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Calculation and analysis of the touristic ecological footprint in Ningbo

ZHOU Yan-li, WU Lei, ZHAO Chun-fang, ZHU Zhao-hong, TONG Yi-qin*
( Faculty of Architectural, Civil Engineering and Environment, Ningbo University, Ningbo 315211, China )

Abstract: Touristic Ecological Footprint (TEF) is a new useful method of ecological economics that is used to
assess the impact on ecological environment by the number of tourists and the extent of sustainable development
of tourism. Based on the theory of the ecological footprint, and from the perspective of tourist consumption
structure, the model of TEF is divided into six calculation models of tourism activities groups. In the paper the
TEF model is applied to assess the ecological footprint of Ningbo tourism. It reaches following conclusions: 1)
Using the synthetic method, the indices of TEF is calculated per capital at year 2007, 2010 and 2013, and the
results are 209.02, 273.81 and 312.64 m” respectively in Ningbo; 2) The key factor affecting TEF includes the
number of tourists, the consumption structure and the choice of travel model; 3) Tourist transportation ecological
footprint has always been the largest part of TEF in the three years, followed by catering ecological footprint; 4)
Spatial partition rate of TEF in Ningbo is 74%, interregional and global is 24% and 2% respectively. It turns out
that the most effective approach to achieve the sustainable tourism development is to encourage people to select
transportation facility reasonably and better facilitate the interregional connection.

Key words: touristic ecological footprint; ecological tourism; Ningbo city



