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Abstract: Connectivity is one of the important issues in the context of natural resources due to its potential in preventing 

the impact of habitat fragmentation. Landscape forest connectivity facilitates organism movement, genetic exchange, and 

other ecological material flows. Loss of connectivity may result declining of ecosystem production and cut the material flows 

within the forest ecosystems. Connectivity degree is needed to determine the management strategy of forest landscape as a 

wildlife habitat. This paper defines connectivity index of forest landscape in Batang Toru watershed, and describes 

correlation between connectivity with ecological indicators, biophysical and anthropogenic factors. Landsat satellite 

imageries acquired in 1989, 2001 and 2013 were used to detect land cover in several different years. Fragstat was used to 

generate landscape metrics.  Landscape metrics were analyzed using a scoring method to determine the connectivity index of 

forest landscape. A Pearson correlation analysis was performed to obtain a correlation between connectivity index and the 

distance from roads, the distance from rivers, elevation and slope. The study found that the landscape connectivity tend to 

decline over the period from 1989 to 2013. The lowest connectivity index was found in the downstream area of Batang Toru 

watershed. Areas with low connectivity index were identified as having a relatively low diversity index of tree species. The 

connectivity index of forest landscape has a positive correlation with the distance from roads and the distance from rivers. 
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1. Introduction 

Connectivity has become a primary issue in various 

studies due to its potential in mitigating the impacts of 

habitat fragmentation [1, 3]. Improving ecosystem 

connectivity is one of the main objectives of forest 

landscape management [36] besides maintaining the 

stability and integrity of natural ecosystems [10]. As was 

shown in the study [41], the establishment of certain bird 

community was supported by the change in the surrounding 

landscape, not in the site where the animals live. Forest 

landscape connectivity can be evaluated and improved 

through reforestation around the forest [18, 19]. 

The measures of landscape connectivity were influenced 

by different aspects of landscape structure [20] and 

landscape connectivity is a poorly defined concept and the 

same landscape may have different connectivity values 

when different measures of landscape connectivity were 

used. Nevertheless there are two general predictions that are 

able to explain landscape connectivity measures, i.e. (1) a 

significant increase in inter-patches distance decreased 

landscape connectivity, and (2) the effect of constituent 

elements of landscape connectivity was smaller than the 

effect of habitat elements. Landscape connectivity is as a 

degree of spatial connectivity among landscape elements 

such as patches, corridors, and matrix [16, 17]. Patch 

connectivity emphasized on a number as well as a series of 

habitat patches and the Euclidean distance or effective 

distance between the patches [4]. Corridor connectivity 

indicated a linear connection and its distribution can be 

improved through connectivity restoration [9, 21]. 

Connectivity matrix can be used to evaluate overall 
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landscape mosaic, including landscape matrix to maintain 

maximum landscape continuity of non-built areas [27]. Thus, 

landscape mosaic is important as a whole, not only as 

landscape counterparts [1]. 

Connectivity is related to the functional connectivity 

within the landscape and not merely a physical connection 

among landscape elements. Connectivity is actually more 

than just a physical connection but also include a resistance 

to movement due to barrier or land use type. In general, 

landscape connectivity emphasized not only the spatial 

characteristics but also the ecological processes and the 

organism movement (functional connectivity). There is a 

tendency to focus how landscape structure was spatially and 

simply managed through its mapping, than to see what the 

landscape is and how will it be. However the challenge is the 

lack of understanding of ecology during planning, while the 

ecological effect within the network is quite real. This can be 

resolved by linking the scientific characteristics of 

functional connectivity when designing sustainable 

landscape planning. 

Some studies and literatures only emphasized natural 

landscape study at local scale. However if we take a look at 

its relation as well as its effects on existing lives inside it, 

there is connection that geographically cover a much larger 

area, for instance at regional scale or a watershed. The 

restoration of habitat connectivity is the application of 

landscape ecology concept and metrics. Connectivity is 

extremely important and is a tangible characteristic of 

landscape. This is a parameter of landscape functions and is 

a major issue in assessing as well as planning biodiversity 

conservation. A well-understood fact is that connectivity is 

important for the disturbance on plants and animals in a 

fragmented landscape [27, 28]. 

