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Table 1

The ecological footprint of biological resource consumption in Binzhou city in 2010

o ARTRER/keehm? AR/ RE/md ABEE/100hmte AT AEPEREE
432 Classification . ) ) ]
Global average yields Biomass Total footprint Per capita footprint Type of production area

A Food 2744 2956489 1077438 285.0968 B
R Oil 1856 10061 5421 1. 4344 B
3 Vegetables 18000 1786364 99242 26. 2602 i Ho
JRZ Melon 18000 437279 24293 6.4282 B b
JK 3 Fruits 18000 1032619 57368 15.1799 ks
4 Beefl 33 80788 2448121 647. 7882 )
¥ W Pork 457 130026 284521 75.2860 8]
£ Mutton 33 13871 420333 111. 2228 i
& 4 Poultry meat 457 186980 409147 108. 2628 b
524 Milk 502 126083 251161 66. 4589 )
HH2 Eggs 400 201748 504370 133. 4595 8]
JK 7= i Aquatic products 29 356278 12285448 3250. 8066 7K 8
AK# Wood 1. 99 m®<hm? 107461 m?® 54001 14. 2889 B

F2 OEME 2010 FRBEHEBESET

Table 2 The ecological footprint of energy consumption in Binzhou city in 2010

BRI REE /G - hm? ZH /G t! . ) A B3 /hm?2 » A S 1 )
sk éjﬂj 4hgi /GJ - hm ?ﬁ%?éﬁl/ 'J W/ ¥R /hm? PPy m A A T AR ZE A
- Global average Conversion . . . Per capita Type of
Classification . Consumption  Total footprint . .
energy coefficient footprint production area
R oI 55 20. 93 1861824 708509 0.187476 A7 Bk F
Standard coal
WAL AR 93 50. 2 9100 4912 0. 001300 Ak A7 OB FH 1
Liquefied
petroleum gas
KRR 93 38.93 63541, 12 26598 0.007038 Ak A7 Ok FH 1
Natural gas
H g 1000 3.71 58669200 GJ 58669 0. 015524 AR

Electric power
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Table 3 The demand and supply of ecological footprint in Binzhou in 2010
ANBHEE R L N A KBTI ce
Per capita ecological footprint Per capita ecological bearing capacity
T AR/ 15 7 ¥ ¥y T AR/ 12 R AR/ Jr T ¥y A T AR/
S hm?+« ! Balancing hm?+ ! Land hm?+ A\t Production hm?+ !
Land type . .
Per capita area factor Balance area type Per capita area factor Balance area
Bk H 0. 3344 2.82 0.9430 Wb 0.1183 1.66 0.5538
Cultivated land Cultivated land
B HE 0.0143 1.1 0.0157 A 0.0029 0.91 0.0029
Woodland Woodland
B 1. 1425 0. 54 0.6170 81 0.0016 0.19 0. 0002
Grassland Grassland
K Waters 3. 2508 0.2 0.6502 JK I, Waters 0.0229 1 0. 0046
AR 0.0155 2.82 0.0437 5 0. 0397 1. 49 0.1667
Building land Building land
AT KRR Hb 0.1958 114 0.2232
Fossil fuel land
K 25 AR o725
Per capita ecological bearing capacity :
AT 5 1998 R Z R BRI A (12 90) 0. 0874
Total per capita ecological footprint ’ Biodiversity conservation area :
| L A2 3]
TR I A4 2 5 ) o o108

Available per capita ecological bearing capacity
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Evaluation of Sustainable Development Station
of the City in Yellow River Delta

SHAN Chang-qing, LI Jia-liang, MEI Zeng-xia
(Urban and Environmental Department of Binzhou University, Binzhou, Shandong 256603)

Abstract; According to the data of the Binzhou statistical yearbooks,the sustainable development of Binzhou in
2010 was evaluated based on the method of ecological footprint. According to the calculation, the ecological
footprint and the ecological carrying capacity per capita of Binzhou in 2010 were 2. 492 8 hm* and 0. 640 8 hm?*,
respectively. The ecological deficit per capita was 1. 852 hm®. It showed that the ecological footprint had already
stayed beyond the ecological carrying capacity. This area was excessively exploited and utilized by human and in
an unsustainable development station. The economic growth mode was badly in need of adjusting.
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