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WIT 1287 AT HE 4 DA AR B2 B L oA 1 4
15 Al B AL FIR e I 4 28 W) L AR A6 ' 2 ) 4 A
L EAAL . 2018 423 el AR AR % S B 2 301 T 0T
(http://lyj. hubei. gov. cn/gk/tjynb/tjsj/367299.htm) ,
AEFERRIR IR 10 1T AR
12 RFESBTITE

Ji f 4 A B 3 (tourism ecological footprint,
TEP) (35807 % £ 2 A L85 Mok 2 f
A VR IS TR /N ROBE (9 A S R, IR 5T
KRR L. EEL BN KRS 85
IS AL R Y)W Y R R AR
T AN Gy AR A AR 2 B R U O B BT R Y B
U5 LA K 7™ A 2 0 W e RS G i it I 5 R
BRBATHREAR G LS BRI 0k, &
JE AT B & AT R A R B Dy TEF, KA+
b R FH 26 70 g 22 46 DR R IR RO 3R 1

Fii7s
*x1 AELHFAXRBEHHERFN~ERF
Table 1 Equivalence factors and yield factors
in different land types
S ) i (R ¥ P T
Land type Equivalence factor Yield factor
kL Arable land 2.8 1.66
M Forest 1.1 0.91
A 5 H H Built-up area 2.8 1.66
JKI Water area 0.2 1.00
Wil Pasture 0.5 0.19
fEE b Fossil energy 1.1 0.00

1.3 RFESEENITE

i R A A 7R AR T 8 T DX P B B R
B, K S M R IR M A AR R A T A
ZHRR 1 2 A 1Y IBUIEDR AN (] 26 28 1 - e T AR
HEAT BR HEA TG 48 15 3 428 1 iy 7 24 AR 2SR # T
PV RS Al i ] b A 25 R 3T B I SR AR BUR Wi
HE R 3 1 (tourist ecological capacity, TEC)E®
% DAY A 2 R G R 2SR ) AR I
KA SR BUAL T AN TR 82 e ROIR 2 5 e 2 Wk 3%
Hi XA AR B BDAL T AT RS R IR .
14 RFAFELZREETH G ZE

SRy T B R b A AR R T RSk R AR L R
I ol 12k & B JE (degree of tourism sustainable
development, DTSD) X — 48§ #5 , i A\ ¥ Jif 4B & 2
55 N H i i AR A R 3 i Lt EY, B DTSD =
TEF/TEC, &7 LA e I Iofe 5 T 157 25 % 8 T JEE Y
FLACIRA . PR FR U . DTSD<20.25 , Ut Wil Ui & Ji&

Ab T B AECIR 2S5 BUM 0.25~0.50,0.51~0.75,0.76~
10O 73531 Xof Ji7 kg — FBC R A8 iy vl R 285 48 THOIR 25 5
DTSD B> 1, Ui B i it & Ak F AR il RS8R,
1.5 ##ERIR

it e A A R R TR T BN E A 3 2K (D AR
Bt B4 - W58 DX % i b ) P 26 B89 1% T AR BCE ok A
TR F IR Jay A B AR AR BT IR 2R A 45 21, K
RN /N 1 a1 I S T2 o O AU 81
TR0 A 2 5 it 1 A e DACOR - L R R AR el A
FIAI ) e BRI, 2 Hl RN B 4F A 05 0 2 2 i ZE AR
B A AW A 7 M Y M AR A T KR
FRE Ok A B4 5y O A (http: //www. year-
bookchina.com/naviBooklist-YJMTJ-0.htmD), (2)
T v A - 45 Fh 22 38 T L Y B0 - 24 B T TR T
FEI RO Y BE U5 T R i L AL A R 7
b TR - 34 e At AN () A R 2 AR i 3 1 A
5 R e R A AR ok R T R A SR (3D
PR AR BRI R BN IR IR R IR A M iR 3
ST I SN 5BV < SN o 7 1 1 BN 2 B 7R L
PR Bl P A2 3 15 it T AR 48 A1 T AR LR U0 T 4 1 1
Jit TR AR A5 45 4l 2 BEOK - LU i Al 55 oo B it i g 3t
B T 25 6 52 b R A AR I, R S 7 o B I b T
FRAEFE b 34 R SE PR A 15 5