Connectivity is fundamental to spatial concept that 

supports some land-use planning and conservation strategy 

[42]. Connectivity metrics can be applied to model ecological 

processes, e.g. to obtain average isolation and predict relative 

connectivity of habitat islands [22, 37]. Connectivity metrics 

are based on network theory [27, 28]. Connectivity can be 

improved through landscape restoration. Restoration can be 

considered to speed up the succession. A restoration decision 

making can be made through landscape modeling [44] as well 

as landscape connectivity approach. In some cases, most of 

the analysis methods of connectivity metrics were supported 

by spatial data [38]. Sites in areas of high landscape 

connectivity level will be given a priority in conducting 

restoration activity. These can be identified through the 

application of landscape ecology principles focusing on 

population dynamics, to provide information on each stage of 

restoration decision-making process [32]. Nevertheless, it is 

practically difficult to assess which landscape ecosystem that 

deserves to be main priority for restoration. However this can 

be solved if the potential ecological characteristics in the 

context of its ecosystem structure and function can be 

recognized during ecological restoration [7, 21]. Thus the 

purpose of this study is to obtain landscape connectivity 

indices and its correlation with forest landscape ecology 

indicators, biophysical and anthropogenics factor. 

2. Material and Methods 

2.1. Study Area 

The study was conducted in Batang Toru watershed which 

consists of Puli, Sarula and Batang Toru Hilir 

sub-watersheds, Sumatera Utara Province-Indonesia. The 

study area was located between 1º 10’ 36.6” – 1º 10’ 36.47” 

N and 98º 23’ 48.22” - 98º 49’ 15” E (Fig. 1). The study was 

conducted from September 2013 to January 2014. The study 

area covered an area of 202,277 ha at elevation of around 0 

to 2,000 m above the sea. Based on its topography, the study 

area consists of flat area (0% - 1 %) of around 75.66% of the 

total area and a quite steep to steep area (> 15%) of around 

24.34% of the total area. Oldeman’s climate classification 

type divides the study area into 3 climate types, namely A 

(Tapanuli Utara), D1 (Tapanuli Selatan) and A (Tapanuli 

Tengah). Based on the Decree of the Indonesia Minister of 

Forestry No. 44 Year 2005, the study area consists of 

Conservation Forest (0.06%), Nature Reserve Forest 

(6.27%), Production Forest (39.10%), Protection Forest 

(2.93%), Limited Production Forest (12.55%) and other uses 

(39.08%). Nature reserve forest, protection forest and 

conservation forest were managed by the Ministry of 

Forestry and were important sites for the diversity in the 

Sumatra Island. It is also a habitat of Sumatera orang utan 

(Pongo abelii). Batang Toru forest has biodiversity richness 

as a home of thousand species of flora and fauna such as 67 

mammals species, 287 birds species, 110 types of 

herpetofauna, and 688 plant species [33, 34] 

2.2. Materials  

The study used satellite imagery, i.e. Landsat TM 1989, 

Landsat ETM 2001 and Landsat 8 OLI 2013 path/row 

128/059, contour map, road network map, and river map. In 

addition, vegetation data from field measurements was used 

as supporting data.  Data on vegetation was measured on a 

plot that has a size of 50 m x 50 m which was divided into 4 

quadrants that has a size of 25 m x 25 m respectively.  Field 

survey activity used GPS, haga hypsometre, phi band, 

compass, and talley sheet.  While data analysis tools 

consisted of Erdas Imagine 9.1 that was used to interpret 

satellite imagery, Arc GIS to perform spatial data analysis, 

Fragstat 3.3 to create landscape metrics, Excel and SPSS 

vers 16 to perform statistical data analysis.  
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Figure 1. Study area 

2.3. Data Analysis 

For the interpretation of satellite imagery, a supervised 

classification method was used. The result of satellite 

imagery interpretation was examined for its accuracy using 

Overall accuracy and Kappa accuracy [23].  Accuracy test 

was performed using 140 field check-points to test the 

accuracy of 2013 landsat image classification.  Land cover 

map data of 1990 and 2001 published by the Ministry of 

Forestry of Republic of Indonesia were used to validate 

accuracy of image classification of 1989 and 2001. 

