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Abstract: Ecological footprint ( EF) method is a new prevailing approach to evaluate the sustainability of regional development. The time series of
ecological footprint ( EF) from 2000 to 2010 was calculated by using the statistical data of resource and energy consumption in Chizhou. On this basis,
this paper forecasted the EF in the year 2015 and 2020. The driving factors of ecological footprint were analyzed using STIRPAT model. The results
showed that EF per capita increased from 0. 1173 ghm? to 0. 8993 ghm? within the past ten years. The ecological pressure intensity of energy footprint
(EPIEF) tends to increase, which means pressure of energy consumption on natural ecological system is enhancing. Among the components of EF, the
percentage of coal footprint has increased to 90.21% . The EF is positively correlated with population scale, GDP per capita, the secondary industrial
proportion and industrial added value of unit energy consumption. Their corresponding coefficients of effect on EF are 0. 5698, 0.590, 1.468 and 0. 144,
respectively. Energy footprint intensity trend exhibits a reverse U-shape pattern. This paper may help Chizhou government to accurately estimate
sustainable development capability, and provide a scientific basis which would support the coordinated development between the environment and economy
in other areas in similar scales.
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1 5|5 (Introduction)

I 255 2 7 P DR K A I R 8 o, A3
A A7 R R R AR T A Y RE TR T 2 (O 18 4,
2010) , Fh I o 1) R Y5 e e | A0 A28 R RN R AR 75
NG H SR A S N AR IR, O i 2
B R AR A R 1 < S (ZE R4, 2010) , 40
]I i R 9% R A Ak J RS K s AT
N SCHREh 71 788 A% BE R T 2% 5 i ) F 5% e ol B
(ELAE%E,2008 ) . g 5 2 305 4 B ki i B N 28 Rk
DRI R0 R A A P - b TR BB NS 2 A B
a7 N BB R T FE K OF B PEA v RS2 KRR
25, TIPS BE VR FE 0T X ] 5 68 ok I 5 0 £
HEJIE.

HEVR L i ( Energy Ecological Footprint, EEF) J&
FRBEURIH 2 AR g A A8 . RE VR B A AT TR T A
AL ( Ecological Footprint, EF) | [ 4 X A4 25 12 i
WFIEIR T 20 42 70 4R (185 ,2010) A28 250
(Ecological Footprint , EF) #:& 5 5 H &K William
Rees(1992) H4Z T 1992 4EH2 11,1996 4F- b Fil il iy ¢
"= Wackernagel (1996 ) £ H T ARG 11557 1, HoE
SR 2 N VRIS (R VR 202 35 40 40
JIrs B A P AR S A RE VR M Bt |
MRHL o S K 6 FRETY . A AR i E i
BAERE IR A 15 07 RIT R B h , BEYE R AT
Z3E BRI B e (X% 55,2006 ) , BT H B
PRFA A5 32 RS B OGTE (1855 ,2010) .

B SN 5E FE 0, BE VR L 3 7 AR 28 R 3 AR R
It # ( Sanderson et al. , 1999 ; Wackernagel et al. ,
1999;2004 ) . [ PY5KT5 4 (2006) | 5K (2006 ) | 70
(2004 ) /N KEE (2006 ) 2 & BF 53 R B . AL RE TR
FE 1 IR AT LA S BUTAT — A HA — 8 Tk 238
I DX SR T s B A S T SR K T AR S AR
TEOL. & IBCHE 55 (2007 ) | ARBLEF (2005) AR KR 55
(2008 ) 43511 %F H [ 1997 472003 4F H [ A= 2 2 i
WFFE 2 0H , REVR R 8 76 A 25 2 38w BF 5 e 49143531
45.10% ,50. 03% .52. 00% ; #% 1125 (2007 ) 7%} 74
A 2003 AF A 2SR AT R, BE TR L i L oA
46.17% ; a5 P45 (2008 ) 76 % K HETT 2006 4F4E 4%
SRS BRUE LT o5 LU 46. 34% T BT
25.(2010) 7EXF )N T 2002—2007 4F A 25 2 i F 5T
o BE IR R T 7 LU IR 78, 81% , iR ST 45 R
FEU BEVR R 0 7 AR S R 3 R AR K H R, R

ARSI R /N B B 3R (BRA AR, 2006) , R
U, BEVE A BT TT 4 7 A 28 28 B 3 sl ov) X e Ak 2
REEAARAT , DT AT ol 25000 38 mT e i Jre fid R

