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Abstract

Both human life and economic development heavily depend on energy consumption and the carbon
footprint of energy consumption can measure the effects of energy consumption on ecosystems and
environmental systems. With a carbon footprint, this article analyzes the environmental effects of
energy consumption from 2005 to 2017 and evaluates the corresponding energy policies in Henan
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Province. First, this article concludes that the environmental resources and ecological conditions
faced by Henan Province during its economic development are not optimistic. Second, the factor de-
composition analysis of the carbon footprint of energy consumption in Henan province is carried
out. Economic development factors are positively promoting the carbon footprint of energy consump-
tion, and energy efficiency factors will play an inhibiting role, while structural factors and popula-
tion factors are not obvious. Third, by optimizing energy structure, the carbon footprint of energy
consumption in Henan Province was predicted. Due to the implementation of the “Three-Year Ac-
tion Plan for Pollution Prevention and Control in Henan Province” and the “13th Five-Year Plan”
comprehensive energy saving and emission reduction work plan, the end of 2021 Carbon footprint
of energy consumption is forecast to decrease by 5% compared to 2015. Finally, targeted recom-
mendations are presented to improve the environment of Henan Province.
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1. 51§

4 40 AEPUE R IR IE 2 5F ScBL T  KER, TR E IO R A ORGSR, A S AHIGE
REFE mHEBCRI A A ISR IR () N5, S 2 BRIV FE 7 AR 1 A A S5 = AU I ) A Bk A
W £ 52 RV, DRI T L SR DX R U PRI B I, R R R IR 82 5 o S L AR B B X0 (1 06 B 5
o R — R RE . AR, SUE IS H T 5 R RIS 72D, (HEEFR
RIEHZKFERRIR R SHFE . iSRS A, 2017 f£4% GDP 1A% 4.4 Ji447t6, HA47 GDP
REFESE 0.53 WibRAESE/ Jio0, Zdbnt 0.27 WikRAEE/ JI 70l 1.96 £5, )7 78 0.38 WikrEE/ /i e 1.39 £,
L5 0.39 MEARAELR/ J5I0H 1.36 %, H] DU Hn e e R T #65 B N R IE 2 I AH FL AR SR I v, R Y
AN T REFEA T KA ACRAL . PRI I8 I B 5 M ] R 4 BRI PO I ) SCRRE R 3, HETT N
T FE R R ORI BT AL SRS A, 0 T90] e SEL A BE R A B bl R e L B . B A
ST, FRATTRT LUK o] B 24 BE R T FE AN L TG (00 A 25 A AR 20 ARSI S5 AT — AN TSI A 0, T B AT g
BRI TR R SR IR RS R 1A T IR A 1. [FIRY, SE AR SCRATIE AT LA B AR AR S
R R IRE R 2 B 3 GBI EDIR UL, 22 AR\ I H 2 36 K 1 43 0 8 HE PR 35 98 R 5 IR S 28 5% O Je it R 11
IREEI5 Y™ 5 17 )&
2. AR ENARER
2.1. HERE

TR JE 0 f L ARYE T AR A R T, i [E 23 Wiedma [1]7 2007 4R, 2 J5 M & 18 2 i0s & JE . (H
RRT A THE L BESTEFEARR RIS —: H %4 Hertwich [2]. Wiedmann & Minx [3155iA N, Bk
JE T N2V B B b A A A P BT ) R AR SR R A4 253 L Wackernagel [4].
Global Footprint Network [5]55 1A ik & 128 2 3 i 56 A F RO i RER T FE BT = A8 1 — S8 AL BT 75 2 1 4E
P T AR o S8 T ASCHE LR B URIE SR AHEOUR R, A 7 R AR IR VY SN PR AR S e, AR
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P26 R L S R IR O EE R AL, RENE Rl R I BRHE U F7 AT AL R B AR B
PRITER, EAURMRAENH P S R GG M 77, I 548 R B RHEZR R FF— 2, AT B TIPS X
SRR AR R AL BR DL, 9 X R R AR AT AL S AR P L Rl e SRR 2 5 %

