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Abstract

In recent years, the Yangtze River estuary ecosystem has been under increasing pressure with the
rapid economic development, which restricts the sustainable development of the social economy.
Therefore, it is of great significance to assess the ecosystem health status of the Yangtze River est-
uary. Since the connotation and standards of ecosystem health have not yet formed a unified cog-
nition, there were various methods for the ecosystem health assessment of the Yangtze River est-
uary in previous studies, and the results of different methods varied greatly. However, most stu-
dies believed that the ecosystem health status of the Yangtze River estuary declined since the late
1990s and reached the worst level in the mid-2000 s. After that, the trend of slow recovery ap-
peared, but the current condition was still not optimistic. In the future, it is still necessary to fur-
ther clarify the connotation and standard of estuarine ecosystem health, innovate the methods of
ecosystem health assessment, and study the trend of further development of ecological status, so
as to provide a basis for ecological restoration and scientific management of the Yangtze River
estuary.
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Table 1. Results of different assessment methods on ecosystem health status of Yangtze River estuary
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Figure 1. Comparison between different assessment methods on ecosystem health status of Yangtze River Estuary ((PSR
model [28], DPSIR model [19], index of ocean biological health [29], and index of biological integrity [27])
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