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Evaluation of Groundwater Quality Based on Analytic Hierarchy Process—A Case Study of Akesu

WANG Dong-zhi' ,LIANG Jian-hui’ (1.Henan Provincial Bureau of Hydrology and Water Resources,Zhengzhou, Henan 450003 ;2. Kashi
Regional Hydrographic Survey Bureau in Xinjiang, Kashi, Xinjiang 844099 )

Abstract Based on the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) ,the groundwater environmental quality evaluation model of Aksu City was estab-
lished.Based on the data of 16 water level monitoring wells in Aksu City,the groundwater environmental quality evaluation results showed that
81.25% of the groundwater samples reached Class III water quality standard, among which 43.75% were good.And poor water quality was
18.75%. By comparing with the results of F-value scoring method,it was found that the AHP can make more comprehensive and effective use
of the monitoring data of water samples and make the evaluation results more realistic because it adopted variable weights to deal with the eval-
uation factors and took into account the contribution of all the evaluation factors to water quality and the relationship between the factors.In or-
der to reflect the actual situation of water body more scientifically and objectively, the evaluation method should be selected reasonably accord-

ing to the actual monitoring data and the purpose of evaluation.
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Fig.1 Hierarchical structure model for groundwater quality evaluation
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Table 1 The measured values of each evaluation index in the sample

P4 Y3 A7 A
of monitoring pH hardness TIOI},‘:}P Cr}llql;]il ¢ Srzlfyage nitrogen irirtlrmooz;a F::ll;/nile
wells me/ . soliz(; ;/ m;g/L mg/L. mgr/g L
1 7.50 524.17 1 208.28 278.30 282.10 0.06 1.21 1.25
2 8.10 347.86 679.94 113.20 200.50 0.04 0.53 0.58
3 7.90 137.45 267.69 89.60 37.49 0.03 0.27 0.64
4 7.70 183.16 306.06 52.30 47.46 0.01 0.26 0.52
5 8.00 142.10 264.74 79.20 36.62 0.02 0.25 0.70
6 7.80 170.46 293.58 123.50 58.70 0.04 0.91 0.31
7 7.90 386.74 1 073.90 256.80 201.20 0.05 2.63 0.98
8 7.30 206.69 350.88 68.20 60.22 0.05 0.31 0.52
9 7.50 249.70 409.44 70.33 49.30 0.03 0.53 0.59
10 7.90 217.12 341.38 89.67 78.60 0.02 0.32 0.48
11 7.60 260.83 416.87 67.20 46.50 0.06 0.68 0.75
12 7.50 204.40 335.54 58.60 46.29 0.02 1.02 0.32
13 7.70 229.79 371.20 99.80 41.20 0.01 0.26 0.20
14 8.40 101.95 168.29 58.40 9.80 0.01 0.42 0.61
15 8.10 122.32 202.83 42.10 17.65 0.05 0.98 0.34
16 8.10 149.34 258.35 78.60 38.17 0.01 0.87 0.42
2.1 MEH|ETIERE S —H R TR IR T AR B, K 5 5 K R 23

211 FgiE(A-B) W 5 — B s, L1 S0IE IR A-B ( HARZ-ENZ) 403 2 Ps.
S5, 308 3ok SR PR HOs BE D7 5 AT W FE AR, T S 4% 52 [

R2 15 A-B HIBTIERE
Table 2 Constructing A-B judgement matrix

N 125(B)) I 2:(B,) I %(B,) IV 25(B,) V 2(By)
Water quality Type 1 Type 1 Type 1l Type IV Type V
1 25(B,) Typel 1.00 2.00 3.00 7.00 9.00

I 24(B,) Type I 0.50 1.00 2.00 5.00 7.00

IM 24(B, ) Type I 0.33 0.50 1.00 2.00 5.00
IV 24(B,) Type IV 0.14 0.20 0.50 1.00 2.00

