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Abstract: Assessing the effects of future land use and land cover change (LULC) on ecological
processes and functions is crucial for improving regional sustainability in arid and semiarid areas.
Taking the Agro-Pastoral Transitional Zone of Northern China (APTZNC) as an example, four IPCC
Special Report on Emissions Scenarios scenarios (Scenario of economic emphasis on a regional scale
(A1B), Scenario of economic emphasis on a global scale (A2), Scenario of environmental protection
on a regional scale (B1), Scenario of environmental protection on a global scale (B2)) were adopted
in the study to analyze the influence of the future land use and land cover change on the net
primary production (NPP), soil organic matter (SOM), soil total nitrogen (TN), and soil erosion (ERO)
using the model of Terrestrial Ecosystem Simulator-Land use/land cover model (TES-LUC) linking
ecological processes and land-use change dynamics. The results were analyzed from the perspectives
of LULC components, LULC conversions, and landscape patterns under the four scenarios. The main
results include the following: (1) Environmentally oriented scenarios (A1B and B1) experienced the
conservation of forest and grassland; economically oriented scenarios (A2 and B2) were characterized
by significant loss of natural land covers and expansion of agricultural and urban land uses. (2) The
NPP and soil nutrients are the highest while the ERO is the lowest in the woodland; the trend in
cultivated land is opposite to that in woodland; the grassland ecosystem function is relatively stable
and could make an important contribution to effectively mitigate global climate change. (3) The
general trend in NPP, SOM, and TN under the four scenarios is B1 > A1B > baseline (2010) > B2 > A2,
and that in ERO is A2 > B2 > baseline (2010) > A1B > B1. (4) Trade-offs between ecosystem functions
and the ecological effects of LULC can be evaluated and formulated into decision-making.

Keywords: land use and land cover change; IPCC SRES scenarios; net primary productivity;
soil nutrient; terrestrial ecosystem simulator; land use/land cover model

1. Introduction

Land use and land cover change (LULC) is the primary driver for global change [1–4]. In particular,
intensive human activities have exerted far-reaching impacts on the structures and functions of
ecosystems, which accordingly affect the capacity of ecosystems to provide goods and services [5–8].
This is particularly true for the Agro-Pastoral Transitional Zone of Northern China (APTZNC),
which acts as an important ecological barrier in north China, providing a range of ecosystem goods
and services, such as food provision, carbon sequestration, culture heritage, and climate regulation [9].
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Previous studies have focused on the consequences of land use and land cover (LULC) changes
on ecological functions from the perspective of landscape components and patterns. At regional scales,
different land use types will directly affect the vegetation types, and change the surface biophysical
parameters, and spatial patterns of the ecosystem functions [10–12]. Conversion of native vegetation
to land uses might result in the permanent and semi-permanent loss of biomass and fluxes of carbon
from soils [13–15], an increase in soil erosion (ERO) [16], and a decline in soil nutrition [17]. On the
other hand, reductions in land use intensity have the potential to increase carbon stocks and prevent
land degradation, through biomass growth and nutrient accumulation in soil [18,19]. Meanwhile,
it should be noted that not only the landscape components but also the landscape spatial pattern
could indirectly affect ecosystem functions via the changing ecosystem processes [20–24]. Hence,
it is of great importance to emphasize the landscape spatial pattern. For example, Hao et al. [25]
studied Xilinhot city in northern China at the basin scale and found that the increasing grassland
aggregation and concentrated afforestation can increase net primary production (NPP), and promote
soil conservation and water retention, while reducing soil ERO. Therefore, we tried to focus on both
the land use components and spatial patterns to analyze its impact on ecosystem functions.

The ecological effects of LULC change can be simulated and analyzed by ecological models,
which are considered powerful research tools [26,27]. Their utilization is growing for the management
of natural resources [28–30] and the prediction of the effects of disturbances, such as global change,
by simulating ecological processes and mechanisms [31–33]. For example, the Carnegie Ames Stanford
Approach (CASA) is widely adopted to generate NPP [34–36]. Zhu et al. (2007) completed the
localization of CASA parameters in China. The revised wind erosion equation (RWEQ) was developed
and matured based on field tests to simulate soil wind erosion [37,38]. However, there are only a few
quantitative studies on the intrinsic link between land use structure and ecological function based on
process-based ecological models. For instance, the CENTURY model is used for northern China to
simulate the dynamics of carbon and nitrogen in dryland in the northwest [39–41]. The Biome-BGC
Carbon Model is often adopted to simulate and predict the carbon dynamics in a forest ecosystem [42–45].
Therefore, it is necessary that a comprehensive and quantitative method is developed, in which an
internally consistent set of fine-resolution LULC scenarios would drive process-based ecosystem
models and identify the possible consequences and then develop practical mitigation and adaptation
strategies in the APTZNC [46].

