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Incorporating ecosystem services with ecosystem health for ecological risk
assessment: case study in Changsha-Zhuzhou-Xiangtan urban agglomeration,

China
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Abstract: Based on the ecological risk assessment framework, this study utilized the ecological equivalent method, the
ecological health assessment model, and the related analysis method to implement ecological risk assessment for the
Changsha-Zhuzhou-Xiangtan ( Changzhutan) urban agglomeration and classify the levels of risk. The results showed that
(1) With the urbanization of urban agglomerations on the upgrade, the regionally ecological risks rose simultaneously.
Ecosystem indexes including ecosystem service value, ecosystem organization, ecosystem vitality, and ecosystem resilience
have demonstrated a downward trend. (2) The Pearson correlation coefficient between the artificial surface ratio and the
ecological index indicated that there was a negative correlation between them, and the artificial surface ratio was a key factor
responsible for ecological risk increase. (3) The artificial surface ratio of urban agglomeration should be controlled below
36% for better ecological risk management and land ecological restoration. To sum up, the evaluation framework can serve

as the evaluation endpoint for regional ecological risks.
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ST A BT 7 A 8 R R il B e AR A 2 A A R GUE SR T IRZIMSEN , B U T AR AR R GBS A
R RS RGNS R 1 T B S) ) , R AR S R G B KR, EHT, S R AR A S i A 2
JRUIRSE [P R L 75 7 5% e ) )32 ST, AT AR ARl vl A xo A 285 XU, ) 1, S Bk Tl Pl Rp e 6 e, RO T At
A M TR 2 R DR S T g R R A

PR S XU PP A A 25 PRI B0 7 23 Bk B3 1, 1992 4F by 58 [ B OR B R 1T T A 3 KU E ) 1Y
S PR T A S KR I BFRCHE SR , LIS 27 AT B SR FERE QA T T IR 55 kA5 56 35 20 H
BT, R A5 XUBS: BR3P T R D AR AR B A A A IR (I BRSO H8E AR e i TR 20 T B — A el 2 I
FXEB ARG A MELAZE A PP A ZS KU BT, 2 T 200 AR 25 R GRS 9 B A S KU
TP RELR T AR S RGBS R E S RGN AT MR ML A A 45 A A S R
P2 XS DAL HEA T A 25 XURSE 9 A P AR GRSt B e B AP 202 DR B WFTE TR, — SEBF e 4R AR S
RGN SR HAL IS RGMRSS | 1 BT 2R RO AR S RGERR ™, R A S R
IR S R8I AL S IR BT LY FAR  OF AR S RGP SRR > Rt , 76 X AR 25 XU
PO PP T RDR R S R GRS A S R GUEREANAS &, R, A P RAR D i s A B R GRS S
HZS R G AR G 1R S IR PPAG HESE

TR T A2 0 [ B A o A 1 7 AR R [ It S v 3 i A ) 2 R, S W P 4
T R SR N E BREETS efY BE AR X, AT IEAL THU ik i fe , Tolk Ak R F Be . il iirse
PRSI T A R A 2580 it LRl 7 A DXt 3 A7 O (PR RT3l T 40 09 i I 1™ A A S5 UL ) T S5 WL )
AR SRR A AR SO PREDIR Oy B2, BT, URAREIR TR 1], 45 5 AR B RS s SRS R
GEf R padt TR S KU ITASHESE , 2047 2000 45 F0 2018 A5 KMRIEIR T HEA: B R G MG A B R GRS
IR I 2 AR A KL T 32 HIAR G 3 Mrk AT A 25 XU R 5 N TSR PSR A O AR, Dy S B T A vl e % S 1
HE— PO TT AR 1] A BB S SR AR O B SRR SN B 255

