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Comprehensive Evaluation of Regional Ecological Security Based on Grey Relational Model—Taking Ganzhou City, Jiangxi Province
as an Example

HU Kun-xia (Faculty of Geomatics,East China University of Technology , Nanchang, Jiangxi 330013 )

Abstract
weight method and a gray relational evaluation model were constructed based on PSR model to evaluate the comprehensive index, pressure in-

Taking 18 counties and cities in Ganzhou City as evaluation units, a comprehensive evaluation index system, an integrated entropy

dex, state index and response index of ecological security in the research area in 2016, and the results were analyzed.The results showed that
the comprehensive index of ecological security in the study area was basically at a safe level and the ecological environment was in good condi-
tion. Ganzhou comprehensive ecological security situations in the north and south were different.The ecological security level of the southern re-
gion was better than that of the central and northern regions, and the overall ecological pressure was better than that of the southwest region.
The overall ecological situation was poor.The overall ecological security level of the southern region was better than that of the central and
northern regions.On the whole, the ecological response index was at the critical safety level. The ecological response of Huizhang County was

poor.
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Fig.1 Topographic map of Ganzhou City
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Table 1 Evaluation index system of Ganzhou ecological security
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Table 2 Ecological security evaluation index based on PSR model

DT A

i B FETHR RSHER Wi T T

City, county, Pressure State  Response E?O%Og‘wdl

district index index index (‘::;}]:)1:1}119
index
51X Zhanggong District  0.546 0.929 0.822 0.823
¥ B IX Ganxian District ~ 0.828 0.475 0.709 0.612
F X Nankang District 0.736 0.723 0.697 0.717
{&3= H Xinfeng County 0.838 0.823 0.724 0.794
K4y H Dayu County 0.861 0.735 0.929 0.818
3t B Shangyou County 0.904 0.549 0.731 0.670
4% L H: Chongyi County 0.716 0.692 0.886 0.755
2t H. Anyuan County 0.739 0.479 0.809 0.628
J 5 H Longnan county 0.722 0.780 0.915 0.810
E®+H: Dingnan County 0.893 0.853 0.915 0.878
4>F#5H Quannan County 0.745 0.595 0.817 0.691
FHFE: Ningdu County 0.828 0.466 0.584 0.570
F#BE Yudu County 0.768 0.525 0.614 0.597
24[E B Xingguo County 0.874 0.539 0.653 0.636
2x 5 H Huichang County 0.831 0.572 0.502 0.598
F5H Xunwu County 0.816 0.513 0.792 0.655
135 H: Shicheng County 0.850 0.722 0.631 0.717
Fit4: 717 Ruijin City 0.872 0.453 0.715 0.611

R3 ETRESRTFNINE

Table 3 Ecological security classification evaluation criteria
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Fig.2 Ecological security of Ganzhou City
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