2.2. SCHEREIR

H M TEE 22 Wiedma [1]T 2007 458 H B 2 20X —MES 5, D% T 2 128 BRI AL 8 o, [ g 4006
T LA T bR AT, HOABS 7 FEMNT R, FZEMNCUR TR 1) DI e 2 At
FiXE 4, Brown [6]0F 7L T 3 ER o /NTIT I N S50B R 28, 485 SREAIE B /N i 10 N 340 2 /N DR T 5
Larsen [7]CABIR 429 AN AT AFEA, AP R EEBN = BT 173X 429 AN T B3R A2 28 5065 %
AN T SR R B AT T bR . XSRS LAVE 5 48 BT T N BRI 78 1 F /NI T ol S 38, 45 SRR H i
ARUBES IR, 2) PAFREERR ST R, Weber [9] SR EE F1 B JEFFAIF 78 1 5210 56 1] i /2 32
MR, WhsE[ 101 R F & THN ™ I A i RPN S5 0700 7t 1 b B R K BE B 2 1815 L. 3) BAAS
[F =M AR A %, Manfred [11]6A3E B AR R A R = o8 6 5, fi 2 Frsgm R R L FER T
ANFEFAE AL IR, AR 121 AN R Ml 2 R B A2 328 i 50 % G 45 HE T s R 328 5 B A Ko
4) DAEZFAH X N5 %, Kenny [13]CA%Z /R NS0T G, SR 7S P B0 I 2 7R EAT T A,
VR P AE[ 141 A= R BT Rl oA 7 2 128 DA B 55350 11 2 IR B ORI, F 74 Hh 51 5 T K 2 (2
BEOR R IEIGIN . 5) LI/ BRAR, BR324 FEWT 7T, Gaurav Jha 5[ 151070 SR AE V) B — M
PE FREE AU B REVR, FLAEFH E ] B3R AT DA A BRI BR A2 128, Jian-bo Xie F5[ 168 7t 4 th Xk AL
AP REYR, AT DU D SRR R

B P4 A 6T R R A 2 R T 7T H AT AL TER R B, R R EUE T — 2 AR, FE R
PUF A7 : 1) DL REDR Y 2 2 728 1 FE I 92, Virtanen [ 17175 50 H A8 FH 48N 72 H R Ik 8 43 Bl
ST REURBR AR ZE, PR TR 8 I Ik A T T A [ S M X ) REVR AR R R = e, RIEE 19 R T R
VR RE IR LN L, BRI RR YRR AL AR AR, R [20)5508 FHN = R 2 RVH 2 ik A2 108
T SREAY, (55T JE RV B I B AN (R e B T o 2) LA AT 5 v B A AL 108 IR 3 A FE I 9T, TR0 [21]
T Ik A e ORI [ R T RRVRTE P R IR mR R, RIATFI KRR FERHEER, Ha
R 2218 0T T4 N G BOR BB S b 45 74 22 52 0 BEVRTH 2 ik 2 B i EZE R R AhirAl £ &
(23138 3 fik e 7 43 BT R BLREIR S5 # . RETRACE . RERSRIE . VTR BN DR J1 2 ML 748 g iR
T B R R R o PN SC[241 7 I debruyn 578 ) 1) R 25 7] — 248 i o) T e 35 6 YT 2 A2 32 5 ) [
FHAT TR AT, S5 R R B S I TTBRAE . SR IBL, PoL 54 . REVR 58 BE DL S BRI 45 K4 0 A [7] H X
1EFHRRAS T

TR ELAR DG SCHR, I AR TG A2 5% TR AR 2RI A R A A2 18 A 7 R KR B G, (H DR
T R A REVRTE Tk A2 128 DL S AR ZS TR T ST AR D, BRI AR SC AT R 44 i TR 5, S BT R 4 e
TS Tl 2 A F R b, FRIEIS LMDI 2 25 n] 48 B HESCRE e R 3 g AT 0 il b, i & R R
XoF T R A8 REVR T B B AL 25 (1) S M 6o 1] R 48 S B AR S XU R e H bs LA S I SE = 3, BAN
TR BT B R AR R G B n] R A DR iRt — B S BRI % .

