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Analysis of Yanyuan County Sustainable Development Based on Ecological Footprint

WAN Ting, ZHAO Chun-rong, FU Juan-lin (Southwest University of Science and Technology, Mianyang, Sichuan 621000 )

Abstract Based on ecological footprint calculation of Yanyuan County from 2000 to 2014, the ecological status and ecological sustainability
conditions in Yanyuan County were analyzed and evaluated. According to the results, it showed that the highest ecological footprint in Yanyuan
County reached 4.418 0 hm’/people, the highest ecological deficit reached 3. 349 0 hm®/people in 2010. The situation of ecological deficit in
Yanyuan conditions has improved in 2010. However, the capacity of ecological carrying in Yanyuan County was not optimistic, which had a
downward trend form 2000 to 2014. And it reached a minimum value of 1.040 3 hm’/people in 2014. In addition, through the analysis of the
structure of ecological footprint in Yanyuan County, it revealed that the cultivated land in Yanyuan County had larger fraction of ecological foot-
print , which was greater than the sum of the other five land types. Fortunately, the ecological deficit in Yanyuan County had a downward

trend after 2010. Therefore ,the ecological status in Yanyuan County were optimistic.
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Table 1 The Ecological Footprint of various types of lands in Yanyuan County during 2000 — 2014 hm’/ A\

AEy Hrith Mt il B Kk AR SAESRT
Year Plough Forest land Meadow Construction land Water area Fossil fuel Tatal Ecological footrint
2000 1.751 6 0.018 5 0.143 3 0.001 3 0.012 1 0.3120 2.2387

2001 2.016 9 0.019 1 0.167 0 0.001 2 0.011 9 0.244 7 2.460 8

2002 2.179 3 0.020 4 0.212 4 0.001 2 0.011 8 0.304 4 2.729°5

2003 2.504 7 0.020 8 0.284 9 0.001 8 0.0117 0.306 6 3.130 4

2004 2.870 5 0.021 1 0.384 0 0.002 6 0.011 6 0.255 8 3.545 6

2005 2.649 9 0.021 3 0.3470 0.002 2 0.011 6 0.3525 3.384 6

2006 2.844 0 0.020 9 0.380 4 0.002 7 0.0115 0.2753 3.534 8

2007 3.436 5 0.026 6 0.4513 0.004 4 0.011 4 0.270 1 4.200 3

2008 3.3773 0.042 9 0.495 4 0.003 5 0.011 0 0.216 1 4.146 2

2009 3.2933 0.043 3 0.501 9 0.006 1 0.010 6 0.154 1 4.009 3

2010 3.433 6 0.046 3 0.518 7 0.005 3 0.010 6 0.403 8 4.418 4

2011 3.347 4 0.048 1 0.519 4 0.011 6 0.010 3 0.2815 4.218 4

2012 2.585 4 0.051 4 0.290 4 0.006 6 0.006 3 0.215 4 3.155 4

2013 2.672 6 0.055 3 0.293 1 0.009 7 0.009 4 0.204 6 3.244 8

2014 2.3929 0.063 2 0.309 8 0.012 7 0.010 0 0.201 7 2.990 3
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Fig.1 Changing trend of the ecological footprint in Yanyuan
County during 2000 - 2014
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Fig.2 The ecological footprint in Yanyuan County in 2000,2004,2009 and 2014
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Table 2  The ecological carrying capacity of Yanyuan County during 2000 - 2014 hm*/ A
ARG L PN L B b K, RN N W R MRS
Year Plough Forest land Meadow  Construction land ~ Water area Total supply area  Bio diversity protection — Total ecological support
2000 0.250 0 0.092 9 0.987 5 0.058 8 0.042 3 1.431 6 0.171 8 1.259 8
2001 0.2452 0.0917 0.967 0 0.058 0 0.041 6 1.403 5 0.168 4 1.2351
2002 0.2336 0.092 1 0.9555 0.059 2 0.040 6 1.3811 0.165 7 1.2153
2003 0.2237 0.092 2 0.9315 0.061 8 0.039 8 1.349 0 0.161 9 1.187 1
2004 0.226 1 0.092 7 0.9311 0.063 1 0.039 5 1.352 4 0.162 3 1.190 1
2005 0.226 2 0.0913 0.9209 0.066 2 0.039 1 1.3437 0.161 2 1.182 4
2006 0.237 6 0.094 6 0.916 3 0.066 2 0.038 4 1.353 1 0.162 4 1.190 8
2007 0.220 9 0.091 4 0.876 0 0.064 3 0.036 8 1.289 3 0.154 7 1.134 6
2008 0.2222 0.085 7 0.863 4 0.064 5 0.036 2 1.2719 0.152 6 1.1193
2009 0.217 6 0.081 2 0.820 0 0.061 2 0.034 4 1.214 3 0.1457 1.068 6
2010 0.2197 0.080 6 0.817 9 0.062 9 0.034 1 1.2151 0.145 8 1.069 3
2011 0.218 4 0.079 1 0.805 6 0.062 3 0.033 8 1.199 2 0.143 9 1.0553
2012 0.216 0 0.082 9 0.798 8 0.062 0 0.033 4 1.193 1 0.143 2 1.050 0
2013 0.218 1 0.083 0 0.790 7 0.061 6 0.033 1 1.186 5 0.142 4 1.044 1
2014 0.217 4 0.083 5 0.786 6 0.061 8 0.032 9 1.1822 0.141 9 1.040 3
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Fig.3 The ecological carrying capacity of Yanyuan County dur-

ing 2000 — 2014
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Fig.4 The ecological deficit or surplu of Yanyuan County dur-
ing 2000 — 2014
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