1 FREXHLR

FARTEIA T R A YT WA T B 0 T B A R 0, 2 W A OB L0 SO RO, T A TP G 3 T
b Tl Ak R TR B A ST LA R 7 38 T R DX I M R LA % S 90 i 3 e 3 4 X B IR R AR, 45 6 X
B SR, B IORTTHERR T X R AR SCH SEUERF Y X, ER T XL HE A V> BRI TR =T T X DL S VD B Bk
PHEL IR L2 A 1, 2018 4F AR T IX B9 AT BOX ) RO 8629 km®, LA TT N 912.58 J7 A, GDP
9175.78 4270, FERLIX AL A 1038.51 km* , J&HA 30 T AF HH 3ok i Ak AN A 25 858 A8 T e d 38 10 X8, e A 25 30
W Y 55 2 2 ST S8 5 S0t T kA T A IR AR AR DR X R T = AR RN AR S
TR S T B,

2 HFERBESHRTE

2.1 Bk KAk B

2000 4FEF1 2018 AEAIFFEIX - b A1) HT £k 4 ok 5T o [ B} 2 e 95 5 PR 458 B 2 i vt a0 Dbkt B e
Mo KR R R R R A 6 2R T — kA 9% 45 50 ( Normalized Difference Vegetation Index, NDVI) 3
JEF MODIS 7= (MOD13Q1) o F 402 7= %35 ( Net Primary Production, NPP) RV T 52 K& KFA¥EHsh
2 AT BA ( Numerical Terradynamic Simulation Group, NTSG) . AHICEHE 2SI 43 #ER DL KRR, W3R 1,
SO HGE i FRAGSTATS 4.2 B 0l ) KA g A 1153045 300 4% IR 114 7 0L e o A S L 32 3
G- RIVFOMIEE, SRR T R AP E 2 Fhas (8] 43905 DR 4 T it B 58— 311 5 NDVI
— 20, AR T EOR RIS B G — 1Y 250 m MR R (RIS X A e M P RN — R A e T S TS
DX BEAIE S HSHRE 20TC 0 X 107 8 A v RIS B AR AL . ASBIFSEBOE AR A R R 1 kmx 1 km, 3 9113 4~ 5
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Mo SRIG H REBI RS (9 2 0 HEA T B4 WA AL, S BRI S8 B30 Fh 47 B X0 R e 38 A RURE A 45 3L 19 i
RGETHHEARIEA T BUX R 22 79 A i 1) i

R1 KEREWTHBHEMERE
Table 1 Basic data of CZT urban agglomeration

Hdln 4 px Hink ] PR Bin A I

Data name Data style Time Resolution ratio Data source

T A FAEAE Land use data ESiipets 20002018 4 30 m http : //www.resdc.cn/
bR e % .

H ﬂ’fﬁ?ﬂi?ﬂg& o Hie 2000 2018 4 250 m http ://ladsweb. nascom. nasa.
Normalized difference vegetation index gov/ data

VT2 e

{%m%ifﬁﬁﬁ . i 20002018 4 1000 m http ://www.ntsg. umt. edu/
Net primary productivity

S % )

TR ESiipeis 2018 4 — http ://www.resdc.cn/

Administrative vector

22 Wk
221 AEBKEETHAEHESR

A S U R N R i B U AR B R G R AR AE B RGO O A BRGS0 A8 e, Hor 4R
DRGSR T 548 R GEEH A FEAH FLIE R 0 A A TR 5 1 AR 28 R e (gt B S e 17 25 (] SEAAR A 2ok
B W RS RGN RIS B ARG RS ORI, S RS @R R E
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& EB RGNS SHESRGAEREAS A, BB 24 BT 2N A SR, iR B RS RS AT
figl">>, RXM‘%)%VEWTH?@*”E’JEE,D%?ﬁ%@ﬁ'ﬁtﬁﬁﬁiﬁ’\]iﬂfﬂ/\IEﬂiﬁEm] ,BEIE I e A2 2 R G 4 A T g
FPIRGL , AL 5 A S R G @B VMG, RN, 5N AR R AES RGNS 'ﬁi,u?\?ﬁ&%@lﬁﬁ%ﬁ,_fu
Ay Ay o A 2 ﬂﬁiﬂﬁi,\,tjﬁfﬁﬂzi LA FRAE N Z X A2 R G AR BN B S R 1
e, Z BBV AER RGN E b WAEBRGE R 588 th &, 5 T - Mo A SR A8 Ak B 50L& =) '3&7&%
WHIZE S RV 22 ) iR A S KB R B A G R &
222 iu GEfE VAl
B ARG AS M SER A S RS EE (Ecosystem Health, EH) /KB T 76K 71 T dERp(@REL5H) . H IR IJH 5
‘VR’EE’J B, AT o0oh =28 00 o AL e ) AT
EH = JEV X EO x ER (1)
b, EH RERAESRGEMNE; EV | EO | ER 73 GRS RGN J1 A
R GG 1 (Ecosystem Vigor, EV) J2484E S KRG RHBRCT S 24k 7= 1. A9 RH NPP A 25
AYE itk ©A NP RCR E ZIE NPP RPN A4 8 R G a0 k>
B R G L (Ecosystem Organization, EO) 215 Fhai)ﬁ‘ﬁ%ﬁg%ﬂimi R GRS AR E R S
S BRSO S A 2 R A A R G S BRI S B | SOULE 38 1 A5 SOWLAE £, B AR FR AR
R RABRGALS Hd SO AT A R 2,

