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1 19952003 :
PN BN Rk ¥ s e B MEE R AT K M RE H
(D FEAE(2) X3 ¥ R&) MK E | REGY (D | REMG)/ ()
1995 5725 48 738 63 171. 58 1L 25 14. 33% 3 00% L 52%
1996 6751. 68 850. 67 200. 31 12 88 14. 49% 2 97% 1. 51%
1997 7933, 01 925. 56 224 36 14 25 10. 64% 2 83% 1. 54%
1998 8880, 67 973, 37 254 87 18 46 29. 54%; 2 87% 1. 90%
1999 9725 13 1010 82 279. 24 19. 85 7.53% 2 87% 1. 96%
2000 10954 30 1037 27 324 18 21. 87 10. 18% 2 96% 2 11%
2001 11815 89 1061 61 37319 2415 10. 43% 3 16% 2 27%
2002 12901. 95 1089. 79 397. 56 25 13 4. 06% 3 08% 2 31%
2003 14828 22 1150 79 452 30 27 14 8. 00% 305% 2 36%
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PN . Rk &K GDP & WX R &k MHEE RF && M &
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1995 2145 92 464 82 21. 66% 6 56% 2 2% & 00%
1996 2560. 05 537. 38 20. 99% 6 43% 2 40% 7 82%
1997 2974 50 576 63 19. 39% 6 35% 2 47% 7 54%
1998 3286 56 610. 04 18. 56% 7. 24% 3 03% 7.75%
1999 3550, 24 628 86 17.71% 7 11% 3 16% 7. 87%
2000 3920, 07 640, 57 16. 34% 6 75% 3 41% & 27%
2001 4253 68 651 11 15.31% 6 47% 3 71% & 77%
2002 4682 01 664 78 14. 20% 6 32% 3 78% 8 49%
2003 5232 17 692 94 13. 24% 6 00% 3 2% & 4%
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T B | (FE) | AT Rt & . FERE | wean
1996 850 67 1261. 11 786. 86 12 88 61 29 256. 31 100. 83
1997 925. 56 1240. 25 781. 38 14 25 78 23 274. 16 118 54
1998 973 37 1221. 17 785. 77 18 46 106. 57 257.23 137. 47
1999 1010. 82 1213. 85 788 14 19. 85 118. 16 262. 63 156 14
2000 1037. 27 1187. 09 776. 43 2187 140. 12 244.74 166 19
2001 1061. 61 1172. 63 766. 93 2415 151. 56 250. 30 181. 71
2002 1089. 79 1160. 88 765. 79 2513 182. 44 228. 04 195 81
2003 1150. 79 1149. 02 74479 27 14 200. 50 253. 04 227.65
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Application of Analytic Hierarchy Process in Bidding Evaluation
for Petroleum Engineering

HOU Li-zhong's WU Jun-xia®
(1. Sinopec Intemational Petroleum Exploration &Development Corporation Beijing 100083, China;
2. Huabei Oilfield Company, PetroChina Langfang Hebei 065007, China)

Abstract Based on the characteristics of multiple hierarchy in the process of bidding evaluation for petroleum engineering, Analy tic Hierarchy Process
(AHP) is introduced to bidding evaluation for petroleum engineering. A case study is illustrated to show the application in petroleun drilling engineer-
ing. Compared with current 2— stage bidding evaluation, AHP eliminates the effects from private opinions Als, AHPis easy to apply and draw more
comprehensive conclusions which proves that AHP is a practical method for petroleum engineering.

Key words: Analytic Hierarchy Process; Bidding Evaluation; Petioleum Engineering
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Performance Evaluation and Policies Selection of Finance of
Supporting Agriculture in Fujian

ZHANG Wen—qi, LIN Shao-wei

(College of Economics and Management, Fujan Agnculture and Forestry Universitys Fuzhou 350002, China)

Abstract. In this article the importance that using the financial fund to solve the three problems of agriculture, countryside and farmers in Fujian was
briefly explained, the using performance of financial fund of supporting agriculture in Fujian w as evaluated, and the factors affecting on it was analyzed

Then, the new mechanism of how to exploit the fund’ s utility was set up. At hst some advice about how to remain the increase of financial fund of
supporting agriculture in Fujian and expbit its utility was put forward

Key words; Fujian; finance of supporting agriculture; performance evaluation; policies selection