SCHRRE R R - B A AT 258 45 (2007 ) L ARk
N5 (2008) WRBLUESE(2009) ZERFSE(2010) B
4 (2011) ZRIB 25 (2010 ) XoF 22 MR P08 R B iy
REJR R IR R GO RUBE (b2 T ) RE R 2
WD 2 H Y R M TR E R A RS AT
T IX ) G Bl PR T, AR i i e, R
CEREBC B E M ER A R T, 2000—2010 4F
Tt T 2R K G, Bk T AR L Tl AR KT AN B
T+, FRRIJE 2006 4F 24 2T S TV D
R T EHFE R EBRIR , L8 A SR AL
TERE Sy, 7™ 5 6 29 F0 gk ) 2 it M T T RR ek &
JE. JETF U, AR SCR AR RUAIF 5T | SCHk 4 M L e A
GEEETTVE B M T 2000—2010 4E AR 2 78 HEFT i
&) 7 %) W B2 5 43 M, #) F STIRPAT #5283, fiF 1
SPSS17. 0 34, R B /h — 3k, dr A1 4
TE b AR A 2 22 DR 2K BB R 0 R M 11
R IR K6 GM(1,1) BEAEIN 2015 4F 2020
AERB IR R S AR S R ) HEAT U, B R4 A b
REVR FE T s A5 AR Ak Kokt BRBEIE i 1) Ry, -85
REVS L I A IR Sl K T+, BT At M 77 BORFER B T i g
A FH X A58 7 A 4, kg A 2  J T 1l 55 R
KB AR AR, th o] A B0 IR R 5 R 32 F 5% 42
PEAF .

2 HFZERXE(Study areas)

P T A7 T 2 B8 PE g AR, VLR R R, A
TALZ 116°38" ~118°05", 4t 45 29°33' ~30°51' =
], BL AR 8272 km®. HbAR AL LL BB 1L Ry 3 5 S
A0 T Wiz 1 e SV A 2 RS, A Rk A
g - T L et N 3y 1 o N 7 N
A A — SRR B ) I IVHT 28 TEMROKR. 2010 AF ZR AR
EBUEN 2570 1w’ BRI 466. 67 J7 hm® , FRAK
BT RN 57.85%.

2010 4F, #liH TT B A 1Tk 160. 46 J7 A\, GDP &
T4 300. 84 A2TT, 55 =ML B i LR 46. 60%
[ 5 B = Sk 356. 9 A2, REVRTH 2% 354 1 t bw
WERE G« +— 1" 2B ph & R B 24852 ,2011).

3 #Bl5F ik (Materials and methods)

3.1 #iEXRIR
R SCHE B 2000—2010 4 i M T e TR Y 2 &2t
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BN T A RETEL I | LA 2000—2010 4 7R Ak 1 AR
THARAO BRI L 308 19 N 347K 48 77, L 2000—2010
AR TEL GDP S 55 L B i He ] B Tl
B REAE SRR 2 A i R S 3R B IR 7, 14K
PEBIRIE T N T4 4E) (2001—2010) B2« +—
N T 2R A o A SR 2 5.
3.2 iEF®
3.2.1 R R E U7 %

(1) BEVE 2 3 3153 7 vk

REUE R TR IR T A 28, Ho b5 nr R AR S
SRR 2 2 R A RS P AR W B e
AL — 7 DX BO6T [ 4R 5% 15 A e SR L8R 9 0T
NFBAAE BT R A0 s i AR 38 S e (25
502007 ), A AR B OIS RO FT 4R BE 2
( Wackernagel et al. ,2002) : O AZE0] LIS E A S8
TR 2R R0 IR S 7 A 1 I 57 P B i @ix gt
RN 7 BE T L R I 1 A A R TR B 4%
FAE YA P A EL 2 ) R

AR SO R 2 AR SR 3 R FH 0 e Y1 (R R
A 2009 ; B EEARSE 2011 ) #EATIHAE, B i A
WCREVR =42 CO, T 75 14 bR b T B K SR A1F BE R AL 3,
TR (R4 ,2011) .

F. x 7000 x 4. 1868
EEF = ) ————~
; Ai x 10° x P

i=12.34

(1)

A EEF M AIREIE LT (ghm®) 5 i 40 53R AETR
HERIWH ; F, o5« BREIRIE 2% i (kg PRifELE) 5 A,
A @ WREE S 2R H 1 2Bk R I (ghm?® ), FE
b MR S R 55 G- ghm ™2 A 0 Ko R
73 GJ-ghm >, KRS M 93 GJ-ghm >, Hi F1°4 1000
GJ-ghm_z; 12PN L8

THE R RE IR A 5 3R BRI A RE 5 Ak Am o R
i (E (RS AR, 2009 5 BOEHSE,2011) -

1t JFE = 0.7143 tee, 1 t JEiH = 1. 4286 tce, 1
m’ KRS = 1.33 kg ARifEMRE, 1 kWh =0. 1229 kg #5
HEIE, 1ke A5 #E S FAHE = 7000 keal, 1 keal =
4. 1868 kJ.