2 HBR5GMH
21 MRHESEIL

1) Jite it A8 38 A A R . 3¢ 38 18 it A o b A e
e A AZ 38 T 77 AR I A 2 R 3 3 PR S 4 K B T e T
SCIEAE SR . R AR el A 3 A2 58 it 2
Y, BATC #5445 11 B, Sm ks 17.5
hm*, I TIZARMARAE AL TR A& AF 4
i FHR KD AR 0 10%, 1543 FH 2 Rk
LSRR M B S T Y AR A R 4.90 hm

2018 4F K 1l AR AR e 2 R i % 10 7 N IR
TR B2 Bl ik i 1 e % R 20k BT AE A L 99 %0 11
WEREBEIREENZCE T R, HEA 0% KRAA
IR T, H b LT H ] B KL S 39 005 kg
AT (25 %) VI RITTH (14 %) VEL BT (7 %) Fi g N
W% ® TR 10% kR BAE S, EEE B4R
M, b i Z 2 W R . 320 TLVE 4 R4
GREHIN 2% WA R 1%, BRI M XN R
JF T A b 3 K - L AR el ) B ok AR & T 1
AT IR B AR 8 4% DX R BT o bl ) L A5 B SF iR 17 R
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B 178.4 km., F34b, VRIMEZCHE T H A 2R IR
HAE TR R (43,12 GI /O MR AE (G]/hm*) &
MR ERGE—hRufE" Ll DL T 53 iR Ui 22 T 2™ A=
FIAEZSJE 78 181,99 hm?, A2 ¥ il (Y A4 25 2 3
TR A 2g i T 1 AR 2 R G AR 21 it i A8l AR S
ST EE N 186.89 hm?,

2) R EAE A AR A R . R R S b A, A T Y
AR FEN 1 K ORMEGE 112) 58 R IE 9 %K
R ELGR 81) s AR iR AH A FSF- 35 R 25.5% . 41
VS R 3 R R A 0 B PR A o B T
BURE (HTE 8 2 m® 5 # 8 4 m®) SRR IHAEAR
W CREAN R RE R T #E /43 310 30,50 MDD, 1545
) jite e A 1 B2 o A S RO 0,18 hm, il UiF 4
T BEVR I FE A= 25 78 R 64.23 hm? , BUR 7 4 16 A=
R 64.41 hm?*,

IR RS R, MR K 1L AR iR
Ui 55 T GE i Sk 0 B L 4 TR R o Ml T AR
2 hm* ¥ R 7k 2.8, & TR U it o b 1 AR 3
Ry 5.60 hm* . M2 (R I H 09k E . LUWLOE H
B 55 R R 32, 29 i 8000, ft FE YT I A H 1Y o
20% . — MR A R BT AE 1~2 d, P 345 B A )
3 1.05 d. #EA K H VY& B = 2 4F iR iR A
KO- 34352 B B[] /AFSF- B R] L TR A R 288 A,
WA 338t B R i s AR AR AR R I, WL 2,
Jir R R IR AR AR R L AR Tl 8 Ml 9 A 11 32
REVR , e T 2 AR A i DT FE AR A R 3 Y T R
# 3 TR, MR KR E N RS R B
(5.60 hm*) & 2 B G Y0y 48 2 b (68.21

hm?) . 3 3 Jik % 45 TR B8 UR 7H 2% 10 4B 25 2 3 (0. 36
hm®) #53 B iR i B R A S R R 74.17 hm?,
®2 MEAYHBENESEDT