V 2K(B;) Type V 0.11 0.14 0.20 0.50 1.00

CEVFEHITAIE A-B (ORCHFAEN 1, =5.040 8,14 X1 IFHATE Cl=(5.049 8-5)/(5-1)= 0.012 45, I 245
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(2)31E15%] CR=0.012 45/1.26=0.011 1,CR<0.10, A L4 S 55 XTI 114 451> s DS~ 1 5 7K o 2 031 ) 1 1 L
R A=B il I — SR f&#l WA (B,—C) , 4Nk 3~7 iR,
2.1.2 Fi (B =-C) FIMIE MR S — SR 5 . IR R K

F3 MHEKRIZE(B,-C) HIE4ERE
Table 3 Constructing water quality type I (B,-C) judgement matrix

GRERE A L S LR EN S
(B, ; . otal Total soluhle e Ammonia Ammonia
Fluoride pH(C,) . thurlde Sulfate . .
Type 1 c) hardness solids (C.) (C.) nitrogen nitrogen
‘ (C3) (Cy) ’ ¢ (Cy) (Cs)

k) Fluoride(C,) 1.00 0.20 0.20 0.50 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33
pH(C,) 5.00 1.00 3.00 7.00 3.00 5.00 3.00 3.00
JEM I Total hardness(C,) 5.00 0.33 1.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 2.00 3.00
P4 YR A Z
SRAREETE )
Total soluble solids(C,) 2.00 0.14 0.20 1.00 3.00 2.00 3.00 1.00
FAL#) Chloride( Cy) 3.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 0.50 1.00 0.20
TR EL Sulfate(Cy) 3.00 0.20 0.20 0.50 2.00 1.00 1.00 0.33
%% Ammonia nitrogen(C, ) 3.00 0.33 0.50 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33
EELIRER TS 3.00 0.33 0.33 1.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 1.00

Permanganate index( Cy)

x4 HIEKFEIE(B,-C) H|HiERHE
Table 4 Constructing water quality type II( B,-C) judgement matrix

S St o A L

1(B,) miem ey Toa SERERPE g gy AR SHERER
Fluoride(C, ) p 2 hardness ol soruble Chloride(Cy)  Sulfate( Cy) fmmonta frmmonta
Type I ! (C) solids(C,) 3 ¢ nitrogen(C,) nitrogen ( Cy )
3

ALY Fluoride(C,) 1.00 0.33 0.20 0.33 0.50 0.50 0.33 1.00
pH(C,) 3.00 1.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 5.00
JATERE Total hardness(C,) 5.00 0.33 1.00 3.00 6.00 5.00 3.00 3.00
SRR 3.00 0.25 0.33 1.00 3.00 6.00 5.00 4.00
Total soluble solids(C,)
“4k4y Chloride( C,) 2.00 0.33 0.17 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33
Filath Sulfate( C,) 2.00 0.25 0.20 0.17 1.00 1.00 0.50 0.33
&, Ammonia nitrogen( C,) 3.00 0.33 0.33 0.20 1.00 2.00 1.00 0.50
L R AR TR AL 1.00 0.20 0.33 0.25 3.00 3.00 2.00 1.00

Permanganate index( Cy )

x5 MHEKRNEZE (B,-C) HIHT4ER
Table 5 Constructing water quality type II (B;-C) judgement matrix

- B L . ey . "
L= A [ P4 A Al N =% =N ,\%]l;‘ b
Fluoride pH(C,) hardness Total soluble Chloride(C,)  Sulfate(C, ) Ammonia Ammonia
Type Il (c)) 13(1(;}1(;55 solids(C,) onaet bs uttated L nitrogen( C, ) nitrogen ( Cy )
ALY Fluoride(C, ) 1.00 0.50 0.33 0.50 1.00 0.50 1.00 3.00
pH(C,) 2.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 4.00 5.00
JEM E Total hardness(C,) 3.00 0.50 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 4.00
AR Y 2.00 0.33 0.50 1.00 6.00 5.00 6.00 6.00
Total soluble solids(C,)
k¥ Chloride( Cs) 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.17 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.50
TifRER Sulfate( Cy) 2.00 0.50 0.25 0.20 1.00 1.00 0.50 0.50
Z & Ammonia nitrogen(C,) 1.00 0.25 0.20 0.17 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
EEERER RS 0.33 0.20 0.25 0.17 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00