Information on future LULC is needed to identify the consequences of LULC on ecological
functions. At present, the IPCC Special Report on Emissions Scenarios (SRES) framework, a standard
for scenario studies, has been successfully employed to generate the evolution of land use under
multiple drivers [47–49]. Explicitly alternative land use scenarios have been adopted to understand the
impacts of land conversion on biodiversity [50,51], hydrology [52,53], carbon fluxes [54], and climate
change [55,56]. Facing the broad range of future uncertainties, IPCC SRES scenarios are helpful for
land planners and stakeholders to visualize possible land use futures, explore likely effects of LULC on
ecosystems, improve planning, and optimize management practices [57–60]. The limitation of SRES
land change scenarios are that they are unable to supply current demands, since high-resolution land
use change products are inaccessible for the local scale. However, Li et al. [49] produced the relative
new land use maps at a 1-km resolution under the four SRES scenarios. They provided the spatial
detail necessary to identify the spatial heterogeneous response of land use, which can capture the
complex land use patterns and depict human activities more accurately in the APTZNC.

The APTZNC, located in the arid and semiarid regions, is characterized by rapid economic
development and a fragile ecological environment, such as water shortage and soil erosion [61,
62]. Its structure, function, and carbon sink-source shift are vulnerable to environmental changes.
Land degradation, such as a decrease in NPP, SOM, and TN, has occurred in the past several decades
due to harsh natural conditions, overgrazing, and intensive cultivation. The coexistence of grassland,
forest, and cropland makes the zone an ideal location to study how land use conversion alters the
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ecosystem functions [63]. Thus, the four ecosystem functions, NPP, SOM, TN, and ERO, served as
ideal candidates for indicating ecosystem dynamics in our study.

In the APTZNC, sustainable utilization of natural resources can help predict the future state of
the natural resources through assessment of effects of LULC on different ecological systems and also
aid with appropriate land-use policies and strategies. The objective of this study was to assess and
understand the impacts of LULC on key ecological functions in the APTZNC that face an uncertain
future, by coupling the land use change model and ecosystem process model. Therefore, the following
questions motivated our work: (1) What are the spatial patterns of LULC under different scenarios?
(2) What are the major consequences of land-use changes on ecosystem functions in the future? (3) What
are the implications of mitigation and adaptation strategies to climate change?

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Area

The APTZNC is an extensive belt-like region, bounded by a longitude of 100◦55′ E to 124◦41′ E
and a latitude of 34◦46′ to 48◦32′ N, covering approximately 726,000 km2 (Figure 1). It is a semiarid
ecotone interlacing farming and pastoral area, where is in the temperate continental monsoon climate
zone with drought and less rain, low temperature, and a strong wind environment [64]. From east to
west, the terrain ranges from the Northeast Plain to the Inner Mongolia Plateau, and the elevation
gradually rises, from 0 m in the east to nearly 500 m in the west (Figure 1). Historically, the northwest
has less precipitation with 250–300 mm, and the southeast has more precipitation with 450–500 mm.
The average annual temperature can range from −0.83 to 12.78 ◦C. The soil types are mainly loam and
sand soil with low nutrient content. From northeast to southwest, the natural vegetation transitions
from meadow steppe, typical steppe, to desert steppe with notable temporal and spatial variability.
Owing to the greater climatic variability, combined with intensive human interference, APTZNC is
also distinguished as a high-risk desertification zone.
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2.2. Data Preparation

In this study, many data sets were used to generate future ecological effects. Meteorological data,
including daily precipitation, temperature, wind speed, and solar radiation, were acquired from the
China Meteorological Administration (CMA, http://www.cma.gov.cn), comprising the period from 1977
to 2016, and then interpolated into raster maps to drive the Terrestrial Ecosystem Simulator (TES) in
the Terrestrial Ecosystem Simulator-Land Use/land Cover model (TES-LUC, see Section 2.4). In terms
of the input data for the land use allocation module in the TES-LUC, the initial land use map for the
year 2010, and future land-use “demand” were derived from Li et al., [49] (data set available online
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at http://www.geosimulation.cn/GlobalLUCCProduct.html). The LULC classes include six classes:
four natural land cover classes (grassland, forest, water body, and barren; especially, bare land mainly
includes desert or sparsely vegetated land; Li et al., 2017), and two land use classes (cropland and
built-up). Regional digital elevation models with a 30-m resolution and the soil property data were
obtained from the Resource and Environment Science and Data Center (http://www.resdc.cn) and was
used to obtain topographical variables (i.e., elevation and slope). Demographic data was collected
from statistical yearbooks covering from 2005 to 2015, from the National Bureau of Statistics of China
(http://www.stats.gov.cn). Spatial variables were resampled to 10 km by using ArcGIS (version 10.2).

