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ABSTRACT

Background: Ecosystem integrity is one of the management goals of China’s national parks, and ecosystem integrity is
also one of the criteria when planning the national park territory. However, the interpretation of the term “ecosystem
integrity” as well as a standard assessment framework has not yet reached a consensus.

Aims: This paper aims to put forward a comprehensive interpretation of the term “ecosystem integrity” based on
previous literature. We also present a succinct and efficient framework to assess the ecosystem integrity of China’s
national parks. We suggest that structure and process integrity, functional integrity, and spatial pattern integrity should
be considered when assessing the ecosystem integrity of a national park. We then applied the framework to evaluate the
ecosystem integrity of the Amur Tiger and Leopard National Park in China.

Results and Discussions: Results indicate that since the establishment of the national park system pilot, there are
complete food chains with the Amur tiger and Amur leopard as top carnivores within the national park pilot territory.
Also, a great amount of Amur tiger and Amur leopard have returned and resettled back to China from Russia.
Population sizes of both Amur tiger and Amur leopard, their habitat quality, and their regional biodiversity have steadily
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increased over the past years.

2021, 29 (10): 1279-1287

Conclusion: It is concluded that the boundary of the Amur Tiger and Leopard National Park is reasonably proposed due
to the high regional ecosystem integrity, which lies a solid foundation for the sustainable development of the national

park.

Key words: national park; ecosystem integrity; Amur Tiger and Leopard National Park; biodiversity; integrity
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Table 3 The rank of ecosystem integrity assessment of national parks
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Fig. 2 The diversity of ecosystem /vegetation type (a) and the land use map (b) of the Amur Tiger and Leopard National Park
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Fig. 3 The diagram of Amur Tiger distribution in the Amur Tiger and Leopard National Park during 2018-2019 (a) and January 1,

2021 (b)
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Table 4 Ecosystem integrity scoring diagram of the Amur Tiger and Leopard National Park

fibs B WE B e LR
Index Weight Score Total score  Integrity level
EYEE(N) 52 Food chain (web) integrity 0.15 1

G-, ARG S Hh5E % Habitat integrity of umbrella and flagship species 0.15 0.7

W% FEPEARD Conservation of biodiversity 0.3 0.7 0.81 75
REMEAZS RS Typical ecosystems 0.2 0.7 Excellent
LB XALEEE Importance of ecological niche 0.2 1

FEF A, B VEY 2 PSRN £ S ThRE
SERENE, ZRILRFIE R 2 VLN R AT
23 EBRGZERBTEETMN

P/ 78 O ES I /AR T A iy S = TR s R AN
SHEX, B N 70% /44 T BUE Tz B S B X
MRS RS, OARIRIEE AR VR Ak
ARV R I, RS RGN REF, H

K B T AR DA P B =7 PP ) AR AL AR

ST B 5K S A A TR X R K ARk A
BUREIX ", SRS R AL AR & 2 4 R A5 45 3
TEH, BRSO EE, PR RT .
AR, RACESIE R A " RWR R, 55
YRR, EMEFEEE, A R RIS
A, Res ekl A0 R . RIS R A1 EAT
H20124F 2, #1350 R AL e At 40 R R b3 7E
H 58 P B, A I X 45 B 2 Y AR B AR
JEBg . AR LS G W ki 18 RE 1) RS 1% (Wang et al,
2016). PR ALK, ZRACEIIE KA RN ES%)
HEAFI23 1, HARILFR I 43 A i Bl ) 76 Jb 35
X3 K T 3445 2 4 (E3), LAIE AAREE, Kk S IX
FEALES . Sk A IR BURRE BT R 5 A (E20) i AR b
B FRALSIEAEE B R s N B 1E BT AL
FRAE R AR, FEKAEEES R, EE
ARG RN R T e LR, RE%E2
W T o dn e, THE AR AR RS E K A WAF N
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R e BN YERE, T 5K o bl 320 5 R 5 I SR A AT
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