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Fig-1 The demarcation of ecology risk appraisal area
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Table 1 The probability and damages of ecological risk sources in Zhanang County
s 24 = 5
T Sub-are: Statistic F . probability Amount of Crop loss
ype ubared period requencies ( %) livestock loss ( 10* kg)
1 1959~2004 24 52.17 7520 1408.5
=
T Il 1959~2004 16 34.78 12600 230
Drought
Il 1959~2004 7 15.22 19817 0
1 1959~2004 35 76.09 1630 85
KR Il 1959~2004 0 0.00 0 0
Gale
Il 1959~2004 0 0.00 0 0
1 1959~2004 9 19.57 654 41
ek =
ARUR I 1959~2004 ) 10.87 134 15
Frost
Il 1959~2004 3 6.52 2105 0
1 1959~2004 10 21.74 114 124
Vol T
K 1 1959~2004 15 32.61 651 111
Hail
I 1959~2004 5 10.87 191 0
. 1 1959~2004 16 34.78 1768 298
Flood and Il 1959~2004 11 23.91 87 78
waterlog 1l 1959~2004 2 4.35 287 0
x2 ESRREEEFNE
Table 2 The integrated assessment of ecological risk
PR T I'x I'x M £X
Risk sources Sub-area | Sub-area Il Sub-area Il Region
F 5 Drought 0.3899 0.1256 0.0634 0.5789
JR, Gale 0.0531 0.0000 0.0000 0.0531
SR Frost 0.0060 0.0010 0.0029 0.0099
KE Hail 0.0118 0.0196 0.0004 0.0318
Bt Flood and waterlog 0.0563 0.0082 0.0003 0.0648
=AY 2t N 2 _ .
R BB Integrated 0.5171 0.1544 0.0670 -

ecological risk value
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Table 3 The appraisal of ecological risk tolerability

BBIKF
Level of tolerability

I3 AR

Distributing characteristics

PO IR RN

Index and content of appraisal

N %4 X Population of high density
ZUF G 5B X Active economy

P SR AR A A W 7 % 42 Tmperil life and property of

local severely

LﬂI‘ BB 3L A% i B T Adjoin to important TR2E . 4 A~ K 8 Duration: short to longterm
ow infrastructure KRS E . /&~ Risk Value: low to high
AR X. Agricultural area in valley AR B B 9214 Local people pay high attention to
qu&ic%‘lz Agro‘pastural ecotone ﬁ’ij{ﬂ‘]'ﬂﬁfcbﬁ% Enormous property loss
Fr £ A Mesa TS . P~ 1K B Duration: middle to longterm
Middle AR AR N/ 8 X Farmers and herdsmen KU E . 7~ Risk Value: middle to high
decentralized BEANAUE R F Local people take notice of
Y A W P45 9% Trivial property loss
o o, X Population dis~ A
1= tj\'b[:]t JEI; jfE B jjdlj} X opulation cis fEEEA . 45~ F B Duration: short to middleterm
High e persecy KBS AE : {E~ " Risk Value: low to middle

B FEMIF Pasture of high altitude and cold

BEARZ AN Local people neglect

2

R ?f—:»a‘:a‘i.ﬁm;‘B'nih.'ﬁ;puxm 3
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% 1 X Sub-area |
] 26 Il [X Sub-areall
% 111X Sub-arealll
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Fig-2 The sub-area of ecology risk management
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Ytk 3 800~4 500 m, JARMT X, A% 8~
10 A/km®, G5 RS KR Y 0. 154 4, T Bk
B DX P B KBS TER  XF 25 G A2 25 KU Al B ik %
i 94 0400, 3 AR B SR PR R i X R Bk
LS 3N 78. 57001 98. 3600, T % KUK %
PR U R T UK, VKBS Y B T FR /N (B S
x.

S X oA e 1L X g0, X Py s B s A M 2
% gtk =4 500 m, Sy FEE PO X, PAROL N
T AMBE<4 Nkm®, T 2R TR, %
DR 2 AU B TRk R B3k 94 6300, i A P F
P E X B L E o 88. 4704, b4 X R
Haffy 41.67%
2.2 EBNEEE
2.2.1 REBRZESH YA ESKER A
REEWFR 3, BEA B Jo it B K A= A W 7= i
B RS, T 240 T — Sl FRRE B IRRR R HL
R XU, XU 28 20 5 0 B i 2 AR
JERRE 23 220 16 o9 B AR IE AR O I F ARV 45 4
Ml DX [l B G L ORI X e i A, AL S5 A

SRR 4 LT A AOWIX FG R T Tl
ol R SR LA 2 TG B A SR NV B4F
B A RKE A U PR X AR
AR A= 25 XU 4 2 2 AR RS e VR v » e PO TE A
— S IRAY IR HE FEARBOTRE X P Fa B A X 73
H M2 2 TS S SR AR RE RS S 4 ROl X, TR
T 2 B R FARIRBE , AR AN RSS2 22 By s T
H T AR 0P TR A 731 BT R 5 A=
WA A2 B PR AR R A 51 RS R A
B BRI X P A DR 2 2803 B

