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Tab.1 Evaluating Indicator System of Urban River Ecosystem Remediation
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Tab. 2 Sequence of the Weight of the Factors in Hiberarchy
B C
A-B B-C A-C
C 0.666 7 0.147 4 3
B, 0.221 2
Cs 0.333 3 0.073 7 6
Cs 0.496 8 0.167 5 1
Cy 0.101 5 0.034 2 9
B, 0.337 2 Cs 0.276 6 0.093 3 4
Cs 0.055 8 0.018 8 14
(o 0.069 3 0.023 4 12
Cg 0.666 7 0.156 8 2
B 0.235 3
Cy 0.333 3 0.078 4 5
Cio 0.750 0 0.069 3 7
B, 0.092 4
Cn 0.250 0 0.0231 13
Ciz 0.317 3 0.036 2 8
Cys 0.287 3 0.0327 10
Bs 0.113 9
Cu 0.153 6 0.017 5 15
(O°F 0: 241 8 0.027.5 11
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1 2 3 4 5
C
Cy
Cs * >1 0.5~1 0.3~0.5 0.1~0.3 <0.1
C, =70 60~70 50~60 30~50 <30
Cs (m) ** <0.3 0.3~0.5 0.5~1.2 1.2~1.5 >1.5
Cs ( )
Cr (mg/L) <2 2~3 3~5 5~6 >6
Cs 1BI( ) 12~22 26~34 40~44 48~52 58~60
Cy ( ) <1.5 1.5~3.0 3.0~4.0 4.0~5.0 >5.0
Cuo 73] <10 10~30 30~60 60~80 >80
Cn
Ciz R
C’ls’
CH
Cis

* ; ok 4 Y(GB129411—91)[19]

4

Tab.4 Grade Level for the Result of Urban River Ecosystem Remediation
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5
Tab.5 Key Indicators of Evaluation Results for QIJIANG River
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Tab. 6 Results of Qijiang River’s Ecosystem Remediation
B-C A-B
C 4 666 7
B, 3.7 0.221 2
Cs 3 0.333 3
C; 2 0.496 8
C,y 3 0.101 5
Cs 2 0.276 6 B, .2 0.337 2
Cg 2 0.055 0
Cs 3 0.069 3
Cs 2 0.666 7 A 2.9
Bs 2.3 0.235 3
Cy 3 0.333 3
Cio 5 0.750 0
B, 4.8 0.092 4
Cn 4 0.250 0
Cyz 5 0.317 3
Cis 3 0.287 3
Bs ) 0.113 9
Cyy 2 0.153 6
Cis 3 0.241 0
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EVALUATION OF URBAN RIVER ECOLOGICAL REMEDIATION BY
USING ANALYTICAL HIERARCHY PROCESS

CAI Nan', YANG Yang"?, FANG Jian-de', JIANG Chun-cai', NING An', CHEN Xiao-yan'
(1. South China Institute of Environmental Sciences of the Ministry of Environmental Protection, Guangzhou 510655, China;
2. Research Centre of Hydrobiology, Jinan University, Engineering Research Centre of Tropical and Subtropical Aquatic

Ecological Engineering, Ministry of Education, Guangzhou 510632, China)

Abstract: Development of cities has caused changes to the natural hydrology and environment of many riv-
ers,and resulted in decrease of water quality,physical habitat and biological integrity of river ecosystems.
Physical and chemical parameters as well as impacts on biological structure, biodiversity and biological
process should be taken into considerations when the effect of river ecological remediation was to be evalua-
ted. In this article,an index system including 15 indicators in five aspects of river hydraulics,water quality,
aquatic biota,river coast and physical structure was established for evaluating the effect of ecological reme-
diation of urban rivers. A group decision-making model of AHP was employed to determine the weights of
the indicators and the first five important ones were average pollution index of water quality,fish IBI, water
recharge volume,algal diversity and water transparency in sequence. The Qijiang River in a southern city of
China was studied as a case for comprehensively evaluating the effect of river ecological restoration. The re-
sult was “acceptable” , which showed that remediation engineering would make improvements on the water
quality and ecosystem of river,though this could be a rather slow process and the river ecosystem would

still be in a state of damage at the early stage of remediation.

Key words: urban river;ecological remediation;indicator system;analytical hierarchy process(AHD) ; eval-

uation