2.3. Scenarios Development

We utilized the existing data-set, the LULC change projection scenarios, developed by Li et
al., [49], based on four future socioeconomic scenarios (A1B, A2, B1, and B2) documented in the IPCC
SRES [47,65,66]. The IPCC SRES describes alternative developments driven by forces of greenhouse
gas emissions, including population, economics, technological innovation, and energy use (Figure 2).
The scenarios comprised of qualitative descriptions of future conditions, often referred to as narrative
storylines, and quantitative modeling, including projections of land use. The two reasons to adopt
the dataset are: (1) The SRES scenarios were down-scaled using an Integrated Assessment Model in
combination with a Future Land Use Simulation Model (FLUS) [60], Landsat-based land use historical
trajectory, and expert knowledge. Hence, a finer resolution of LULC could match better with the
ecological processes. (2) The changes in the built-up that are ignored in the IMAGE were calibrated in
the data set, which can reflect the reality of economic development in our study area better.
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(TES-LUC). (a) is driving factors, including biophysical and socioeconomic variables. (b) is the land
use allocation module; (c) is Terrestrial Ecosystem simulator. Note: Land use allocation module (b) is
redrawn according to Li et al., [49]; (c) is modified from Gao et al., [56]; the coupling relationship is
drawn based on Xu et al., [67]. The ellipses on the right are modified from a Framework for Assessing
Multiple Ecosystem Responses to Land-Use Change [68].

Although the narrative storylines of the four scenarios have been described in detail [48,49],
here we emphasize some key characteristics of each scenario. A was used to represent an economic
emphasis, and on the contrary, B indicates an environmental protection; 1 denotes globalization, and 2
denotes a regional orientation.
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• A1B: Low population growth; High gross domestic productivity (GDP) growth; Sprawling
urban expansion; Rapid technological innovation; Energy sector—Balanced; Active management
of resources.

• A2: High population growth; Low GDP growth; Sprawling urban expansion; Slow technological
innovation; Energy sector—Fossil fuels; Low resources protection.

• B1: Low population growth; High GDP growth; Compact urban expansion; Rapid technological
innovation; Energy sector—Renewable; Protection of biodiversity.

• B2: Medium population growth; Medium GDP growth; Compact urban expansion; Medium
technological innovation; Energy sector—Mixed; Protection of biodiversity.

2.4. Land Use Allocation and Ecosystem Consequences

The Terrestrial Ecosystem Simulator-Land Use/land Cover model (TES-LUC) linked two large
modules: One part is the land use allocation module (Figure 2b) and the other is TES (including NPP
modules, water movement modules, ERO, and C and N cycle modules, Figure 2c). The calibration
and validation of the coupling model was done in [67]. First, we extracted the quantity demands
of land-use sectors from the existing dataset [60]. Then, the quantity demands were allocated to a
specific spatial position to generate LULC spatial patterns in the land use allocation module based on
the maximum suitability principle. Finally, the LULC spatial patterns were given as input into the
process-based TES, and then the module was run to obtain explicit ecological effects.

2.4.1. Land Use Allocation Module

In this study, we adopted the framework of the conversion of land use and its effects (CLUE),
which considers the natural suitability and policy restrictions. Through iterative, all the spatial units
(grid cells) would be allocated a certain land use and land cover type [69–72]. Five types of land use
categories (cropland, grasslands, forests, built-up, and bare land) were allocated in the module in
APTZNC. In order to simplify the land-use allocation, water bodies’ changes were not considered.
It was assumed that water areas remain unchanged in representing land-use dynamics. Since (i)
according to the actual situation of the study area, the proportion of water is very small, only 0.1%;
(ii) research focuses on changes in agricultural land (i.e., arable land, woodland, grassland) and
non-agricultural land (i.e., built-up) and their impact on ecosystem functions.

Equation (1) was adopted to assign a specific land use and land cover type to each spatial unit
(grid cell) with the maximum overall suitability:

LU(r) = LTj,

i f max
j=1,...,5

(Fsite, j + Fexp, j + Floss, j + D j) = Fsite, j + Fexp, j + Floss, j + D j
(1)

where LU(r) denotes one land use and land cover type, r represents the rth grid cell, and LTj is the
numerical code of land use type, LTj = 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 for arable land, grasslands, forests, built-up,
and bare land, respectively. Fsite,j is a site occurrence probability (Equation (2)). Fexpt,j is the suitability
factor (Equations (3) and (4)). Floss,j is land use stability. Dj is the constants for model interactives.
Each land unit (grid cell) will then be assigned a land type that has the maximum suitability and
stability, and adjusted by the quantitative demand.

Binary logistic regression was used to identify the probability of events’ occurrence, which could
explain the appearance of a specific land use type driven by site conditions. The advantage is that the
variables can be either continuous or categorical. Fsite,j was computed as follows:

Fsite, j =
exp(a j +

∑m
ξ=1 b jξ, Xξ)

1 + exp(a j +
∑m
ξ=1 b jξ, Xξ)

, (2)
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where j represents the jth land use type. Xξ for ξ from 1 to 9 denotes a series of site variables:
socioeconomic variable (population density), geographical, and ecological variables (elevation, slope,
average annual temperature, average annual rainfall, cumulative daily mean temperature during the
growing season, rainfall during the growing season, average organic matter content of soil and average
total nitrogen content of soil). aj and bjξ were regression coefficients.

