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Table 1 Index system of provincial environmental performance evaluation
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Table 2 EPI scores from 2004 to 2013
EPI

X
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
e 74.13 81.75 72.76 70.40 71.68 76.66 74.34 79.46 79.74 83.97
Kt 64.79 70.44 65.34 68.42 69.97 72.76 70.40 7473 74.60 78.42
WL 58.01 68.84 57.72 63.32 64.92 66.15 70.29 77.66 71.52 75.76
vy 54.40 56.89 46.93 55.92 59.14 59.61 61.30 66.32 67.16 68.58
NEn 57.04 59.00 54.96 52.95 59.07 60.60 61.58 66.58 69.96 76.62
o7 59.50 66.16 57.71 58.42 61.44 63.63 62.70 68.10 70.04 71.68
Tk 54.74 63.70 50.74 54.27 55.97 60.15 61.09 71.94 66.80 73.23
By RN 57.84 60.06 53.93 54.11 55.38 56.78 53.99 60.45 57.11 66.25
i 59.29 62.24 63.66 57.47 56.07 53.72 54.53 52.35 58.99 60.30
LI 62.77 70.95 63.61 65.09 67.39 67.05 68.00 71.06 71.96 75.11
Wi 58.01 71.12 58.02 55.51 62.85 67.40 67.65 72.44 74.30 70.83
g 60.08 68.82 61.12 62.01 63.30 63.44 64.26 70.55 73.37 77.70
by 61.91 74.57 59.19 66.88 69.53 68.95 70.72 76.45 75.56 77.06
VAN 59.02 65.96 60.39 62.05 64.05 68.10 70.26 79.60 77.18 78.29
W% 61.93 68.88 68.76 67.40 69.29 65.22 70.11 72.47 72.31 72.89
baNEa] 61.47 65.03 56.03 59.35 59.52 60.97 59.92 65.34 64.21 66.34
ikl 57.20 62.19 54.31 57.48 60.07 64.71 63.33 69.09 70.21 74.51
HAlEA] 50.85 56.21 4530 49.67 53.84 59.73 59.05 65.28 65.23 67.67
I 52.03 67.20 58.16 58.62 65.97 65.07 70.45 68.81 69.24 71.57
Jvg 46.51 59.60 49.84 48.22 55.56 64.63 66.76 64.65 69.46 71.42
pia3Ea] 61.19 69.96 58.48 60.58 59.57 61.19 58.06 60.97 68.27 68.64
R 48.87 57.26 56.73 62.88 60.74 59.71 66.34 74.71 73.72 78.46
] 56.88 61.61 58.20 60.87 62.00 63.00 67.84 73.67 71.10 72.44
Bl 43.42 46.69 40.90 38.38 4251 45.59 46.62 52.16 57.81 64.43
= 62.54 60.25 50.76 59.34 60.02 67.48 69.43 72.85 68.59 75.45
(i) 56.09 60.94 52.51 54.61 62.95 66.26 67.96 70.11 72.81 70.04
Hol 54.95 59.16 53.34 55.28 53.46 56.13 54.60 57.53 59.93 70.50
Hi 67.91 64.76 59.05 61.74 62.69 64.23 59.10 62.98 58.91 61.26
TE 50.56 58.11 54.01 59.60 57.03 61.46 65.03 64.05 64.23 66.91
B 55.21 52.40 45.65 49.12 48.72 51.18 50.65 55.88 57.87 66.66
YiE 57.64 63.69 56.27 58.33 60.49 62.72 63.55 67.94 68.41 71.77
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Fig. 1 Average score of the comprehensive environmental performance index in China’s 30 provinces from 2003 to 2013
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Table 4  Correlation analysis

F IR FRAHE PRBE (e A [As I ERES &S| 78R EPI GDP A GDP
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B 0.209' 1 0.055 0.291° 0.651" 0.233" -0323°
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GhP 0.274" 0.233" 0337 0.459° 0.496° 1 0.541°
A¥JGDP 0.365" 0.323 -0.030 0.573° 0.489° 0.541° 1
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Fig. 4 Trend of environmental performance index in the eastern and western regions from 2004 to 2013
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Dynamic assessment of provincial environmental performance in China
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2. School of Environment, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210023, China
3. School of Environment, Nankai University, Tianjin 300071, China

Abstract The paper focuses on the quantitative assessment of the environmental performance trends of 30 provincial regions in China in
2004—2013 based on an established methodology, including the changing trends of the provincial environmental performance, the
relationship between the environmental performance and the economic development level of the provincial regions, the key factors that
influence the provincial environmental performance, and the spatial heterogeneity distribution patterns of the provincial environmental
performance index. It is shown that the China’s provincial environmental performance sees a certain fluctuation, overally with a progress
trend; the spatial distribution patterns of the environmental performance see a gradient trend with the eastern part better than that of the
central part, and the central part better than the western part. The ecological protection performance index score is the weak part of the
eastern region. And it is suggested that the central and western regions should promote the urbanization, strengthen the river management,
emphasize the implementation of the eco— environmental planning, improve the resource utilization efficiency, and increase the
environmental investment.

Keywords provincial level; environment performance evaluation; methodology; dynamic evaluation; spatial characteristics
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