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Comprehensive Benefit Evaluation of Land Renovation Based on Multiple Indicators
LI Meng, LIU Hong-ying, ZHANG En-ji
Abstract [ Objective | The evaluation system of the land reclamation’ s comprehensive benefit is established, which considers the ecological
benefit, economic benefit and social benefit as the criteria layer, to provide reference for the land reclamation’ s comprehensive benefit.

('Shaanxi DiJian Land Surveying,Planning and Design Institute, Xi’ an, Shaanxi 710075)

[ Method ] Maowusu desert was selected as the research object,and the fuzzy matter element model was selected to evaluate the land regulation’
s comprehensive benefit, and fifteen indicators were selected. The combination of subjective and objective empowerment method was adopted to
calculate the indexes’ weight. [ Result] The results showed that the economic benefit of the land regulation of the research region was higher
than the other benefits, which is at a better level. The ecological and social benefit are lower and at a moderate level. And the sore of ecologi-
cal benefit is the lowest. The established evaluation system can fully reflect the land reclamation’ s comprehensive benefit.[ Conclusion | The e-
valuation result of fuzzy matter element model is objective. It can provide reference for the evaluation of the land reclamation’ s comprehensive

benefit.
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Table 1 The evaluation index system of land consolidation benefits
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Table 2 The grade of land consolidation benefits evaluation
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Table 3 The index weight and actual parameter values of the study area

TR ARbR TR BIAEE =Y ARbR EiAN(ED AN AL ZRIRPIE
Secondary index Weight of secondary index  Tertiary index Index value Relative weight Weight of tertiary index
RS AR bR 0.45 T,(%) 36.8 0.21 0.095
Ecological benefit index(L, ) T,(%) 9.6 0.15 0.068
Ty(%) 56.2 0.27 0.121
T,(%) 20.3 0.17 0.076
T5(%) 19.5 0.20 0.090
RS SR 0.33 T,(J378) 310.4 0.20 0.066
Economic benefit index(L,) T,(%) 32.5 0.26 0.086
Ty(%) 25.4 0.16 0.053
Ty(%) 10.4 0.24 0.079
T\o(J7175) 403.2 0.14 0.046
PRV €t 0.22 T, (%) 323 0.25 0.056
Social benefit index(L;) T,(%) 75.6 0.19 0.041
T(%) 62.4 0.13 0.028
T, (%) 29.7 0.20 0.044
T5(%) 33.4 0.23 0.051
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Table 4 The calculation results of each grade’s euclid approach de-

gree of land consolidation benefits evaluation
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Table 5 The results of land consolidation benefits evaluation of the research area

. . Weight ! Benefit grade e ;
index index Grade [[( Good) Grade Il[( Medium) Grade [V ( Poor)
H AR s de bR T, 0.095 0.603 [ J 0.585 HRZE
Ecological benefit T, 0.068 0.486 [ ]
index(L,) T, 0.121 0.587 [ J

T, 0.076 0.758

T 0.090 0.492 [
EZRV CTR AN Ty 0.066 0.793 0.754 By
Economic benefit T, 0.086 0.823 [ ]
index(L,) T 0.053 0.836

T, 0.079 0.561 [ J

T, 0.046 0.806
LRSSV E e T, 0.056 0.796 0.706 Hhss
Social benefit T, 0.041 0.685 [ ]
index(L;) T, 0.028 0.759

T, 0.044 0.481 [

Ts 0.051 0.793 [ J
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