Fexpt,j was calculated using Equations (3) and (4):

Fexpt, j =
∑n

i=1
wi fi(xi), (3)

fi(xi) =

 [1 + (
xi−xi0

Bi
)

2
]
−1

1,otherwise
, xi < xi0 , (4)

where wi is the weight estimated by the relationship between land use type and the ith socio-economic
and ecological conditions xi. fi(xi) is the fuzzy membership function to estimate the site suitability.
xi0 and Bi are parameters set up based on empirical experts’ knowledge and land classification from
Food and Agriculture Organization.

Floss,j was used to quantify the stability of land use and land cover change. At least two maps of
land use for different time periods were used to calculate the probability that land use type i converted
to land use type j:

Floss, j =

q∑
i=1,i, j

µi j, (5)

where µij is equal to the number of grid cells that converted to land use type j in the later map divided
by the total number of grid cells that the land use type was i in the earlier map. q is the number of land
use conversion trajectories.

2.4.2. Terrestrial Ecosystem Simulator

A regional ecosystem processes model (Figure 2c) was employed to obtain NPP, SOM, TN, and ERO
explicitly in the APTZNC. The driving factors are meteorological data, soil and geo-spatial attributes,
and the related physiological parameters of different land use types. Using different input parameters,
the ecosystem functions under different land use spatial patterns could be obtained. Parametrization,
validation, and the application of formulations were specifically described earlier [46,47,56]. The TES
serves to quantify the four ecosystem functions based on alternative LULC scenarios.

2.5. Processes of Results Analysis

The basic analysis unit was a pixel with a resolution of 1-km. Multi-phase images were all
geo-registered, and pixels at the same location in the multi-phase images can ensure spatial matching.
The area of different land use types in different scenarios was calculated by the aggregation (average)
of multiple pixels belonging to the same land use type. The mutual transfers between land use types
indicate that the pixels in the same location might be transformed into the other five categories or
remain unchanged in the next period. The pre-matrix and post-matrix were compared using MATLAB
(Version 2019b) and mapped using ArcGIS (Version 10.2) to obtain land conversion maps for each
scenario. Similarly, the ecosystem functions of different land use types in different scenarios were also
calculated based on pixel aggregation.

3. Results

3.1. The Spatiotemporal Patterns of Land Use and Land Cover Change

The land-use spatial pattern shows significant heterogeneity in 2010 (Table 1, Figure 3a). Grassland,
with the largest proportion of 74.4%, occupied the west and northwest regions with less precipitation
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and poorer soil condition. Cropland, accounting for 17.5%, is mostly near the eastern and southern
areas, around the basins of the Yellow River, Weihe River, Fenhe River, Luanhe River, Liaohe River,
and Songhua River. The forests are mainly distributed in the northeast along a sand prevention belt
in the south area along the desertification-control areas, and the mountainous area, occupying 4.7%.
Built-up regions are scattered in plains, intersecting with cropland and grassland.

Table 1. Percentage of areas under different scenarios (unit: %). Figures in brackets represent changing
percentage of future LULC (unit: %) compared to the year 2010 (baseline).

Baseline A1B A2 B1 B2

2010 2050 2100 2050 2100 2050 2100 2050 2100

Cropland 17.5 12.6(−28) 5.1(−71) 21.4(22) 33.3(91) 11.9(−32) 1.9(−89) 13.6(−22) 26.0(49)
Forest 4.7 5.6(20) 19.8(324) 3.8(−19) 1.2(−74) 6.4(37) 22.4(380) 5(7) 2.9(−38)

Grassland 74.4 79.7(7) 73.5(−1) 69.3(−7) 60.8(−18) 80.2(8) 74.5(0) 79.4(7) 69.9(−6)
Water 0.1 0.1(0) 0.1(0) 0.1(0) 0.1(0) 0.1(0) 0.1(0) 0.1(0) 0.1(0)

Built-up 0.6 1.2(90) 1.2(90) 3.6(471) 4.6(630) 0.9(43) 0.9(43) 0.8(27) 0.9(43)
Bare land 2.7 0.8(−71) 0.2(−93) 1.8(−34) 0.1(−96) 0.6(−78) 0.2(−93) 1.2(−56) 0.2(−93)
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from top to bottom in order from A1B to B2; (c) Land conversions from 2010 to 2100 for each scenario.
From top to bottom, the order is from A1B to B2. CROP = Cropland, FORE = forest, GRAS = Grassland,
WATE = Water body, BUIL = Built-up, BARE = bare land.