R2 SWEBEHTELAXRERE

Table 2 Landscape pattern index formula and explanation

SO HEAX TR R
Landscape metrics Calculation formula Explanation
TrHERL r P RBESB G ; A S BEP AT AR s kS, FRAC 253

FRAC = 2In(——-)/In(4)

Fractal dimension Index

YL, T TR S WU IR B 2R e

S _ < oay’ ay N i FERAITEIAN; A N SULBES i B AR, DIVISION
DIVISION = 1 = 3, (=) PRI OB 5 RO

Landscape division index

SO G i > ZPijln(pij) m NBERRYBEE ; Py Ry i Fj 2T AN A 4R T ML A A

Landscape contagion index CONTAG = 1 + 24/ /;]l o #, CONTAG AT HE R RIS 10 iy 7 X B e 22 8 e 34
n(m

B ZFEPE < P, R i EREOUBT AR LG 5 m SR BEHLAY SECH , SHDI

SHDI == Y (P, InP,
;( At Pﬂ%%ﬁiﬂﬂ%kﬁﬂ@ﬁ%@ﬁ

Shannon’s diversity index

sy FA1 AT B —
wgSNE 3 (pnr) SHET 528 P B 1 AT B S 7545
Shannon’s evenness index SHEI = B
N In ) )
ol 53 b -X {( & ) (2 } e 0§ UG | RIVBEIAIABO K , m oy FREHA
Interspersion juxtaposition index ,(:le'bk k:le"k $H o U1 TGRSR SO B R R

EO =04 xLC + 0.4 x LH + 0.2 x IC
= (0.2 x SHDI + 0.2 x SHEI) + (0.1 x DIVISION + 0.15 x IJT + 0.15 x CONTAG) + 0.2 X FRAC
(2)
A, EO$REBRGHL, LC IR FWIEEYE | LH 15505 Btk | 1C R 5 WUBA . REE B BT R f
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PRI T A 55 LS J ST 5 100, S OR300 S5 0 7 S LS Js v 1 7 4 45 EL A F 32 S Ao, i
AU IS 0.4 5 5o A6 S0 Jay o (A M2 A AR AR AS O GE ] 0.2, b E S R, i —
¥ LH | LC 1 IC 4y 2 2 AR B S48 80, LH 4 2% SHDI 5 0F1 SHEIL 45 4%, %.5 KA LC 43R
DIVISION #8%. 1T #8500 &% CONTAG 8%, 1JT Al CONTAG 38 & §00 ok 55 005 38 M B B9 4% 0 F8 b, AR
= T DIVISION ; IC B2 FRAC F88GHATRAE
HE ARG ( Ecosystem Resilience, ER) &35 XA 28 R Gu e 2 2N/ S0 5 Wk 42 LR A 45/ A Ty i
AR SRR 7 56 A R sk A (R T X Sl A 28 R e b, TR Log RN - b 1) FH 50305 A
PR B TR AL AL B ) BRI .
ER—(—ZSlogZS)XZS x P, (3)

=1

K, ER R IA S R 5E, ER {E#OK, X Ehﬁﬁzj‘%?ﬁﬂﬁﬁ@ BJIBE @ O R R R A Y B S,
550 JE MR AR TRAR P, AR 0 2 HUR R 2SR A s oA, RIAR B 48 B
223 EBRGNRS VG

