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Abstract; Wetland health assessment is an important part of wetland science characterized by complex context and various
assessment methods. There are different methods to meet different assessment goals. The researchers in USA have done
much work on wetland health assessment over the past decade, and this paper mainly introduced three level assessments
developed and applied in USA including as level I, level II and level II. The application scope, the advantage and
disadvantage and the assessment steps were described in the paper, for purpose of offering reference for wetland ecologic

health assessment in China.
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APk D A S BOATRSE 3 AN B L5, 8 IR SR & PRI ORI TR R A PR . HofthF
BIRAR AL MEER b B8 A Y AL W B AL 55 LA J7 T S — RV IE R AT VAT, B O R MR
S, EE EPA 7EIR b G BE PR 5 A T R B AOBFSE T AR, % 35 9 Ok B AT T AT IR G fE
LW B T —RIVKVEN T . AEGEE N FR BRI A S REBRITMN Ik, LU 3 E i
TAEERAUE X, HEDE IR R A S R G R W AP TAE

1 EMbERTM AR

B HAE S RGBS RGN Y G FEER T SIAZ B E , REAESH A VAR YRR
HBkZ B, S B K 1 B AR B I 3h BB R 35 ML AR 8 1, B AR Th BE R B th A B e M AT
ST i R A A1 2 E 5 A o il 4 2 B R i R UL A N O B AR 35, B AT RS R R
BT EC R, B X A RS AR AR S R G RR AT IEST , 4R I T Wik F) s ) B SRAE B T3 48
A, DA A RE A TE B FIWT . XS RGBS IHEFR OB ST, T LABWIE) 17 thae 5k 18 fitgqn'
BRI KR (B RS E) WEBNE, B2 KRRV MERULEERL L. 7EdEIJLHE
BB A S RG BRI SHHE IR EREDTEASA YIRS b, X BT8R LB 5 M B, L 2R, e g 4
HEASRGEZ M R IATUE , [7] W A 528 BRI R B BURE , BB SR SRR AR IR . BEEXAEDS
RGNS, T JLAEBE ST SO I BTE 1T I8R5 5 IBTE N, (R B Wi s i AT 583 .

TR HAE S RGP 1 B 21207 B B AR R R A 35 R iR R G M BR SUR R B, DL &
B, L R AR BARRTRE , A A R R B R o 1 R R B b O
Ji T, B A R LA B S AT T T R B2 T, B A S R G RIT M EE R B LA T
T SE LA Y : (1) 3R45 5 T30 H 508 70 5 2 ORS8O SR 850008 5 (2) MERR PR 3 452 A B B R ORI 232 1k
faH; (3) BB AR B 5215 R R LRI R R AR, i & &, RO FE ARG 3h, 125, 770, BB
R RIPIE S LA R AT 3l ;5 (4) 3R A0S H 2 AT B BU R R R S i i , X 23R 4 T A TIPS sk 2
FEHERIBOR , AT 0 ARSI M BORAE B SR AR A7 A0 HCHE 5 (5) SR AT @BV A B T 7 A8 1 3 P £
FE(ThRE) oA SR A AR AL
2 XERMBRITNGE

WRAEEH T5 5 B 58 B A RBE, EE PR E (EPA) 42 T 3 NE R BRI R IFM 125, 38 % FR Ol Level

1,0, W™, Level T2 FIHbHRE B 2R 40 A I AR I —Fh SR PR 5 oo 5 B HO A BN T LA
FAED W BEIRR AN R T AR B R B TRl , (E ECX B30 3t 1) B AR B0 1 P0G BEAR XS 3L Level IN3FARY
T3V A P R B J0 s, B P SR 50 B0 e R 5 1 T Rt DX AR RUBE R fEERRR B , LA R PT LA P b S5 R
FEZ NS DX SR PR H AT PR, X BB i PR R BE A b o DRI Level 11 PP J5 i 2 fi 5 o P A9 O
%o Level MPFHYJ5 1202 —Fh I I EF AP SRAT E B AT A A58 BE BK B9 07 15 , 1207 V5 A B o g B — b
T, W LIRS A S e R (ERAE R RE AT W IR T . 6 EERRE WA Level MJ7
PRIGUE Level 1 #1 Level IR
2.1 Level I ¥ 15

