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Model of ecosystem risk based on natural capital; a case study

LI Wei-De"* , WANG Ji-Quan®

1 Institute of Bioinformatics, School of Mathematics and Statistics, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, China

2 The State Key Laboratory of Frozen Soil Engineering , Institute of Cold and Arid Regions Environment and Engineering, Chinese Academy of Sciences,
Lanzhou 730000, China

Acta Ecologica Sinica 2009 ,29(7) .3811 ~ 3817.

Abstract; Ecology is playing a core role in ecosystem management and in sustainable development of the life support
system. Quantitative study of the ecosystem is crucial in ecosystem management and is becoming the research frontier. In
this study, new method for measuring ecosystem risk is established by combining capitalization of natural asserts and
financial risk method. Some models to calculate the total ecosystem risk for a region or watershed are established. A case
study of the method is conducted in Mingin oasis ecosystem. The case study shows how to calculate the risk value of an
ecosystem. The result of the case study indicates that the maximum loss of the region’s ecosystem value is no more than 192
million RMB yuan at 95% confidential level in three years. The method and formulae established for ecosystem risk analysis

are useful in ecosystem management.
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BB, 5L AR 252y BEt R 2 D SRORHEFE X 0 B MR T e 8 K R K R BB 1 MBI IS o Bh2Eik
TR B FERR NS AT R K R AR 1 RLF TG E SRR S IR ES RGBT E R KR EE Bl #54L K R
MRAMESREEEPR PR MR LR, ARIRKEHESRERS MR TIEMET RS
R BSR4 Aok , @ — M TASRE AT fes K RGN TH,

A ZS KBS AR SR I AP A AE S Z PP — N HE W EZ RS . WIS XK IF 4t (environment
risk assessment ) & B )4 S KBS TEH (ERA, ecological risk assessment ) DA AE 3= B 8 78 A 5 5 B A BT 5T
b B E IS Yt R AR PR S R RN o AR, BF R IR E, PR X R
BRGNS LN AR TSR, NS RE B . RERET SRS YR X T
SR RERIAE S R MRS PR ZE S | B 2% B E N B ' E7E W (X 3R) RE LR R A KB 5T
HE R, X—HEETAREEASRGEAT R, iR EREZ, UHE AL KIEEZ)
TR (DX ) A= 7S FR G R T 3 A XURS e LA B 8 9 ERA 5 ik AT VMY ; 55— 5 T, B T A R k
(X3 B A R B A 2SR, T A ) SRR AR [, B T R — BV st 0 IR, S B g sk (X
I B A, B T R A S U PR 7 ek B S A BN, AR, RSB TS R BIIE K
Bl I B R GRS E BACE AR BT TR BT 8 o T4 R 5 RS BT RIRIEE S, 1 B i &
2R 2% , R MR TSR A S B AR, 2R RE T BHBEISAR . BUIAT LIS, A28 R4
e (B X I) RE EREBRBIUE RERRG B AR TH -2 LR,

TR (X 3) A SR G2 B RS- A5 R Z 2 R G, B i m i XU B R+ B AR, X A 2SS
RGUTEBK B4y B AR E B WA ER R EME. LR, BEE A SE TR MRA X ERTEA”
(ecological capital ; X FR“ HAREAR" 8L B AR B A K=", natural capital, natural assets) #ME AL IFF7E & B R
B (A AT RN AE S YRS B (AL R DTS IRk X IR b A A SR . A S A B TSE L

S MBI M A S R G IR 55 T RE AU {B (the value of ecosystem services)” o 4= SCIE J&JE TiX i
F BRI AR S R GRS D B M (B X KSR TR A 8 R G SR KU A TR R AT 52 o
1 EFHR=RESHE EVR ik

EVR(ecological value at risk ) i€ X 4 7E 45 %€ BB [ 7K F- (40 1a 3a SE 0 [R]HER ) 145 5E i B {5 K F (0
95% ,90% MIBEREE) T, RS BEAS BT P 7E R R 45 7 B ] P T0UHA & A6 e KB 2k ) E R o

B, RS DRI A A AR BT 7 0 5000 J7 , B T 76 25 7 XURS: R R (AR ARARBR AR 7K SCRE FR BUZE W3
TSE) TR , A B EAR AR RN 6] NS EZ A E R . IBATF DA A S T4 5 7 |
I B4 JXBS: 2 B8 AEL R 5000 J7 o FRABIR O 48 00 120 AR 28 W 7 A Sk it [ 393 KR P9 A ARE 2R 40 A , LA IEZS 437 , IR A58
A LATE S 7€ I (] 7K R 18 1 BLAR B R i AR R i ERR(EVR {B) o EVR J5:ml LU 1 R#ATIE
FHIHIR

