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ABSTRACT

Nowadays, a satellite image is widely utilized in identifying and predicting urban spatial growth. It
provides essential informations on horizontal expansion of urbanized areas. However, its usefulness
becomes very limited in analyzing density of urban development. On the contrary, zonal data, typically
census data, provides various density information such as population, number of houses, floor
information within a given zone. The problem of the zonal data in analyzing urban growth is that the
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2 Urban Growth Analysis Through Satellite Image and Zonal Data

size of the zone is too big. The minimum administration unit, Dong, is too big to match the satellite
images. This study tries to derive synergy effects by matching the merits of the two information

sources-~ image data and zonal data. For this purpose, basic statistical unit(census block size) is

utilized as a zonal unit. By comparing the image and zonal data of 1985 and 2000 of Daegu metropolitan
area, this study concludes that urban growth pattern is better explained when the two types of data are

properly used.

KEYWORDS: Urban Growth Analysis. Satellite Image. Zonal Data, Land Cover, GIS
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FIGURE 1. Land use by basic statistical unit
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FIGURE 2. Geometric correction of image data and zonal data



ENAREAA SRR PARR SO AT 97 / UMY - H54 - WHS - AN 5

2

AYGH) PRENARY FIBARRY
Egol g MEPHHI A B 479 24
e hes 2ok AN, 44949 EXYE
242 B¢ AsAe BAH &4 set B4
A4S A7k BHEss FAANEE o8
@ wEunste o] wm AM, FzadT
FAARE olgstel AZKS BEY o)
TAE Aol @ SYet SOz oFofa
o EXNEEAR YEEHY FAHA 49
& g3t gk

1. MY EXTEEN
1 71523

g 73R L gL JAAHE T ol F
o} Fth

gArel 71t AL WA 198597 200049
Landsat 9A4& Erdas Imagine® Import 71%
£ 0|43l data typeZ imaginedlA Al&E
T AEE Yk o] HAAAA FdAEE ¥
g 7le3d AHE A Wik 7|EFHe=
UTM HEAAE G 5 Uk gukze
2 7gaAde 9AEE ] 8% Image to
Imagest FAAZE o83 BAQ Image to
Map®.Ao] glor B dForxe WA 20004
Jgarg F=AgSQ 125000 FARNPEY A4
714 (Ground Control Point: GCP)E ©]£&-3}
o] Image to Map2.E HAs 1 £, 19859

TABLE 1. Classification item of land cover

FAe lERAE 20008 FFE MRz
Image to Image WH o2 7|8t8A st A
A, A48 EXYERRYG FHEAE E
Aol &ARE v} AYME 7|2GEAT T
AR A} 1:250009] FAAPES} AAA
HFHo2 AHIYT AEARS 72T
AANEE YA}EE AT (7Y 2 F2).

2) EXVEEF

B d7Y EXYE RIS #HF
(1999)¢] EAFEEFAAE Fusld A7HA]
(Urban land), At&(Forest), 2A(Grass), &7
A(Agriculture), <A(Water), }&(Barren
Land)e] 67}A12 ARG FHIAZAME
ERdEy 2ExE nejste Bo AEstst
o EF F A AFRFIELE TR
AN7HAE FAA, AA(FR) - AEAY, o
Z, FFANAEES THEE AGeH AR F
AL FFAQeA vlF] ozt o FA YEYE
AL Bt HFE BHoR AAFHoE Y
Wy X9 A EBo] BT orld HIHEE
gt FAAE = 2 45 5 A¥ANE
D3y, B dFoAE ol AFE BF B3
A2 BojA BEHIAY 1de 844, IS
F EEY T Adozy QIFHoE =AHE
Fgg ujdtt, 24 1A, FLY, AT
Qo] HAZEt YA AFAY, Brise 2y
A, v ge] THEEE B

gate] ERuEel oNE BEERG T

o

=RES NS &S
Urban land FAA, AGAA(FH), 2AAA, LFAA, TEANEE F
Forest g4+, J49, €59 F
Grass X, B2 24T
Agriculture = % 4549 F
Water 4, &4
Barren AR, 27159 B, vpEAY hde] AAFTYA AY)




6 Urban Growth Analysis Through Satellite Image and Zonal Data

=879 89U (hybrid method)E ©o]&3}
Aot ZEEFE IS BAsE Algol 94
o EXFe UFd EXUE ZFHE FAEA
T2t RE 3428 FE3eE HAFEHY &
1eEFE 5= Wl ol FHEXYE
AARsa 23 - HEIE dgoz o]Fojzr
W FREERE FXAAE B3 dA4e T
gk & F o] FHE oW EFFZ &g
SteA A FE wyolnt

AAAN R AEREFE 94 dAsln 45
oA &FHA e F22 ] £usER
7 3t F 2F A Jeld Z29E yist
Ao AFEFY A Uy #AXYGE g2
Tt mb2 Agldta, yojx] A s
Me ERg5E= B4 8928 dEg + 3
03 dgsEE FHXY(training sample)-& 4
Aate] EFst EFdE olvAE Hrbslh
a8 HFHo2 BE 4o dE) EFIE
< A3 Hrh

2. 8 N2E 8 AJIXIY WY

ARG ABRHS A PHY gy
& B3, 7E2 39% £ vk 29 A8
g A FAH 37 & AREHE 87}

S8t & AbAe) WA o] A e

SR ol AsAshe 3l
AGER A7 B BE WEE OF
stk 2% EA4E 2 die ved

4 wHwe D Agaple el
o, SAUES e AHA FHo
g grian med B AN
EAHE FYEYAY g RAIDI

e ki

4

£ 30 H

EE g %01 7“’{‘}%1‘:]'.

- HQ/'
denszty,-' = UAit
density, : i A%el ¢ A=) Y
HQ/!: i A9 ¢ dx9 Fes

UA/': i 799 t A9 A7tsiwi =

g8 U Ade suUTe FUER Uy
ol 8 & sl 2USE AFTY HAAHH
g3 FYL 2L QFFo|Y, sURE YT
Aotol A AAZ A7 Y A Ho] thgt
Fd$ B AT4E oujgict 7|Ee] EAR
2E URE PFTIER EFHEo Astsig
A P& S£FHYAULE 78 4 YU B

ATelME AlZtstd Aol dg FAAHA F
EdebE 93 H489d o sotg Avbetd
A3 7%
23kg o

g AE5E T3 o] EAE 3

FIGURE 3. Land cover classification by Landsat TM (left:

1985. 10, right: 2000. 10)
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FIGURE 5. Urban area distribution by year (1985, 2000)
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