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Analysis of Ecological Footprint of Yan’an from 2001 to 2006

XIN G Huachao'* ,CHEN Zhi-song' , WANG Xiuru' , XU Qi-gong” ,
XIA Xurrfeng® , GAO Rurtai® ,X| Bei-dou’
(1. Beijing Forestry University Institute of Soil and Water Conservation, Beijing 100083, Chian; 2. Chinese

Research Academy of Environmental Science,Beijing 100012, Chian)

Abgtract :In recent years, the ecological footprint model was applied to many more and more sustai nable de-
velopment of regional economy in the quantitative study , it can reflect the image of human economic activi-
tiesimpact on the extent of the ecological environment. Inthispaper, based on the datafrom Yan' an City
Statistical Yearbook 2001 - 2006 , usng of the model and calculated the ecological footprint of Yan' an, and
an analyss of the conclusons was carried. Results showed that Yan' an ecological footprint is much larger
than the demand for eco-supply, development was carried is unsustainable. Finally, several suggestions
were put forward for sustainable development.
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2 2001 - 2006 P
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
/ 42.52 45.97 50.44 53.00 54.44 56.59
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2744 96. 60 198.41 362624506  132151.79 0. 0627 0. 0666
18000 92.00 63.26 148934876  8274.16 0.0039
502 23.80 1.10 14675580 29234. 22 0.0139 0.5477
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33 23.70 15.10 36497540 1105986. 06 0.5249
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12005 2107000 544400 1562600
4 2005
[ (G- hm?) (-t h It (hm?/_ ) (hm?/_ )
55 20.93 777860 0. 1405 1.8557
55 28. 47 111755 0.0275
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2.5090 0.7661 0.0919 0.6741 1.8348
(3) 5 ,2005 )] 6 , 2001 - 2006
2. 509, 0.766 1, , 2001 2.06 2006
12 % , 2.91, , 2001
0.6741, 1.834 8, 0.8738 2006 0.744 8,
2001 1.2919 2006 2.257 7,



146 - 16
(5) 2005 ,
6 2001 - 2006 , 0. 361
hm®/ 0.293, 87.3% 7 ,
12% 2001 - 2006 ,2001
290 908 hm? ,2006 26 3230 hm*
2001 0.71 2006
2001 2.0609 0.8738 0.1049 0.7690 1.2919 1.05, 2001 0.29
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2005 2.5090 0.7483 0.0898 0.6585 1.8505
2006 2.9131 0.7448 0.0894 0.6554 2.2577 ’ ’
7 2001 - 2006
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
/ hm? 290908 260202 239021 275019 270156 263230
0.71 0.88 0.87 0.97 1.00 1.05
8 2002 - 2006 hm?/
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
( , ) 0. 0695 0.0623 0.0590 0. 0666 0.0644
( , ) 0. 3040 0.4215 0.4331 0.5477 0.5057
(5) ,
) ’ [1] Rees W E. Ecological footprint and appropriated car-
) ) rying capacity: what urban economics leave out [J].
, Environment and Urbanization, 1992 ,4(2) : 120-130.
[2] Wackernagel M. Rees W E. Our Ecological Footprint:
Reducing Human Impact on the Earth [M]. Gabrioa
, la, B C, Canada:New Society ,1996: 61-83.
, , [3] Mathis Wackernagel ,Larry Onisto, Patricia Bello , et
, al. National natural capital accounting with the ecologi-
cal footprint concept[J]. Ecologica Economics,1999,
29:375.
) [4] , , .
, [J]. ,2000(10) :8-10.
: [5] ' : . 2 ()
[J1. ,2001 ,56(5) : 599.
(1) ’ [6] , , , 1999

(2)
(3)

(7]

(8]

, (9]

[J]. ,2003 ,14(2) : 280.
Wackernagel M. Rees W E. Perceptual and structural
burners to in natural capital : economics from ecologi-
cal footprint perspective [J]. Ecologica Economics,
1997 ,20 (21) :24-31.
,2007 ,5(2) :117-121.
[M].2001 - 2006.

[37].



