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Abstract: Land resources ecosystem service accounting is the internal requirement of promoting the
construction of ecological civilization. Ganzhou City, located in Ganjiang upstream watershed, Jiangxi
Province, is an important ecological barrier in Southern China and an important area to maintain the
ecosystem health of the Poyang Lake Basin. Taking Ganzhou City as an example, the more suitable table
of equivalence factor for Jiangxi area was presented, the method of value equivalent factor in unit area
was used, and a service value account of land resources ecosystem was established based on the concept
of broad-sense service value of land resources ecosystem. Then the land resources were divided into eight
categories: farmland, forest, grassland, desert, bare land, construction land, water area and wetland,
and the service value of land resources ecosystem in the form of value was calculated. The value of
ecosystem services and its spatial distribution characteristics were applied to determine the priority of land
ecological compensation for land resources in various counties, which provided reference for the
application of geographic census data in the calculation of ecosystem services value of land resources. The
results showed that compared with the conventional classification based on land use, the classification
based on geographical national conditions was more refined for the land resources ecosystem services value
can be more accurately calculated ; in 2015, the total service value of Ganzhou land resources ecosystem
was assessed at RMB 213. 889 billion yuan, its order from big to small was regulating service, support

service, supply service and cultural service, and the regulating service value took 70.49% of all the
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assets; in 2015, among all the counties, cities and districts, the county of Xunwu had the highest

ecological service value per unit area, and all types of ecological service value varied in different regions.

Analyzed from the spatial distribution, the ecological compensation priority in the surrounding areas of

Ganzhou was relatively high, while the priority in the central areas was low. The northwestern areas had

relatively high ecological compensation priority although their ecosystem service value per unit area was

comparatively low.

Key words: Ganzhou City; land resources ecosystem service value; geographic national conditions

information ; priority of ecological compensation
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Fig.1 Sketch map of location of research area
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Tab.2 Equivalence factors of farmland service system
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Tab.3 Equivalence factor of forest service system
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Tab.4 Equivalence factor of land used for building service system
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Tab.5 Equivalence factor of land resource ecological service in 2015
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Tab.7 Services value for land resource ecosystem in all counties and districts based on survey data of land use change
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Tab.8 Priority for land ecological compensation in all

counties and districts
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Tab.9 Constitute for land resources ecological

service value
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Tab.10 Comparison of percent for area and
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