Level I ¥4 J7 1k LA SR WL B4R O ZE Al 35 B0 0 b 7 125 3% WL &% Ji 55 B 4 2K (landscape development
intensity , LDI) 2 A Z29F4/1 15 ( synoptic approach)
2.1.1 LDI¥:

SO R A R T A IR B0 5 A 28T B BE B DIAR G, Ay F2 19 3t A I O =X, o HR A1 5
J¥E R et T I A BBV R SR B M i ) 2R 25 R 8o Brown Al Vivas™) 1] A - A1) FI 55088 B LA B 437 T
FREAAL REFEI 2 1) K i BE R , THA SOV & e 5 BE 46 81 (LDI) , AT Il A0 3l X 7K A 25 R GE I 7E
o o LDI /] DIE g — N AT RS BEHE B (X A - st Bk Sk i) AR 1 B AN AL 22 B R e K ) ok
R LA 3 ) A0 4 3 7 55 O B, LDL SR GIS # - 3t 1 F/ - 3t B8 5 00908 A BEBF A1 ) 5 088
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Brown Fl Vivas'*/iA g LDI ] DAYEy—Ff Level T M TH., JF AT I3 Hb Fry dg bR 452, 1] Bt LDT AT DAt A3
THRBEHATE RN

LDI J5 B35 AT 2538 : (1) X 32 500 5 XA BEA T4 R « 1 2G5 58 WL BEL 7T PAY ) - 3t R PR 80, R U 3 4
— BRI — R T, R R R T2 801 T AR M B P B BR R, 2 A X SR % A4 S
BTN A B b, — R UG 100 m 2% v X BV AT 4095 JAL i B R R ORI o (2) Hiak 1 st R I
it - b LDI 1 58Xt L f #7028, KR R G KI5 X3k BIE A, FEARE 287 0 RE #1749
%o (3) i3 A FIRR BT B AL A\ 2 2 FE 3R BE « ) 847 P [ A3 T AR 10 REAE SR 2 B ARG 3, TR e A 2695
I3 BE 9 BRI sej/ (hm® ~a) ) 15 LDI i R A %02 T SE 5T RE R, C0 95 i BB RRLSE . © BFSE
S A [ - i 1] I S50 B 7 TR B e [6) B REAE P (B EAT T 313 A RERE IO SR X B B 2 5 b - b
FIFHZEAI LDI R4, (4) 1153 X BN LDL: AR IE GIS $idf , I A S AR LA S 4 Fh L b A IR B AR A B
43 HGR] ATHSE LDIL LDL,, = 3% LU, - LDI,,3X B DL, $#§ 5 W8T ) LDI, % LU, 48 32 5 Wi () + b 1l ISR i
5 AR E 45 L, LD 38 4 R IS5 § 16 LDI 250,
2.1.2 HEEE

1988 4F., Bedford 7l Preston 3 H — 7l 5 AIHEEL ) ( synoptic ) PEA 754k , AT LA RIS PEHM G4t JA 2 351 H 1 2
BUEI " HEE“synoptic” FE SR “ IRt — N BRI SAWBEE"" R EMIEN R R —14
BREE, AR — MR AT, 5 B SR IS A — RN o BB MMy B iR — M
B0 LB B TE 22 [RLEAT HLABE , 32 LR @ PR 45 T BT P — R 24 U B T B B A e AT
[0 FEARI Ve DA VLA 252 N8 A 252 I A SR N SRt 0 o B IS AR IR Th RER AR N 54T |
HIRERE R AGHTR L S Th BEMR S 1547