Forest landcover type was analyzed using Fragstat 3.3, to 

obtain forest landscape metrics [29, 30]. Then each forest 

landscape metrics was classified into 5 (five) classes and 

was scored using Likert scale. Landscape metrics for 

determining the connectivity of forest landscape was the 

interconnectedness between forest patches (connectance) as 

well as the extent and compactness of forest patches (radius 

of gyration) (Table 1). The scores were summed 

algebraically. Equation 1 is used to convert the total score 

into 0 – 1 value [24]. Meanwhile the vegetation 

measurement data was analyzed to obtain species diversity 

index value, basal area factor and stand density [25, 26].  
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Notes : 

Ind_FLC  = index value of forest landscape 

connectivity 

scoretotal  =  total score as input 

scoretot- min =  minimum value of total score 

scoretot-max  =  maximum value of total score 

ind_FLCmax =  maximum index of forest landscape 

connectivity (converted value) 

ind_FLCmin =  minimum index of forest landscape 

connectivity (converted value) 

The result of connectivity index calculation was further 

classified into 5 (five) forest landscape connectivity degree 

(FLC). Each class used the same value range of 0.2 so that 

the five classes are as follows: very low FLC (0 – 0.2), low 

FLC (0.21 – 0.40), moderate FLC (0.41 – 0.60), high FLC 

(0.61 – 0.80) and very high FLC (0.81 – 1.00). In order to 

obtain a correlation pattern between FLC and the ecological 

indicators, trend analysis correlation between diversity 

indices and forest patch size with FLC value was conducted. 

Table 1. Landscape metrics used in the connectivity analysis of forest landscape. 

Metric Code Description Value Score 

Connectance CONN 

Connectance is defined on the number of functional joining 

between patches of the same type, where each pair of patches is 

either connected or not based on a user-specified distance 

criterion. Connectance is reported as a percentage of the 

maximum possible connectance given the number of patches. 

<20 

20 – 40 

40 – 60 

60 – 80 

>80 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Radius of 

gyration 
GYRATE 

Radius of gyration is a measure of patch extent; thus it is effected 

by both patch size and patch compaction. Note that the choice of 

the 4-neighbor or 8-neighbor rule for delineating patches will 

have an impact on this metric. 

<200 

200-400 

400-600 

600 – 800 

>800 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

 

3. Results and Discussions 

3.1. Landscape Metrics of Batang Toru Watershed 

Fragstat analysis generated value of connectivity 

parameter, i.e. connectan index of landscape, and radius of 

gyration. It can explain connectivity of forests landscape 

[11]. Forest connectivity decrease during period of 1989 - 

2013. The decrease was depicted by the landscape metric 

value of radius of gyration that decrease from the range of 

400-700 m in 1989 to around 50 – 200 in 2013 (Fig. 2-a). 

The connectance value also tend to decrease from around 3 – 

9 % in 1989 to around 0-2 % in 2013 (Fig. 2-b). 
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Figure 2. Landscape metric values of radius of gyration (a) and connectan (b) during 1989 – 2013 

3.2. Connectivity Index of Forest Landscape and 

Ecological Indicators 

Connectivity index was developed based on landscape 

metrics of connectan and radius of gyration index. Forest 

landscape connectivity map show that most of the forests in 

sub-watershed of Puli have high (index value of around 

0.6-0.8) and very high connectivity (connectivity index > 

0.80).  High forest landscape connectivity (0.6-0.8) was 

found distributed along Sumatra road that through Sipirok 

and Sarula city. If the forest landscapes have been restored, it 

will connect forests around them.  The connectivity will 

enhance the functional relationship of forest ecosystem.  

High connectivity degree was usually found in more 

compact forest, while low connectivity was found in the 

fragmented forests. 

Connectivity forest landscape index was mapped as 

illustrated in Fig. 3. Connectivity index map of 1989 show 

distribution of connectivity degree of forest patch of Batang 

Toru watershed. High connectivity index was found mostly 

in sub-watershed of Sarula while very low connectivity 

index was found in sub-watershed of Batang Toru Hilir.  

Low connectivity index was found in small size forest 

patches.  However, connectivity index map of 2013 show 

that most of Puli sub watershed area have medium 

connectivity degree, while high connectivity was found in 

forest patches in sub-watershed of Sarula. 

