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Ecological Footprints of Yongning County in Ningxia Hui Autonomous Region in 2006

CHEN Wei-ping' ZHU Qingke’ XUE Zhi-de’
( 1. Institute of Germplasm Resources Academy of Agriculture & Forestry Science of
Ningxia Yinchuan Ningxia 750002 China; 2. Key Laboratory of Soil and Water Conservation and
Desertification Combating Minisiry of Education Beijing Foresiry University Beijing 100083  China;
3. School of Resources and Environment Northwest A & F University Yangling Shaanxi 712100 China)

Abstract: Based on calculation the ecological footprint carrying capacity ecological deficit of Yongning County in
Ningxia Hui Autonomous Region is 3.830 3.376 and 0.454 hm’ per capita in 2006 respectively. The results reveal
that the rate of resource consumption apparently exceeded that of resource renewal imply-ing an unsustainable status.
The ecological footprints of the Yongning County were contributed mainly by cultivated land grassland and fossil fuel
consumption. The climbing of animal husbandry and fossil energy consumption was the main reasons leading to increa—
ses of ecological footprints. The study also pointed out several effective measures to reduce the ecological deficit and
enhance ecological capacity of the Yongning County such as improving utilization ratio of fossil energy decreasing in—
dustrial energy consumption deve-oping circular economy utilizing renewable energy including solar and wind ener—
gy planting forage and compressing farm sizes.
Keywords: Yongning County; ecological footprint; analysis
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