Table 2 TEF for biological resource land of catering

. SRV 1R NHIW o i/ DO A b A 1] BEREYH
sk By A H i s A B o v M B ,
1=/ ES . . e 1] /d (kg/d) XA T/ AR/ hm
Equivalence Visitors . . N
Food groups Average Consumption (kg/hm?) TEF for
factor everyday . . . .
days per capita Average yield biological land
WA Food 2.8 288 1.05 0.15 28.34 4.48
B Vegetable 2.8 288 1.05 0.19 5.78 27.83
& il Cooking oil 2.8 288 1.05 0.02 6.71 2.52
2% Beans 2.8 288 1.05 0.03 5.56 4.57
KA Fruit 2.8 288 1.05 0.09 2.67 28.54
JK =i Aquatic product 0.2 288 1.05 0.01 69.55 0.01
Al i Meat 0.5 288 1.05 0.11 359.15 0.05
W& Milk 0.5 288 1.05 0.03 30.56 0.15
2 Egg 0.5 288 1.05 0.01 23.74 0.06
&1t Total 68.21
F3 RHEERBREEENULARRBRNESRED
Table 3 TEF for energy consumption of catering
A¥EH "
e s 7k e VR I #E it/ ; EHCP ) NS A1 RE R T #E
YHRT  HRBEAR P/ (G /hm?) . o ,
iH L . Ui 1] /d (kg/d) Energy . (GJ/v SR /hm?
Equivalence Visitors . Global average . .
Ttem Average consumption Conversion TEF for energy
factor everyday energy . .
days everyday . coefficient consumption
i consumption
per capita
KR Gas 1.1 288 1.05 1.07 93 38.978 0.15
Mo Coal 1.1 288 1.05 1.66 55 20.934 0.21

&1 Total

0.36

A it R WA ) A A R A BN A i Vi
Py b B TED AR R 0,47 hm?, 1 Hb 28 R g 25
Hi T 5 AT AR 5 X W A 1 it R Hh R S R I
1.32 hm?,

7 1) TR AR Ui U b 67 R el Al 45 1A i 4 TR
L H AR T L AR AR FE 5K R BT 2R RE b T

K . A HLREK R A A B 4 L SRR BRI
FERAZ AR 1 327 L 5 G 9% Hl I A R A OG
GERE DA 5 S 33 28 7= i 14 S 359 4 A 7 E A 7R R
P B, 5 B 5 A AR 208 B 4y Bk 4 000,
2 000.500.500 kg F1 30 kg, jife e W 420 78 i 140 A 25 2
TR R LR 4, S XN I B 5 it A b )
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Az 2 R R 5 T D T o G T £ A A S AR BRI A i 9

T 8 A 2 5, MR 9.45 hm?,

SR WE M C A A5 R o R L AR AR 2 ik 35 WL
DM A 25 R 8 1) T B 2 S i T S B T W A T
23 A N I T B AR AR X B 22 A0l R AR

FIWR G 5

KN 8.3 km, T N 2.0 m, &N H AN 1.66 hm?;
NI A 79.0 km, B8R 4.5 m, d b A AL GA 35.55
hm® 4% BEAC AR T 55 s (%) ] 08 5% T AR 3 B30 0 55t =5
[i] T AR g b 1 AR 2 R 341,00 hm?® . PG, KF 1L
] G AR el it it G 2B A /2 38 R 378.21 hm?

x4 REWMEBHESEIT
Table 4 TEF for shopping

e ¥4 R T - . Y 1T/ -2 A e/ 6 4 T 1
T it L RSO PRS2 /o . ) . )
. Equivalence . (ot /kg) (kg/hm?) AR/ hm?
Goods Total consumption . . N .
factor Average price Average yield TEF for shopping
A HLAEK Organic rice 2.8 220 000 55 11 994.00 0.93
S #6/E Black peanut 2.8 24 000 12 5 247.30 1.06
M AKH Black fungus 2.8 20 000 40 8 995.50 0.15
4% Shii-take 2.8 20 000 40 11 244.38 0.12
JEE Pilose antler 1.1 24 000 9 000 0.50 5.87
&t Total 8.13

