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Fig.1 Location of Beijing Yongding River water system
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Evaluation Model and Application of Ecosystem Service Valua
Based on TM Remote Sensing in Yongding River

LIU Xu', ZHAO Gui-shen®, DENG Yong-zhi', CHEN Yan’, LIU Jun-guo’, ZHANG Zhen-ming’,
ZHAO Yue-fen*, YANG Yi', WEI Wei*, LIU Pei-bin*

(1. College of Oceanography and Environmental Science, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, China;
2. College of Resources and Environmental Sciences, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193, China;
3. School of Nature Conservation, Beijing Forestry University, Beijing 100083, China;
4. Beijing Hydraulic Research Institute, Beijing 100048, China)

Abstract: To improvement the disadvantage of traditional static evaluation, including long period work, mass a-
mount of work, high price and low precision, this literature value Yongding river ecosystem services dynamically.
By correlating GIS and equivalent weight factor, it calculated ecosystem services value unit area of Yongding River
and the ecosystem services value. The model is aimed to provide quantificational evidence for ecosystem restora-
tion. The total equivalent weight factor is 124.91, and the unit value is 2001. 54 x 10* yuan/km®. The unit value
per area of forest, meadow, farmland, water and otherv ecosystem is 28824.7 x 10*, 2954.3 x 10*, 1808.5 x 10*,
215906. 3 x 10* and 565. 8 x 10* yuan/km’ separately. The highest unit price is entertainmental services of water e-
cosystem which equals to 161735.1 x 10* yuan/km”. According to these parameter, it is established multi linear e-
quation to calculate the ecosystem services which is compared with the historical investigation value and the average
relative deference is 4. 54% . Further more, it is established multi regression equation, which caculates the highest
value is 2212 x 10° yuan and the lowest is 513 x 10° yuan. With the the biggest water arca, the value equals to
2212 x 10® yuan, and 976 x 10°® yuan with the smallest water area correspondingly.

Key words: ecosystem service value; remote sensing; linear programming; Yongding River Beijing segment



