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Urban forest eco-system health assessment based on fuzzy synthetic appraisal:

Taking Zhuzhou city, Hunan as an examplc

TAN San-ging, ZHANG Gui
(College of Sciences, Central South University of Forestry & Technology, Changsha 410004, China)

Abstract: Based on the index system of health assessment of the urban forest ecosystem, the weight of each index was
obtained by AHP method, and then the modal of fuzzy synthetic appraisal was established to evaluate it. An empirical
analysis was conducted on the four areas: Hetang, Lushong, Tianyuan and Shifeng in Zhuzhou city, with the result of the
urban forest ecosystem health appraisla, unhealthy (value, 0.359 4), unhealthy (value, 0.370 8), unhealthy (value, 0.369 8)

and good health (value, 0.783 3)respectively. The result agrees with the reality.

Key words: urban forest eco-system; fuzzy synthetic appraisal; health assessment
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Table 1 Index system of health assessment in urban forest
ecosystem health
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Table 2 The weight value of second grade indexes

F5s RE F5s RE
X1 0.166 X12 0.115
X2 0.149 X13 0.248
X3 0.159 X4 0.456
Xa 0.177 Xis 0.296
Xs 0.163 X16 0.161
Xe 0.186 X1z 0.169
X7 0.203 X1g 0.165
Xs 0.210 X1g 0.162
Xo 0.118 Xa0 0.167
X1o 0.144 Xa1 0.176
X1 0.210 X12 0.115
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Table 3 The Original data table of each index
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Table 4 The dividing standard of urban forest ecosystem health
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