26 6 Vol. 26, No.6
2006 12 Bulletin of Soil and Water Conservation Dec.. 2006

A, KK, TWE, TR
(

. 10087 1)

’ ’ ’

: B : 1000 —288X(2006) 06—0074—05 : S157.2

Application of Multi-attribute Decisior-making Methods
in Slop Improvement of Small Watershed

WANG Zhen, GUO Huatrcheng, WANG Lijing, WANG Jir-feng
( College of Environmental Science, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China)

Abstract: The slope improvement in a small watershed is a problem of mult+attribute decision-making. However,
the decision- making is often a subjective judgment due to lack of information, which largely depends on the exper+
ence of decision makers. Several mult+ attribute decision-making methods are presented to deal with decision prob-
lems in slope improvement of the Haixihai w atershed under incom plete information and the arbitrary decision by a
single method. Constructing woodlands and building level terraces are the most suitable measures for local slope im+-
provement. The result provides the local decision makers with a scientific support in their decision- making.
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2001 2003 / /
/hm? /hm? hm’ %
54 126. 88 57 130.13 3 3.25 2.56
13 269. 66 15 527.34 2 257.68 95.56
450 3775. 89 479 3105.07 29 - 670.82 - 17.77
13 291. 41 14 289.40 1 -2.02 - 0.69
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