Substantial LULC changes are expected to be observed in eastern and southwestern regions from
2010 to 2100. The environmental-oriented scenarios (i.e., scenario A1B and B1) aim to protect natural
systems (e.g., grassland and forest) (Figure 3c). On the one hand, A1B is similar to B1 in the land
conversion pattern that eastern cropland is projected to be transferred into grassland. Grasslands in
A1B and B1 in 2100 account for 79.7% and 80.2%, respectively (Table 1). The forest is projected to be
converted from cropland in the southwest and grassland in the southern margin. The proportion of
forest at the end of the period reaches up to 19.8% and 22.4% in A1B and B1, respectively (Table 1).
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On the other hand, B1 shows more intensive conversions to ecological lands than those in A1B,
which could be seen in the eastern region.

The economically oriented scenarios (i.e. scenario A2 and B2) attempt to maximize the amount
of human-used land (e.g., cropland) (Figure 3c). Cropland in the east is extensively reclaimed from
grassland under both the A2 and B2 scenarios, reaching up to 21.4% and 26.0%, respectively. Especially
in the A2 scenario, cropland converted from forest in the southern regions could also be observed
and built-up expands dramatically in the central and western regions, occupying a large number of
grasslands. It should be noted that under the four scenarios, bare land in the north-west (approximately
north of the Lanzhou area on the map) is expected to be restored to grassland, especially in 2100.

3.2. The Dynamics of Ecological Functions

The NPP showed significant spatial heterogeneity in 2010 (Figure 4a). The high-value regions of
NPP are mainly distributed in the wet northeast area. The low-value areas of NPP were concentrated
in the southeast, central, and western regions (Figure 4b). The hot points of the changes in NPP were
primarily located in the southeast and south regions (Figure 4c). Comparing NPP under various
scenarios from 2010 to 2100, the order is B1 > A1B > baseline > B2 > A2. The NPP under the B1 scenario
showed the fastest growth, reaching up to 186.31 g C m−2 a−1 in 2100 (Table 2), and the added value is
more evident in the southeast region (Figure 4c). In contrast, the NPP under the A2 scenario dipped to
125.3 g C m−2 a−1 in 2100 (Table 2), appearing in the south area (Figure 4c).Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 19 
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Figure 4. Spatial distribution and added value of NPP (unit: g C m−2 a−1), ERO (unit: g m−2 a−1),
SOM (unit: g kg−1), and TN (unit: mg kg−1). (a,d,g,j) are spatial distributions of NPP, ERO, SOM,
and TN in year 2010. (b,e,h,k) are spatial distributions of NPP, ERO, SOM, and TN under different
scenarios. In each of the four frames, the maps are arranged from left to right in order from 2020 to
2050, and arranged from top to bottom in order from A1B to B2. (c,f,i,l) are the added values of NPP,
ERO, SOM, and TN from 2010 to 2050 or 2100.
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Table 2. Averaged NPP (unit: g C m−2 a−1), ERO (unit: g m−2 a−1), SOM (unit: g kg−1), and TN (unit:
mg kg−1) in the landscape level under different scenarios.

Baseline A1B A2 B1 B2

2010 2050 2100 2050 2100 2050 2100 2050 2100

NPP 154.1 163.0 179.9 148.1 125.3 163.8 186.3 161.9 136.2
ERO 1796.1 1432 933.6 2105.1 2930.2 1393.5 734.1 1493.1 2365.5
SOM 8.6 8.8 9.2 8.5 7.9 8.8 9.3 8.8 8.2
TN 1122.9 1134.2 1155.1 1114.6 1086.6 1135.9 1163.0 1132.0 1100.0

In 2010, severe soil ERO were mainly distributed around the eastern Horqin sandy land and the
southern Loess Plateau, whereas the areas that experienced lower erosion were in the vast northwest
(Figure 4d). The hot spots of changes were in the eastern and southwestern regions (Figure 4f).
The order of ERO under different scenarios is A2 > B2 > baseline > A1B > B1, which is opposite to
the order for NPP. The fastest growth scenario of ERO is A2, soaring to 2930.2 g m−2 a−1 in 2100,
mostly in the eastern region. However, ERO decreases greatly under the B1 scenario, decreasing to
734.1 g m−2 a−1 by the end of the period, located in the eastern and southern marginal regions.

The SOM is relatively low across the whole region (Figure 4h). In 2010, the high-value areas were
mainly located in the northeast, central, and southwest regions of the APTZNC. Most of the other areas
exhibited lower values (Figure 4i). The hotspots of changes were the northeast and the south (Figure 4j).
The order of SOM under different scenarios is B1 > A1B > baseline > B2 > A2. The significant rise
in SOM is under the B1 scenario, increasing to 9.3 g kg−1 in 2100 and the dramatic decrease trend is
under the A2 scenario with 7.98 g kg−1 in 2100. Under the B1 and A1B scenarios, SOM in the northeast
increases and the southern edge also shows a slightly increasing trend. In the eastern and southwestern
regions under the A2 and B2 scenarios, SOM is expected to decrease. Long-term farming activities
lead to a continuous decline in SOM. Comparing with the SOM in 2010, that in 2050 reduced by 1.2%,
yet that in 2100 reduced by 8.1%.

