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Analysis of Ecological Footprint of Nanjing in 2005

LIU Wei et al
Abstract Ecological footprint need and ecological capacity were compared by using the ecological footprints analysis method. Ecological foot-

(College of Applied Meteorology, Nanjing University of Information Science & Technology, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210044 )

prints, including the biotic resource consume and energy consume, in Nanjing were calculated in 2005. The average per capita ecological foot-
print and the per capita available ecological capacity in 2005 were 4. 488 207 and 0. 285 67 hm’, respectively. And the ecological deficit was
4.202 537 hm’.
capacity. Ecological deficit was far greater than the ecological capacity, which reflected that the production and life intensity had gone beyond

Result showed that the average per capita ecological footprint in Nanjing was 15 times of the per capita available ecological

the capacity of its ecosystem. The carrying capacity of the eco-systems in Nanjing was under great pressure. Finally, aiming at the character of

socio-economic development and resource utilization, some reasonable suggestions were proposed to alleviate the city’ s eco-pressure.
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Table 1 Ecological footprints of biological resources consumption in Nanjing in 2005

s e b/ kst g SRR ey
Type . fit//kg/ hm . . Re-gnonaI- Total e(:ol-ogl(:al Gross ecological ~ Ecological footprint Productive land type
Global average yield biological yield footprint footprint per i:apila p‘;r capita
A Grain 2 744 965 436 351 835.277 0 0.059 053 0.165 347 ks Arable land
i 4¢ Cotton 1 000 5920 5920 0.000 994 0.002 782 b Arable land
Al Oil plant 1 856 211 685 11 4054.418 1 0.019 143 0.053 601 b Arable land
W2 Fiber crop 1 500 4013 2 675.333 3 0.000 449 0.001 257 b Arable land
B3 K2 Vegetable and melon 18 000 3 470 282 192 793.444 4 0.032 359 0.090 605 #FHb Arable land
WSS Sugar 18 000 66 478 3693.2222 0.000 620 0.001 736 b Arable land
2 Tea 566 2 043 3 609.540 6 0.000 606 0.001 696 b Arable land
JKIF Fruit 3 500 42 495 12 141.428 6 0.002 038 0.005 706 ks Arable land
4-2E A Beef and mutton 33 13 374 405 272.727 3 0.068 022 0.034 011 EiHh Grassland
¥4 A Pork 74 120 039 1 622 148.649 0 0.272 264 0.136 132 i Grassland
F & Poultry 33 64 649 1 959 060. 606 0 0.328 812 0. 164 406 EiHl Grassland
BZE Poultry egg 400 83 265 208 162.5 0.034 938 0.017 469 i Grassland
325 Milk 502 138 034 274 968. 127 5 0.046 151 0.023 076 I Grassland
1% Honey 50 1948 38 960 0.006 539 0.003 270 i Grassland
& Pod 1 000 441 441 0.000 074 0.000 037 i Grassland
JKFZ il Aquatic product 29 180 414 6221 172.414 1.044 171 0.208 834 K3 Water area
FR Dry fruit 3 000 1962 654 0.000 110 0.000 121 Fis Woodland
AA#t Timber 1.99° 34300 " 17 236.180 9 0.002 893 0.003 182 b Woodland
411 Total 0.913 268

A m'/ hm® T B m

Note : Units of * and ™~

are m*/hm’ and m’, respectively.
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Table 2 Ecological footprint of energy consumption in Nanjing in 2005

‘ PEPWERE  pamwcn Mg ESE ‘

s SR/ CY/ bt TIRRC Wl RJGUN B/ PR

Type Ecological footprint of coefficient Consumption Consump-llon Ecological footprint Produce area type
global average energy per capita per capita

W Coal 55 20.934 19 482 881 68.4550 1.244 636 AT BRI Fossil fuel land

fE % Coke 55 28.47 3 663 862 17.507 6 0.318 320 A kL L Fossil fuel land

RS 93 18.003 14 126 918 42.686 6 0.458 996 fLABEH Fossil fuel land

Blast furnace gas

J5i3H Crude oil 93 41.868 18 615 124 130.812 0 1.406 581 A1k Fossil fuel land

753 Gasoline 93 43.124 39 222 0.283 9 0.003 053 fLATKRMHH Fossil fuel land

Bl Coal oil 93 43.124 10 143 0.073 4 0.000 789 fbAr KKKt Fossil fuel land

253 Diesel oil 93 42.705 118 481 0.849 2 0.009 132 A kL L Fossil fuel land

BRAELH Fuel oil 71 50.2 652 020 5.493 7 0.077 376 A kL L Fossil fuel land

WAL A 71 50.2 250 914 2.114 1 0.029776  fLAvH Fossil fuel land

Liquefied petroleum

KKK Natural gas 93 38.978 372 833.2 2.439 1 0.026 227 A kL L Fossil fuel land

) Thermal power 1 000 29.344 60 602 858 * 0.010 2 0.000 028 5% H#h Construction land

1 JJ Electric power 1 000 11.84 15 712 820 000 0.009 5 0.000 026 6 #E4F fil#b Construction land

AT Total 3.574 939

T T AL kw b TR R AR

TEACFR AT G ™™ B4y 1 x10° k]

Note: Unit of * is kw * h, and it is coverted into GJ when calculated; the unit of * *is 1 x 10° k]J.

M 1.2 3, A IR N B A2 245 500 0. 913 268

hm? | (6 A7 BRI A A28 230 H 3. 574 939 hm B BT A
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Fig.3 Forecast model of the regressive period of cotton aphid
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Fig.4 Forecast model of the damage degree of cotton aphid
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