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Table 1 Ecosystem service equivalent value per unit area in Ezhou city
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Table 3 Total value of ecosystem production in

Ezhou City
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Table 4 Comparison of results of two value

measurement methods in Ezhou city
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Fig. 2 Value ratio of each service function using

equivalent factor method
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Table 5 Comparison of computational complexity
between equivalent factor method and functional

value method
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Table 6 Reliability comparison between equivalent

factor method and functional value method
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Table 7 Comparison of applicable scales between

equivalent factor method and functional value method
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