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Fig-1 Ecological security evaluation index system of Ruoergai grassland
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0 B B> B W HEFF Sequencing
B1 1 4 1/2 0.308 2
B 1/4 1 1/8 0.077 3
B3 2 8 1 0.615 1

Note : Ay =3 000, CR =0<20.1( RI =0.58) ,
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Table 2 B2 Cjudgments matrix M;2—,and levels single sequencing
B2 Co C1o C1 Ci2 C13 Cu W HEJF Sequencing
Co 1 1/3 2 4 3 2 0.219 2
Co 3 1 3 5 4 3 0.399 1
Cn 1/2 1/3 1 2 2 1/2 0.116 A
Ci 1/4 1/5 1/2 1 1 1/2 0.065 6
Cis 1/3 1/4 1/2 1 1 1/2 0.072 )
Cu 1/2 1/3 2 1/2 2 1 0.129 3

Note s A= 6025, CR =0.004<20.1( g1 =1.24)
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Table 3 Levels of total sequencing and weighting

B C
W& WER)  HF WA KUE R) BT
Content Weighting Sequencing Content Weighting Total
sequencing
Ci 0.008 20
Co 0.103 3
C3 0.101 4
B 0.308 2 Ci 0.022 13
Cs 0.020 14
Cs 0.011 17
Cr 0.013 16
Cs 0.030 10
Co 0.017 15
Co 0.031 9
Cu 0.009 19
0 B2 0.077 3 Cu 0.005 9
Ci3 0.006 21
Ci 0.01 18
Cis 0.048 6
Cis 0.043 7
Cr 0.037 8
Cis 0.023 12
_ Cu 0.024 11
. oo ! Cao 0.065 5
Ca 0.120 2
C2 0.127 1
Cos 0.127 1

Note ; CR=0.018<70.1
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Table 5 Ecological security evaluation results of Ruoergai grassland

£ s P4 A L4 N e AN %4
Year Safe Co mparative safe Slightly unsafe Unsafe Fearfully unsafe
1995 0.11752 0.53084 0.16432 0.12538 0.06194
2000 0.06593 0.04013 0.43093 0.28887 0.15554
2004 0.12685 0.04717 0.17893 0.47022 0.17883
2010 0.07552 0.12430 0.11348 0.56273 0.12397
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Fig-2 Unsafe membership change curve
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Afuzzy evaluation of Ruoergai grassland ecological security based on RS and (IS

. 1,2 1
QU Fangying '*» ZHOU Wan cun
( L.Institute of Mountain Hazards and Environment » Chinese Academy of Sciences , Chengdu > Sichuan 610041;
2. Graduate School of Chinese Academy of Sciences » Beijing 100039, China)

Abstract ; On anglicizing by synt hesis of land use and related socioeconomic data » and on studying of the e -
cological risk of Ruoergai County ; we constructed the index system based on P =S —R model > uses AHP tofol -
low the modulus calculating out the corresponding wei ght 23appraisi ng anindex contributing amounts instit utes
to grasslands ecological security safety - Then based on fuzzy mathematics in fuzzy level analytic method » we e -
valuated t he ecological security condition of Ruoergai grassland on maxi mal membership degree ; and also made a
prediction on 2010using the Markov model - The results indicates that the trend that safe situation of organism’
s hahits has to worsen unceasingly develops since 1995, the “unsafe” me mbership degree is increased by to some
extent > since owing areain 1995secondary to 0.12538to0 arrive at 0.47022in 2004. The effect to the eco envi -
ronment health being continuance degenerationinvolves three main factors human economic activity  rat damage
and global war mng and so on -

Key words : ecological security ; AHP model ;index system ;fuzzy level analytic method ; predict
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('S based assess nent of sensitivity of land eco environnent i n Shaanxi Provi nce

LI Junyi » WU Jinfeng , XUE Liang , CHEN Xiao jun
( College of Touris m and Environmental Science » Shaanxi Nor mal University » Xi "an 710062, Shaanxi)

Abstract : In accordance with the ecological environment sensitive theory and t he proble ms of land ecological
environment existingin Shaanxi Province at present ;fully considering the ecological environment sensitive influ -
ence factors > this paper has selected soil erosion : geological disaster - hiodiversity and other 3ecologic sensitive
factors > and deter mined its superi mposition value - Through the acquisition of infor mation ; real investigates and
studies » quantitative evaluation and other methods ,it obtains special charts of Sappraisal factors - They are t he
type of soil erosion and the intensity chart ;the type of desert and theintensity chart ;the chart of geology disas -
ter » ecological environment re mote sensing synthesis evolution map ; nature protection area and the forest park
distribution map - The paper carries on the superi mposition analysis using Arc GIS soft ware to special charts of
single essential factors according to first rank of ecologic sensitive , obtains land ecological environment sensitive
district of the Shaanxi Province - It has discovered that the extre me sensitive area accounts for 9.380of the to -
tal areain Shaanxi Province , whichlies mainly in north Shaanxi alongthe Great Wall - The specific weight sen -
sitive area accounts for 18.61%0, whichis distributedin Yulin area south of the Great Wall and part of the Qin -
ling region - the ecologic sensitivity is stronger in this area - The moderate sensitive area accounts for 23. 3%,
which is distributedinthe majority of Qinlingregion andthe border region bet ween Yulin and Yan an -The sen -
sitive area accounts for 33.03%0, which is distributed the Weibei and sout hern part of Yan an sthe majority of
Mountain Ba and part of Qinling regions - The low sensitive area accounts for 15. 67%. which is mainly dis -
tributed in the Guanzhong plain ; the valley of the Han River and so on -

Key words : ecological environment ; assess ment on sensitivity ; GIS ; Superi mposition analysis



