=
I}

BB AMIIGE  No. 58(2007)
YL—=2F w5 d-IVNOBZEMSH

R EEE - BARMT - WREAT MR - RGN GEIRTTILMN)
- Ismail Adnan Abdul Malek (XL —3Y7 « 7+ 5K%%)

Abstract : The forest area decreased greatly by the felling and the agricultural development in Malaysia. We
analyzed the different type of forest areas by the landscape metrics in Selangor State to understand the forest
distribution of peninsula Malaysia. The digital map (scale1/25,000) made by JUPEM (Malaysian survey and
mapping department) was used for the analysis. The digital map of three plots was converted into the GIS data,
and the landscape metrics were calculated by FRAGSTATS2.0 that was spatial pattern analysis program for
quantifying landscape structure. According to the metrics of the landscape level that show the feature at land-
scape as a whole, the following was understood. In the plot A, a large patch was dominant, and the landscape
structure was comparatively simple. In the plot B and C, the size of one dominant patch was different. However,
other areas were similar and the two plots had comparatively complex landscape structures. From the metrics
of the class level that show the feature at each land cover, the following was understood. In the plot A, Swamp
forests were dominant. In the plot B, Forests were dominant and an agriculture land-use by the Rubber planta-
tions was also dominant. In the plot C, Forests and Rubber plantations were dominant and the influence of hu-
man activity by Rubber plantations, other lands such as the residential lot and Tin mines were also large.
Keywords : Malaysia, forest vegetation, land use, land cover, landscape metrics
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Fig 1 Locations of 3 plots
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Table 1 Metrics of landscape level

Plot LPI NP WPS ED W1
A 76.8 33 681.8 6.7 4.0
B 48.6 325 69.2 22.0 10.4
C 25.6 446 _50.5 26.2 12.2

Plot NCA _ NMCA2  SHDI PR [JI
A 61 357.8 0.3 7 547
B 343 60.4 1.1 10 73.0
C 514 39.9 1.4 10 78.7

LPI : |RA/Vy F368(%) Largest Patch Index, NP: /%y F
% Number of Patches, MPS:#/¥y F4 4 X (ha) Mean
Patch Size, ED: I v J#E (m/ha) Edge Density, MSI :
PR IRFEH Mean Shape Index, NCA : 37 T Y 7% Number
of Core Areas, MCA2 : FE¥Ja7 T ) 7 (ha) Mean Area Per
Disjunct Core, SHDI: ¥ v/ > D% #4%38E Shannon’s Di-
versity Index, PR : /¥y FMDEH & Patch Richness, IJI:&f
TEIBIEEL  Interspersion and Juxtaposition Index
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Table 2 Metrics of class level

Land

Plot  ver %LAND LPI NP MPS ED AWMST  CkLAND NCA  MCA2 1J1
Fo 4.4 4.3 3 329.0 1.0 2.4 41 3 309.4 13.1
SF 92.8 76.8 8 2609.1 6.2 2.3 911 10 2048.9 81.3
Bu 2.2 1.2 10 48.4 2.3 3.6 1.7 10 38.0 4.2
A Gr 0.2 0.1 7 6.7 0.8 3.1 0.1 10 1.5 40. 4
OL 0.0 0.0 1 5.5 0.0 1.1 0.0 1 3.8 44.8
Wa 0.4 0.4 3 32.2 2.4 14.3 0.1 27 0.4 36.4
Ro 0.0 0.0 1 1.6 0.7 15.6 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Fo 66. 6 48.6 14 1070.6 1.6 2.5 641 16 910.4 80.7
Ru 19.8 5.1 37 120.3 9.5 3.3 179 40 100.6 68. 6
0P 0.0 0.0 2 4.7 0.1 1.3 0.0 2 3.0 37.6
PT 0.7 0.5 2 749 0.3 1.4 0.6 2 66.7 49.0
B Bu 2.6 0.8 26 22.2 3.0 2.2 2.0 34 13.2 66. 6
Gr 1.8 0.4 38 10.6 4.2 3.3 1.0 55 4.2 75.2
oL 0.5 0.4 4 257 0.6 2.1 0.4 5 16.0 67.4
0t 6.6 0.6 119 124 10.3 2.3 4.6 166 6.3 70.8
Wa 1.3 0.9 75 3.9 4.3 4.0 0.8 23 1.9 68. 6
Ro 0.2 0.1 8 5.9 4.2 22.1 0.0 0 0.0 53.4
Fo 39.1 24.4 12 732.9 6.3 2.8 3.6 14 604.8 11.3
Ru 39.9 25.6 49 183.0  12.5 4.1 37.3 51  164.4 87.1
oP 1.9 0.4 19 22.1 1.6 1.5 1.5 21 16. 4 41.0
Bu 1.7 0.2 33 112 2.5 1.7 1.2 49 5.3 79.4
c Gr 2.0 0.4 38 118 3.0 1.8 1.4 54 5.9 82.6
oL 0.9 0.6 12 17.6 0.7 1.3 0.8 13 13.8 51.8
™ 1.9 0.6 12 35.8 3.5 4.2 1.3 42 6.7 68. 4
0t 10.1 2.2 9% 240 10.9 2.4 1.4 124 13.4 66. 9
Wa 2.4 1.2 170 3.2 1.2 3.7 1.3 135 2.2 74.3
Ro 0.2 0.6 6 8.1 4.3 20.4 1.3 11 26.8 0.0

1548 Metrics;

%LAND: T H#h#kEEIE (%) Percentage of Landscape, AWMSI: EIEE AT {TEHAZIKIEFE Area-Weighted
Mean Shape Index, CYLAND: 37 L!) 7E|£&(%) Core Area Percentage of Landscape, NCA: a7 T 7

Number of Core Areas

T T Land cover;

Fo: ##% Forest, SF: jE#h#K Swamp Forest, Ru: I Ls Rubber, OP: 7754 Oil Palm, PT: ¥'Y# Pine Tree,
Bu: &K Bush, Gr: Ei#th Grass, OL: Bt Open Land, TM: R X 1L (BEXHEY) Tin Mine, Ot: ZDth ({¥=E
#Z) Other Land, Wa: K% GAIJII. ;&. j#) Water, Ro:3 8 Road
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