Permanganate index( Cy)

SR A HEMEREHL— B R CR B/ T 0.10, BAW K BHEIRR S HEPE R I 8.
S, (] B RT3 2~ 16 5 W 45 R PR AR T 2K B
22 WEARENDHFE SOHITREB RS NENET BUEREHT  BARLSRILE 9, WEPRTLIE I, 75 2~ 16
FIXS T FARK SO BOACE S BT 2 UCEHE T , R4 SOKBHRARZUCEHER b, 1 6 UK BTHs AR i HE RS 22 A1 ],
JEUTITAT P 8 F BT B B R JZ UL, G 1500 AUELMARE/ N33 D pHSBEBE | B gk 1 [ 900 | e R
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Table 6 Constructing water quality type IV ( B,-C) judgement matrix

SRR s , Jy s "
N P ‘m»n y Rk . L. 7 =] ,\%ul;‘ 1=}
NV %(B,) B I SRR 7R SN M s
Fluoride(C, ) p 2 hardness ol soruble Chloride(C5)  Sulfate(C,) fmmonta frmmonta
Type IV ! (C) solids(C,) s ¢ nitrogen(C,) nitrogen ( Cy )
3
k) Fluoride(C,) 1.00 0.33 0.25 0.50 0.33 0.50 0.50 0.50
pH(C,) 3.00 1.00 4.00 6.00 6.00 4.00 3.00 2.00
JEM JEE Total hardness(C;) 4.00 0.25 1.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 2.00
SRR RE Y 2.00 0.17 0.33 1.00 2.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Total soluble solids(C,)
k) Chloride( Cs) 3.00 0.17 0.33 0.50 1.00 0.50 0.50 1.00
RAREL Sulfate(Cy) 2.00 0.25 0.25 0.25 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 A, Ammonia nitrogen( C,) 2.00 0.33 0.33 0.25 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
056 R £h 48 B Permanganate 2.00 0.50 0.25 0.25 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
index( Cg)
R=7 HEKERV E(B,-C) HIET5EFE
Table.7 Constructing water quality type V (B,-C) judgement matrix
MR ., - o s ;
N ; SRR A " : 5 FEhdE
V 2(B;) D) pH(C,) Total '{l:itﬁj E:lﬁ:+@ AL B Arfkmonia m%rii&;nonii:;‘ H
Type V Fluoride(C, ) hd(lgl’l(;bs solids(C,) Chloride(Cs)  Sulfate( C4) nitrogen( C, ) nitrogen( C, )
3
FALY) Fluoride(C, ) 1.00 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33
pH(C,) 2.00 1.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 3.00
JeMif i Total hardness(C,) 2.00 0.33 1.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 3.00
SR ARE ) 2.00 0.25 0.25 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 3.00
Total soluble solids(C,)
k) Chloride( Cs) 1.00 0.33 0.33 0.50 1.00 0.33 0.50 0.33
Wiz sk Sulfate( Cy) 1.00 0.25 0.25 0.33 3.00 1.00 1.00 0.33
Z & Ammonia nitrogen(C,) 1.00 0.20 0.33 0.25 2.00 1.00 1.00 0.33
EEERER RS 3.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 3.00 3.00 3.00 1.00
Permanganate index( Cy)
#=8 1 SHMAKRIERERBHRF
Table 8 Total ranking of water quality indicators for monitoring well No.1
=K N N N N N =R = 3
=K [%(B,)  M2%(B,) M(B) N¥K(B,) V() =0 AT
Hierarchy Hierarchy Total ranking
AL Fluoride(C, ) 0.033 6 0.044 9 0.079 0 0.045 4 0.067 0 0.045 8 8
pH(C,) 0.329 1 0.307 7 0.258 0 0.346 5 0.297 2 0.312 0 1
JEMi E Total hardness(C,) 0.224 4 0.229 2 0.218 1 0.189 9 0.214 6 0.222 0 2
AR Y 0.098 5 0.172 1 0.212 8 0.147 5 0.140 2 0.141 8 3
Total soluble solids(C,)
Z4k#) Chloride( Cy) 0.055 8 0.053 4 0.053 5 0.059 4 0.049 8 0.054 7 7
TR ER Sulfate(Cy) 0.061 1 0.044 5 0.062 7 0.066 0 0.061 2 0.056 9 6
2% Ammonia nitrogen( C,) 0.065 5 0.066 5 0.058 1 0.071 0 0.054 6 0.064 6 5
R IR ER TR AL 0.132 1 0.08 17 0.057 9 0.074 3 0.1156 0.101 8 4
Permanganate index( Cy)
2.3 FMNARERITLE AT 3) TS 20 & b R KR LR 6l B2
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RSV A 5 BRI N 2