3. fARTGE
3.1. BIEKIE

ARSCAEFH BRI B R REVEE . GDP. AU AIRE (IESEHE%E) (2006~2018), FRIHEIFR
(B EARMANE ), HpRMEBUR A GRS %) (2006~2018), FREAR H (HER S THE L)
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(2006~2018), HF7EEHA] A 2005~2017 4F. HAABHRWZE 1.

Table 1. Statistics of energy consumption, population, GDP, and woodland area in Henan province, 2005~2017

= 1. JAIEAE 2005~2017 gEiRiEZR=. AO. GDP F#kihE7R

P 7)) 750 EE%) R L7708 %) GDP (127E) A A) K38 o)
2005 14625 12753.0 87.2 1272.4 8.7 321.75 2.2 10621.6 9768 713.7
2006 16234 14188.5 87.4 1298.7 8.0 405.85 2.5 12412.9 9820 713.7
2007 17838 15643.9 87.7 1409.2 7.9 445.95 2.5 15064.7 9869 713.7
2008 18976 16547.1 87.2 1518.1 8.0 493.38 2.6 18068.5 9918 713.7
2009 19751 171834  87.0 1560.3 7.9 553.03 2.8 19547.6 9967 780.0
2010 18964 15702.2 82.8 1763.7 9.3 644.78 34 23157.6 10437 780.0
2011 20462 16697.0 81.6 2128.0 10.4 736.63 3.6 27007.5 10489 822.2
2012 20920 16736.0 80.0 2405.8 11.5 983.24 4.7 29681.8 10543 827.2
2013 21909 16913.7  77.2 2826.3 12.9 1051.63 4.8 32278.0 10601 802.5
2014 22890 17785.5 71.7 2884.1 12.6 1030.05 4.5 35027.0 10662 802.5
2015 23161 17718.2 76.5 3034.1 13.1 1042.25 4.5 37084.2 10722 837.9
2016 23117 17360.9  75.1 3120.8 13.5 1202.08 5.2 40249.2 10788 846.2
2017 22944 16818.0 733 3235.1 14.1 1353.70 5.9 44552.8 10853 853.0

3.2. REIRIHFERHIBUNE 75 %

AR AR SRR EE A S 2545 Y H AT S T BRI v 55 5 £ B =M R G Hk . R BEEM L
Bl L [25]0 AT BRI A REVRTHAESERRIE L. BUBOR . Al RERFONE, =3 HZ FIFE 93%
CA b, DR HEBCR B Som e & se il AR s, bR AKX AR, BT GImgitaEs)
FRIRETRTEAE S B DL il RIR T OBy MR AERE, Bt DLRE U6 2 WUk HE L U155 Y REVEA
FERRHERCR . B A RV BHECR B E 2.

Table 2. Carbon emission coefficients for three types of fossil fuels

2. ZHhRERIBHI AR

e A RIS
0.7476 0.5825 0.4435
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C=0C +a,C, +a,C, )
C MR A RIVT =R REIRIR RO — A i B, Ffer: o,
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3.3. REIRHFERR M E 75 %

Ttk A2 30 2 38 st A FH IR WAL E BBV Y B P P2 A 1) AR BT 7 R AR P M R TR AR, R A A AT
AETRVHRE) — 2R & T8 HR
Re VRV #ER L I TH A Q) s

Cr=2C=2GC/F, )