(2) REUE 2308 NS AR Tk

RETE L 8 A X5 7R 2k ) ] 1 3 N34 AR 2SR 30
TR TE AR E ) 2 5 AR 28 R 0 75 R X 1 1Y
MES:, 16 DX S BB A% P2 A1 A 28 i A= 28 2R 72 b -, o
BN (XHEARSE2010) -

bc:Zajxrjxyj (2)

j=1

K, be ALK E S (ghm®) 5 of N j FHIEH
T SEBR AR (ghm? ) 5 rj AT, o7 ™
AT

Wi 7 7 TR R R A R AR Y
KHEN R S5 1 AR, A [R] 2 2 sl E S HLAA 4
R —  XUHEAKEE (2009 ) I GAE 7™ 340 ) e
e A 2 R 8 2 A DR A T IR, 2B A, NPP 2
LR @R SRL T AR B IR E] PN I SRR A HL
Bom S G A R T A B A LB R R A
SIS AR TR B AR AR AR S R G
TIRETS AR B SR BN TR 25 4F F 1Y L2 A4 77 fiE
J1, e, FHIAS [R] = i 26 7 B NPP ke 155 24 i A
THARIE b 0a B AT R 545 R,
RIAR S PR 7o 1. 41, FR E 75 6w R 1Y 5
PR AT AL Bk ONAR B 3k R 3, R
5(2005) A« ™ il B L 252 FAR DR B IR,
BEARG AR A8 SR FHASZAE B8 i 571 329 57 X AR U
AR ARSI TH R AR A K, BT, A SR
HAZEH F 3, B Wackernagel et al (1999) X
PEAS R TS A 7= e AL, B 0. 91

(3) BEUIR AR 2B BRIk

REVR 78 4= 25 71 (Ecological Pressure Intensity
of Energy Footprint, EPIEF) $§ N7 JEIHFE MK Y
HECS ARSI R 2O W LA, B R A XA 2
GATERTE bR, HEBOR, UL BN 2816 3l 2R 25 2R
B oK, AR A 2 el s ]2, IR 1 iloh R
AT (e 5% ,2000) . B AEABTE S GIA

RER 2 AT RAEREVR I 9 X AE S R AR 2 BB,
THEAKN .
EPIEF = EEF/be (3)

23T (ghm? ) 5 be Ay FRARXT B U5 2 78 19 A4 7K 28 7
(ghm?).

(4) BEIR R P {H 15575 1%

REUR L3 P={H ( Value of Energy Footprint, VEF)
AT RETR A I 7 A 1 BE A, VEF s i), 3
B DX SR 55 e R0, B A7 b TR P (B, B
AL AEVE A0 B 3 B 28 5 AN (R B v (22 45, 2007)
WA

VEF = D/EEF (4)
A, VEF AR 2L~ H (JC -ghm ) ; D A A
GDP; EEF J AFREIR 232 (ghm” ).
(5) BEUR i BE 115575 1%
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AEUE 2 7 38 & ( Energy Footprint Intensity , EFT)

FR B J6 GDP Tt I REVR 2 70, S B RE IR BTA%
BhR , BEVR I 0 9 B R /)N, 3R W B i TR 2 i )] i
BB, 22 it BH B T e 3 14 30 435 B 25 (2R
4 2007) A AN,
EFI = EEF/GDP (5)
A EFL AR 5% B (ghm™ J7ot ).
3.2.2 HIFEREIKS HF AR

Dietz 25 (1997 ) #1 York 4 (2003) 1£ 25 #it IPAT
(1 =1PAT) JEak b, 32 1 T BEL R 52 ma A 7Y
RPN FT & AR A B R 04 Bl AL 52 i 55 B8 FR Sy
STIRPAT #&#  Feik 2 (T2 A5 ,2006 )

I=aP'A°T'e (6)
K1 P A THRFRIEEET) A OEE &
MEEFEAR , o BERIBRE, b e d A AEANH
B B HAREASCIKE T PR EL, o M A A
R2E W a=b=c=d=1,STRIPAT ¥ B 5l ik J5 A,
IPAT 453X, STRIPAT & B & — M52 7z i R
SRR (4355 ,2011 ).