The high-value areas of TN differ from SOM, concentrated in the central and northern regions
(Figure 4k,l), while the changing hot spots are similar to SOM (Figure 4j,m). The trends from 2010 to
2100 for TN and SOM also show similarities.

3.3. Impacts of Land Use and Land Cover Dynamics on Ecological Functions

3.3.1. Impacts of Land Use and Land Cover Types on Ecological Functions

The cultivated land has the smallest NPP, SOM, and TN, and the largest ERO in 2010. Among
the different ecosystem types in 2010 (Figure 5), NPP changed from 72.94 g C m−2 a−1 in cropland to
173.05 g C m−2 a−1 in forest; ERO changed from 1028.89 g m−2 a−1 in grassland to 4988.62 g m−2 a−1

in cropland; SOM varied from 7.54 g kg−1 in cropland to 9.26 g kg−1 in forest; and the change in TN
ranged from 1118.97 mg kg−1 in cropland to 1245.92 mg kg−1 in forest.

The NPP of cropland is the least while that of forest is the highest under the same scenario
(Figure 5). Additionally, among the different scenarios, both land use types change greatly while
the grassland is relatively stable; the maximum NPP of cropland is expected to appear under the B1
scenario with 169.43 g C m−2 a−1 in 2100.

In cropland, ERO is the strongest in the same climate scenario, whereas grassland only suffers
from a lower rate of ERO (Figure 5). The A2 scenario has the largest soil erosion, followed by the
B2 scenario. Different ecosystem types will result in different ERO because of the close relationship
between vegetation and ERO.

Under the same climate scenario, among different ecosystem types, SOM in forest is the largest
and it is the smallest in cropland (Figure 5). Comparing SOM under different scenarios in the same
ecosystem type, SOM in grassland is relatively stable. In forest and cropland, the SOM and TN are the
largest under the B1 scenario and are the smallest under the A2 scenario.
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3.3.2. Impacts of Land Use and Land Cover Conversions on Ecological Functions

Reclamation into cropland will reduce the NPP and exacerbate ERO and the loss of soil nutrients.
Conversely, returning farmland to forests or grasses will increase the NPP while conserving soil
(Figure 6). In the A2 and B2 scenarios, the grassland was reclaimed into cropland and the NPP
decreased by 16.7 g C m−2 a−1 per decade. The soil erosion modulus increases by 600 g m−2 a−1 per
decade. The average SOM decreased by 0.38 g kg−1 per decade and the TN decreased by 2.36 mg kg−1

per decade. After returning from farmland, the NPP under different scenarios increased and that under
the A1B and B1 scenarios increased significantly. SOM increased by an average of 0.408 and 0.445 g
kg−1 per decade after returning farmland to grassland and forest, respectively. Forests and grasslands
returned from farmland have the potential to return to pre-degradation levels.Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 19 
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3.4. The Trade-Offs between Different Ecosystem Functions in 2010

Higher vegetation productivity and fertile soil meant less erosion of the soil by wind and
water in the APTZNC. We explored the inherent trade-offs among multiple ecosystem functions.
The relationships between NPP, SOM, and TN showed a constrained trend against ERO (Figure 7).
The constraint effects of the paired ecosystem functions of NPP-ERO, SOM-ERO, and TN-ERO were
similar. On the constraint lines (red line in Figure 7), ERO decreased logarithmically when NPP or
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SOM or TN increased on the landscape level. The responses among ecosystem functions are non-linear,
such that small changes in vegetation or soil generate a large response, or vice versa.
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4. Discussion

4.1. What Are the Spatial Patterns of Land Use and Land Cover under Different Scenarios?

The A2 and B2 scenarios showed a significant increase in the cropland and built-up area at
the cost of constant environmental deterioration during 2010–2100. Compared with the A2 and B2
scenarios, the environment-oriented A1B scenario demonstrated a slower rate of urbanization with a
rapid boost in rangeland and woodland, because of the replacement of cultivated land and rangeland
with woodland as well as the effective ecological conservation policies, for example, Grain for Green
Program, and 2001–2050 National Grassland Ecology Protection and Construction Program. The B1
scenario is in accordance with the environment-oriented A1B scenario. Although facing a range of
trajectories of future LULC, a great quantity of previous studies have reached comparable agreement
concerning plausible future LULC scenarios under the IPCC SRES scenario at local and regional
scales [72,73]. Concerning A2 as an illustration, they believed that the growing requirement of a bigger
residential space, and weaker spatial planning is expected to frequent, as well as intensive land use
conversion [74–76]. As to B1, it was expected that land use conversion per capita would decrease and
urban sprawl would minimize, benefiting from more stringent spatial planning management, high fuel
prices, and attractiveness of medium-sized cities with convenient public transportation connecting to
larger cities [76].

