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Fig.2 The land use area change and area change rate of Ebinur Lake area between 1990 and 2007
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Fig.3 The dynamic degree
of Ebinur Lake area between 1990 and 2007
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Fig.4 Sensitive coefficients of
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use type in Ebinur Lake area in 1990,2001 and 2007
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Response of Ecological Services Value to
Land Use Change in the Ebinur Lake Region, Xinjiang

.12 1 -2
Ma Qian **, Sun Hu , Zan Mei

(1. College of Tourism and Environment Sciences, Shaanxi Normal University, Xi’ an 710062,
China; 2. College of Geography Sciences and Tourism, Xinjiang Normal University, Urumqi 830054, China)

Abstract: By the GIS and ecological economy theory, based on the Costanza method and the Chinese land e-
cosystem services unit area value proposed by Xie Gaodi, and combined with the sensitivity coefficient analysis,
this paper analyzed the variation features of land use change and ecological services value in the Ebinur Lake region
during 1990—2007. Results show that the land use in the Ebinur Lake region was at its developing stage from 1990
to 2007 , especially between 2001and 2007. The magnitude of land use exhibited an increasing trend, and mean-
while the ecological services value was 53.63 x 10°*, 63.01 x 10® and 56.96 x 10® Yuan in 1990, 2001 and 2007,
showed a volatility rises trend. Water area, farmland and grass land contributed to the overall increasing eco-serv-
ices change dominantly. As the core part of Ebinur Lake wetland nature reserve, the ecological environment in the
Ebinur Lake region has been on the verge of degradation. The ecological environmental protection should be further
enhanced and human activities must be controlled effectively.

Key words: land use; ecological services value; sensitive coefficients; Ebinur Lake



