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Abstract: To understand the status quo of the sustainable development in Hanyuan County, the dynamic anal-

ysis had been made separately on the ecological footprint and the bio-capacity of Hanyuan County by using

mathematic models, which is based on statistics from 2003 to 2007. The results showed that: first, per capi-

ta of ecological footprint was 0. 867 hm® per person in five years, whose annual increase rate was 3. 48% ; the

bio-capacity was 0. 311 2 hm® per person, which had not changed apparently; the average eco-deficit was 0.

513 hm® per person, whose annual increasing rate was 8. 69%. The pattern was not sustainable according to

data above; second, lands used for farming and fossil fuel had occupied 73. 44% of ecological footprint,

which revealed that the local development was primarily based on consuming natural resources; the sort of

supplement was simple, which was mainly contributed by the support of farm lands, and the rate was 81. 09% only.
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0.4871 0. 4659 0.4725 0. 4688 0. 4876 0. 4764
0.0796 0. 0862 0. 1005 0.1015 0.1222 0. 0980
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0. 0078 0.0071 0. 0082 0. 0070 0. 0089 0.0078
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