45 STIRPAT 2748wt Z AR A | A 1) g 5
S5 HIR 5 726 R AT AR AR, ek O (2=
B4 ,2010) .

Q = Kp"'D”r°r* (7)
X, Q0 MAIIREVE AL (ghm™ N ~") 3 K AHEEG P
RHNEEL(TTN) 5 D AT KRR, LAY GDP
TR (TI0 - A0 5 1 g5 R R, L3 ==l
B bl s TR RRIRA B LA Tk 3
HREFETFE (v AT ") o T i a3 i e A
KBH A7) BB EL, 15
InQ = InK + allnP + a2IlnD + a3Inl + a4InT  (8)
R(8)H:al (a2 . a3 . ad NHNEREL, LRGP |
D I . THZH1%E, 25510 Q i al % | a2 % .
a3 % . a4 % "Hk.
3.2.3 EREAKE GM(1,1)EA

R A TR0 2 — T XoF 7 A5 AN o R 3R R 4 it
AT TR A 5. I 48 ) FR e TR 3R 2 ) % R R A
AR B AT OCQHRE 20 07, % I 1 Bl E 17 4R
PRAL R TR R G0 A Bl AR, AR A B R
FIEE 51, 4R J5 8 57 A L ) 43 RE AR A AT
TN = o & e kB R B () SEL g A 2008 )
GM(1,1) #4Ry  BEBa] ¢ J3 3 (1 =1,2,3---n) «'”

A AR, 1) = 20 0 0o TRV
BRI ) = 1D al e GM(1,
1) AR o T A
(1)
dfh +ax = u (9)
THI ALY Ay

(1) (0) u —at u
x = (x;y ——)e " + — 10
(141) ( (1) a) a ( )

ﬁ%mu%%%%%%ﬂ%%ﬂﬁ(%%

(B'B) B X k1%

GM(1,1) BERIZE i 35 J5 25 1 € fH AR 2
WER PR WA B () TR B, 24 P > 0. 95,C <
0.35 i, K B4 P > 0. 80, C <0. 5 W}, Fi kS
JEGHE P >0.70,C <0. 65 I, Tk BE @54 4%
P <0.70,C >0. 65 B, FUAE BN A A% (0] R 55
2008).

4 HRE545H(Results and discussion )

LG SE 4R %) (2001—2010) Ko~ +— 17
b T 28 B 2 ki 20 S v A S B S ER A R,
FIFHAZ (1), HE R 15 2000—2010 4F 30 A3 fig
PRI (1) FIFHA(2) , A 15 2000—2010
AERRMONTRE R AL 38 19 AN BT 3 TT , AT A B g
TRt B S R A(3) , AT R R R i AR
SES(ER2). FMAAKX(4) , TR A GR IR L i
P, FIHAZ(S) AR R R AR (R 4).
3.1 HeIR RIS AT N

H 3% 1 Al %1, 2000—2010 A&, b M A 24 RE R 2
P 2000 4E£9 0. 1173 ghm™ A ™' FFFE 2010 4EH)
0.8993 ghm’ A", F## K 66. 67% . 2000—2002
AR N YRR R R b 4 6 i B, S SR 0. 1306
ghm™ A ™" TR0 Eb B 48/, A 36 K 14, 75% .
2003—2005 4, A B K &, F % K 0. 4059
ghm™ A 7" & 2000—2002 4E-FY{E A 3. 11 5, A
FlE T SR AE RS K 16. 65% . 2006 4E—2010
A S48 0.8385 ghm®s A", J& 2000—2002 4F |
2003—2005 4F4a X} & - YIE ) 6. 42 F12.07 £,
LU BTN, 5RO A (2011) XF [ 2007 4E A
PIREVR LI (0. 619 ghm™ A ~") B 7% 45 S 1) He gt
b M [T N34 1050 A 38 ) S A 15
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Table I The energy consumption and average energy ecological footprint in Chizhou(2000—2010)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
PERR i ’\/jli‘l i ’\/jli‘l i ’\/jli‘l i ’\/i:hiﬂ i ’\/i:hiﬂ Wt Ajjh fj’l
TR 427032 0. 105751 347499 0. 085643 578985 0. 142390 1022917 0.251339 1469777 0.359997 1686902 0.410799
ORI 0 0 300 0. 000093 574 0.000178 60276 0.018661 87645 0.027048 82371  0.025274
FE 450 0.000152 20128 0. 006764 527 0.000176 27233 0.009010 10442 0.003478 9925 0.003287
Rl 420 0.000161 678 0.000259 16642 0. 006352 15674 0.005977 343 0.000130 281 0.000106
sl 6 0. 000002 18 0. 000006 17 0. 000006 1 L0 17 0. 000006 4 0. 000002
B3l 2346 0. 000893 818 0.000310 13986 0. 005286 16483 0.006224 5331 0. 002007 6533 0.002445
e SRl 6 0. 000002 2319 0. 000861 2344 0. 000869 1753 0. 000649 136 0. 000050 0 0
WBALATHA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0.000011 6 0. 000003
FKIRZ/(JT m?) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
#H1/ (10 kJ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
#1741/ (10* kWh) 24237 0.010327 26774 0.011353 32913 0.013927 59254 0. 025050 77965 0. 032856 79375 0.033258
&it 0.117288 0.105289 0.169184 0.316910 0.425583 0.475174
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