Without concerning the IPCC SRES storyline employed, plenty of previous studies reported that
a large reduction in agricultural land results from the decoupling between population growth and
increase in agricultural production due to agro-technological development [66]. Besides, under all
the four scenarios, sandy land and sparsely vegetated land in the north-west region in the vicinity
of Lanzhou city are expected to be restored to grassland, especially in 2100. Some research reported
that the vegetation in sand desert is relatively insensitive to the climate change compared to other
sub-regions in APTZNC, possibly because of its high tolerance of extreme climate [77], and its previous
adaption to a dry and cold environment, like water shortages [78]. Therefore, under environmental
protection scenarios (A1B, B1), the demands for ecological lands are expected to increase. The sparsely
vegetated land in arid areas in the west may be easily restored to grassland since the grasslands in
the eastern water-rich areas may be replaced by woodland. Furthermore, under scenarios A2 and B2,
the bare land also might be converted to grassland since some high-quality grasslands are occupied
by urban land. This implies that although the quantity of ecological land has reached the demand,
land planners and policy makers should pay more attention to the quality of ecological land.

The demand for sunlight, temperature, and water of different land use types has shaped the
current spatial heterogeneity. Grasslands are predominately found in the arid and semiarid regions of
the Inner Mongolian with less precipitation. Agricultural crops have high solar and water requirements;
thus, they are distributed in humid areas in the east. They predominantly feature flat terrain, better
natural ecological conditions, superior irrigation condition, and highly concentrated populations.
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Forests have played a role in windbreak and sand fixation, which are mainly distributed in the edge
forest areas, especially after the implementation of regional afforestation policies.

4.2. What Are the Major Consequences of LULC for Ecosystem Functions in the Future?

The dynamics of cropland has an important impact on agro-ecosystem functions, such as food
production and soil nutrient. We found that long-term agricultural land reclamation and farming
practices have reduced the soil nutrient. Many studies have shown that in the southeastern part of the
APTZNC, SOM drops by 0.248 g kg−1 per decade, TN decreases by 2.54 mg kg−1 per decade [79], and in
the northeast of the APTZNC, SOM in black soil drops by 0.31 g kg−1 per decade [54]. After 130 years
of development, the SOM content was maintained at a stable level [54]. In our study, the rate of loss in
SOM is slightly higher in the next 80 years under the A1B and B1 scenario, which could have resulted
from the increase in ERO in the future and the increase in the reclamation area. The main reasons are
as follows: Firstly, the agricultural activities have accelerated the loss of SOM. In agricultural land,
farming activities, such as reclamation, tillage, and weeding, have improved the soil microbial living
environment, making it easier to decompose vegetation, roots, and residues, thereby accelerating the
mineralization of organic carbon [80,81]. Secondly, due to the exposed surface of cropland, especially
in the windy spring, the surface SOM is vulnerable to wind, leading to ERO [82]. Thirdly, because of
the harvest, the input of SOM is reduced [83]. It indicates that after a certain period of cultivation,
the cropland with low SOM may fall to a land use mode that is not suitable for continued cultivation.
Therefore, in the evaluation and planning of land use, the loss of soil nutrient content caused by
continuous tillage is an important indicator to be considered.

The ERO across APTZNC was in a mildly eroded level in 2010, whereas that in cropland
reached a severe level. When vegetation coverage reduced, the surface roughness also reduced
correspondingly [84,85]. In addition, the reduced amount of underground roots could barely fix the
soil and prevent ERO [86,87]. In the areas with lower SOM and TN, the soil aggregate structure
is susceptible to water erosion and wind erosion, which is then stripped and transported [88,89].
For example, in the A2 and B2 scenarios, croplands account for 33.3% and 26.0%, respectively, resulting
in a large averaged ERO in the APTZNC. Not only is the cropland under human disturbance, but the
bare land also contributes a lot of ERO, especially in the vicinity of Horqin sandy land, which suffers
the most serious soil erosion under all of the four scenarios.

The minimum NPP appears in cropland under various scenarios, especially under the A2 scenario.
Firstly, the cropland under the A2 scenario is mainly distributed in the relatively dry and barren
southwestern region, where there is the desert steppe, and the adaptability of crops is poor compared
to grass under this kind of condition. Therefore, after the expansion of the cropland, the averaged
NPP in the APTZNC is expected to reduce. Secondly, the built-up area expands with a reduction
in forest area, resulting in the smallest averaged NPP under the A2 scenario. It should be noted
that under the B1 scenario, NPP of cropland is the largest in 2100, because the cropland is found
in sporadic patches primarily in the northeastern regions with better water and nutrient conditions.
Moreover, the proportion of forest and grassland is much larger, contributing to a higher averaged
NPP in the APTZNC.

