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Abstract
tainable resource use. Ganzhou District of Zhangye City, Gansu Province was taken as an example to research land use change from 2010 to

Analysis of the relationship between land use and ecosystem service value can provide a scientific basis for land planning and sus-

2016, at the same time, using the data obtained to establish a spatial connection between land use change and ecosystem service value,in order
to provide a scientific basis for easing the contradiction between economic development and ecological environment.Research indicated that with
the advancement of urbanization,land use in Ganzhou District of Zhangye City has changed significantly ,the construction rate was the largest,
transferred to land was mainly cultivated land and waters. Unutilized land was mainly converted into cultivated land, and the area was decreasing
year by year.The total area of cultivated land has increased, presenting the characteristics of increasing first and then decreasing.The range of
change of forest, grassland, garden and water area were small ,and all showed a downward trend.Land use change had a strong impact on the
value of ecosystem services,the value of land ecosystem services was overall reduction, the main factors were the increase of construction land
area and the reduction of water area. Therefore, the government should make rational use of land and coordinate the relationship between eco-

nomic development and the environment.
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Table 1 Value coefficient of land use ecological services in Ganzhou District of Zhangye City

L HUF FER RV RIS ORI KT BRE e ey TSRO
Land use F ood. Raw mat§ﬁal Clima.te Cas. Hydrolr.)gic Soil . Waste Biodivers'ity aesthetif
type production  production  regulation  regulation  regulation conservation  disposal conservation landscape
i Arable land 2 050.82 799.83 1 989.30 1 476.56 1579.11 3 014.68 2 850.62 2 091.84 348.65

JK 8, Water 1 086.94 717.77 4 224.68 104590 38 493.73 840.82 30 454.56 7 034.29 9 105.59
[7E[ 3 Garden 2 050.82 799.81 1 989.30 1 476.57 1579.11 3 014.68 2 850.64 2 091.82 348.62
|l Grassland 881.84 738.30 3199.26 3076.23 3117.22 4593.81 2 707.08 3 835.03 1784.20
Mt Woodland 676.79 6 111.41 8 346.79 8 859.51 8 387.85 8244.24 3527.39 9 249.18 4 265.70
AH I Unutilized land 41.01 82.04 266.60 123.06 143.55 348.65 533.20 820.33 492.20
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Fig.1 The area of seven land use types in Ganzhou District from
2010 to 2016
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Table 2 Dynamics of land use change in Ganzhou District from 2010 to 2016

- 3 ) A TIFH Area//hm® A5 Dynamic degree // %

Land use type 2010 4F 2012 4F 2014 4E 2016 4 2010—2012 4 2012—2014 4E 2014—2016 4= 2010—2016 4F
b Arable land 101 600.01 101 849.53 103 440.01 103 218.98 0.12 0.78 -0.11 0.27

JK I Water 12 397.85 12 297.84 11 982.03 11 930.01 -0.40 -0.51 -0.22 -0.63
[7e[ . Garden 2 834.68 2 784.23 2 772.61 2 768.02 -0.89 -0.21 -0.08 -0.39
il Grassland 4 401.72 4 400.78 4 396.31 4 396.28 -0.01 -0.05 0.00 -0.02
Fih Woodland 12 756.55 12 753.01 12 510.12 12 498.23 -0.01 -0.95 0.00 -0.34
% I Construction land 14 687.98 16 333.68 17 518.03 18 146.01 5.60 3.63 1.79 3.92
AF|H L Unutilized land 217 419.21 215 678.93 213 478.89 213 140.47 -0.40 -0.51 -0.08 -0.33
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Table 3 Dynamic changes of land ecosystem service value in Ganzhou District from 2010 to 2016

K 2010 4 2016 4 HrEEL AE S
Liﬁi’gﬂit’%ﬁ? W } HArL Bt B B Value change Percentage change
Value //{27C Percentage // % Value /27T Percentage // % f¢.56 %o
b Arable land 16.45 41.08 16.71 42.98 0.26 1.58
JK 15, Water 11.54 28.82 11.10 28.55 -0.44 -3.81
[7E[ b Garden 0.46 1.15 0.45 1.16 -0.01 -2.17
Wl Grassland 1.04 2.60 1.03 2.65 -0.01 -0.96
FiHb Woodland 7.37 18.41 7.24 18.62 -0.13 -1.76
A% FHb Construction land -3.02 -7.54 -3.74 -9.62 -0.72 23.84
AH I Unutilized land 6.20 15.48 6.09 15.66 -0.11 -1.77
Jei 3t Total 40.04 100.00 38.88 100.00 -1.16 -2.90
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Table 4 Dynamic changes of different functional service values of land ecosystem in Ganzhou District from 2010 to 2016
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Table 5 The value flow of land ecosystem services in Ganzhou District from 2010 to 2016 J7755/hm’
i 1| 2 7 2016 4F \
ot e it ki bl i W SRR R il
in 2010 Arable land Water Garden Grassland Woodland Con?tru(:tlon Unutilized Total
and land
i Arable land 0 0 0 0 0 -4 604.65 -335.99 —4 940.64
JK s, Water —-657.60 0 0 0 0 -3997.16 -343.02 -4997.78
[iEl i, Garden 0.00 0 0 0 0 -82.12 -5.85 -87.97
Bl Grass land -1.60 0 0 0 0 -1.06 -4.50 -7.16
FRHh Woodland -709.93 0 0 0 0 -360.58 -229.26 -1299.77
73U i H Construction land 129.34 0 0 0 0 0 62.32 191.66
A FHE Unutilized land 3735.14 59.85 0 0 0 -4 315.75 0 -520.76
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