L w0 fgﬁﬂ w0 fgﬁﬂ w0 \jﬁjﬂ w0 \jﬁjﬂ T /\jﬁjﬂ

JEE 2807396 0. 680226 2846838 0. 685723 3392131 0.812391 3036337 0. 722860 3171150 0.752226

ERTE 113833 0.034752 113931 0.034577 76640 0.023126 68862 0. 020656 136865 0. 040906

IR 9634 0.003174 5771 0.001890 15437 0.005028 27632 0.008946 23100 0.007452

T 352 0.000132 245 0. 000092 398 0.000148 451 0.000167 659 0.000243

sl 6 0. 000002 0 0 121 0.000045 119 0. 000044 191 0.000070

ESt 7867 0. 002930 4897 0.001813 9480 0.003489 9576 0.003504 12372 0.004510

S 2Tl 0 0 315 0.000114 601 0.000217 5 0. 000002 8199 0.002930

BALA]A 9126 0.003998 2865 0.001248 201 0. 000087 662 0.000285 703 0. 000302

TR/ (T m?) 0 0 0 0 0 0 383 0.001004 486 0.001274

#1/(10° k) 0 0 568151 0. 000360 1172747 0.000738 3357936 0.002100 3583706 0.002233

H177/(10* kWh) 108387 0.045185 126223 0.052311 160797 0. 066258 180023 0.073740 213546 0.087155

it 0.770399 0.778128 0.911527 0. 833308 0. 899301
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3.2 BRRIEESEN SN >2, LR IR P XS IR B K, AR E S R D

i 2 A1, 2000—2010 4, b M RE 5 2 35 A
SR ETHESH 2010 FRETE 2B AN K TN
2000 4EAY 7. 13 %, 2000—2003 4F | A\ HEVE JE 75 it
BR TR, NIRETR 2 s A7 2147, EPIEF < 1,
IRV 11 2% X5 B 52 52 el 75 7] AR 2830 [l 4. 2004—
2005 4, AFIRE R L 7 oK O s BT
IRNFIG EPIEF > 1, Ud B BE R IH 9% C % PR 858 7= A=
FN. 2006 FE—2010 4F, i PN X RE IR 2 i 75 oK G
BTSRRI T P G 2 (B 1), EPIEF

A FARLEAMRAS. Z2 B LA B Al 5, TR 3l N T
U & RN 2 354 56,2006 4F M N T 8 7« Tolk
ST, I R RN, R R 51 B R
RSP T HIR T AL Tl AR #EFE ,2006—2010 4E,
GDP X383 0 15. 3% , M LEHAE 1.9 N H 44,
A4 1 ANE RN+ — T &5t a kR
2052 ,2011) PR & JEB A 28 B (5 A R A 0 R e 2 g
BT, DT 7= A T 58 e 1) B IR R 0 I X T RS K R
TE LA S

2 2000—2010 Fitn M ARER B BT RS 4R 2T ETE S
Table 2 The supply demand and Ecological pressures of energy ecological footprint in Chizhou(2000—2010)

IR P S INCE L o) OFI RV L A A ‘ A
I\ 2k AR
A J(ehm® A1) J(ehm® A1) J(ehm® A1) REVR 7 A= A R )
2000 0.117288 0. 347280 0.229992 0.337733
2001 0.105289 0.348109 0. 242820 0.302460
2002 0.169184 0.350682 0. 181498 0.482443
2003 0.316910 0.353679 0.036769 0.896038
2004 0.425583 0.355866 -0.069717 1. 195908
2005 0.475174 0.373495 -0.101679 1.272237
2006 0.770399 0.374908 -0.395491 2.054901
2007 0.778128 0.374325 —-0.403803 2.078750
2008 0.911527 0.375412 -0.536115 2.428071
2009 0. 833308 0.373983 —0.459325 2.228198
2010 0.899301 0.373431 -0.525870 2.408212
—o— NHREH I ((ehm™ A7) 3.3 RRIR RIS AT
—'—ﬁizgﬁg ’<ghmlz' j\;? 1 1 2 T %01, 2000—2010 4F 4 42 5 706 75 g I8
1.000000 — —a— AHJRBIEZLRE T /(ghm™ A7) . N ™~ .
R R U (P 2) PRI 90.219% , 15
g < 0'600000 A4 (2007 ) % E 2005 4 A RETR S5 (N
o, >
& £ 0400000 79.40% ) Pl 45 (2011) % E 2007 45 A4 fig
2B 20000 TR IBEEH (JER 80. 129% ) BFFE 45 LA, W1 1 A
o 0 . LU 3 BB TR 2SR R €O, , 184
2000 2002 2004 06 2008 2010 y— N
S5 020000 F BT IRERS Y | [ NSNS BB S B
& N SN ‘ S -
<2 0400000 - ], KRG8 R 2 55 5% i GDP #93% ~7%
0600000 (Z=546,2007) . FH UG ET UL, N A A 78 4 8 D3 2%
~0.800000 - wh Gy V0 1 AP, LA A R I A 95