 

Figure 3. Forest connectivity index in 1989 (a) and 2013 (b) in Batang Toru 

watershed 

Table 2 show that sub-watershed of Sarula has a relatively 

large area of very high connectiviy degree compared to 

sub-watersheds Puli and Batang Toru Hilir. While 

sub-watersheds of Batang Toru Hilir and Puli have 

connectivity degree about 2,490 ha and 2,533 ha 

respectively. Due the location of sub-watershed of Batang 

Toru Hilir which is in the downstream part of watershed, the 

distance between the remaining forests are getting farther. It 

is similar to sub-watershed Puli which is located in the 

upstream and middle parts of Batang Toru watershed.  

Table 2. Total area distribution of forest connectivity degree in each 

sub-watershed in 2013 

Degree of 

connectivity 

Total area (ha) 

Total Batang 

Toru Hilir 
Puli Sarulla 

Highest connectivity 2 4 16,646 16,655 

High connectivity 17,306 2 1,560 18,878 

Moderate connectivity 857 21,767 818 23,445 

Low connectivity 2,490 2,533 0 5,024 

Lowest connectivity 62,096 50,438 26,699 139,276 

Total 82,751 74,743 45,724 203,277 

Correlation analysis between ecological indicators and 

connectivity index shows correlation between connectivity 

index and ecological responses, that is species diversity 

index of Shannon-Whinner (H’). The relationship follow 

polynomial model. The equation was y = 5.437x
2
 + 6.967x - 

0.217 with a determination coefficient value of 64.4 %.  

The y was species diversity index value and x was forest 

connectivity index of each patch.  Fig. 4 ilustrated that the 

species diversity index value increase while the connectivity 

index increase close to 0.7.  High connectivity will enhance 

the material flow and change the biological processes [12], 

reduce the threat of extinction and provide protection from 

interferences [35]. The connectivity index describes the 

existing condition of forest landscape. It can’t ilustrate 

clearly the effect of connectivity index on species diversity 

in certain forest landscape.  Landscape history is needed to 

more explain the correlation between species diversity and 

forest landscape connectivity [28]. 
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Figure 4. Correlation between forest connectivity index and diversity index 

The loss of natural connectivity of an ecosystem is the 

biggest threat in the distribution of wildlife and the living 

capability, and biodiversity conservation in general. This 

required more serious attention especially on improving of 

connectivity in habitat conservation and landscape. The 

maintenance and restoration of landscape connectivity has 

become a central issue in ecology and biodiversity 

conservation because landscape connectivity facilitates 

organism movement, genetic exchange, and the flow of 

other ecological materials [8]. Organism movement that is 

considered in determining forest landscape connectivity of 

Batang Toru watershed is orangutan as its endemic species. 

The need for habitat among endemic flora and fauna is a 

central key in biodiversity conservation as well as the 

stability and integrity of natural ecosystem [6, 39, 40]. Thus 

it is highly important to consider connectivity as a basis in 

conservation planning and landscape change analysis. 

3.3. Forest Landscape Connectivity Index and 

Accessibility 

Human factor and biophysical condition affect the forest 

landscape connectivity index. Human activities are 

generally supported by the presence of infrastructure to 

access the forest, i.e. road and river networks, as well as field 

biophysical condition that is slope and elevation. Pearson 

correlation can explain the correlation level forest landscape 

connectivity with the distance from road, distance from river, 

elevation and slope (Table 3). 

Table 3. Pearson correlation between connectivity index and species 

diversity index, distance from road, distance from river, elevation, and slope  

Variable Sub watershed 
Pearson 

correlation 

Significant 

level 

Shannon-win

ner index 
Batang Toru Hilir 0.240 ns 

 
Puli 0.240 ns 

 
Sarula 0.240 ns 

Distance from 

road 
Batang Toru Hilir 0.863** 0.010 

 
Puli 0.868** 0.010 

 
Sarula 0.690* 0.050 

Distance from 

river 
Batang Toru Hilir 0.934** 0.010 

 
Puli 0.957* 0.050 

 
Sarula 0.944* 0.050 

Elevation Batang Toru Hilir -0.563* 0.050 

 
Puli 0.539 ns 

 
Sarula 0.749** 0.010 

Slope Batang Toru Hilir -0.551* 0.050 

 
Puli 0.540 ns 

 
Sarula 0.749** 0.010 

The high correlation between connectivity index and the 

distance from road was found in Puli sub-watershed while 

the low correlation was found in Sarula sub watershed. 

