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Ecological land use in Fuhai Town, Cixi City

LU Yuan, JIANG Wenwei, GUO Pingyan
(School of Landscape Architecture, Zhejiang A & F University, Lin’an 311300, Zhejiang, China)

Abstract: On the basis of the survey on ecological land use status in Fuhai Town, Cixi City, Zhejiang
Province and applying the ecological sensitivity assessment method and landscape ecological security theory,
the ecological sensitivity factors including land use status, regional exploitation intensity and distance from the
environmental sensitive area in combination of landscape pattern index were used to evaluate the ecological
sensitive degree and its spatial distribution situation of Fuhai Town. The results showed that the ecological land
use at high, medium, low sensitivity levels occupied 7.16 per cent, 27.29 per cent and 30.46 per cent of the
total area respectively and the remained 35.09 per cent was not ecologically sensitive. According to the data
above, this paper classified three types of ecological land such as core protection zone, limited development
zone and suitable development zone from ecological security aspect and also proposed management measures
for different ecological land types to provide planning basis and construction strategy for ecological land use in
Fuhai town. [Ch, 3 fig. 5 tab. 23 ref. ]
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Table 1  Landscape types of Fuhai Town
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Table 2 Grades and weights of ecological sensibility factors
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Figure 1 Landscape pattern classification of Fuhai Town
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Table 3 Patch structure of different landscape types in Fuhai Town

PG TY PP THj FH/hm? i A% - 3% B e 11 AR/ e R PP AL

B 292 591.29 27.18 2.03 3.34
2 3 T3t 495 128.75 5.92 0.26 3.60
R 218 497.83 22.88 228 222
R RS 460 767.31 35.27 1.67 2.63
T b e e I 2 103.17 4.74 51.59 2.98
K3, 506 87.37 4.02 0.17 0.49
it 1973 2 175.72 100

R b e Bt e v Kt T HAT e R SRR AR FE AR B (AD), HUOR B AR M AR T, R/
B30 M o [R5 0 i R U S R R A A, T S P b R R R AL B R, 2 A T B
M 52 K o

R4 MEESUERBRE

Table 4  Characteristics of landscape types in Fuhai Town
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Figure 2 Results of single factor ecological sensitivity assessment in Fuhai Town
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Table 5 Results of ecological sensitivity comprehensive assessment
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