AR SR FH v i 25 0 i 2 ) A 25 R G IR S5 B ( Ecosystem Serivee Value, ESV) 2443 % &3] [X sk 22 7]
(22 S0 AR SR 2018 AR R TRLIAR T FEF AR (141 249 2 = A 34 I A0 A . 313, 2018 AR PR TR 3k
T REMLRE - B 507 1R 7146 kg/hm® SEXJIE MM E N 2.83 J0/ kg, 5T Il 14 MRIFIAR T Hb XA (]
KA AR AE B R GRS B R B (36 3) , #E M X AIFSE X ) ESV #4715, B 5E1HE ESV &K
T, TR AL .

1 1<
VC, =— XPXx— : 4
P= 20 (4)

KA, Ve, S ESV Y EHEFMERE (JC hm ™ a™') 5 P KRBT BEMARS 0 X OW 4% (J0/kg) 5 Q AR
TR TR A 0 P-4 507 5 (kg/hm?®) 5 n HAR B
ESV i+ AKX .
ESV =Y 4, - VC, (5)
K ESV N AEBRGEMSE; Ve, WA MRAE B RGN RBRRSMERE(OC hm ™2 a™) ; A, 25 EK L
A A A (hm?)
F3 SWEESRGEBUERBEMERE JC hm2a)

Table 3 Ecosystem service value coefficients per unit area of land use categories

F R 2SR Land use type

Eoosystem serviees function B it i Kk KA
Cultivated land Forest land Grass land Water body Unused land

S ARV Gas regulation 1444.5 10111.5 2311.2 0 0
SAEFT Climate regulation 2571.21 7800.3 2600.1 1328.94 0
JKIFIHFE Water conservation 1733.4 9244.8 2311.2 58877.82 86.67
F I WS- Soil formation and protection 4217.94 11267.1 5633.55 28.89 57.78
JEYIAL B Waste treatment 4737.96 3784.59 3784.59 52522.02 28.89
W ZREVELRP Biodiversity protection 2051.19 9418.14 3149.01 7193.61 982.26
BT Food production 2889.0 288.9 866.7 288.9 28.89
JE#4 %} Raw materials 288.9 7511.4 144.45 28.89 0

IR RIKIH Recreational culture 28.89 3697.92 115.56 12538.26 28.89
&1 Sum 19962.99 63124.65 20916.36 132807.33 1213.38

2.2.4 A KERAESTHY
(1) A= REEFFIEME (Risk Characterization Value, RCV) 11, S RGNS SESRGEHFENL ST
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PAFBLA XU PG 28 A 1 2 2, SR P 45 A BT AR B R S5 AHSE T g 2 IR B 9 2R, 3345 BA T A 5 KU )
N .
RCV = /EH x ESV (6)
A, ROV ARERAEBIKSAREE ; EH 2 ES RS, ESV BAESRSGMRS
(2) HEBREE 7 FEH , K K-Means BRI A FRE 4 W HAFEH, TV TiREZM, R
T EACKRECH 1000 YK K-Means 7532 , 85 2000 4EF1 2018 4E ARG AR L0 5 A4 AR F .

.
SSE = Y Y dis(e,,x) (7)
i=1 xeC;

K, SSE IR HRZEMHN; k Fom kRIS ¢, Fom bk BERHL dis TR b 5B » ZRERICEEES
(3) AR ZS 0] H A, 2 R X8 25 XU 19 25 18] S L PE |, SR A Anselin J&i35 Moran’s 1 #8471 42 25 X
W65 114235 ) 1 AR SEME BRI DX I PR IR 2 TR 43 kg DU b S AR
2.2.5 AR ARSCIE BT
AT IARSN N T 2T R (Artificial Surface Ratio, AR) W EJ{E, % FH AR AL 08 T N T2 bR 5 XU
FAEZ AT EOCR . RSN IEAE g N TRM R BRGNS MAESRGEMFE AR TR
Pofs =2 IA—AL A —EE Y 0—1, WIERmE @ X AR Al RCV BOFRIEAR KR RCV 5 AR Z[H] L8
PG RGN T & 22 1] A PL G AR |l AR 3 TR