However, the high correlation with the distance from river 

was found in Puli sub-watershed, the lowest correlation is in 

Batang Toru Hilir sub-watershed. Forest near the road and 

river has high distubance to the forest. The farther away 

from the road and river, the connectivity tends to be higher 

(Fig. 5 and Fig. 6). This is triggered by the river and road 

that has become an indirect cause of forest damage [39]. The 

road will attract human to change land use and land cover. 

Human will change the forest into cultivation land and 

gather forest products [43], thus trigger land use change. The 

high of deforestation degree is trigger by closeness of 

connection between forest and human settlement [31]. Its 

distribution and pattern follow the road, since the road 

trigger settlement establishment.  Land forest clearing for 

agriculture was conducted near road and has left only a small 

part of forest among cleared land [2, 13, 15]. Further, the 

road increase connectivity among settlement centre that 

could threat forests sustainability [14, 31].   

 

Figure 5. Connectivity index and distance from main road 
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Figure 6. Connectivity index and distance from river 

In Sarula sub watershed, connectivity index of forest 

landscape raise with the increasing of elevation (Fig. 7). 

Forest in steep and difficult accessibility area have less 

human disturbance [5]. A contrast situation was found out in 

Batang Toru Hilir sub-watershed that was the higher its 

elevation the lower its connectivity index. The remaining 

forests in Batang Toru Hilir sub-watershed have high 

elevation and were disturbed, while forests in low elevation 

were more maintenaced and monitored. Slope has no 

correlation with the connectivity index of forest landscape in 

Puli sub-watershed. A significant positive correlation 

between connectivity index of forest landscape and slope 

was found in Sarula sub-watershed. The higher of slope, the 

higher of connectivity index of forest landscape. Meanwhile, 

a negative correlation was found in Batang Toru Hilir 

sub-watershed that is the higher of slope, the lower of the 

connectivity index of forest landscape (Fig. 8). Forest 

landscape as a wildlife habitat should have high connectivity. 

Connectivity will be obtained from a relatively large and 

compact forest ecosystem. Effective conservation and 

restoration strategy would reinstate the forest ecosystem 

function [39]. 

 

Figure 7. Connectivity index and elevation 

 

Figure 8. Connectivity index and slope class 

4. Conclusion 

The degree of forest landscape connectivity at Batang Toru 

watershed tend to decrease during 1989-2013. Sub watershed 

of Batang Toru Hilir has the low degree of forest connectivity. 

Ecological indicator i.e diversity index could be indicated by 

the degree of forest landscape connectivity. The accessibility 

to the forest increases the disturbance to the forest so that it 

will reduce the connectivity degree of forest landscape. 

However,  as the wildlife habitat, Batang Toru forest 

landscape connectivity could be maintenance and enhanced 

by restoring or rehabiliting of fragmented forest.  

Acknowledgement 

This research is part of PhD thesis of the first author 

funded by SEAMEO-BIOTROP DIPA 2013.  The authors 

extend deeply acknowledgment to the Ministry of Education 

and Culture – Republics Indonesia for scholarship and 

support to accomplish this paper.  Sincerely appreciation is 

also extended to anonymous reviewer for correction and 

comments.  

 



 Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 2014; 3(3): 147-154 153 

 

 

References 

[1] Anderson B, and C.N. Jenkins, Applying nature’s design: 
corridors as a strategy for biodiversity conservation. 
Columbia University Press, New York USA, 2006. 

[2] Arima, E.Y., R.T. Walker, S.G. Perz and M. Caldas, “Looger 
and forest fragmentation behaviour model of road building in 
the Amazon Basin”. Annal of the Association of American 
Geography, 95, pp, 525 – 541, 2005.  

[3] Batistella, M., S. Eduardo, Brondizio, F. Emilio and Moran, 
“Comparative analysis of landscape fragmentation in 
Rondônia, Brazilian Amazon”. International Archives of 
Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing, 33, pp, 148-155, 2000. 

[4] Broquet, T., N. Ray, E. Petit,  H.M. Fryxell and F. Burel, 
“Genetic isolation by distance and landscape connectivity in 
the American marten (Martes americana)”. Landscape 
Ecology, 21, pp: 877-889, 2006.   

