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Dynamic Change of Ecological Footprintsand Ecological
Capacity of Ebinur Lake Region in Xinjiang

L1 Yan~ hong'® ,CHU Xin~ zheng' JIN Hai ~long
(1. Department of Geography of Life and Environment Science Institute, Xinjiang Normal University ,Urumgi 830054;
2. Department of Geography of Resource and Environment Science |nstitute,
East China Normal University, Shanghai 200062, China)

Abgract : The ecological footprint and ecologica capacity of Ebinur lake region during 1985 to 2003 was studied, and the fore-
cast model was obtained which shows how the two vary with the time. The results showed that the average personal ecological
footprint gradually increased from 2.520 hm? to 4. 194 hm? during 1985 to 2003 ,and the average personal ecological deficit also
increased year by year from 0.015 hm? to 1. 121 hm?. A conclusion could be drawn that the conflicts between ecological foot-
print and ecological capacity are going up, the present developing model is not sustainable, the ecological environment is at
risk. Compared with other countries and regions, the EF of Ebinur lake region was lower than that the global average level and
Xinjiang average level ; while was higher than China. the available ecological capacity was lower than that the global average lev-
e ,but was higher than China average level and Xinjiang average level ; the ED was a 0 lower than the global average level ,Chi-
na average level and Xinjiang average level. The analysis indicated that there was tremendously high stress on ecosystem in
Ebinur lake region though it wasin sustainable development statusin globa scale. And EF per ten thousand yuan GDP tended
to decrease. L astly some suggestions were put up.
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