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The Environmental Impact and Protective Strategy to Eco — Tourism around Populus Euphratica

——With the development of eco — tourism around Populus Euphratica in the Shaya County Sinkiang province as an example

Cheng Wenlian He Ping Li Wendan Guan Caihong Li Chaosheng Liu Yuhong
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2. Chinese Research Academy of Environment Science Beijing 100012;
3. National Meteorological Center China Meteorological Administration Beijing 100081;
4. Yantai Institute of Coastal Zone Research Chinese Academy of Sciences Yantai Shandong 263004 )

Abstract: With the extensive development of the eco — tourism in China the environmental problems caused by it arouse more and more
attention. With the development of eco — tourism around Populus Euphratica in the Shaya County as an example the sensitivity of all kinds
of tourism resources and the ecological influences on them during the tourism development were analyzed and the corresponding protective
strategy were put forward. The results showed that the ecological function of the Populus Euphratica in Shaya far outweighed its tourism func—
tion and the Populus Euphratica was not suit to be developed mightily should be developed on the basis of the regional ecological carrying
capacity and the environmental capacity of eco — tourism at the same time the tourism plan must be carried out strict environment impact
assessment. This study can provide reference for developing eco — tourism resources in the other regions.
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