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Table 1 Equivalence area of footprint of Guoluo in 2002 hm?

s 2 e
B i i o A BRAM LLERE BEDLE B
Building Fossil Ecological . f

County Arable land Pasture Forest Sea . Population  Footprint
land energy footprint .

per capita
il Magin 113. 490 96 512. 149 0. 000 0. 000 0.000 4 417.074 101 042.713 35 914 2.813
¥ ¥ Banma 1 057.010 78 403. 611 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 79 460. 621 22 678 3. 504
H 7% Gande 0. 000 76 830. 633 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 76 830. 633 23 513 3.268
% H Dari 0. 000 81 771. 480 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 81 771. 480 24 213 3.377
A Jiuzhi 0. 000 79 387.454 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 79 387.454 18 087 4. 389
H % Maduo 0. 000 46 858. 095 0. 000 0. 000 54.116 0. 000 46 912. 211 10 959 4. 281
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YA b TE AR, BIAE SR B KA SR
HHEAK K
EC = Ea,Xr,Xy,

AHEC HXBATERB N (hm®)sa, B j ML
HMARINEYET TR, HBER Ty, A%
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EHZEIR SR ERBUFELFRIET T HZE
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M 2002 LI ELM TR IHHEHREM 6 &
WESKEN ERMER2HR. AR2AUFL,
HEFS BB AESRE N BER RO B RAG
B, BB ZE, s TARBHADKEARH,H
A5 4 7K 7 KB/ BB 4K R BEES B>
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FEAEMBESABEN-BLHLEHTERE
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Table 2 Ecological carrying capacity of Guoluo in 2002 hm?®
% T
co, iz e s s
58 e i it K BAIER gy KRBTy Tpe  MRES gy
X Arable Building A Eco . . Minus o
County Pasture Forest Sea CO, f Population  carrying Utilizable
land land . carrying - 12% for .
absorption - capacity . 57" ", eco-cartying
capacity 7 biodiversity .
per capita capacity
il Magin 9.744 67 878.070 56 287.616 3242.820 4605.664 0.000 132023.914 35914 3. 676 0.441 3.235
¥ Banma 4511.472 26 192.595 140517.696 278.320 1559.040 0.000 173 059.123 22678 7.631 0. 916 6.715
H & Gande 0.000 40 534.780 18 149.824 875.140 1370.656 0.000 60 930.400 23513 2.591 0. 311 2. 280
i H Dari 0.000 93 933.190 580. 096 1322.160 1432.368 0.000 97 267.814 24213 4,017 0. 482 3.535
A4 Jiuzhi 0.000 46 599.280 67 790. 272 1073.520 2851.744 0.000 118 314.816 18 087 6. 541 0.785 5.756
% Maduo 0. 000 1 498. 083 1 564. 288 28 604.240 6 457.024  0.000 38123.635 10959 3. 479 0.417 3. 061

O RBMSitRE. REM 2002 5%k, 2003,
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H: 7 77 7 (ecological deficit) 5 4 & 8 42 (eco-
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MRV ESBRRAZBXASEFREUZFHA
W % XA P R AT R RIER 1
& 2, A 2002 SERBM 6 BAEFHAES
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Table 3 Deficit or surplus of ecological footprint per capita of Guoluo in 2002

hm?*/ A

183
Region

ABEERERRT
Deficit or surplus of ecological
footprint per capita

Bl fL Magin county
HEES B Banma county
H# 8 Gande county
% HE Dari county
A B Jiuzhi county
B} £ 8 Maduo county
HiEM Guoluo

0,122
3.212
--0.987
0.158
1. 367
—1.219

0. 591
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Table 4 Development capacity ,ecological footprint diversity and GDP ecological footprint of Guoluo in 2002

K8 KRS | BHAEEN GDP A4 2 7/ (hm? « F 5~ ")
Development Ecological footprint ;
Region P! gleal o GDP ecological footprint
capacity diversity
HibE Magin county 0.530 0.188 3.469
P & Banma county 0. 248 0. 071 10. 649
H#H Gande county 0. 000 0. 000 12.173
i%k B & Dari county 0. 000 0. 000 14. 163
A8 8 Jiuzhi county 0. 000 0. 000 11. 294
i % B Maduo county 0.038 0. 009 8. 583
B M Guoluo 0. 249 0.072 7.609
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Analysis of ecological footprint and development capacity

of Guoluo prefecture in 2002

REN Guang-xina,FENG Yong-zhonga, YANG Gai-hea, WANG De-xiangb
(a. College of Agricultureib. College of Forestry, Northwest A & F University Yangling ,Shaanxi 712100,China)

Abstract: With the introduction of ecological footprint concept and the statistical data of 6 counties in
Guoluo in 2002 as the basis, the productive ecological footpring, ecological carrying capacity, ecological
footprint diversity,development potential and GDP ecological footprint of Guoluo region in 2002 were cal-
culated. The result shows that the ecological footprint is 465 405. 112 hm?,and the ecological capacity in
only 545 353. 338 hm?,with a ecological surplus of 0. 591 hm’ per capita,but only two of six counties is eco-
logical deficit,so it shows that Guoluo prefecture is weak in sustainable development. The ecological foot-
print diversity and development capacity is lower and GDP ecological footprint is higher,which reflect the
ecosystem stability and resource utilization efficiency are lower.

Key words : Guoluo prefecture ;ecological footprint;development capacity ; ecological footprint diversi-

ty ; GDP ecological footprint