B 1 il 2000—2010 £ AIRERE BB ET

R,

Fig.1 The supply/demand changes of average energy footprint in
Chizhou (2000—2010)
R32000—2010 F it i ANt BETR B i K ) iR
Table 3 The distribution rate of average energy ecological footprint in Chizhou(2000—2010)
- REV AR
pel 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
e 90.29%  87.85%  84.37%  88.04%  91.76%  92.46%  93.22%  92.81%  92.21%  90.29% 89.03%
Al 0.90% 1.36% 7.4% 4.05% 0.52% 0.54% 0.92% 0.42% 0.44% 0.48% 0.89%
KKK, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.13% 0.14%
MR #EE 8.81%  10.79%  8.23%  1.91%  1.72% 7% 5.86%  6.77%  1.35%  9.1% 9.94%
Bt 100. 00% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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glOO% BRRTIE WAL OB RIVERETREIE Table 4  The value of average energy footprint and energy footprint
] 282? intensity in Chizhou (2000—2010)
DH (]
40% By i T aby SR Ry
§ 20% &4 ABcpr/T tp/%“fd’ﬁfﬂi fi y (Hi{’ﬁz’% ;L?%B_:l )
0 JU - ghm m- - JJJL
ﬁ 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 £ £
g 2000 3789 32305 0.310159
E2 M 2000—2010 £ 8ER 2B E 5 L 2001 4017 38152 0. 262673
Fig. 2 Percentage composition of average energy footprint in 2002 4327 25575 0.390962
Chizhou (2000—2010) 2003 4874 15379 0. 650209
3 4 ﬁ%ﬁiﬂ?ﬁf}{h\fﬁ 2004 7102 16687 0.715557
3 y > y N 2005 8719 18349 0.674119
1% 4 RN, N R IR 8 7 (B 5 RE R B 5
— N > [ 2006 10007 12989 0.930266
JEETEAN [ IRk ] P 91 728 A0 A5 A 22 5 W i B D1 38 )™
{ﬁﬁﬁé}%%ﬁi%“U"ﬂ,ﬁﬁ/\ﬂﬁﬁ]ﬁ@_@?ﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ% 2007 11515 14798 0.785329
« DY e 3 2008 14147 15520 0.752962
{8 U HI ([ 3). 2000—2005 4F, AN BE VR AL 8 7
JZ%TF% ,2000 ﬁzj\j 32305 IC - ghmfz ,2005 ETB% 2009 17295 20754 0.542487
2010 21000 23351 0.479663

h 18349 JC - ghm | BEIE A 43. 2% , T GE VR 2 70 5%
FEAS W38 11, 2000 4F 4 0. 3102 ghm®s J5 7% ", 2005
4E TR 0. 6741 ghm® J7I6 ™", 24 2000 4FE#Y 2. 17
5. A3 M HE A TRl Tk 9% )5 P2 BE A 2%, 2000 4F
b M AR T A R R W R B R Y A Bt N T
A EERIHESS A S T BURTBOR T 5 REAE | s HE R
AL RS AL R AT /KT NS /N R A
Wl (ZRREN) 4% |5 ksl ik &%
Jo TR THAE T R SR R, S BT I
B Bt B R 5 I 300 7 7 A5 T R T B8 YR AL 8 e
ANV RS I 4 85 1. 2006—2010 4F, B4 RE 5 A2 6 7
{EASHTHE I, 2006 44 12989 JC - ghm ~*,2010 4 |-
T+ 492335178 - ghm 2, H20064FE K 1. 8047 , 1M i J&