—4EKF

_ > 5%

1 year period
e A
5000/ G 4990 1575 50005 JG
A AR ARV AT P WA AR S AT > M {E P AR A A
Ecological assets at present Assets value distribution in next year

Kl 1 EVR(ecological value at risk ) J5 578 i &l
Fig. 1 A sketch map of EVR method

Bl 1 (a) WAESEAR NG REE, BRBHE la B EKE T, ZERAR 1 FHREEHE
SrAnE 1(b) frzm, B 1(b) AR BT G IBER T 5% o 7E4E B B AR (kb 95% 1) F , il
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AR A SR A = 48 T BR——EVR {8 = 5000 -4990 =10( 7 7T) » W2V, —HFZ N, 7E 95% 1)
MR, ZAESTEAR = WEKIAA BT 10 7T,
AR EVR 451 T HE— R N A BEAKT T, ESTEATE ™Y E” R B AL, o S RAR ™
JRURS: P 42 | LR A R N
2 EARPEISHHN
I %€ U, EVR RS2 DA — 8 RS E I A R - MBI ORIS TER R o FESARAR N -
P(V,<V,-EVR) =p (1)
Her, Vs SR a0, T191 (1 =0) MHERIR, R T M V38 A B A B = 281 FRR A (1
=T) AT REMM AR, BTN FEYLE & p MR ,p =1 - BEE, N(D)WARRN
P(V,-V,<EVR) =1-p (2)
M ERATLUE 15 EVR BB AT E V, A6 o W BEDTEIZET [B]ZKF T X%V, B 22 1% L k47 I
W, — RV, BAE V) TR E AL A BT A R AR AL B R, AR AR AT LS BUR [
#) EVR i+ 877 WRER DT SEBE R L BUF AL R W A . T EZE R A ARl B Sr EVR EHWITHE
N
B S EAE P24 IR E K R ARSRMEA N AL B2 IED . %V, =V,(1+R), M R &K
KM EANEE B R IRMIESS T N(u,o) o FEITHEE LRBET EVR FiEITEARX. REE
BEE ¢ T V\B/MER V, , HXIWMR AR, V,=V,(1+R,), H:

EVR =E(V,) =V, =E(Vy(1+R)) = Vo (1 +R,) = ~Vo(R, ~E(R)) = = Vy(R, ~p) (3)
i R IERS M IR
Kok N (0,1) (4)

HMEIES A, HAEBFEKF ¢ if B -k = Ll Hr kR AESE BFAKF T R PR EE. W R,

g
-u= ko, RAQG)RXEA:
EVR = Vyko (5)
M2 ¢ =95% B, X hiHh k~1. 65, HA
EVR=~V,1. 650 (6)
K (6) BRTE 95% BF/KF ALK EVR ERERITEAR . HEEBEFKFE T EVRERIHTHEAX AR
HI AT AR 2
BE o ZH La FM}[E] [E]F% B35 0ok, R RS A R T , AR T /) EVR SERITHE A LI T 7
AR AL " HE S mE AR RE AR
EVR™ ~ /TEVR"® (7)
e EEMRBRME T, REH R B A S EAR M EA X LB AR HEZE o, AT DAIA 5 58 i v
FEH EVR fH., ERBIKERN T AMEGITE AR, ARG R R A 2 H T WIS TE ] LARE A
K (1) (2) BRI EVR HHEAR . BE/KFRERAT DAREEE Bfrdi e, X ERE&EEHANER
FE95% o ARERIRAE SR 43 BT VaR (value at risk ) J5 55 B SRl EAE R, AR VaR FEESH MR
iﬁ[%,sﬂ R
3 WER%EE
MBS H A REE AR AR X . BB E A TR PG B AR 3 A 0 W8 T 0, AR & 10392 ~
104°2" b4 38°5" ~39°6", ZRPGIL = TH g A% B AME PSR EaE ., AT, K 1295 ~
1460m, B EA 1.6 J7 km®, B AT 30.3 J7 . JBIEMW KREMET RS0, ZEF MK 110mm, ZEFHZE L B
2644mm, HT TR HSVEMBXIAS , ESREWRANET . J T ERK BRI, A 30 fla B DOk &
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K EANRHUAETT A3 T K S T 5838 KA TR R, A KOK IR B R A, &5 SR &
J&o {EREE N F A AN A A 7= R DR S e , K BER H B B Sk . K BEUR B il 40 i A A5 2 B T
FrEER BRI EERARR 51 & T BRI ARSI R R s Ab 3 0 JsCT 0 50 R 8, b TRk
KB BRI T KA TR I T YA R . KRRV ARSI TR R B M A SE, iR AL,
JEERVDBELUFAE 8 ~ 10m [K5E BE (] SR Y HEBE , & B YT AE G5 94. 51% U AES R G I E E KX
Bro A0 3T s B B AR S B 1 #RAL T4 B VDB AL M 1545 B 16 O RV 301X, R T e 9 R B
U, BHRR T B S AR A AS BB RIL S R E SRR A EE R SR, AP REME
N SEBIFFFERIBTFERE X BA — R LR 3o