SAR

AR =

x 100% (8)
%

A, AR FoR PSP N TR A S RIS i N TR 5 Sy R PIAK IR,
3 RO

3.1 AEBRGMWSS AR

2000—2018 4FEMWI[A], PIA% RBE N B A2 28 R G0 ik 557 Y {E M\ 2000 4F /% 1013.71 J7 o6 T BEF) 2018 4F 1Y
706.28 777G, Hoh it 63% M MAE LS R GRS I T BE, B 2 #5538 T RS R GRS An e L5 1945 (A% )5
A LA H 2000 4E 2 2018 4, AE S R GENR 55 =05 (0.8—1.0) DX IR /8 18 (0.6—0.8) XI5k 114 T AR 5 %
TR AR B RGRSARMNME (0—0.2) IR AR 3 E T, RSB St T — RIS B E TR, (HiH
R b RTbACHb, S5 R R 1 A0 (L 1 IR T AR 2 A6 R AP 1 9 N TR, DA S 30 2 R G0 IR 45 1 LR B KT
JEWD, 2000—2018 4F A 25 R GE MR S5 w8 U (B IX 358 32 B2 43 A7 FE A MR TS 710 A 00 m S0 AL R i R b B PR X
SO I T T ORI A AR, A S R GRS A (A X e 3 B A A KRR TR T A A R X RO R Vb T
7 X BRI T T X IR T 7 DX AR X ST AR T R 1 SRR, Akt KA S5 A4 25 R G IR 55 i I (LA b 26
BT R Y BTG T A4S R G MR S5 A DX 38
3.2 AEBRGEREN SRR

Bl 3 JER TAERRGERRE 3 MG Ak, AERRSE 2 B TR 2000 FEE RS
T METEE D 0—0.80, FE /A 7E 0.20—0.70 Z [i] ;2018 4E /1 25 R S0 SIE L N 0—0.68, T B/ i 1
0.10—0.80 Z[a], FHMMiH , ARG SEM 2000 419 0.40 FF 2 2018 4F19 0.30, X RGAHLMERK
TR B34 . 2000 -4 25 R G AL EVE A 0—0.53 , KIFRAME A 7E 0.20—0.34 Z[1] ;2018 4 S R A A
UM ETE A 0—0.52, KFBAMEST A TE 0.19—0.35 Z 1], P F , ARG LU E M 2000 41 0.27 B
k2 2018 4F1Y 0.26, BB RGBT B HE, 2000 A RGBS T 2018 4F, MLz
T,2018 4F- 5 Z2 (1Y (A% L T 3R A BUE JE Bl (0—0.60) . P31 &, ARG PEE M 2000 4F1 0.36 F& 5
2018 411 0.32, BMATTF ,3 AMES RG AR BN (Y 2R FERE W TR, b ARG MEN TR
R B R, HA P A5 50 T R IR RN
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Fig.2 The Spatial pattern of ecosystem services in 2000 and 2018

3 s 1 2000 4E 1 2018 4EA: 25 R GUd RO E0 73 A1 S 25 5 . 2000 4R AR 28 RGO E 250
e 0.15—0.60 Z[1] ;2018 425 R G B M £ 404 0.31—0.60 Z 0], 315, A48 R G
M 2000 41 0.38 FEZ 2018 4E11) 0.34,

3.3 AR Bh A AL RRE

4 FE 7R T A2 KU 0 23 (B4 JR AR 4R AE . 2000 4F T D1 T VI K2 V- AG JRURS: 72 B8 25 40 I A 50T o5 L 451
39K 30.43% 25.67% 18.06% ,17.14% F1 8.70% ., 2018 4E, X — 1] 43 % Jy 27.12% .21.26% .21.23% .
20.37%F1 10.02% ., = XU AR BE SE G0 (VI ZOFN V 90) IS B LU T T 4.55% 5 AR R, ARRUIS: 7% B A5 4%
(190) PR B LU R R T 3.31% , T B X Il 2 2R thbk il B TR B DA KKV B SR, Bl & X B T
AL HERR AR, B9 DX 4 A 285 XU A i =2 3

