5535 B4 20 1] S &~ £ Eild Vol.35,No.20
2015 4F 10 A ACTA ECOLOGICA SINICA Oct.,2015

DOI: 10.5846/stxb201405221058

Li X M, ShaJ M, LiJ B, Wu C S, Shi X Y.Scale constraint and technique frame for environmental impact assessment.Acta Ecologica Sinica,2015,35
(20):

NG S I B R E 2R IE R BRIESR

Foagl, EMTT, FRE, AL, LR
1| AR E IR 5 TR B, #H 350007

2 ISR A M FRRL 2 BE, AwM 350007

3 E TR AR A RAE, BT 361006

BE  NUEAUR IR E IR RGN EEAL R PRV U AR R AE T B 0 s A7 T 3R S W b | PR R 29 B0 9 W
Kt o ARSCWHE T BT R LYo AT R L ORMPRIFRARRER R Y, WFE R B, PRI ) 1) RUBE 2 P A T D PR 7
TIRGTRER AR B AR 0 N BATAE S A s PRS2 25 8] R[] A7 = 2 RUBE 20, 2 [ B 247 (AR BT 22 1) g i 2= 1)
T BT ER PR R, I 18] RURE 29 BRAR BT RPN 531, 70 b ROBE 29 SRR BN BRPTEOR J5 5 R0 3 WA K-
XA I REMA , =28 N B 2o [N 55 T 3R A AL R T LA = 288 ] 25 [ o i o 5 PRI HORHE SR 39 S B A 1 90 2 =5
[E] SF [0 387 IRUBE 249, EL R PRIRE R = AR ) 2 (6] I 18] RUBE A A | BA — S LM, — i s () sl i 90 P ST R 4 /s 70
R,

KRR FRBE TN JUZZH; BORFESE

Scale constraint and technique frame for environmental impact assessment
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Abstract; Scale constraint is a basic rule of the surface complex system on earth. For environmental impact assessment
(EIA), scale constraint is hid in the experience of EIA professionals, or scattered among EIA technical guidelines; it is not
a large concern for EIA professionals. This paper discusses the scale constraints of environmental impact, EIA, and the EIA
technical frame. Results show that scale constraint of environmental impact responds to the hierarchical structures of human
activities, environmental elements, and the influence of human activities on the physical environment. EIA is apparently
restricted by spatial extent and resolution, temporal duration and frequency, and analysis scale, which includes the EIA
technical models and the perception or the level of understanding about the environmental impact. The spatial, temporal ,
and analysis scales are independent, while being integrated in the process of EIA and restricting the EIA conclusion. Any
EIA can be positioned in the three scales. Generally, the spatial data with low resolution may be available for EIA with large
spatial extent, while spatial data with high resolution is required for EIA with small extent, so is the relationship between
temporal frequency and duration. Furthermore, spatial, temporal and analysis scale restrict the key technical contents of
EIA based on the officially published EIA technical guidelines both for project and for planning EIA. It proposes that the

spatial and temporal scales of EIAsubject should be the core scale, during the process of EIA ; spatial and temporal extents
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may vary flexibly from large to small, while their resolutions may change from coarse to fine.

Key Words: environmental impact assessment ( EIA) ; scale constraint; technique frame
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Table 6 Technical frame of project EIA under the constraint of scale
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