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Table 1: Ranking responses from questionnaire
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Adapted from Ervin, 2003b
Table 2.  The Fundamental Scale for Making Judgments
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Decimal judgments, such s 3.5, are allowed for fine
tuting, and judgments greater than 9 may be entered,
though it s suggested that they be avoided.





Table 3 Different economic activities and contributions impacts to ecological integrity in central KNP
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Note: A separate value was assigned to each quality, and the three values were multiplied to calculate the degree of each pressure or threat. A degree of 1 to 3 was considered mild, 4 to 9 moderate, 12 to 24 high, and 27 to 64 severe
Table 4: Land cover change statistics of central korup from 1986 to 2000
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Table 5: Soil properties in the central zone of the Korup National Park
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Table 6: Crop diversification index for 1986 and 1996
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‘Others’ here refer to crops occupying less than 0.1ha of farmland. As shown, they make up about 6% of the total cropland.

Table 7: Average annual income per household beginning 1986 and ending, 2008.
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1CFA Franc BEAC = 0.002270 US Dollar; *PES: Payment for Environmental Services

Break-Even Point, which is the point at which a product stops costing money to produce and sell, and starts to generate a profit for your company are relatively low. 
Table 8: Pair wise comparison of main Criteria (or objectives) with respect to the goal

[image: image8.png]Criteria_Presswre_State_Response
Presswe | 53

State s 13
Response_1/3 o1




Table 9: Pair wise comparison of pressure sub-criteria of the objective
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The inconsistency value was 0.000<0.1.
Table 10: Pair wise comparison for ‘state’ sub-criteria of the objective
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Inconsistency ratio =0.0141<0.1

Table 11: Indicators for assessing ecological and livelihood security
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Table 12: Standardized scores of the indicators
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Figure 1. The Pressure-State-Response (PSR) framework for the regional ecological security assessment
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Figure 2: A hierarchical (descriptive) representation of the problem, showing variable measured

The overall synthesized priorities for the alternatives are shown in figure 3.
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Figure  4: Index of Ecological Integrity map for the central zone of Korup national park
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