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Dissussion of Near Natural Stream Control Assessment
System and Its Application

GAO Yang, GAO Jiarong, CHEN Z+shan, LIU Ying

(College of Soil and Water Conservation, Beijing Forestry Universty,Key Laboratory of Soil and Water Con-
servation and Combating Desertif ication, Ministry of Education, Beijing 100083 China)

Abstract: In order to satisfy the special economic condition and complex situations of watershed, near natural stream control as—
sessment system offers eleven indicators from ecological characters, topographical characters and water characters to assess
stream ecosystem,including: (1) the plane shape of stream; (2) the profile shape of stream; (3) depth of water; (4) width of
water; (5) the structure of bank slope; (6) current velocity; (7) the width of riparian; (8) the touching condition between water
and bed soil; (9) coarse woody debris in stream channel; (10) the quality of water;( 11) benthonic large invertebral animals, and
according to different appraisal results, stream ecosystem is divided into four healthy degrees, and exercising this sessment sys-
tem on Huaijiuhe River located in Huairou District, the result shows that the healthy condition of Huaijjiuhe River is in the sec-
ond degree. T he stream system is disturbed by human activities lightly, therefore, the river needs to be regulated by near natural
stream control techniques.
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(2) (Analytic Hierarchy Process)
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