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Extensible fuzzy comprehensive evaluation model for
a municipal solid waste ecological treatment system

ZHANG Qian-fei WANG Yan-ming
Shanghai Municipal Engineering Design General Institute  Shanghai 200092  China

Abstract A municipal solid waste ecological treatment system is a complex system with multiple objectives and a multi-
level hierarchy. Through a combination of the extension method and fuzzy theory some key technologies in the
comprehensive evaluation of ecological health such as construction of an evaluation system quantification of evaluation
indices a matter-element model and an extension evaluation method were studied. Then an extensible fuzzy
comprehensive evaluation model of ecological health was established. The application of the model to landfill analysis

shows that the model is reasonable and feasible.

Key words municipal solid waste MSW  ecological treatment ecological health extensible fuzzy evaluation method
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