2.2.2 RI&¥E  MRIEESKERLEE 4R,
JRBSAET B 73 DX (18] 2) LA B XRS5 22 BE S i A S R Y
RTEB LA AT AR B, 4 DX A% T XA IR
BRI (R 4 AEEXER L, B AR R K
R TR AR 77 2E55 1 X P, 1 T2 R it
25 4% LR IFTT R CREHATE » S T 5 Db A
YRE D FESR 1 IX Py, s B s B ST £k st
PR ER TRIGH, £ 2B X T ATIHE: £%
X Py EExBOR A KUK R IR 224 o B 25 Fhi 2
i) A% 3 DRSS TR i e LB XS K i ] K AE

T4 HLBREET R EIRREE

Table 4 The management strategy of ecological risk in Zhanang County

Ecological Risk area

A7 IR T SR
Strategies of ERM

P

Contents

)¢ 2 L5 R X K1) Hazards and risk discrimination
BUAGLLZL, B 9 0 %) T HL ] & 57 Organization, hazards prevent

programming early-warning system

7 TR 4 §
EAL}XUKJ b PR B AP LR Key engineering control
£X Establish risk management system N
Redion R E R Insurance
g = iﬁb L. . S G w3k Building weather bureau . observatory and
Enhance ability of resisting risk .
weather station
TR KB A IF % A2 25 XU DA 55 KUR: % BR K 14 Carry out risk
appraisal: develop software of risk appraisal and risk management
PR P IERHE, 15 it » 7 7 bk >, river” age~
T4} Engineering works = )\‘{.ﬂﬁ(? A KEH]K*hXEE? Bi 74 Dyke. river-way manage
ment » irrigation works, defend forest
1 W) K T e ise ¢ sarly= N N
ﬂ]%lz m()‘J.B(D\ # Supervise and early WL Setup observation station
Sub-area | warning
= . FFB R, 13 4% B B 9 Uk K FE A8 K13 Open course of lectures
#HF Education
promulgate knowledge of defend hazards
s i eegsls KR : ice :
TRHHE Engineering works (nfﬂf,@%ﬁﬁ%&%&”é’]f@ﬁx% Treatment of geological hazards
imperiling roads and habitation
X 1 5 1 8 ) I JE B Building . N
Sub-area Il expedite channels of salvage JBRAEE Building roads
N T /4% Eliminate hazards by B %545 Defend hails
manual works
. ST A e A X > I+ B ; sriod 2 ati azards
HU Evade TR E KA XA Z K BBt Avoid the period and location hazards
occurred frequently
x| . Hu A FR 0 MELL LI R 42 B B B it Save themselves when
B B & Save themselves . . S0 . .
Subrarea Il difficult to get aid from outside in wide pasture with few people

AR AR % #F Promulgate
knowledge of risk

B, ke Training and Lecture
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. rect toxicity assessment [J]. Ecotoxicology and Environmental
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Analysis on artificial supply discharge and efficiency of
mix-well in excessively pumping area

ZHANG Xuezhen, Hu An-yan, He Yi
( Faculty of Environment Science and Engineering, Chang “an University, Xi an 710054, China)

Abstract ; based on the test: the mix~well flow calculation is classified during artificial supply to the over
pumping area- The mix-well flow variational process is quantitatively analyzed:including the artificial supply ef -
ficiency - The artificial supply process is analyzed using Grapher sysytem- It is found that it existed an attenua-
tion during artificial supply process by using mix-well in the over pumping area, which finally tended to stahi-
lization- There was also silt by using eau douce to artificial supply- The research experience can be extended to
solve the same problem occurring in cities and irrigation areas-

Keywords: Mix-well flow artificial supply test; wellflow calculation classifying; artificial supply process
analyze; artificial supply efficiency
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Ecological risk assessment and management in farming-pastoral

area in Tibet plateau
— Case study in Zhanang County Lhoka Prefecture

.1,2 . 1 .3
ZHOU Wei ", ZHONG Xianghao » ZENG Yun-ying
(L. Institute of Mountain Hazards and Environment, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Chendu 6100415 2. Graduated School of
Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 1000395 3. Department of Civil Engineering, Jiujiang College, Jiangxi Jiujiang 332005)

Abstract: In the frame of plotting study area™ risk sources analysis—risk suffer analysis—risk exposure
analysis — risk imperil analysis —risk integrated analysis: the ecological risk in Zhanang County Lhoka Prefecture
in Tibet was appraised, and risk management was carried out by risk tolerance analysis —risk decision making —
implementing the measures of reducing risk- The results showed that . Dthe integrated ecological risk was pre-
sented symmetrically along Brahmaputra, and was mitigated from valley farming area to mountain pastoral area;
@the hazards of main risk sources to risk suffer in each subregion was differently. drought was the common
risk source and imperils farming and stock raising severely ; @aimed at enhancing the ability of fighting drought s
controlling flood and stabilizing sand engineering measures should be taken steps to prevent those hazards;
mountain hazards must be controlled in resident area and along arterial traffic; manual work should be done to
void hail in those area where hails attacked heavily ; there is need to promulgated risk knowledge to herdsmen for
strengthening their risk consciousness and improve the ability of preventing risk and self-help after hazards hap-
pened in the pasturing area-
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