—a— A\ GDP/75
—o— PAfLARYEL = E /( IT -ghm2)
—h— REUEUR 58 % /(ghm® J5 6 ")
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RS B AL T B, 2006 4F A 0. 9303 ghm™ J7J6 7,
2010 4E[% K 0.4797 ghm™ J77C ", FENEIA 48.44% .
Z T LA B A I 50 [R) S N 25 % 4 A g R R R HfE
1 BEIHE B3R A 5%, 2000—2005 4F | it M 248355 LU
b 255 R 3, Tl FEA 55, 5 IR A R, AR R
SRS B F T 20062010 4, E R HEAT T
TREHEEL SR , IR 20 GDP REFEAN A BUS % %30
W , b M T IR RRURK i) 7 R 5K iR T HE T g
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Fig.3 The relationship of the VEF,EFI and the growth of GDP per person in Chizhou(2000—2010)
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iz ] STIRPAT 275 A MR % 4 h A
¥ GDP(D) £ 5 A 7= 75 25 T & He
(1) LTI IMEREFE ( T ) Bl Soti M G it4F
SR N EE( P )RR R KM 2000—2010
AR NI BRIE 28 ( Q ) YE AR &L, W H SPSS17.0,
R Pl f5e /N 3R e X AR B AT LA B, P A5
Q - _ 825 341P0.5698D0459[l.468T1444 (11)
MHE5 R BN . R? =0. 988
F =128.637,p(sig) [E/NT0.01 , FEHARI R4
LETE MRS LR S @ = B s
N 5PE RECH 0. 5698 , R BIY N 380 1% B, A
PIRETR 248 0. 5698 % |, 16 B N 1 B2 5 i A

YIfelR R EmE N T A3 GDP #i: R Eh 0. 59,
FHA N GDP BHE N 1% 5 BT BEIF L i1 K
0.59% , Uil & 4 S e TR R I Y B N &K
85 AR AT T EL SR R BN 1. 468, 3%
WSSl AE 22 55 v T o Le BB T 1% 4% 5 3
ARV R 1 1. 468% , EHASE — 7= W AE & T
SR L N 38D TR R R M 2 R A
YT RR G A 00 1) o T S P 5 AL Tl 1S I RE AR 5
PERECN 0. 144, 32 B 507 Tl 3% Jin 1B BE #E 15 BEAIX
1% P2 ReTE 2k TR 0. 144% , Ui B B TR
TR FH A A A 2 B 1 5 i B U A2 30 PR, 2 v BB DA
FIFH A A PRI BB VR 2 78 1Y B 2R 12

Fz5 2000—2010 F it T E =BT & PG R B AL Tl S AnE AR AL BN AR

Table 5 The second industrial proportion and industrial added value of unit energy consumption in Chizhou(2000—2010)

Ay 2000 2001 2002

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

55 PRV AE = ] 32.32% 31.52% 32.27%
AR TAb I I EFERE/ (tees JTIT ") 2,62 2.25 2.65

34.28% 34.63% 35.61% 36.5% 38.07% 39.16% 42.47% 46.60%
3.43 3.32 2.65 2.35 1.88 1.36 1.01 0.71

3.6 REIRE A H M

PAFE 2 i NSRBIE L | BE VR i R 2 ) Bk
4 TR IR 2 TR R R AE SRR T A R BE TR 2
WK Bl - PRtk R AR EF 2000—2010 4E K,
RPAL T 15 A e " i T 4 Ho A K2 GM(1,1)

T R GE i 4T BT AR o (8, u (8 BETr
TR SRR R 22 (3R 6) L i A7 T XHEAE , g A 150
W] FE 3 10, 7] %5F 2011—2020 4F A X5 A8 I8 375 |
RE VR A2 00 7 2K ) 5 g 5 A2 8 5 B AE A T TN, 445 SR DL
7.

®6 WMWAER .. .ulE

Table 6  Prediction equation and value of @ and u

JRA GM(1,1) B )y F Ty aff u fH ¥§§X¢

N REUR L xfly = (Y —%)e*m +% x{l)y) = 24.388572¢" P _23 618173 -0.032826 0.775279  4.188889%
REVR LI AR x{l)y = -341.819662e V¥ 434219457 0.001097  0.375521  0.122621%
AUV UL S x{}), =—5.119531e™ P 46049797 0.173079  1.047091  4.935608%

RT7 MINTE 2015,2020 F£AHIREF R, AL IR R ARE F1 5 8L TR B TR BTN AE R

Table 7 The predictive value of average energy footprint, Capacity per capita energy footprint and energy footprint intensity in Chizhou in 2015 and 2020

o ABRRRED R RREEMAEY) Faan RELTAT  fEEAR  RREEIRE  RRERI%
T 4 2 _1 . 2 -1 - 2 -1 PN 2, -1 N
/(ghm*> A1) (P.CHH) /(ghm*> A1) (P.C1H) /(ghm*> A1) HESEH /(ghm™J5o6~") (P.C{H)
2015 4¢ 1.058262 P=1,C=0, 0.371627 P=1,C=0, —0. 686635 2.85 0.203749 P=1,C=0,
2020 4F 1.247018 THINHRS T 0.369594 THIRE B2 -0.877424 3.37 0.085755 THOMAS 4T