BT B R AR A GIS S0 AR EAT 404 , 8 TN /K S 4E 35 R RIS B A BE F7, A BB b3t 2% Y
BURME . ZTEAE A E BRI, 7SRRI A R B E A X TR (1) BE AR AR, X — S E
HE VA 9 B B, RO, T B VR A 18 LA R SEEEN RO BRI N B 45 (2) B E AR B4R , T B 1B 26
A fiR B ARHIE A5, 8 R UYE L, B e TR H D RE AN B, B S B A R R SR e &
FRPREEI . (3) SEBERMIE R, (4) ATV, PR I AR sp BT R B AR A R R, FIH GIS B Mt
ZAFNISE R R A E . (5) MERMEE MRS , 45 0 DA R PEN ST A ER 43 o

H A% R A T 2 M, S R ARERE (BT BT BRI IS
2.2 Level 1 ¥EH H 1

Level I 2Rk IEM 1k , 16 5% HL AR , BEZE AR 1] PO WA B BT A IO e o DR ITM o B SRR
BT R B /D BN, B 2 B SR R BN M BTN 7 1 TSR 25 R SR I 40 SATEM Iy bk
HRER AR R BTN T o PR O B R — N AT SR R S iR TR T
ISR TP 5 B T 5 SR, TP R A 0 2R A % 7 Y A R T DA 3 1A HE P LB B 7 1)
Y8, [R]Bth, T LA T SR e ST Yt K A A R AR v

R SIF & —FP RN T, A 4 DR ERREERR 5 S, X R E R AR AR O ; R,
P R R, BB A RSB, 2 K28 P UE A FIBCHR 4047 B AT 18 BT 45 51 FRIR, % s 4%
SR BTN I, LA SR KSR T AR R4 s B , 1% T I LR BE BRI . Fennessy %8 A MR X 4 4
PRUEXT 3 E B IR T EE BT T RAEAT, RIE 7 MR E X hRE(E D) o

N T BRI BT R BRRE R — RS 25k I B T B4, A B LA T o LR A R PR T
BBl , X3 I AT 2036, IR S FE A , QAT A8 FE AR A T I (S — L6847 L L B FEARRE 5 ) , AR 7 B 1)
GIE T R e
2.2.1 RHIEEAE

FEVPH G0 5 BB A IR 7 BT 5, °T LA B S8 — AN AU — N B B T AL (4 0.5 hm® ) , o A DA S 45 A
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BHE B — AR, YESHFZERNAFIRHERIN 56 “ R B aA R, SXELUE RN, 30
LT ER BRI L&A W PSR E RIREEN, B X R BN BIERE LA R HiE R

PSIUAEE
F1 HE4DRERT FRE TN T EHRE
Table 1 Summary of seven rapid assessment methods that meet the four criteria
5 517 s it s Bt
Procedure Citation Wetland type Time(d) Advantages Disadvantages
2 R AR N 1) NBEJH T8 2 i 3 A 3
HERAE : ! 45 FI P47 19 HOM 12 : ,
Delaware Method ( Draft) [21] ﬁ?ﬁi@,%ﬂﬂ?@ﬂ <0.5 ST, ek EL5) i fl B‘Jf@.ﬁ,§*§fﬂgﬂﬁﬂb
Wi B

AT Y e B 1A B 5 FHA SLVEOE RGPS RIS V2 05 £

fid [22] 8 <1 FRRLAR S0 TN — 15 B A6 9 A

Assessment Procedure A 119 HESEPPAY

Th i 2 N 5 e A B LTIy KB TCH HE 3h NP -

J7 ¥ Massachusetts (23] Bokp g o YA s AT 8 A0k ggiiﬂiﬁbﬁlﬁ%@&

Coastal Zone Management RS ’ W RGE; RH; 5 T 15k wn !