[5] Cabral, D. C., S.R. Freitas and J.T. Fiszon, “Combining 
sensors in landscape ecology: imagery based and farm level 
analysis in study human driven forest fragmentation”. 
Sociedade & Natureza, 19, pp, 69-87, 2007. 

[6] Collinge, S.K. “Effects of grassland fragmentation on insect 
species loss, colonization, and movement patterns”. Ecology, 
81, pp, 2211–2226, 2000. 

[7] Cortina J.  “Ecosystem structure, function, and restoration 
success: are they related”.  Journal for Nature Conservation,  
Elsevier,  14,  pp,  152 – 160,  2006.   

[8] Crooks, K.R.  and M. Sanjayan (Eds.), Connectivity 
conservation. Cambridge University Press, New York. 
Clergeau and Burel 1997, 2006. 

[9] Davies, Z. and A. Pullin, “Are hedgerows effective corridors 
between fragments of woodland habitat? An evidence-based 
approach”. Landscape Ecology, 22, pp: 333-351, 2007. 

[10] Decout, S., S. Manel, C. Miaud, and S. Luque, “Connectivity 
and landscape patterns in human dominated landscape: a case 
study with the common frog Rana temporaria”, 2010. 
www.symposcience.org [2 December 2011] 

[11] Fahrig, L. “Effect of habitat fragmentation on biodiversity”. 
Annual review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics, 34(1), 
pp, 487-515, 2003 

[12] Fahrig, L. and G. Merriam, “Habitat patch connectivity and 
population survival” Ecology, 66, pp: 1762-1768, 1985.  

[13] Fearnside, P.M. “Brazil’s Cuiaba – Santarem (BR-163) 
Higway”. The Environmental Management, 39, pp, 601-614, 
2007 

[14] Fearnside, P.M. “Will urbanization cause deforested area to 
be abandoned in Brazilian Amazon?” Environmental 
Conservation, 35, pp: 197 – 199,  2008. 

[15] Feraz,, S.F.B., C.A. Vettorazzi, D.M. Theobald, and M.V.R. 
Ballester, “Landscape dynamic of Amazonia deforestation 
between 1984 and 2002 in Central Rendonia Brazil: 
Assessment and Future Scenario”. Forest Ecology and 
Management, 204, pp, 67-83, 2005. 

[16] Forman, R.T.T. and M. Godron, Landscape Ecology. New 
York, Wiley, 1986 

[17] Forman, R.T.T. Land Mosaics: The ecology of landscapes 
and regions (2nd Ed.), Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 1995. 

[18] Garcia, S. “Estimating landscape fragmentation form satellite 
images; the high of sensor spatial resolution. Remote Sensing 
for Agriculture”. Ecosystem Hydrology, Proc. SPIE 5232, pp 
668-675, 2004.  

[19] García-Feceda, C., S. Saura and R. Elena-Rossellóa, 
“Improving landscape connectivity in forest districts: A 
two-stage process for prioritizing agricultural patches for 
reforestation”. Forest Ecology and Management, 261, pp. 
154–161, 2011. 

[20] Goodwin, B.J. and L. Fahrig, “How does landscape structure 
influence landscape connectivity?” OIKOS 99, pp, 552–570, 
2002. 

[21] Graves, T., S. Farley, M. Goldstein and C. Serheen, 
“Identification of functional corridors with movement 
characteristics of brown bears on the Kenai Peninsula, 
Alaska”. Landscape Ecology,  22, pp, 765-772, 2007. 

[22] Gustafson, E.J. “Quantifying landscape spatial pattern: what 
is the state of the art”. Ecosystems, 1, pp, 143-156, 1998. 

[23] Jaya, I.N.S. Analysis citra dijital: perspektif penginderaan 
jauh untuk pengelolaan sumberdaya alam.  Bogor (ID), 
Institut Pertanian Bogor, 2009.   

[24] Jaya, I.N.S., R. Boer and Samsuri. Developing fire risk index 
in Central Kalimantan. International Research Institute and 
Bogor Agricultural University. A Project Report, 2007. 

[25] Kreb, C.J. Ecological Methods. Columbia (US), Harper 
Collins Publisher, 1989.  