H & 7 T T TN RE IR R 2015 AR
% 1.0583 ghm’- A", 2020 4F ¥ ik F| 1.2470
ghm® A 75 A3 2E 25 R 7 2015 4E 45 3 & 0. 6866

ghm® A ~',2020 4EH 47 K £ 0. 8774 ghm®- A 7';
2015 4EREYE 2 i A= 5 R T 8 EOk 3 = 2. 85,2020
AEREIRE 3. 37, FCERBA St H T A0 S B A < A
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PER R KRR VR I 20 A B 0 ) &tk —
IR, R HRR 22 kR A T I B ™ IR Bk . 8 T
2015 4 BE I 2 70 58 B2 R B & 0. 2037 ghm®- Ty
JG",2020 4E FREN 0. 0858 ghm™ 776 ™", Ui KSR
FBHERH M T RE IR A FH 2 0 A 3 KR T+ 25 ).

5 252 5# 1 ( Conclusions and recommendations )

1)2000—2010 4F, jth M A ¥ BE U5 &2 #28 F 2000
AFEH 0. 1173 ghm® L FHZ 2010 4FAY 0. 8993 ghm® , 5
Peah b IHEHE. 2000—2002 4E, TR/, A RE
J5U IR e e WG, AR -3 K 14, 75% ,2003—2005
AF i B N A R VR 3 A e N e A,
PIERI K 16. 65% , 2006—2010 4F, Ky 2 i) b T+
T B8 Y5 8 26 X 1 55, - 442 0. 8385 ghm’. 7E
“CEUER R R T, BN 2015 4F 2020 4E A1
AEVE 543 54 1. 0583 ghm® (12470 ghm’.

2)2000—2003 4F it A 35 8 5 2 8 11 1R 45 K
TitaoK, GElE 2 70 & A7 2 4%, EPIEF < 1. 2004—2010
A NFIRE VR L 0 Y T R 3 M A 4, RR VR 2 I K
IRFARA, EPIEF > 1, HARF IR B R AR K, 2010
A, NIRRT g N 7RI 2. 41 4%, RN
0.5259 ghm® , EPIEF {E ) 2. 4. Tl 2015 4F 2020 4F
NIRRT A 2 R (B 43 0 R 2. 85.3.37. H
IR M BE PRI 2% © X ERBE R K, RE R 1
Wl A SR, WA TEERE R R, KKk
TR PR 20 L ARAE S R GEM R K ), T g
R FEH T I R R AR

3)2000—2010 4, 4N GE W5 A2 700 5% i 5 3] U
R H 2000—2005 4, AR VR 2 5 B ok b TR
2006—2010 4F, fE IR & 7 o B S B A PR, Y
REVBCHE U B J SERL. T M 2015 4F 2020 4FfE
T8I 57 58 43 531 R 0. 2037 ghm?- J7 T ', 0. 0858
ghm™ 370 ™", BRI A FH 3 R AEAE B KR T 25 ).

4) BRI AE RE IR R 3 o 32 b A7, A RE TR
SRR B TR B AR e 42 v R) A R
TELE A, S O Bt P 28 9% 4k 23 ] H5p 22 K i iy b 8K

5) BEE A 37052 i PR 45 R0 11 SICHIE A3 B 22 B, N
PRS2 0% & S /KT 77l 45 4 K g U5 R FH B R
FIXT R RE A 00 A A R R i, 2 vt N R U 3 )
IR Bl R, e U Y s R ECR 0. 5698, A
Y1 GDP f st 22800 0. 59, 55 PV ZE & B35 R T IR
siPE R BON 1. 468, BN TV 3% i A fEFE B9 3t &R

BN 0. 144.

ST M RE PR 0 B AR A BIR 45 A
STIRPAT 2577 &t A 2 P 455 A % B 5 A2 35 3K 3 [H] -1
OIFTEE S BRI AN R BOR =L N IS i —
AR A E ER, S D eI R &
Ji s PR 2 U K T i, 45 5 7 THIE R 28 T 1 KR
FERANTT 2L R JRAR S, ™48 A T B 2215 e AR L
A B i 7 A T RE wCHE R Be VR R H St
AR BRI A B 53430 Rl 5 W1 obie ol MM 7 26 285 Sk
RIEIL A BRE & e LB AL & B 4540, K I Kk e
PhA= AR U A 2 A 58 =l R R BB IR PR A
AR e fl FH 2, RO & R R PR R L AR 9 B fig
U8 THASETE R e R BB KV J5 7 Be, RO &
JEARAERE = B IR 9 2 B AR 7l RSB R BT,
%5 3 e U R 5 A8 ARk 1A Y W] RR SR
TG IH P, SOt At 25 46 U6 1Y 2R 284k U A A o
M IEEHRME SR, BE S S EMAREES
IR Y 4 L

B AL AT ERT FE T HEFHE LA
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