HEBRGEMRST RIS NREF RAEEREA TN AES R =R MESRED M. EERARSEA
R—UIEF TR, ERER A BRI GERAE BT, UGB RAMAREALSGTE—REHA
REEH . ESRENAFRRBE RS QFER R —RRBANTEFE LT R ESRGE M, R AT R
GERBEHRE K IAE S RGEARBERIK ™ M SF , SRR S R G R K IE & ¥ B b ; —RIRHHRIE
NRAEIE R A SR, AR e AR A R I AR WAL A IR R AR SCIEER ZERr A b SR e SAEtE | 1%
B SR SR AR BRI S S i S P s E A I R AT RES . HAS RGN
FALE, RS RGN REX AFEHIRE M E N 2 GGE . EAEK, 2 R GRS 018 AT S8 8 i B A 25 2 A A
BLVFER— TR H REEESK Constanza 5 N HIBFFEHIR TR T 17 & B KRHKRM. k2
BREEYVEI R0 - R ARAR LR R KT SR AR 4F 16 KK 26 /NS K AR S R SR S5 T BER 4 R
RIATT KT SRR LT W BRAEER AR R Y AR AR S 17 FROORE, JF DO BT T 23R AT
RGIRS M E T4 33 THZ 370, 4024 T R At 5 E R A = BER 1.8 57 . EE i R F X
1P M ARAR R KU Bt A S R AT TSRS T o B R S SRR b X AR A A R
AR , A ST X K AR 25 AR 8 B T ARUIR 55 (0 (AR 408 R 3 1 S8 o ) 1 7Kk 3 A 285 A 55 (L A S 31 AR
B HE A S RS E BURS DR E A TR 2R X R G A S R GBI 45 RO, H B A
MIPHE LR 1o MRYERENVE D4 LRI AR RS THER IR | BT 4R, W5 i RE B AR 404
BRGEMFIRERMME(E2) .

®1 RGHBESRAERES M AL HE(RMB T 55/ (km*a) )
Table 1 The value of ecosystem services in Mingin for per square kilometer (10*RMB yuan/(km*a) )

s Bt At ) K3 JE BRI GE A
Land area types Cropland Woodland Grassland Water area Building area Un-used area
A SRS T RE A

. 76.156 94.725 66.918 655.1 0 3.915
The value of ecosystem services

& 2 RS U E R AR X AR AL B AR R IE S A, U RT3 L EAE AR (L B AR HE 22, SRR AR 24
K (6) \(7) ARG EVR BEESTHA ) 45 52 i RL S IR AN EL (R 7K F T A S RIS B/ EVR . 8%
R, REHAN R RE —ERIESHE, HEA AL SR . THsHitHE EVR ER—MEIET .

Bl K6 TR B =+ 1)y Sty =2 i WU w (RAFAR(S)

k RAAT B MG o ZEABFFT I, ATV st R 51 A 6 28 f B (3 2l - 0. 00542,
PRUEZE 7 0.27149 , BAAMREE Ty -2.446, WAk =1.65 if w =0. 9477, EAF(6) FIEIE 1.65 5 0.9477
Bl B AR HILA#3R 3 BR i EVR 4R

EVR HFERGBEBFEKF FRRBRKKA . LREERFTRIES E BAFKF 95% T AR5 %E W ] A A

O FfE SWWESRGERS RN EIFM—LIRBISI G 22 M K2 L2408 3, 2007.
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BYEHR I LBR . —4 EVR {62 11066 J5 70~ R4 B KT 95% B, RET B AR —ENESRS
PriE# R ERRZ 11066 J3 70 ; # A iE 3, A 95% MBI UL, WIHE M AT 1 (46 248748y 2005 48) , oK
k—ENREEEDRGERS T REHMME IR A&t 11066 77T, F,3a EVR {EH 19167 JITHRR:
A 95% HAEIR T, Wi E Y FTAETH (A 24 RT4E A 2005 4E) , A3k 3a N R EIE AL RS0 IR 55 50 B 1 198
/PR 4BiE 19167 JTIC.

