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THE LANDSCAPE PATTERN INDEX CHANGES STUDY OF
SPATIAL SCALES EFFECTS; BASED ON 3S TECHNOLOGY
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Abstract: Basing on expoun ding of important insignificance on Landscape Index Spatial
Scales Effects and 3S technology traits,The paper elated technology demand, data collection
and working process on Landscape Index different Spatial Scales Effects with Suo-luo ditch
Gold Mine of Muli County as an example, then According to the Spatial Scales Changes
effects of Landscape Index, six index are divided into five types , and the range of appropriate
spatial scales for landscape index of study area was 1.0m to 5.0m. Thorough the Landscape
Pattern Index Changes Study of Spatial Scales Effects, we can master the mechanization of
Landscape Pattern Index and Spatial Scales, have an important scientific reference of
prediction, analysis and assessment on Landscape Pattern Index, and also have an important
insignificance for appropriately Applying GIS.
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