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Comprehensive Evaluation of Cultivated Land Quality and Site Conditions in Xinhe County Based on GIS
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2. Key Laboratory of Oasis Ecology under Ministry of Education, Xinjiang University , Urumqi , Xinjiang 830046)

Abstract Taking Xinhe County in Aksu area as an example , we evaluated the spatial attributes of all evaluation units affecting the comprehen-
sive quality of cultivated land in Xinhe County based on ArcGIS and SPSS software. Delphi method and literature reading method were used to
assign the weight of each evaluation factor affecting the comprehensive quality of cultivated land in Xinhe County. By means of regression analy-
sis, four relationship models of cultivated land reduction rate and distance factors were established ,and the advantages and disadvantages of cul-
tivated land site conditions in Xinhe County and each township (town) were further analyzed. Under the LESA calculation method, the social
and economic conditions and natural quality of cultivated land in Xinhe County were analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively. Finally , according

to the calculated value, Xinhe County farmland was divided into four grades and three types.
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Table 1 Index system of land evaluation
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Table 2 Index system of site assessment
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Table 3 Quality of cultivated land suitability evaluation index system and index weight in Xinhe County
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Tab.4 Relation model between farmland occupied rate and distance
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Table 5 Farmland site condition assessment result in Xinhe County
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