Method 1 ATH R A

5K &8 T M U7 B NLFAFTE 5 P s B SRR AR A R R By , 72 B

Montana Wetland [24] WK 0.5 ShEE bR R AL T AR AF Y AMMERAT E 5 T AU AR

Assessment Method Rk PRI A 15 4T 3

AR GBIT Y J7 vk [FEEFRRERE  fe th— di—Le i, Wik —

Ohio Rapid Assessment [25] Bk <0.5 A TE FHER s Do e BESSEY R A S B, T

Method (ORAM) JE IS T3 FARFILAEHERDL H 47
HR L6 5% WL 7 H a0 250 A BF S

{2 s 38 35 B Penn y BB ANEES T MR AT ORI

State Stressor Checklist [26] BRI <0.5 R 5 PR PR ; T B4R Hh X 3 e
T

IR0 R R ) . ' L 5 — Bk

Washington State Wetland [27] ;f?;ﬁﬂ? A 0.5 ;ﬁ’ﬁgﬁ;ﬂ]{%ﬁ AR R A5 2 0 5 FEAE BT

Rating System ( Western)

AR AR B —

2.2.2 BHbEIrE

SRS —MHCHE PP 77 1k I B TR K — S B (R R M b B SR B R S S H LB o RS SL AN —
AR T 5 i A 25 B2 FR E DX SR P A7 7E A [R] R 3t 6T , AR F/K SO R R AR B A R AL, X &
B H TN RIS B 3 b X A [ Y o R R, T ELAS [ 28 28 PO el T R B 6 R 3R 3 A UM A ] o
T3 73 28 R G0 T BRI K SCARAF KR K SCRI K SCEh AR A (BEKAEY GEAR) I (IR A2 ) 7
TR OEFE L PR L RER ) SRR A R IR 2SR . 7320 B R R AR IR] — S U0 P AR A AR e
LAAGE BB SRR 0 531 L R M AR/ N2 7™ B A 2 [8] B 22591
2.2.3 WEMIER

PRFPFH 7 12 B L R B 7K 00 3 BRI B, oK SCR R Z R , 45 A 7K S sh , 7K
SO, KR, K B SE R DL K B RE 0 45 5 T AR AR R R de A Y, 98 LR, S R 3, St 3
ARGURMIZ RS . AR AHE LR DR EIRIEAR LR , SR i AR R 28, BRI, AR Y
b, BF A A 5 R WG Bl B HAE SR 48 1 22 07 iR AR M BE IR M R AEAE S A W B B B ds . SO0
U A S 50 - Y, 5 At 3 e R ) S, R X O R AL R T, SR b X PN A AR 45
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B 5 3 NKIE SN BIREM , N 05 sh o8 e R G R R AR A e et o AR —FMB RPN T B8 A — 1
i BV b XoF Jolp 38 1) s oy B3 % 3 B PR S e R DATROHE A (D AR FP BT |5 B 40 L MR TR B R ) .
WX 2R 32BN 5 , W3 AR 2% A R 7™ A 1 T 2 0, R LG 3 FE AR TR A 6T , O B DR PP AR
T ETE R B AR IE R A E TR A B R
2.2.4 EHRE

PRHEIEAN I EX G — N IRME , ARG TR S B, IR 5 M3 1 5 75 20X HAE @RS . Bt
PV T7 B AU S — RS BTN 8 H NS R R R I B R BULA %, R G A5 — SR
—AIHE. B0, VY — R A 2 2 58w X B4 58 BE AT AR 3 R 07 B R AT 43, A 22 (10 ~25 m) AR
(25 ~75 m) B 58" (KT 75 m) o XFPI7 AT ARRARST 20 19728 S 1, ol B iR 22, 1 [R] i N RE A5 2 RIAE 1Y
BEREBERNWEEMNEL
2.2.5 W]EEME

ST —MREVEH T A 0 R B R TE T2 B A S VR BOE R 6 4iE ( Level T4 J5 15 40 IBI 5§
HGM B RIBIR) o WA STREIEM 5 Level AR 8156 2 , DME REKH bR 77 v 15 2 i 45 1
PEATAMER B E A B 45 R o
2.3 LevellliEH 1=

BIKF RPN 7 B A ) B A2 PR T E B T RE |, 2 55 Bl BEROK ELAE B R B — b Y
SN T . BUEN I Z A T2 Level I J7 5, BIZK SCHIAKR ¥ (hydrogeomorphic , HGM ) il A4 ¥ 58 &
5802 (indexes of biological integrity, IBI)
2.3.1 HGM i b