Hopr C, RAEIRIHFEBRHR ORI, 7 P Al RIS 3 MREIR, F2Reii L 1%, ASCRH
ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁé\(WWF)hﬁtﬁ’JiﬂMﬁ 6.49 t/hm?, EAKTIE, JehdE o a5 R AR R B HR SR, AR
P Q)T A A RESH FE AR 2 T, T U5 T FERE IR A L 3
3.4. BEIRIHFEM TR RO

T IR TRV BRI AL T AR i A 3R AN R LR I RCR . ASCRAE A LMD 73 ik A7 70
T3 XFRN X BOT BIBE Divisia 735, 1% 750 AR GF S K 3R 3E47 70 i Eﬁiﬂlﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁz’k%?}?,

DL Y e )12 o AR SORE 2 R LMD 23 3 73 M 7 48 BEJR T AR AL ISR IR 3R, 20 W RE IR
SERRIER L RelE BRI R R RRIR AR R . T KRA R R AN DR TRE R, BARS i
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4. STUES AR

4.1. BEIRHEES BT AR O

R4 A KDL A 1 2 hEdE, 3 HMRA 2005~2017 453

Bansk 3 & 1w

Table 3. Carbon footprint of various energy consumption in Henan province from 2005 to 2017 (10,000 hm?)

BRI B (B ALk, R ARG,

Fz 3. ARG 2005~2017 F£EFEEIFHBRIKEE(A hm?)

FAy 4%/ i Ei (%) it i H (%) R i Ei (%) M
2005 1469.05 91.50 114.26 7.12 2223 1.38 1605.54
2006 1634.41 91.87 116.62 6.56 28.04 1.58 1779.07
2007 1802.06 91.97 126.55 6.46 30.81 1.57 1959.42
2008 1906.10 91.79 136.32 6.57 34.08 1.64 2076.51
2009 1979.40 91.74 140.12 6.49 38.20 1.77 2157.72
2010 1808.78 89.91 158.38 7.87 44.54 2.21 2011.69
2011 1923.37 88.82 191.10 8.83 50.89 2.35 2165.36
2012 1927.86 87.16 216.04 9.77 67.92 3.07 2211.83
2013 1948.34 85.65 253.80 11.16 72.65 3.19 2274.78
2014 2048.76 86.12 258.99 10.89 71.16 2.99 2378.91
2015 2041.00 85.56 272.46 11.42 72.00 3.02 2385.50
2016 1999.84 84.63 280.25 11.86 83.04 3.51 2363.13
2017 1937.30 83.46 290.51 12.51 93.51 4.03 2321.33
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—— Y~ il —he— RIS = i
Figure 1. Carbon footprint of energy consumption in Henan province, 2005~2017
1. ST 2005~2017 LEREIRH BB B i

M 3 ATLLE H, 2005~2009 . 2011~2015 47 4 44 BEVRTH 2% c i 2 78 2 BT, 2016~2017

ETFIA R AL, M 2005 4EM# 1605.54 (3 hm?)HgK 3] 2009 41 2157.72 (Ji hm?), 5 ‘EAFLHEK T
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TR =R VRIS G TAE R, T E A T Uk H bR NS, B DL BRI DUE Y, TRE
RIS LA I, BRI L IZE M 2005 4E 1605.54 (7 hm?)# K 5] 2017 4£11) 2321.33 (J5 hm?), {HAH
M S8 7 T 2%

MFEL 1 Ha] DL R Y R Bk A2 2R ek BN S B S R STk, BB R 2010 4, 2010 AFHELX
AL JE R L 2010 4FH R SR 02 A2 BRI E 20U 52, Tl — oK s A%
HL, JBTIEVEREUR, [RILAT R 2010 4 BEBR  EREAC,  HH Ukt mT LAAS H VAT rg B (IR RE AR B SR B R iR AR 2 —
&R LASE N ) AR NFIAE P, AT B R R IR FE &, a1 PR REFE AR 2 18, IR BMIRBR A IF K
JERTEE . WE 1B LAEH, A AR S REFER 2 EARBAEIG K, (FU2 a3 i tg, #i% 2017
SRR R 290.51 (J7 hm?), RARSE LA 93.51 (J7 hm?).