[26] Kusmana, C.  Metode Survey Vegetasi. Bogor (ID),   PT. 
Penerbit Institut Pertanian Bogor, 1997. 

[27] Levin, N. and H. Lahav, “Landscape continuity analysis: A 
new approach to conservation planning in Israel”.  
Landscape and Urban Planning,  79, pp,  53-64,  2007. 

[28] Lindborg, R. and O.Eriksson, “Historical landscape 
connectivity affects present plant Species diversity”. Ecology, 
85(7), pp, 1840–1845, 2004. 

[29] McGarigal K. “Landscape Metrics”, 1995. 
http://www.umass.edu/landeco/pubs/mcgarigal.marks.1995. 
[7 September 2011] 

[30] McGarigal, K. and B.J. Marks, B. J. “FRAGSTATS: spatial 
pattern analysis program for quantifying landscape structure”. 
Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-351, 1995 

[31] Nagendra, H., J. Southworth and C. Tucker, “Accessibility as 
a determinant of landscape transformation in Westeren 
Honduras”. Landscape and Urban Planning, 83, pp, 154 – 
167,  2003.  

[32] Nikolakaki, P. “A GIS Site Selection process for habitat 
creation: estimating connectivity of habitat patches”. 
Landscape and Urban Planning, 68, 77-94, 2004.  

[33] Perbatakusuma, E.A. and F. Kaprawi, “Kajian spasial lahan 
kritis berbasis sistim informasi geografis untuk rehabilitasi 
kawasan koridor satwa liar dan harangan desa di kawasan 
hutan Batang Toru” Report Project, Konsorsium Ikon 
Koridor to Sigadis, 2011a 



154 Samsuri et al.:  Connectivity and Ecological Indicators Analysis of Tropical Forest Landscape in Batang  

Toru Watershed - Indonesia 

[34] Perbatakusuma, E.A. and A. Damanik, “Pengelolaan sumber 
daya alam di konsesi usaha perusahaan swasta : penekanan 
pada kawasan bernilai konservasi tinggi di lansekap hutan 
Batang Toru – Taman Nasional Batang Gadis”. Report 
Project, Konsorsium Ikon Koridor to Sigadis, 2011b 

[35] Saunders, D.A., R.J. Hobb and C.R. Marques, “Biological 
consequences of ecosystem fragmentation, a review”. 
Conservation Biology, (5), pp, 18-32, 1991.   

[36] Saura, S., P. Vogt,  J. Velázquezc, A. Hernandoa and R. 
Tejeraa, “Key structural forest connectors can be identified 
by combining landscape spatial pattern and network 
analyses”. Forest Ecology and Management, 262, pp, 
150–160, 2011.  

[37] Schumaker, N. “Using landscape indices to predicts habitat 
connectivity”. Ecology, 77(4), pp, 1210-1225, 1996. 

[38] Selman, P. Planning at the landscape scale. New York, NY, 
Routledge, 2006. 

[39] Simone, R.F., T.J. Hawbaker, P.M. Jean. “Effects of roads, 
topography, and land use on forest cover dynamics in the 

Brazilian Atlantic”. Forest Ecology and Management, 259 
(3),pp, 410–417, 2010 

[40] Taylor, P.D., L. Fahrig, K. Henein and N.G. Merriam, 
“Connectivity is a vital element of landscape”, 1993. 

[41] Tena, A.G., L. Brotons and S. Saura, “Effects of forest 
landscape change and management on the range expansion of 
forest bird species in the Mediterranean region”. Forest 
Ecology and Management, 259, pp, 1338–1346, 2010.  

[42] Van Lier, H.N. “Sustainable land use planning. An editorial 
commentary”. Landscape Urban Planning, 41, pp, 79-82, 
1998. 

[43] Verburg, P.H., W. Soephoer, A. Veldkamp, R. Limpiada and V. 
Espaldon, “Modeling the spatial dynamics of regional 
landuse the CLUE’S”. Model Environmental Management, 
30, pp, 391-405, 2002. 

[44] Xi, W.M. “Landscape modeling for forest restoration 
planning and assessment: lessons from the Southern 
Appalachian Mountains”. Journal of Forestry, 106 (4), pp, 
191-197, 2008. 

 


