types of cultivated land landscape pattern characteristics. The percentage of landscape of five types of cultivated
land in the study area remained stable with the increase of grain size, and the area-weighted mean patch fractal dimension

index of the five types of cultivated land landscape in the study area changed slightly. The mean patch area and mean nea-

rest neighbor index increased in different degrees with the
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VEZ A T (1981-) 40 T 5N T4 BIRFGE 5, £ the five types of cultivated land landscape, the edge densi-
HA AN . (E-mail) immil03@ 163.com ty and patch cohesion index of soybean land and fallow

increase of grain size, while edge density, area-weighted
mean contiguity index and patch cohesion index decreased

in different degrees with the increase of grain size. Among
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land decreased most obviously with the increase of grain size, and the mean nearest neighbor index of rice land increased

most obviously with the increase of grain size.
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Table 2 Landscape pattern indices of different types of cultivated land in this study
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