LA 3 M 1 ATRMSH, 2005~2015 A2 R A Tl Ak S4B AR D0 PRI 4 T A B/ N R A 22 1)
R, SRRV R AT X PSR, R RRYR T R R, REREANBIINKC, BRHERCGE R,
MR T 2016~2017 & “+ =T @RhH, “T=F" B 7@ RIEIREE . &SRR R
AECEA SR RS TE S DA, SCHiREEN S e EMGRE XU EH, MBERER SR E, 154 BUN
1 fa S AR SL LA 5 K e SRR GE WBR O L EE JTR . RORAIE, 2016~2017 4R [1) REFERRK A2 7E
CETF IR P

4.2. &M 2017 FREFFRADHE
AR 2017 AR BT REURTE P EE 1 2017 248 & T RS VR T D i UE 28, Bk WA 2.
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Figure 2. Distribution of carbon footprint of each city in 2017
2. & 2017 FRRETHFR S E

P 2 AT, P T TR R AR AL B KK, RSB N = TTRANR T . POl
V] B R A 7 b ) B R VS B R R IR TT o P IO SRR A, b R o 77 B AR e 7%
U, s de. mHBCE AR . Ik, TR R AR AR TR I B A X RN TR
AR TSR IR T 0 R U VR (R EL AT T REDR IR B % R R TR I BRIA LR e P K e, IF
LR ORTRREFEZIRbR, W TR . 0 TR AL LA T A RE e B 45, Ui HL4k
SARFF RIPIRAS,  [RI 2K BR 4 [ AN 4 SR (IR R R 22 TR R AP AR, SRl LA A 5 B 4 48 IRk € T
FRE g AT R 2, BRI, SO, B ETTEkE C .
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4.3. REURIHSR AR B I B AR B R 58 B A

BRI 2 (B AL 5= (B (VCF) [26]387~ B REIRTH Sk 2 B P~ AL & Br il 115 AN A3 GDP
5N S, VCF B, WIS HT R RIE, S5 5 5 L2 B 1 25 M K.

BEVRY PR TR L BB B (CFT) (26184 576 GDP P BT i (R RS EVS RERI B 2 728, B ARV 2 ot
SRR, LA RO L 5 AN GDP [ILLAE, CFI i, W RETRTY 2% (KB L 75 R0 a0 2

MRAEE 1 052 3 K0 LA S A A AT DL H R A4 2005~2017 45 REJE I FE A B 2 128 7= (8 R B A2 25 5
B, BRI 3.

25 0.16
i ik
- 0.14
£ 20 i
i F 042
P - 010
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Ji 10 .AEJP‘—" - 006 A
. bt
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Figure 3. Carbon footprint output value and carbon footprint intensity of energy consumption

B 3. REIRIHZR IR I E RN TSR A

I ERE] 3 A1, ARG 2005~2017 A REVRTH 2 R L 5= (B2 B 3G N, B 2005 4R 6.62 T
JC/AWIE] 2017 69 19.19 Ji o/, R 2005 4E# 2.9 1%, FHIEK R 9.4%. Wi+ 2 E R FE L 5F
RIEHE R L, REVRFH 8RR AR, A AR BT QG & 5 P G ik, B 7 BRI
TR AL TP A A EAN BT AN, (HSE 2005~2017 4F GDP EIIEK %N 12.8%, HILE LR Ll
{EL A3 B SB35 I T GDP 353, 10t BRI TR S 44 B 2057 38 KA SR A2 2 ST A0 A A R ) v Y FE LAtk ) o

JEILXF 2005~2017 470 1 48 ReVRTH 2% (A5 2 AR5 BE AT v BEAS R, TR 2005~2017 4 RE TR 2B
HER AL 12558 B 7 b R ANEE T, 2005 4 REVRTH Pl R RN 0.15 AL/ 5T, 2017 FFHAIKH 0.05 AL
/T30, XU R A X 22 AF HLAR IR R e bk kbl =y, BRI 2 e a2 1) R0 A R R B T