BS Fas , AN B 3 S AP AE P AR AE RIS | v - XU 4 3R X RIS AR XU B R R X, i - o XU 46 2R X 4
ATFES T A T, A VDT T DX R T o DRI o o X I AT -1 XU 492 2R DX 4 A A 3k i B ) AL R R R 4
1o - e R, B3 2R DX T P 2 R — R B P 3 o, AR - U 8 2R DX T AR S T T R
3.4 AR AR DG/ 5 ARk

2000—2018 4F- ], 2 A6k i HE N T 2R 1A L 3870 I A9 b a8 3k B g~ 359 N T3 18 L6 B 2000
R 14.96% L FHE] 2018 4F11) 23.62% , PEA A B9 T3 10 HRARAL T34 B B, Hodh 2000 47, A T 3% 1 Eb
FRT 10% 9 A% FZ A FER YD X BRI T T X M T X 2018 48, N TR LR KT 10% 19 4%
Pk B = AT X JE X

HEBIREC(EV EO ER .EH ESV RCV) 5 A T 3R R 1K) Pearson AHIC RE R (E, Ui N TR MY
ke FEES RGNS AR TR BN, N TR A S8R Z A A 5C R B BN A B R G0 )
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Fig.3 The histogram of ecosystem vigor, ecosystem organization, ecosystem resilience, and ecosystem health

(2000 4F->41-0.937,2018 4FE4-0.902) ; 475 R G831 (2000 4F-47-0.793,2018 4FH-0.926) ; A= 25 KUK {E (2000
4EA-0.736,2018 4 A -0.782) 5 £ 25 & Ge R 55 1 {E (2000 44 —0.605,2018 4~ —-0.637) ; A 45 R G4 4L
(2000 4F4-0.529,2018 4F-H-0.458) ; A= Z R GUHEFE (2000 4 4-0.173,2018 4FH-0.542)
2000 4FEA1 2018 4F  RCV 5 A TR HRAOCR 5 R BIH #2535 0.595 F10.662 (1 6) . FfiE AT
FIT R AYHE N, ROV (HHVH R, SE T MHRBIR A HE S, O T 2B 7 XU B, 2000 4F 1 2018 4 N T3 1 kb
N BE S5 20%F1 36%
2000 4E AR .ESV .EH ) Moran’s T {84351} 0.534 .0.473 .0.456 ,2018 4F 4 0.562 ,0.452 0.461, 45 %50
£ 2000 4FH1 2018 AT | K ARTEIN T HEAA AR 3008 1Y 23 18] F AR DGR & 3 > AR G Y 2R 2828 (|46 =) . MPLE (MK
RISRAG ) A28 0] A 2 B R AN SR 4 FrR . AEBSRUA ) SE Ak b, A S R GRS % 4 A S AU A 21 T
FENEH B RGO v XSRS T —E PEH . R, AR BT XE KBS 1 5 | e % FBEAEHT, &5

®4 TEHABEEBENEARY

Table 4 The regression coefficient of spatial auto-logistic model

FEEL Index 2000 4F 2018 4F FEAU Index 2000 4 2018 4F
AT & JRUBS: 7K 1y 25 T i S
210. 257.32 .21 .27
Artificial surface ration 0.98 573 Spatial lag of risk level 6 ?
LB RGMERR FRIE KA .
-5.81 -17.86 01 *** 01 ¥+
Ecosystem health Residual test 0.01 0.01
BRE IR LI
LSRRI -10.17 -27.21 f{m“_ LT 11.32 12.72
Ecosystem services Akaike information criterion

BHEMIKIE, == * P<0.01, % P<0.05, = P>0.1
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Fig.4 The spatial pattern of ecological risk rating
1 9. MRNBSFRRE S T — BN FRRE 590 P, hAE XGRS0 VL, RS V2. Bom KRR S5 40

I X DU E SR A FE . O\ RS 15 A, FUAT AR 802 1 THIE 5, BV B2 A T 1
F TR R0 5 R 5 PRI FE 3 4R T R T

4 HiRSitE
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