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Table 1 China’s ecosystem services value per unit area of different ecosystem types[Yuan/(hm2 *a)l

Ik 552671 AR FH A H 14 KA bR
Service type Forest Grassland Cropland Wetland Water Desert
SHRYHTY Gas regulation 3097.0 707.9 442.4 1592.7 0 0
SA%PAFT Climate regulation 2389.1 796.4 787.5 15131 407 0
JKUFIRFR Water conservation 2831.5 707.9 530.9 13715 18033 26.5
Sioﬁf;iin%fﬁzmm eveling 3450. 9 1725.5 1291.9 1513.1 8.8 17.7
JEHIALFE Waste disposal 1159.2 1159.2 1451.2 16087 16087 8.8
gﬁfﬁ%ﬁiwmn 2884.6 964.5 628.2 2212.2 2203.3 300.8
B HT" Food production 88.5 265.5 884.9 265.5 88.5 8.8
JEA L Raw material 2300. 6 44.2 88.5 61.9 8.8 0
J& SR 304K Entertainment culture 1132.6 35.4 8.8 4910.9 3840.2 8.8
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Table 2 Change of land-use types and their dynamic degrees of Guyuan County from 1996~2006
+ A 2K Land use types
5 " - BRAR e
ltems s g B e Tew mm km ma
‘ i Forest o Garden Residential T raffic Water Unused
land land
land land land
i 1990 165849.8 23870.3 145608. 4 89.9 6755.7 3863.9 4978.1 8983.6
/N
Area 2000 121192.7 57098.0 149557.7 89.9 7208.5 4028.3 7014.6 13655.1
2
(hm?) 2006 92341.6 97845.9 138640.8 89.9 7236.1 4054.3 7021.7 12614.3
11 A
ﬁ*/\x'ﬂﬁ —44657.1 33227.6 3949.2 0.0 452.8 164.4 2036.5 4671.5
Change in area
1990~2000 .
FhAS iF
() —2.69 13.92 0.27 0.00 0.67 0.43 1.09 5.20
Dynamic degree
NI
E*/\R'ﬂé —28851.1 40747.9 —10916.9 0.0 27.7 26.1 7.2 —1040.8
Change in area
2000~2006
e O
ABE() —3.97 11.89 —1.22 0.00 0.06 0.11 0.02  —1.27
Dynamic degree
11 A
E*/\X’ﬂ: —73508.2 73975.5 —6967.6 0.0 480.4 190.4 2043.7 3630.7
Change in area
1990~2006 .
SHIPAY
Zj]'wr;i(ﬁ) —2.77 19.37 —0.30 0.00 0.44 0.31 2.57 2.53

Dynamic degree
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Date recouse: The research of land date by The Territorial Resources Bureau of Guyuan County
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Table 3 Change in value of ecosystem services of Guyuan County

TR 25 Land use types

| )=Vl
Items Eoimi! Il 3t S B i€ A Total
Cultivated land Garden Forest Grass land Water Unused land
S e — 2
BRLEBESH AT by 6114.3 9667 9667 6406.5 40676.4 371.4
Value of ecosystem per (Yuan/hm )
o 1990 101405. 6 86.9 23075.5 93284.0 20249.0 333.7 238434.6
HEZSHHE (JT T/ )
Value of ecosystem 2000 74100. 9 86.9 55196.6 95814.1 28532.8 507.2 254238, 4
4
(10" Yuan/a) 2006 56460. 4 86.9 94587.6 88820. 2 28561.9 468.5 268985. 6
AR
tr{EZE A —927304.7 0.0 32121.1 2530.1 8283.8 173.5 15803. 8
Change in value
1990~2000 0
ARAY 5
FRALH() —2.69 0.00 13.92 0.27 4.09 5.20 0.66
Change rate
Faiy
UACENS —17640.4 0.0 39391.0 —6993.9 29.15 —38.66 14747.1
Change in value
2000~2006
Asfly s (0
AARAEAR() —3.97 0.00 11.89 —1.22 0.02 —1.27 0.97
Change rate
Vaiy
{rEZ AL —44945.1 0.0 71512.1 —4463.8 8312.9 134.8 30550. 9
Change in value
1990~2006 )
AsAY 2R
FRALH() —2.77 0.00 19.37 —0.30 2.57 2.53 0.80
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Fig-1 The comparison of land-use type and

value of ecosystem services
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Effects of land use change on values of ecosystem services of Guyuan County

SU Haixia» MA Li, GUO Wan—cui
( College of Resources, Environment & Tourism Capital Normal University, Beijing 100037, China)

Abstract: As a typical area of farmingpastoral in recent years due to the implementation of returning cul-
tivated land to forestland or grassland, there were severe variations in land use in Guyuan County - Studies on the
variation state of its ecosystem service value could supply scientific basis for protection and restoration for region-
al eco-environment - With referring to the table of Chinese land ecosystem services value of unit area and analyz-
ing the data of land use change in Guyuan County, changes of the values of ecosystem services caused by land use
change were estimated- The results showed that, there was some decrease in the cultivated land and grassland,
but no change in the garden area and increase in area of other categories in Guyuan County from 1990~ 2006,
in which the area of cultivated land decreased by 73 508. 2 hm” while the area of forest increased by 73 975.5
hm”, mainly resulted from the implementation of returning cultivated land to forestland. Values of Guyuan
County s ecosystem services increased by 305 509 million Yuan RMB, in which the ecosystem services of forest-
land and grassland have the greatest contribution-

Key words ; ecosystem service; ecological value; land use; Guyuan County



