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The Ecosystem Health Assessment of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area
( Chongqing Section)

SHAO Tian, ZHANG Hao, WU Jin-ming, ZHANG Jing-bo, WANG Xiang—rong

Department of Envionmental Science and Engineering, Fudan University, Shanghai 200433, China

Abstract: Healthy ecosystem is an indispensable condition for human suwival and development. The ecosystem health of the Three Gorges
Resewoir Area (Chongqing Section) was analyzed. Based on the 3S technique, a three—grade indicator system model based on Pressure—State—
Response mode was constructed, and the methods of AHP and Delphi were used and 10 indices, incuding population density and geological
disaster frequency, etc., chosen to evaluate the Ecosystem Health Composite Index ( ESHCI) in the area. The results show thati: ' The
method of GIS spatial analysis can be used for the analysis of the ecosystem health and can get a reliable result; @ In Chongging Section,
areas with degrading ecosystem health cover 82.6% of the total area, which may be attributed to the human activities; (¥The distribution of
the ESHCI shows an obvious area difference. Disiributed by the political region, the Pengshui County and Wushan County are the mostly
healthy ones, the Wuxi County and Wulong County are less healthy, and the Yunyang City and Wanzhou are the womst in health. The reason
of the distribution was found out by hierarchical cluster analysis. Moreover, the comprehensive countermeasures in a macro—scale were proposed
to actively prevent and effectively contwl the bad ecological resulis caused by human activities.
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Fig. 1 Evaluation index and weight of the PSR assessment model of the ecosystem health
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Fig.4 Ranks of ecosystem health in the study area
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