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Fig. 1  Ecosystem types of the Tomur National Nature Reserve
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Tab.2  Unit area ecosystem service function equivalent weight of different ecosystem types in the Tomur National Nature Reserve
0.22 0.19 0.15 0.10 0.16 0.14 0.06 0.22  0.00 0.80
0.52 0.43 0.29 0.14 0.24 0.20 0.09 0.33  0.00 0.23
0.27 0.22 0.15 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.05 0.18 2.16  8.29
1.70 1.41 0.96 0.51 0.83 0.72 0.31 114 0.18  0.77
5.07 4.23 2.79 1.34 2.18 1.90 0.72 3.02  0.54  2.29
1.49 1.28 0.86 0.44 0.72 0.63 0.38 1.00  0.16  5.55
3.34 3.35 2.17 0.98 1.6 1.39 0.60 221 7.13 102.24
2.06 1.72 1.17 0.62 1.01 0.88 0.38 .39 0.00 0.93
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1.88 1.57 1.07 0.56 0.92 0.80 0.34 1.27 0.0l  2.55
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3
Tab.3  Unit area ecosystem service function value of different ecosystem types in the Tomur National Nature Reserve

/( yuan/hm? © a)

314.18 271.34 214.22 142. 81 228.5 199.94 85.69 314.18 0 1142.5
742.62 614.09 414.15 199.94 342.75 285.62 128.53 471.28 0 328.5

385.59 314.18 214.22 114.25 185.65 157.09 71.41 257.06 3084.71 11839.0
2427.78  2013.63 1.370.98 728.34 1185.33 1028.24 442.71 1628.04  257.06 1 099.6

7 240.51 6 040.9 3984.42 1913. 67 3113.28  2713.41 1028.24  4312.89 771.18 3270.4
2 127.88 1 827.98 1228.17 628.37 1028.24 899.71 542.68 1428.11 228.5 7926.0
4769.88 4784.16  3099.00 1399.55 2284.97 1 985.07 856.87 3156.12 10 182.41 146 009.8
2941.90 2 456.35 1 670.89 885.43 1442.39 1 256.74 542.68 1 985.07 0 1328.1
228.50 185.65 128.53 71.41 114.25 99.97 42.84 157.09 0 100.0
2684.84 2242.13 1 528.08 799.74 1313.86 1 142.49 485.56 1813.7 14.28 3641.7
1171.05 985.39 671.21 357.03 585.52 499.84 214.22 799.74 128.53 2699.1

25034.73  21735.8 14523.87 7240.54 11824.74 10268.12 4441.43 16 323.28 14 666.67 179 384.7

4

Tab.4 Ecological service value of the Tomur National Nature Reserve ecosystem types

/hm? 3 360 17 121 22 392 16 994 74 593 5764 13 719 7618 178 856 3217
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Evaluation on Ecosystem Service Value of Tianshan
Tomur National Nature Reserve

Mansur Sabit Nasima Nasirdin Asaddulla Yusup
( School of Geographic Science and Tourism Xinjiang Normal University Urumgi 830054 China)

Abstract: Based on Landsat ETM + images of the Tianshan Tomur National Nature Reserve in August 2014 using
Costanza ecosystem service value computational formula and the Chinese terrestrial ecosystem service value proposed
by Xie Gaodi the paper combined with the different ecosystem types of biomass and biodiversity of the study area

worked out equivalent weight of the service function value of the ecosystem types in the Tomur National Nature Pro—
tection Area calculated and analyzed the service function value of per unit area of different ecosystem. Results
show that: (1) Ecological status of the Tomur National Nature Reserve was enormous the total value of ecosystem
services amounted to 5 231 million yuan /a. In the unit area ecosystem service function hydrological regulation
had the highest value which was 58.45% ; this had a relationship with the glacier area which was up to 52% of
the total study area. The value of food production service was the lowest which was 1.41% and it was related to
the non productive operation mode in the study area. In the form of unit area service value of different ecosystem
types the service value of water was the highest up to 58.45% of the total. The second was the cold temperate
and temperate mountain coniferous forests which was 8.2% . The lowest service value was temperate steppe des—
ert up to 1.45% of the total; it’ s related to the service function value of different ecosystem types. The contribu-
tion rate of different ecosystem services value to total value was relatively different the highest contribution rate
came from glacier snow with the contribution rate of 50. 14% and this was mainly due to the great glacier area.
The second was temperate grasses and forbs meadow which was 16.87% the temperate grasses and forbs meadow

steppe had the lowest contribution rate which was only 1.13%.
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