4.4. BEIRHBRNRETESE NS

REVRIH ol i 2 15 42 25 K JJ(EPICF) [26]3 7 /& BRVRYH 9% B 7= A 1) — S8 AR F AR R A AE 38 R 4R
FF= AR IR, A RO NS BEIEE 94 i L 728 5 AR MR B R AR 2 A Ll , LR, DR
V5 B AR I SR A BRON A 3 RGN B AR R TR . O T R A AR S R I R AR A, AR
CEIN IPCC HE 75 () B T AR AR PR AR [E B 2R B0 5.5 t CO/hm? « £F) [ 2715 T0] 5 44 A () 338 [ ik B Fy 1k
ITAN S AN AR, TAT R 24 PR M 1 A B [ B e (R T (R R REVR T PR RHEIS R, IX RS A
WESE T “AFIEN” KT 1 MR M. MR %R 1A 3 B DA DL B A e U I R 4 2005~2017
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Figure 4. Ecological pressure from energy consumption carbon footprint

4. RERHBIRETESEND

B 4 WAL, WA 2005~2017 SERRVRTH SR A L B A 25 K ) B IEIRTE EAHES,  HIrE 401
EPICF {EI@ KT 1, XRIFEGE BB AL T 7 5 A S AR TR, SRR BRI A S BT i
TR 7. o 2005~2008 A REYETE DBk L 8 AR RS RS, 2008 ik F] 2.91, FREKLE
T 2005~2008 FARZTTFFA Tk ARG R JERT 1, RRIRVE AR EFREG N, i sk HE RS 25 W7 3
I, AR B R AU TLAE — BRI, SE BAAES KGRI R 25 2009~2010 2L K&
#, JRETET 2008 £oA7 i & FEEHHEAREUR LAV AMNEECR, (35 mA SIS, M 2008 41 270.3
JIABUEINE] 2009 4E1) 336.6 ST AW, —ER AR EAIGN 66.3 JT AW, 22k 1 & MESET].
2010~2014 FASE I X 2IEEIE B ZF RHEN “+ =07 BTG, MRS K REANBIRE, N
AT R /N R 2 A SF, 2RI IR R R B 2 T SR PR A 2 BT 2 3G N, AT A5 BRI 9 Bk A2 25 3
bn, AR ARG AR F S0, A 2010 1) 336.6 I ETE] 2014 4E(1) 359.07 3 AL, 5 AR AL 0
22.47 iAW, MIMAEZS K JIAWHE . 2015~2017 SFAZS i J1 A%, SR RI7E T 2015 4ELE 2014 £ —
SR TR ARAR AR SG N 1 35.43 T3 bit, W&tk ak i “+ =107 B, MhirEZE. 4 BUF 5T S 4k
AR K FE R BB, € 1 5 m Re TR FH R N G A5G 0T B, St g U5t 9 e B 5 i < X%
B, IR R SR BT A B IR, IR T REIAOR AL ML AR R CAERR S, BRSO
3, 2016~2017 FREFEDCIATFURFRAS, TIARMRIIAAE ISR, B EKR T 2015~2017 FHEIE
T P AL T RS I R 218 T RS .

4.5. BEIRIHZER IR E RS R4

FRIE 2 (@) T A, S REVRTE P m A IR 2 B S R, A R REVR S A R RN . BB SR A
FRUN BEVR R R RN 2257 R IR 2R RN RN 1 A7 DR 3R 35508 o AR 2 2X(4) e R 3 1) s Ul i
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Figure 5. Schematic diagram of the decomposition of energy consumption car-
bon footprint factors
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Figure 6. Carbon footprint forecast of energy consumption in Henan province
from 2018 to 2021
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