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Ecosystem service evolution in ecological restoration: trend, process, and

evaluation
ZHANG Kun, LU Yihe” , FU Bojie

State Key Laboratory of Urban and Regional Ecology, Research Center for Eco—Environment Science, Chinese Academy of Science, Beijing 100085, China

Abstract: Ecosystems provide essential goods and services to human society, such as food, water, soil retention, and
carbon sequestration, which lay the foundations for human well —being. An increase in the scale and intensity of human
activity alters the ecosystem services’ supply and demand pattern, and this can lead to ecological degradation. Ecological
restoration has been widely regarded as an effective approach for mitigating ecological degradation and improving ecosystem
services supply. Over the past few years, ecosystem service research has become an important topic in ecological restoration.
Ecological restoration can change ecosystem composition, structure, and processes, which affects the provision and delivery
capability of ecosystem services. However, the effects on ecosystem service evolution during ecological restoration have not
been systematically researched. This review analyzes the ecosystem services evolution in ecological restoration practices
based on new advances in ecological restoration and ecosystem services. Framework establishment and method choosing
(including parameter transfer, systematic modeling, and quantitative, indicator — based estimation ) have significant
influences on ecosystem service evaluation. There is evidence that ecological restoration has positive impacts on ecosystem
service increases, but the processes involved are relatively complicated. In the ecological restoration process, a trade—off
and synergy interrelationship exists between different types of ecosystem service. Socio—economic factors, especially the
attitudes and choices of stakeholders, may affect ecosystem service maintenance. Over the past decade, the Chinese
government has implemented a series of ecological restoration projects to alleviate ecosystem degradation. The ecological

restoration projects play important roles in environment protection and ecological improvement. After taking into
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consideration present ecological restoration implementation practices in China, future research into ecological restoration and
ecosystem service should aim to improve (1) the understanding of the production and delivery mechanisms underlying
ecosystem services; (2) the innovation in framework establishment and method of ecosystem service evaluation; and (3)

the application of research findings to ecological restoration practice and environment management.
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e RS R N T IR S s R A A A R G AR I B, A 2 kAR SR A
BB RGMRS AR T B K, A B RGBSy A SWE WA 282 6, 2010
8 LM A 4R 2 )5 RATE(2011—2020 4EA4 W) Z2FEPE RO TR0 ) ITAA 42 1, ) 2020 46, % 7 A E 2k
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BRABMESES RGNS RIEMEKR, BB M S REMFSKE 25%, it A5 BB AL RT AR,
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P, TAEZS 6] b BUASARXT B E T O 285 2 T 0 0 A 20 2 o (R R DI ] AT IR 5, 4 Jia 25 DA
DABR TS 45 B BFE AKX g 6], 23 2 25 2R 0 % 45 75 A A 0K A 5t ot e g T IR0 5005 07 HL 4 SRATE SR B AR T
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service bundle) , H-¥5 H W T A2 25 R G IR 55 0 [ FAUH R 7 BeE S5 AN (R E 19 A 25 R G IR 55 4

HEBRALTE A P T Bl IR
3 MLEFAESRERS BTN

ARG ShEEE TSRS, WA ES RGO 1R 8L T A RIER, (LRI AT RS
A, B £ A S (stakeholder ) 14785 5 T 5 W ] 2 52 M) AR 0K A2 A4 T S5 8, 40 52 Mg A= 25 R SE R 55 7K
FEGERE AR A R GRS XA RS P M G A OGS BN R s e 55 5 919 IR 55 18] A AU A
(oA A 2R A RT3 A 55 4 TR, e AL 4 I 55 RO AR, 0 T R MAC A 7 A B TT R WD WSO 90 3l R £l s ER F
WEIXEHIT R A S RGOS RE Rt ™ BIE T A0 B8 e s E R BT, TR
R AL SRR 10.4 75 h? , {EUR TR AR IR0 A JE vk 7 AR R 5 e, 2l s BB AZ B, (L = 4F
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