6) e IR SR AR A R . FE R T I AR AR E Y
BRTH REAREIEA BB R UL AE S IRIN A,
SIBURS S N R 1R [ A W X /N R S B R ot
M A2 210 hm®, W 5R 3G 3 b B9 RE IR TH AE 820
Xof It 220 W AN O - LU AR AR el 7 R 9 5% O 2R S
JEE A 210 hm?,

TRV S AL . R 1L AR Bl P iR
Ui 52 38 £ B KRR G AL 3 i R B 4 0 ol 40
M50 km, Z A 228 T HA CO, HEl & %8,
AR 2018 4£ K 7 L AR AR B iR i 22 8 1 CO,
HERC i 344.70 15 #1 K Ll AR AR 2 B YR T 9 IR
P R R AR E R R EAE A 510 H LR
HFRAALS B R WAL Y CO, HERL B35 159,066 t 5
M4 A f RAERIE X CO, HE &2 0.9 kg, A 14
T R HERL CO, &0 90 t, Bk 3 AR I, mT LA
W 2 T N g CO, BT 75 19 AR b T AR 89. 96
hm®, bR 520 R 2 75 2] S | 17 35 A0 31 3% it 5 3 T
(9 S B i T AR O LA GRS B 5 DX Ay 3

T3 A B it Ve I 70 L 1 Ak A B U T A R Ak B
J5 5790 e b 0 T AR 43 51 S 0.01,0.26 hm® . iR il
B S A A R TS R 90.23 hm®,

QR AN R G, KE. FECERY
Y1 WG 05 SR R 33 ) A R ) TR i AR S A2
B S Gz AR 2SR 8 R0 T R R i A S
JESE S 1 013.36 hm?, A ¥k i 2E & 2 N
0.001 01 hm*, MK Ll FRAR 2 el it I A 285 e 38 44
LG AT LA o W8 e T AR 25 R 8 i o 1Y L B3] S
KR 37.32 %0 5 FLURR IR AR il it 28 38 A A R L BT
o7 LGB 20,72 %0 5 it U IR 300 AR A R 8 ) EE R
8.90 Y0 » Jik Uie WA 9y A= 25 FE 30 Lb ) g /s L AN 0.93 %%
22 IRFEBEEA

DX 8k 14 A 25 A 7= P AR it i 28 R e s
BARE T . AR T AR R 1 AR el 26 4 b
T AR TR R L ] 5 AR R IR U AR A AR R )
10 738.99 hm* (£ 5), AW ET K N
0.010 74 hm?*,

x5 KFLUERFHRLEREESKEN
Table 5 Tourism ecological capacity of Taizishan National Forest Park

1 i 2w ¥y A T P T T /hm? ik W A 25 7K 81 /hm?

Land type Equivalence factor Yield factor Area Tourism ecological capacity
#Hib Arable land 2.8 1.66 62.00 288.18
Mt Forest 1.1 0.91 6 885.00 6 891.89
A H L Built-up area 2.8 1.66 970.00 4 508.56
JK I Water area 0.2 1.00 7.00 1.40
B Pasture 0.5 0.19 6.00 0.57
#131 Total 7 930.00 10 738.99

T 2l Ui AR A R AR T N2 AR AR A R I AU 12 %0 A A ZHE MRS T BD . Note: 12 percent of total forest park area considered to

be area of biodiversity conservation,was subtracted from tourism ecological capacity.
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23 RFFHEERE

Fe BESC T 2R AR M AR E A A5 2 38 0.001 01
M A SR E T 0.010 74 hm® , TH5 H iR UE o)+
SRR JEFE N 0.09. K LI R AR R Tl 1 e e vl ¢
SR REE/NT 0.25, 40 Tk i & e i HLAUIR S
3 i