HGM & — 7 AT BE A Sy Al R0 b £ R VT T 125, 2 36 [ ol 25 5 T B T8 SE B il b B 9 R B8 B
F, Brinson' ! il Smith ™! 2 \iZ T & 583 T 18 PR /K SCHISH /326 (HOM) iR o 27 Bt oK V8 S5
VKB FRHER BRI A 3 RIS A SA R M, RAEX 3 B X XA MR T 0 28 . 27
A AR — AN KR BE 3 X I A 17 2R T € B 1 —BUN P . HOM J7 EE S BUR W Y [A] — 28 B0 3t o
R B2 AR /NN A S S5 b, DA A o S A B R DA R BRR O

HGM J5 4045 3 B3R : (1) MR4EHAR K SCRUK SCEh A FFE IR b 70 A [F] IR 38 B, UE THE R —
BRI AT VES . AR TE HGM 7] DU b 73 LA K26, A0 48 AR 3t 70 O 090 0 4 L 3k L ) 7
&P R ANRETRA USRS, (2) e @I e TR TR, IR A X I A &,
B REAS 2 Bk 1A] 42 T 2= 90 b B k. P P 5 A o R T VP M 8 2L 3 11 55 2 BB 48 4K ( Functional Capacity
Indices,FCI) , (3)&FHSH10H, FIASHRMB LR R . SH W —RIEATLLEE B 4R UKL
3 B AR R K- AR 52 TR B Z A S AR/ NRR . IR S0 R M B TR, I A S
AR PR UEHEAT OB o

HGM 7Y I & & — MBFR R A2 , 50 E 0 FT ARSI B8 A& K8 DU X R B BEA T A7 40 948 TE A HE, HL
BT R— M ERNE WM I — BESL TIFH AL, 5 A8 T i X 17 — B, HZS R E
PEdF . {H HGM BB I & 2% F R , 7510 4 i S £ 55 FE 2 K B i [R] A0 7 , HL I 5E 9 Zh BE A IF A i 25 2R
BB 28 Mo i , AN BEANE 2 B AR TUEA AR FE RIS T AT BE . D, HOM R BETEA [R) S AL i 3tb 22 [8] 54T E
BVEHY , B BRAR T PR IR 6 32 A\ 28 1m0 BE R e (i, , AT i . ST IR S L D RR L TS,
B Z S RUE, TTISIE Tl , HOM BRIER 45— MRHITFHT , X 2 S BOX SR 1045 2 i Th RESF AR, T
HELMHET .
2.3.2 IBI ¥

He W) S MEFEH0: IBI(indexes of biological integrity ) & —Fp A= I PEM . IBI By Karr™ 5 3 1, 240+
RREIKR TR ARG R E SR . FE, EE PR ENT2508 IBI PH0 J7 B 1 A W 28R K3 v
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TR RS, WG W2 MY 9% IBL R A —RF1 5 ALK THE DM £ YR Mk
R — MBI, — R 8 ~ 12 X AR TH U A2 W R PR I 2 MU BE SR AR o 1B J7 1% B SR Bk
e B E R MR AR A A R A, Bl S AR T IR A B . AR H mAR /s,
WS 2 R, 3 SR R PERR 2 “ WU BE ™, FRH s 6 B 5 R — A KBS & S8 . ZE
R LAY R TR 5 e — B R SE A IB R R O, ENTX I £ R B S N T (WL, f2 1,
DI ) ERARBURR, ELX SR AR 5 T R AIAR R

IBL ik R — RS BB YDA AR
e, T B AT M VA A ORI , 5 3SR BT BEK . i
HAGSELE 1, §REMETN BN | s A
HEATA325 BT YA PR I — 0 2590 2 ) 7 ;
A ENIMEIERIL, 43R —dmmisl | “koen et
iy BARIR D, AR IR L K LA AR T T
{58 FHTAJSTHMIE, RLFI TBI 70k B — W GLie

| |
y

P AR TR T A i

Fhal LR A 2 BER BT ITA , RN IR A
TR PO RIS, PR, i | : |
HIEE AR —AE , BRI ST — > IBL 7 B2 i Se ik BAT 40 | ww%mlﬁﬁcmmm |
H IR RRELBR o B T AR IE W | AR —A W 1T 4 |
| |
| |

