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Abstract

Environmental influence should be integrated into different levels of decision process
to conserve sustainability. In order to continuously support develop, development should
not exceed environmental carrying capacity, which can be done by the measure of total
mass control and reasonably allocation of carrying capacity. Besides, both temporal and
spatial cumulative impacts should be considered. Evaluations of environmental carrying
capacity and cumulative impact assessment are two key issues for sustainability

assessment.

Several tasks have been done in this study. First, the definitions of sustainable
development, evaluation methods, and study results related to strategic environmental
assessment are summarized. Secondly, methodologies and procedures of strategic
environmental assessment and cumulative impact assessment are also addressed,
respectively. Thirdly, this study also integrates indicators of soil, water resources, water
quality, and landscape ecology developed by other subproject in the same research group.
The following study will focus on integrating these indicators in a systems dynamic model
and relating to carrying capacity and cumulative impacts. Fourthly, the modification of the
evaluation matrix of SEA to consider sustainability is discussed, and an example of water

quality and quantity is given.

The study period of this project is three year, and this is the second year report. In the
second year, we summarize related research and design a framework to integrate results from
the subprojects of the research group. In the third year, a watershed will be selected as study
site, and it will be assessed based on the evaluation framework and indicator system

designed in this report.
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2.3 SEA
(Policy) (Plan & Program)
(Project) (Environmental Assessment, EA)
(Environmental Impact Assessment, EIA)
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Screening (Scoping) assessment

SEA
SEA  EIA SEA EIA

SEA
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EIA

2.1. SEA

Application Procedure Methodology

Canada (federal) Policies and Discretionary No guide
Programs

USA (federal) Programs PEIS Project EIA
Plans

Netherlands Programs EIA Project EIA
Plans
Policies
Other gov’t E-TEST Checklist
Proposals SD criteria

Britain Programs Guide CRheCKIists/Matrices
Plans Consistency analysis
Policies Economic approach

Denmark Programs Planning
Plans EIA
Bills and SEA Checklist
Other gov’t SD criteria
Proposals

Sweden Programs Planning No guide
Plans EIA
Policies

Germany, France Programs EIA No guide
Plans
Policies

New Zealand Programs RMA No guide
Plans
Policies

Australia Programs EIA No guide
Plans
Policies

Adapted from Partidario (1995)
E-TEST: Environmental test; RMA: Resource Management Act; SD: Sustainable
development.

EIA is used in this table to be consistent with the formal terminology adopted in the country.
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1960 Massachusetts
Institute of Technology MIT Sloan School of
Management Forrester Ford Foundation
Alfred P. Sloan Foundation feedback
control theory
Dynamo

Francisco et al. 1993

Francisco Perez-Trejo

Crete 1971 1987
2001

Guo et al. 2001
Lake Erhai Basin
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