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A study on regional ecological barrier construction
based on landscape ecological risk

JIANG Lei', HAN Weizheng', SUN Lina’
(1. Changchun Urban and Rural Planning and Design Institute , Changchun 130022, China; 2. Department of
Environmental Science and Engineering, Changchun Institute of Technology, Changchun 130022, China)

Abstract: Carrying out territory virescence action and ecological barrier construction is one of the important
measures of eco — civilization construction in China. At present, the ecological problems in the northwestern part of
Changchun economic circle are relatively prominent , which have become the shortcoming of regional ecological
security. Based on the ecological background characteristics and main ecological problems of the study area , the
authors constructed a quantitative assessment method for landscape ecological risk including ecological barrier

factor. The results are as follows : (1) The key areas of ecological barrier construction in the study area include two
categories : areas where landscape ecological risk is relatively high , and areas where ecological barrier construction
is relatively weak ; (2) the areas with relatively high landscape ecological risk are mainly distributed in the central
part of Nong’ an County , accounting for 1.25% and 1.74% of the total area of the study area; (3 the relatively
weak areas of ecological barrier construction are the areas where the landscape ecological risk increases after the

introduction of ecological barrier factor , mainly distributed in the border zone between Changlin County and Nong ’
an County, accounting for about 1/4 of the total area. Based on the comprehensive problem — oriented and target —
oriented approach , the authors put forward strategies from two aspects of strengthening the control of landscape

ecological risk and promoting ecological construction in relatively weak areas , so as to promote the high — quality
and sustainable development of Changchun economic circle . This study provides not only a feasible idea for the
study of regional ecological barrier construction and related ecological planning but also a useful reference for the

optimization of land space spatial pattern .

Keywords : ecological barrier ; landscape ecological risk assessment ; ecological security ; optimization of land space

spatial pattern ; Changchun economic circle
(REHE: % 1)



