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0.5,s(i) =s(j)
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x1 KEHESREBRREGRREERELFE
Tab.1 Indicators system and quantification standard of the Changshou lake ecosystem health assessment
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EHAR _ EhE i i i i -
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KA EREETS B % >40 40 ~30 30 ~20 20 ~10 <10
s TR f)/g e m2 - ! >1 000 1 000 ~ 800 800 ~ 600 600 ~400 <400
o R AR R - - - - -
KICEH LR - - - - -
Dt KRG ILER % >80 80 ~60 60 ~40 40 ~20 <20
Fsstn EEHBAEEYRIT - - - - -
W WRME 7T >8 000 6000 ~5000 5000~4000 3000~2000 <2 000
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Tab.2 Indicators weight of the Changshou
lake ecosystem health assessment
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Tab.3 Ecosystem health assessment conclusion of the Changshou lake
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Evaluation of Changshou Lake Ecosystem Health on the Basis of Fuzzy AHP
LIU Cun-dong' ,HE Tai-rong"*, SU Wei-ci'”

(1. Geography Science College of Chongqging Normal University, Chongging 400047, China;
2. Key laboratory of the Three Gorges Reservoir Region’s Eco-Environment,
Ministry of Education, Chongqging University, Chongqing 400045, China;
3. Institute of Mountain Resources of Guizhou Province, Guiyang 550001, China)

Abstract: Ecosystem health assessment is a focus and hot spots field of ecological research, there is no unified e-
valuation indicators and evaluation methods. First, according to the area physical, human features of the Chang-
shou lake and existed research, We established ecosystem health evaluation system which has included three sec-
ondary indexes: the ecological characteristics indicators, the function indicators and the socio — economic indica-
tors, and has 20 indicators. Second, we assess the Changshou lake ecosystem with the ecosystem health index
which based on the fuzzy AHP. The conclusions are as follows: in 2006, the Changshou lake ecosystem health in-
dex was 0.471, it is showed that the ecosystem is in sub health, the mainly reasons is its upper reaches of the Di-

anjiang county, Liangping county long — term discharge of industrial sewage and pollution of fencing fish.

Key words: Ecosystem health assessment; FAHP; Changshou lake



