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Temporal and Spatial Variation of Vegetation Coverage in Agro-pastoral Ecotone of the Yellow River Basin Based on GEE Cloud
Platform

FU Zhen,ZHANG Zhi-min,SU Juan et al
Abstract
sin by monitoring the temporal and spatial changes of vegetation cover before and after the implementation of the project of returning farmland

(School of Agriculture,, Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021 )
[ Objective ] To provide a theoretical basis for ecological restoration and sustainable ecological construction in the Yellow River Ba-

to forest and grassland in the farming pastoral ecotone.[ Method ] Using remote sensing images from 1990 to 2020 as the basic data source, the
vegetation coverage in the study area was estimated by pixel dichotomy model,the change trend of vegetation coverage was analyzed by ridge
regression function,and the change trend of vegetation coverage was predicted by Hurst index.[ Result ] The average annual vegetation coverage
in the agro-pastoral ecotone of the Yellow River basin increased from 30.05% in 1990 to 49.19% in 2020, with a growth rate of 0.62%/a (P<
0.05) . After the implementation of the project of returning farmland to forest and grassland, the area recovered increased to 53.11 percentage
points.The area of areas with 0.75<H<1.00 accounts for more than 95% of the study area.[ Conclusion ] The restoration area of fractional vege-
tation coverage in the agro-pastoral ecotone of the Yellow River Basin is much larger than the degraded area,and the vegetation is in a state of
restoration as a whole ,and will maintain the trend of different grades of land areas in the agro-pastoral ecotone of the Yellow River Basin shifted
mainly shifted from low vegetation coverage to medium-low and medium fractional vegetation coverage.The implementation of ecological engi-
neering has a significant role in promoting vegetation in the agro-pastoral ecotone of the Yellow River Basin.
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Fig.1 Location map of the study area
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Fig.4 Spatial distribution characteristics of FVC classification in agro-pastoral ecotone of the Yellow River Basin from 1990 to 2020
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Table 2 Transfer matrix of land area proportion of vegetation coverage at different levels from 2000 to 2020 AT %
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