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Dynamic Characteristics of Ecological Footprint and Ecological Carrying

Capacity of Water Resources in Jiangxi Province During 2007 —2011
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(1. School of Geography and Planning , Gannan Normal University , Ganzhou, Jiangxi 341000, China;
2. Guangdong Vocational College of Environmental Protection Engineering , Foshan, Guangdong 528216, China)

Abstract; [ Objective ]| To evaluate the sustainable development condition of water resources in Jiangxi
Province. [ Methods] Based on the principle and calculation model of water resources ecological footprint, the
ecological footprint and ecological carrying capacity of water resources in the years from 2007 to 2011 were
analyzed. [Results] The total water resources capacity gradually increased from 2. 029 12X 10* hm?* in 2007 to
4,151 51 X10% hm? in 2010. The total ecological footprint of water resources increased in the past five years,
and it increased from 3. 882 09X 10" hm” in 2007 to 4. 344 7X10" hm® in 2011, and the water resources eco-
logical footprint of per ten thousand yuan GDP in Jiangxi Province continued to increase. This indicated that
the utilization of water resources in Jiangxi Province gradually decreased in the past five years. [ Conclusion]
The changes of ecological footprint of water resources are closely related to socio-economic development.
People should adjust the industrial structure fully, manage and use of water resources rationally, to promote
the sustainable development of the overall socio-economy of Jiangxi Province.
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