HE— 5 A A R b, ORI 3 S R, 44 TR
JEARE AR F A2 MR b RN, R 5 A S
HF AR IR R LA B S HE AR EE . X UL
FHKT 7 L 20 B R 2 MBS 5 A (RIFR 8 ~ 12 O ——.
A MERIE—NZMEIEIR. W —DFTERIE  Fig 1 Sequence of activities in developing metrics and TBI!!
PEBEATT S, 4R PEAR S A S BB 1) TBI (L

BR IBI IR EEROR BRI A 182 , (6L 1B 7 1k AR 2 — i L 00 K A R RIS I B i
7454 PR S L 0 U, I SRS B B RO 5.0 5 L TBT (S5 R B0, RESIR 2 SO AR AR
A2 el TR SRR T AR S SR R (AR A B3 ) oy LA AR 1, TBI 4831 T 132 Wz
735 PR DA 7 W A TR M GBS B 10 M55 9 AMHSRFIROER Jy TBIs Jrp™
3 B

ARSCIA LRI 3 KRV 745 EC ORIk 5 B 4% 1138 P 30 L R S A 45 38 1 O
Mo B, WSRO B B S TE P T 2R O S HEAR BT , EL AT AR X G0 GIS B A BB , X1 F
YA SRR B BSR4 TATTRE T A % Level 1 WA 7 25— 1B 300 b f HEAR VL 0647 e
PR SUESRAE S R, T REE Level 1A J5 vk T 4 B et P 2 ROV, TOA 400 00 YR S A
A AL BEREN, BEAT LA Level IFFH 75, Tk HOM J7 Bhifs 2 TBI J7 p PR HE AT VPAY , A AR AR EL A
BLSESE o FIER, 7 R AR T LU 7 R R BE ), B0, B S J7 % (Level 11 ) AT BAFFICAR S Level
5 FRE, 3P 7 (Level 1) WU BT L PR SRBE o PO UE B A 7 o, B2, A7 A0 3 38 A O S 0
LIRS T AR VPAY H 19 , BB VIR SR M8 2 VT 7 2 B S5 MO MG & AARIE YR
FRBEVFA 195 FUE R TR

Y 1 5 TR A Y BB R T SE A PR SRV, 3 SETR MO R A PT R S . R
H 25 F SR A SCR O AT EE FL AR A0 T, AT LI M R R ERT S B Ry o, SATHT I RUTR IF
BRI 2 5 R G B S 5 — PR FET S R BI04 , 05 G S 30 U5 B A S PO,
ERSR . 1, By TR MO ) W B A M B R ), S B 0 SRR ME L S 7k SR, 79
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H M A R AT REA 2 E R TR IR PR T ARSE (R FR T 0o B — @ AT PR, B0 7 T IR
HKPECFE MK EZRE PR RIS B AT IR R 3R X4 52 E K OF b RS — 8 BN i AT o B AR PE . T
EEBIEASLE EPA AR, C&HT T RARE LRI @R . — B2 RIETN B KRR, XM E
Bl PN ) [R) 2 R b 1 T 58— B VB AR B PEHY , 2 Genet and Olsen F| F#E 4 #1 K RU To 5 e 3h 4 i 1BI X BH JE, 75
BN 100 ZAMEEERH AT T WM Mack 250 F VIBLOH ¥4 ) SE B HEAE 0% ) WHRZ AR HW1 e 7
BEHLEAT TR X TN G5 SR A A T XHB K & 55 B A I TAEHEAT 4 F o (AR RRERE
EE, TR SR [ — 28 BY I b, , TS (RIS A f) 0 ol T IO R | 358 K SC S S ER AN ], 2k DA
[Fl— e R AT IEI )

HTAESREEARHEESME, TULARGE T EMARE T ERBRESRELE KRS EM
— i S,
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