AT 45 5 08 R LU AR AR Tl 1 e e AR 2
PR 1 013.36 hm”, iR il 4= &5 7K 1y 10 738.99
hm?” e e A2 25 8 70 /0N Tl U A SR8 b T AR
B RAFIRES, BRI AES B RN 9 725.63 hm”,
Jite it T SR K R 0.09 . F I T HR T Ll ZR AR
Pel Ab T AE A2 A RS, M AR REE Z 1% . M
it I A 25 L T A L A U A A T A b
FRGIRBN T 37.32 % 5 ik e I 57 ) A A2 i Y b )
R 8.90 Y6 Jife Ui WA 40 114y A 25 L 5T T o BB /N L A
0.93 %6 » 156 W e Ui WA 9y 5 Atk 4% il A8 A 1 488 v Do 3%
DI R IR R oK .

ARG 18 B B 5% X PN R i I 7 0 2B A R 3 o
ST AR AR Y 8.90 %6, BT HL B AN . % AR AR
N BEHR SR e Ak B9 CO, HE 5 B F ) i 1Y
F B3 R GA B 99 %60) o [ 457 3% . I 7 4 0 3% {1 5
A B e 1 A 2 R IR AR /)N 3% 55 8 L | LB VA R A
i K XS T R B I 2 R — 30 L — ok
FRARN e 1 3 X 44 Mk X1 A 2 3 400 1) 7 A e AN AR
2R R B R 0 IR EE B UL S, 22 A B
PR P05 T 5 DR I % MR 3 A Ry e o B B
L S A o R 1) R S A il U A i R IR
o A e A R 152 i ) AR R

] A F 95 3 D it A2 25 R GE 0 W) T RE R 6
A AR B B TR U I 3 SR i s 3 AR
AR R R R S HEBCR S
0 B S CAn AR A A SR IORTRE AR 1 2 /D) (e
e K00 DUER X ELAAF 98 X S0k A7 40k 45 BRI L %
[ AT AL TR B B, 2B H AR AE L — " ] (fR
THEZ AP UREE R M —"WIE (R
R ) 1 S b 4 1T A A 25 R 1 5 R R Ll AR AR A [l
(44T B2 il Ui I 3 40 1) 7 i (32 0 A i U 58 A 1Y
CO, HEMCR iR WAl 59 CO, HE R 37 25 OF W% HE file
CO, A1 [E R S 307 88, 3% W]y BIF 52 DX e N 4K
AN W BN B T 5 QnAe] A5 R0 /0 2 3 HE R e A
P Al B L L RE S A Ja AR AR [l Py [ R K 5 9 S
it V5 3k A FE RN TE 3 A AL B AR AR

it

R L ] S AR el i U A 2 R e Ak T A A A
AR B R IR T Ll R bR 2 B A A 2R B A2 3 AR
Ui AR R BUIR 32 A B (D XN AT
o A R R S O R A S A R A SO AL AR
b R IRAEEWE A B R EZ T
AR S AR GE (U« T 2 B O B E Y S R A
ApR) L B kA S IR BT — A (2) AR B Y
R DL AR e (R R AR AL XD L B
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Abstract

Based on the tourist statistics data of the Taizishan Forest Park.the paper used the com-

position method of ecological footprint to calculate the tourism ecological footprint, tourism ecological

carrying capacity and tourism sustainable development of the forest park. The results show that: the to-

tal tourist ecological footprint of the Taizishan National Forest Park in 2018 was 1 013.36 hm?, the total

tourism ecological carrying capacity was 10 738.99 hm?,the total tourism ecological surplus was 9 725.63

hm?,the degree of tourism sustainable development was 0.09, which reflected that the tourism of the

Taizishan National Forest Park is in an ideal state of ecological surplus and sustainable development.
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