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County-level Landuse Analysis Based on GIS
—A Case Study of Yangxian

YANG Kun, CHANG Qing-rui, GAO Xin, SUN Ning, YIN Shuting
(College of Resources and Environmeni, Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: By taking Yangxian, Hanzhong City, Shaanxi Province as an example, GIS technology was used to
analyze the type, size, and spatial distribution of land resources in the region. Results are as follows: (1)
The landuse structure was not appropriate and too much land was not used. (2) The analysis of land used, in
view of slope and elevation, indicated that the cultivated land, gardens, and construction sites were concen
trated in the areas with slope less than 8 and elevation less than 800 m above sea level. As slope and eleva-
tion increased, woodlands and pastures became the predominant landuse ty pes.
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