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Landscape ecological risk assessment of county
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Abstract: [Objective] The geographic national conditions data was used to quantitatively study the change
trend of landscape ecological risk at the county scale. [Method] Based on the geographic and national
conditions data supported by the GIS technology and Fragstats 4.2 software, the landscape index were selected
and the geo-statistical methods were used to analyzed the dynamic changes of landscape, spatial-temporal
changes of landscape ecological risks and human disturbance activities in Susong County from 2015 to 2017.
[Result] In the northwest, landscape fragmentation, landscape separation, landscape fractional dimension, the
level of landscape diversity and landscape ecological risks were all lower; In the central and southeast,
landscape fragmentation, landscape separation, and landscape sub-dimension were higher which shows that the
landscape distribution structure was more complicated, and the landscape ecological risk was higher; The low
ecological risk areas, lower ecological risk areas, and medium ecological risk areas were decreasing, while the
areas of higher ecological risk areas and high ecological risk areas were increasing. [Conclusion] From 2015 to

2017, the degree of landscape ecological risk in Susong County increased, and the ecological risk level was
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transformed from a lower level to an adjacent higher level. The ecological risk levels of mineral resource areas,
fish and rice towns, transportation hub towns, agricultural areas, and mountain tourist areas were arranged in
order from high to low. [Ch, 6 fig. 6 tab. 32 ref.]

Key words: landscape index; land use; geographical conditions; ecological risk; Susong County
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Figure 3 Spatial distribution map of landscape fragmentation in 2015 and 2017
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Figure 6  Spatial distribution map of landscape ecological risk index in Susong County in 2015 and 2017
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