UGBTI T 7K 58 20 S0 43 b X 25 i b T /K BT i AT
YA EER IR 9, WRPTIE H,7E 16 AW Hh , 7K Bk
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Table 9 The total ranking and comprehensive score of water quality indicators in different monitoring wells and water quality categories

[ R ks
of monitoring Tiem O () hadness S GRS itvogen nganate Overall Groundwater A;}“jlyyl:i’:l Jalue
wells () ahas(c,) (G0 e gl sl
1 JERAUE 00458 03120 02220 0.1418 00547 00569 00646 0.101 8 3.29 e \Y m
Eil352 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

2 ERBUA 00361 03544 0.1975 0.1474 00312 00553 00715 0.1065 0.98 L] \Y m
Eil352 7 1 2 3 8 6 5 4

3 ERBUA 00296 03714 0.1905 01501 0.0361 00550 0.0642 0.103 1 0.16 R I Jif
Hey 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

4 ERBUA 00360 03675 0.1941 01479 00371 00566 00641 0.09 6 0.45 KL Jif I
Hey 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

5 JEUAUE 00380 03340 02086 0.1658 00365 00511 00715 0.0947 0.18 R I I
Hey 7 1 2 3 8 6 5 4

6 BEUAUHE 00425 03556 02044 0.1572 00452 00516 00609 0.0826 0.45 £ ] I
Hey 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

7 =20 e 00409 03325 02062 0.1690 00454 00508 0.0670 0.088 0 2.13 e \Y I}
Eil35d 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

8 EUAUE 0.0414 03023 02099 0.1914 00396 00548 00704 0.090 3 0.65 By | Jif
Hey 7 1 2 3 8 6 5 4

9 EUAUE 00409 03231 02166 0.1687 00469 00509 00710 0.0820 0.58 Eyas Il I
Hey 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

10 EURUH 00439 03210 02179 01690 00486 00542 00635 0.0819 0.64 T I I
Hey 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

11 BEUAUE 00440 03123 02338 0.1597 00475 00596 00601 0.0830 0.59 Bl | Jif
Hoy 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

12 AU 00518 03160 02229 01580 00542 00604 00625 0.0741 0.68 gehy m I
Hery 8 1 2 3 7 6 5 4

13 BEAUE 00557 03041 02188 0.1636 00551 00605 00664 0.0788 0.55 T i} II
Hey 7 1 2 3 8 6 5 4

14 BEUAUE 00502 02993 02333 0.1610 0.0494 00655 0.0637 0.0778 0.15 R I Jii
Hoy 7 1 2 3 8 6 5 4

15 JERBUE 00488 02998 02253 0.1669 00481 00624 0.0686 0.080 0 0.25 R I I
Hep 7 1 2 3 8 6 5 4

16 JEUAUE 0.0524 02837 02289 0.1707 0.0523 00624 0.0725 0.0769 0.16 L7n= I I

HeF 7 1 2 3 8 6 5 4
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