*2 RBBESRERSIHEERIME (1950 ~2005) (RMB J75T)
Table 2 The value of ecosystem services in Mingin (1950 ~2005) (10* RMB yuan)

4y B RGMR S TIREHE 4y SSRGS TIREHE 4y S RGERS TIRENE
Year The values of ecosystem services Year The values of ecosystem services Year The values of ecosystem services
1950 595677 1969 488906 1988 468414
1951 595342 1970 491823 1989 470802
1952 595365 1971 486122 1990 467309
1953 595132 1972 487502 1991 469708
1954 594806 1973 488757 1992 469788
1955 592853 1974 458320 1993 412062
1956 595472 1975 460087 1994 436314
1957 594181 1976 459091 1995 435259
1958 583048 1977 461646 1996 437212
1959 549145 1978 461090 1997 436553
1960 547608 1979 462425 1998 439553
1961 532970 1980 463608 1999 441446
1962 477190 1981 464873 2000 444644
1963 476817 1982 461635 2001 440201
1964 477195 1983 463009 2002 446849
1965 480374 1984 458783 2003 450029
1966 484644 1985 465352 2004 453003
1967 486404 1986 468295 2005 432478
1968 487436 1987 469343

*3 HMEVRFHRITEHAEERKTE IS TESRSMER K LR (RMB J70)
Table 3 The results of maximum losing value of ecosystem services on given confident levels 95% using EVR method (10*yuan)
‘B {Z7KF Confidence level 14E EVR {H 1 year EVR 2 4E EVR {H 2 year EVR 3 4£ EVR {H 3 year EVR 5S4 EVR {H 5 year EVR
95% 11066 15650 19167 24745

4 ZR5it

(1) EBREAG M EA SR S AR E BB T AT RE1E , SRR AT BRI ARME T —
PRI AE BACBI S AE S REARR NI Ttk o B X PIRI I IE 4 & 0 AR Z R, (X PR M RO BT X
AT R RS R E IR R —MA 2. A SURAES RGNS BRI MEME I SR A
Be, e VaR JE@sL TS RGN/ TH) EVR 2, I8 R MBS X BT T SEBIBT AL

(2) EVR {ED#5 A= 25587 i ek B9 JRUBS B A A D — A0, T SO T30 11 3, A R A2 258 1 A ) 5
B BRI AT A A LR, W B A TS E R T A RENME NS — TR, ETRARMRIEEZ
BT . EVR {E HCEABA N B T AJEXS B R AN AR L, W] ITEAE S R G E B AR T i LB
i R R 21

(3) EPIBIFL R A T EVR (H BRI R, R EVR JTEN— N BRIt R R, Bt K1E
95% BAF/KF T 1 AN EIR L EIRS 2005 45 A SRS AR LLTE 2. 6% 2245 ,3a A0 4.4% o L
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EERMNREAEST M TRMEERAREXH. B TASRERS WRMERNBIFEA TR, H15
EVR 75 ¥4 H S RAFIE— E IR 2

(4) T R—FHRREMPITE , AR B TA AR A X 26 B 2 IE A5 701 i fR] BB B¢ - Sr
T EVR AR S ETIIXIAES RS, — BRI Y™ A2 40 9 I 52 03 , vl LR AT B R
WEFEHEAE A A ARG IR PR A0 A i 3 EVR (B 1EASCRSEBIBT ST, i T AT E AL A R IES 7
i, WRRA TBIERMETT . BT K EVR HREAXATE TH—LHMPIR. ZMAESR&HE
YEFIE) EVR 7584553 3CGHE

(5) AEBHEAV K E BT IR ZH007 8k, g = 1 it , sl . REARCREATR
GEAR S BB M BEA ST T AR AR XUBS Z0 AT 5 v, X B AR A A R B A 1 KR, 23 BT D vt AT LA
Mo SR, EBFAERMIIIE B ARSI LRE B, M 45 R+ HURE , S #5973 77 R il A
BRI BAEA B A T AR BE R TT . (B RS AT FMESREESFENLRET MESHEA - E R
HIBTFE TAER RS TREH , T EVR J7EK & B HEEA SR EEHF MM E.
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