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Abstract

uation index system of rural construction land redevelopment of landscape ecological environment evaluation from ecological value, economic

(College of Economics and Management, South China Agricultural University, Guan-
Based on the investigation of the Lecong Town of Foshan City , the ariticle choose 3 indicators including 11 indexes to build the eval-

value and landscape value, and using the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) to determine the weight of each evaluation factor, using the math-
ematical model of measuring lecong landscape ecological comprehensive evaluation level. The results showed that the ecological value of lecong
was 31. 18 (full score 40) , the score of economic value was 30.53 (full score 40) , the score of landscape value evaluation score of 15. 69 (full
score 20) , so the landscape ecological evaluation of the comprehensive score of 77.40 (full score 100) , the corresponding evaluation classifi-
cation for medium. It was in the process of construction land redevelopment, landscape ecological value and further room for improvement.
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Table 1 Landscape ecological environment evaluation index system framework of urban and rural construction land re — development
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Table 2 Evaluation criteria of investigation on residents satisfaction with landscape environment
e P2 PEHY X 43 #rifE Evaluation criteria
No. Investigate subject 100 43 90 43 80 43 70 43 60 43
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Table 3 A - B judgment matrix and weight

A-B B, B, B, W Ngrﬂmalﬁae(?/w/
B, 1 1 2 1.259 8 0.4
B, 1 1 2 1.259 8 0.4
B, 172 172 1 0.630 2 0.2
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Table 4 B, —C judgment matrix and weight

B -C ¢ G G G W Ng?n;lfiy 14

C, 1 4 174 12 0.8408 0.1525

C, 1/4 1 1/7 1/5 0.2906 0.0527

C, 4 7 1 3 3.0275  0.5495

C, 2 5 173 1 1.3513  0.2453
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Table 5 B, —C judgment matrix and weight
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c 1 2 2 12 09305 0.19 3
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c, P i 4 I 0.6818 0.3597
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Table 6 B, —C judgment matrix and weight
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C, 1 3 2 1.817 2 0.5379
Cy 1/3 1 1/3 0.480 6 0.139 8
C, 1/2 3 1 1.144 5 0.3223
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Table 7 The weight of the indicator layer for the target layer

Sh B B, B, SR W
Index layer W=0.4 W=0.4 W=0.2 Synthetic weight W
C, 0.1525 0.061 00
c, 0.052 7 0. 021 08
C, 0.549 5 0.219 80
C, 0.2453 0.098 12
C 0.199 3 0.079 72
Cs 0.359 5 0. 143 80
C, 0.081 5 0. 032 60
Cy 0.359 7 0. 143 88
C, 0.5379 0. 107 58
C 0.139 8 0. 027 96
C, 0.3223 0.064 46
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Table 8 Land use status of Lecong Town
i) TR LAl
Land type Area // hm’ Proportion // %
W4 A X Town built area 1371.563 17.61
l)fi; 3ﬁﬁﬁ Jo Mining and 5 g4 19.60
AT B 5 Rural settlements 1 043.476 13.40
£ Green land 1 381.955 17.74
7K 18, Waters 402. 106 5.16
£ 3 Fish pond 2 051.717 26.34
FoAth Hi# Other land 10. 825 0.14
&1 Total 7 788.491 100.00
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Table 9 Evaluation criteria of ecological value

HBME h K h %
Ecological value Excellent( =90) Good (80 ~90) Medium (70 ~80) Poor( <70)
X IR&7 3 Area green rate // % =30 20 ~30 10 ~20 <10
AR £ Removal rate of sulfur dioxide // % =70 60 ~70 50 ~60 <50

A G V5 KA B Sewage treatment rate // % =85 80 ~85 75 ~80 <75
AEVE T EASIIAE B Life is harmless to waste disposal rate /% =80 70 ~80 60 ~70 <60
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Table 10 Evaluation criteria of economic value

ZUME e R h 3
Economic value Excellent( =90) Good(80 ~90)  Medium(70 ~80) Poor( <70)
2% % 7K Economic density level // % =30 20 ~30 10 ~20 <10
Il AT SCBC 7K The per capita disposable level of urban residents /% =15 10 ~15 5~10 <5
B IR 2B Engels coefficient // % =50 40 ~50 30 ~40 <30
=725 GDP I, The tertiary industry makes up the ratio of GDP// % =70 50 ~70 30 ~50 <30
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Table 11 Evaluation criteria of landscape value

SN H e R h 2
Landscape value Excellent( =90) Good (80 ~90) Medium (70 ~80) Poor( <70)
SR FEEL Landscape shape index <1.4 1.4~1.6 1.6 ~1.8 =>1.8
SRS Landscape fragmentation // 3/ km’® <35 35 ~40 40 ~45 =45
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Table 12 Evaluation grading of villages and towns land re-develop-

ment landscape ecological construction

75 I X [EI{E

No. Grade Interval value /43
1 h75 90 ~ 100

2 RA4f 80 ~90

3 ke 70 ~80

4 Kk 60 ~70

5 A Kokt 40 ~ 60

6 Lie 20 ~40

7 e 0~20

IS THEAR A, SR BT A SN E T 5 23 31 181
(W73 40) , 2 THHEPFAN I3 30. 526 (173 40) , FMHHE
PR 0 15. 689 (il 73 20) , PG HESE AR S0P 25 2 7%
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