4.3. What Are the Implications of Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies to Climate Changes?

SOM is relatively stable in grassland ecosystems and could make an important contribution to
effectively mitigate global climate change. Taking advantage of the carbon sequestration potential of
natural ecosystems, especially of the grassland ecosystem—the main LULC in the APTZNC—could
help in effectively mitigating regional climate change. Some scholars have studied the APTZNC in
the city of Hohhot and found that the most active and fast-cycling component in soil organic carbon
is the readily oxidizable carbon, a sensitive indicator of SOM dynamics, which can reflect the early
changes of SOM [90,91]. The SOM in grassland is higher, whereas the readily oxidizable carbon is
lower instead [92]. Thus, the dynamics of SOM in grassland is more stable.
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Returning farmland to forests and grasses will increase soil carbon sinks and reduce soil erosion.
Related studies have shown that the carbon sequestration capacity of grassland is 110 kg hm−2. The SOM
of grassland increased by 0.1%, and the carbon sink increased by 600 million tons correspondingly,
which is equivalent to reducing CO2 emissions by 400 million tons.

Reasonable land use practices could effectively mitigate and adapt to climate change in the
APTZNC. Grazing is one of the main uses of grassland. Firstly, priority should be given to the
central areas suitable for grassland, avoiding desert steppe with less precipitation and poor nutrients
in the west. Secondly, the introduction of leguminous grasses can promote pasture production
and thus significantly increase the soil carbon content. Re-establishment of perennial grasses will
eventually improve systems to the condition with high N availability and soil stability in semiarid
grassland [93–95]. Increased aboveground biomass, especially of rhizomatous perennial grasses,
might reduce the nutrient loss, and improve forage quality [96], and increase grassland resilience to
precipitation variability [97].

4.4. Can Trade-Offs between Intended and Unintended Consequences of Land Use Be Quantified to Inform
Planning and Decision-Making?

Ecosystems are complex and dynamic; thus, it is impossible to respond linearly to land use changes.
Small changes in vegetation or soil generate a large response, or vice versa. Returning farmland to
forests and grasses could reduce soil erosion. The relationships between NPP, SOM, and TN showed a
constraint trend against ERO. A study carried out in Xilin Gol League in the APTZNC has also shown
that when the vegetation coverage exceeds 60%, soil erosion almost ceases [9]. Generally, vegetation
can reduce wind speed, and the roots of plants can enhance soil erosion resistance. Therefore, a small
increase in surface vegetation coverage and increased soil nutrients are largely conducive to controlling
soil erosion. In the absence of information on ecosystem responses, it is difficult to take them into
account and to weigh the trade-offs [68]. So, more studies need to be done to identify the ecosystem
responses, and it becomes possible to analyze the trade-offs, non-linearities, and thresholds, which can
benefit land planning and decision-making.

4.5. Limitation and Prospects

In terms of data and technology, scenarios’ development always entails many limitations and
uncertainties [66]. In our work, extrapolating the observed data to future projections would introduce
errors under the four scenarios since fine-resolution and local projected meteorological data are
rare and inaccessible in APTZNC. So, some down-scaling exercises with the Weather Research and
Forecasting Model (WRF) or Statistical Down Scaling Model (SDSM) could be operated to localize
large-scale climate conditions to the region context to improve the data accuracy and reduce uncertainty.
In the land use allocation module, more socioeconomic factors, like emigration/immigration, could be
integrated to address more influences of human activities, especially in the larger scale research. In our
further study, employing a process-based ecosystem model, researching to compare (i) the synergy
effects of climate and land use on ecosystem functions, and (ii) their relative contributions are proposed
to better understand the response of ecosystems.

5. Conclusions

The environmentally oriented scenarios (A1B and B1) are expected to experience marked increases
in natural land covers. The economically oriented scenarios (A2 and B2) are expected to experience a
significant loss of natural land covers and expansion of agricultural and urban land uses. These land
conversion hotspots are mainly in the eastern and southern regions of the Agro-Pastoral Transitional
Zone of Northern China. The impact of land use change on ecosystem function is related to the types of
ecosystem and alternative scenarios. The general trend in net primary productivity, soil organic matter,
and soil total nitrogen under the four scenarios is B1 > A1B > baseline > B2 > A2, and that in ERO is A2
> B2 > baseline > A1B > B1. The net primary productivity and soil nutrients are the largest while the
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soil erosion is the lightest in the woodland; the trend in cultivated land is opposite to that in woodland.
Grassland protection is a priority. Grassland ecosystem functions are expected to be relatively stable
and could make an important contribution to effectively alleviating global climate change. Returning
farmland to forests and grasslands is an effective way to reduce carbon emissions and control land
degradation, and still needs to be encouraged in the APTZNC. Besides, trade-offs between intended
and unintended consequences of land use can be quantified to inform planning and decision-making.
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