2 2022 WATER & WASTEWATER ENGINEERING Vol 48 No.2 2022

W\

1 1,2 1 1 1

(1 s 200092; 2 s 200092)

M 4 10 (2011—2020 ) ,
. M .
50% Hl b ’ b

s 99% , ,

: TU992;X799 (A :1002—8471(2022)02—0128—05

DOI: 10. 13789/j.cnki.wwel 964, 2021 09. 10.0005
’ ’ ’ . [J]'

,2022,48(2):128-132. WANG X M, LI W Y, ZHOU Y.et al. Surface water quality
evaluation based on random forests and fuzzy comprehensive evaluation[]]. Water &

Wastewater Engineering,2022,48(2) :128-132.

Surface water quality evaluation based on random forests and

fuzzy comprehensive evaluation
WANG Xinmin', LI Weiying' *, ZHOU Yu', JING Xinyu', CHEN Sheng

(1 College of Environmental Science and Engineering , Tongji University ,Shanghai 200092, China ;
2 Key Laboratory of Yangtze River Water Environment <Ministry of Education™ ,
Tongji University ,Shanghai 200092, China)

Abstract: M River is the drinking water source of a southern city of China, we collected
monthly water quality data for a 10-year period (2011—2020) at four water quality monitoring sites
from upstream to downstream of the M River. Fuzzy comprehensive evaluation and random forests
method were used to comprehensively evaluate the water quality of M River. The results showed
that more than half of the water samples of M River exceeded the Class [[[ standards, and there
was a clear trend of deterioration from upstream to downstream. Random forests models effectively
calculate the feature importance of water quality parameters. Total nitrogen, fecal coliform and dis-
solved oxygen were the most important water quality parameters. These findings have comprehen-
sive analyze the water quality of M River, and have provided strong support for the water quality

management of M River.
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