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Tab. 1 Eutrophication Assessment Criteria and Empirical Frequency Of Water Quality Index

o Chl. a TP TN COD SD BEIE & ZWHE
WA HE s . .
(mg/m®) (mg/m?) (mg/m*) (mg/L) (m) i i/(n+1)(%)
BEF 1 2.5 30 0.3 10 1 14.3
HPEF 2 5 50 0.4 5 2 28.6
& 4 25 300 2 1.5 3 42.9
PEER 10 50 500 4 1 4 57.1
2EF 65 200 2000 10 0.4 5 71. 4
HEER 160 600 6000 25 0.3 6 85.7
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Fig. 1 The empirical frequency curves of water quality indexes and assessment order

HEIANE W= ( Wen-a, Weo, Wan, Weon, Wsp) = (0.233,0.217,0. 189,0. 210,0. 151).
(3) AR IMBOE AR B TKFEEIRNG S AR A, A E BRI Eae



374 bl H B F 16 %

Pv=Wum-aX Pci-a+ Wie X Prp + Win X Prx + Weon X Peop + Wsp X Psp (2)
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Tab. 2 The Results of Water — body Eutrophication Assessment
% #3Ml  Chla TP T™N COD SD R GEM & 5H)) %g
5 AR (g/w) (wg/m) (/) (mg/L) (m)  BEBLFAY  BOBERY  KEFEH
1 IB¥  0.88 130 410 1.43 2.98 FEIFH(2.83) FEFK(3.28) FEFRK(3.00) V
2 HiE 433 21 180 3.38 2.4 FEFRRK(2.98) PEFK(3.20) PEFKL(3.00) V
3 TS 491 50 969 5.42 1.46 HEEI(3.77) FEEHK(3. 75) HEEFK(4.00) V
4 FHiKE 162 26 1020 5.16 1.16 PEEHK(3.83) PHEEH(3.84) FEEH(4.00) V
5  REEM 15.38 87 1540 4.4 0.65 PEEI(4.31) PEEFK(4.25) HEEHK(4.00) V
6 #1456 140 2270 4.34 0.27 BEFRH(4.67) EEFR(4.69) FEEF(4.00) x
7 HEM 77.7 135 2140 6.96 0.36 BEFREK(4.90) BEHRL4.95) FEREK(S.00) V
8 BEZEM  82.4 332 2660 14.6 0.49 HEFRK(S 19) HEFK(4.98) HEHRK(5.00) V
9 BIMNTEH 95.94 136 2230 10.18 0.37 EHERK(S. 04) EEFRE(4.95) BEFKK(5.00) V
10 ZE# 202.1 708 6790 8.86 0.31 EEHEIE(5.74) HEHEF(5.80) EEEI(6.00) V
11 BK¥ 262.4 500 16050 13.6 0.15 EEEFR(5.79) EHEF(5.88) HEEI(6.00) V
12 ARWLMW 1851 670 7200 14.8 0.26 EHEF(S. 86) EEEFR(5.93) BEEEF(6.00) V
13 H\HW 146 20 220 1.4 4.5 PEFRG(2.93) FHPEFRQ.IS)ATER(2.00) x
14 k¥ 100 20 900 2.83 0.5 HEEF410) BEEFRK(4.53)HFEEF(4.00) x
15 PR 11,6 80 130 8.29 0.5 HEEI(4.01) PEHEF(4.08) PHEFR(4.00) V
16 PEEM 11,5 100 460 5.5 0.3 FEEHR(4.40) FEEFRG.9)HFEEFR4.00) V
17 #¥W 253 30 1670 6.26 0.25 HEEF(4.42) FEEHR4.17)PEEFR4.00) V
18 @M 189.3 20 230 10.13 0.5 FEEF4.29) FEFHEK(4.99) FEFHFL(3.00) x x
19 #HAM 19 20 210  1.61 7.03 HEFREK(2 88) HHEHR(2.10) FHHPEF(2.00) x
20 RIUAEH 1913.7 105 2000 10.7 0.4 EEFRKS 1) FEFHRKS.26) TEFRLKGS.00) V
21 BE#(1) 6920 130 2760 10.3 0.35 EEFK(S 25) HEFRRK(GS.27) EEHFK(S.00) V
22 M 7060 177 2860 51 0.41 EEFRG(5.45) EEEHRGS.ST) BEFH(5.00) x
23 ShgdE 945 56 1080 3.37 0.87 BEHRK(4.51) EERR(5.09) FEEH(4.00) x
24 HNEH 916 40 870 3.53 0.92 PEEF(4.40) BEEFA(S. 13) PEEFR(4.00) x
25 4MEREF 1011 42 960 3.68 0.9 TEEI(4.45) BEFHKG. 1) PEER(4.00) x
26 H#E(L) 22.36 34 490  2.11 0.3 HFEEF4.01) FEEFR3.90) HEEF(4.00) V
27 REW 8.9 49 520 2,05 1.5 HEEIREG 60) PEFHE3. 13) FEEFR(.00) x
28 TH#(2) 8.01 33 503 3.7 1.6 HEEFR(3.59) FEHRK(3.28) FEEF(4.00) x
29 JEHE  7.32 45 318 1.28 3.5 HUERK(3. 14) HEFHRK(2.68) PEFRLE(3.00) V
30 zE KL 51.63 23 620 4.05 1.2 HFEFH(3.89) PEFHEK(3.99) FEFRL(4.00) V

* “VURRIEMNGE R B x ”%ﬁ%ﬁﬁr%%*ﬁ%~/ré&%u JOx x TRARVEM B RMEEW RS
RHFE 1 - 12 FERRIETICAR3],13 - 30 FRIRIET CE[4).
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A Lake Eutrophication Stochastic Assessment Method
by Using Empirical Frequency Curve and Its Verification

XIE Ping' , LI Hongqiu® & YE Aizhong'
( 1: State Key Laboratory of Water Resources and Hydropower Engineering Science, Wuhan University, Wuhan 430072, P. R. China;
2: Institute of Zhanjiang Hydrology Substation in Guangdong Province, Zhanjiang 524037, P.R. China)

Abstract

In order to correctly evaluate the trophic state of a lake and then to establish a scientific basis for
the prevention of lake eutrophication, a lake eutrophication stochastic assessment method
(LESAM) by using empirical frequency curve (EFC) is proposed. In this method, the EFC of
each water quality index of an actual lake is firstly derived through establishing the EFCs of each of
those water quality indices and assessment orders used in the lake eutrophication assessment cri-
teria. Secondly, the assessment order of lake eutropication is derived by using the weighting average
methok to calculate the EFC of assessment order of lake eutrophication. The characteristics of
LEGAM are that the method is simple , the visual graphs are informative, and the computation work
is moderate. LESAM, together with other two methods, i. e. the lake eutrophication(LEGAM), has
been tested against the measured data of 30 lakes all over the country, it is found that the difference
of assessment results between those three methods is not greater than 1 order in 29 lakes, 1. e.
96. 6% of the total lakes. It is concluded that all these three methods (LESAM, LEFAM, and
LEGAM) have comparable computation precision. For there is a lot of uncertainty involved both in
determining the number and type of water quality index in lake eutrophication assessment and in
determining the assessment order and its corresponding standard water quality concentration, the
lake eutrophication assessment methods also have uncertainty. It is suggested that the lake eu-
trophication assessment should be studied with various approaches in order to overcome the
weakness of one particular method and to make assessment results more reasonable.

Keywords: Lake eutrophication; empirical frequency curve; stochastic assessment method ;

fuzzy assessment method; grey assessment method



