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Abstract The cultivated land quality and cultivated land productivity status of Xinxing County, Guangdong Province were evaluated in this
paper. The theoretical basis of the evaluation was a further understanding of the quality and productivity of cultivated land. The evaluation indi-
cators included the physical, chemical, biological , environmental and engineering dimensions of cultivated land. The evaluation indicators and
weights were determined based on the Delphi method. The construction of the evaluation model was a combination of the weighted summation
method and the stepwise correction method of the influencing factors. The results showed that:the evaluation result of cultivated land quality in
Xinxing County were good , medium and low, mainly low,and the evaluation result of cultivated land productivity were between 7 and 11, mainly
8 and 9;the cultivated land quality index (excluding biological characteristics)was significantly correlated with the national natural quality in-
dex , the cultivated land productivity index was also significantly correlated with the national utilization index. The connection between the quali-
ty level of cultivated land and the national natural quality level, the cultivated land productivity level and the national utilization level were
good. The evaluation system constructed in this study and the agricultural land quality grading system were respectively used to evaluate the
cultivated land quality and cultivated land productivity before and after the construction of renovation projects. The comparative analysis of the
results showed that the former can improve the responsiveness of various engineering measures in the remediation project,and reflect the im-
provement effect of the land remediation project on cultivated land. The evaluation systems which were established to evaluate the quality and
productivity of cultivated land are closely related to the actual situation in the study area,and the evaluation results in this study are well con-
nected with the grading results of agricultural land quality. They also can more clearly show the effect of the land improvement project on culti-
vated land quality and cultivated land productivity. The results can provide basis for land reclamation, cultivated land occupation and supple-
mentary balance,basic farmland protection and other related land management work.

Key words

Guangdong Province

Cultivated land quality ; Cultivated land productivity ; Evaluation system; High standard farmland construction; Xinxing County,

TN FARZ , LR B SR Bk, JE2
X EFRE LS RS F A EERN . AN
IRFEEI I ST 5K A SR B AN W I, 74 M i AR W 32
B B BFHBAC Ty A A 1R R Z R | L SRR
BRI sEE L U T E R R SR s
B R R AR R MR T
Vb R AT 55 2 — , Bl i 4z L & P AR
AP B LA B EIR L , SRR T 3t B A A0 B A A% T
SHE L P R R AR A AR A — AN B, X
PR A 25 S BRI o o R E AR i 4

E&UWHE
EEEN

I ARG X R B (201804020034 )

AP (1970—) 4, # b MA, TAF, K E L L5 R
HERIRIA, «BEEH, HRAIRF, ML, AF LR
FRA A LR NHR

s HHE  2019-03-28

e A TR ks S A WLUE S & W T N
RISE bR A — R B bR BOR BTG, ARG
HARERB I VRIRHIHLRI RSG5 TF IR T — 2290 RS 40 M 1k
BB 207 BB BRI TR s R B A
HhHb A 7 BE 5 T T A T 245 2 27 IR Bkt
10 S TER B A3 5 15 B b 1 Bt b ) 25 9 T
WA R TAERERIE T IR TS A % A ] BT %)
GHT AR, VO 45 5 77 16 22 5, 8 50 )5 1 75 R A
[, L 20 X 5 R ) e — 7 TR AT VAR, A4 T
SCHEHHL R A T/

T2 E T 0 B Hb B e AR b B 1 18— 25 A,
BEHL A IER AL AEY) FREEAN AR S AR M T Bk
Bt FIBE L BRI T ARIR R o LA AR % B i, R

SR R B G 1 B AT SCIESE MY, PR 45 SR 5 40 S
FEIT AN S5 AT OB T o AN B EBFSE X P B H



68 B A

2019 £

bR F R I HEAT T R A 0 E A H AR 5 R
53HT

1 #MRl55E*E

1.1 BARREOR PSRN T ARATER, Hikd 111°57'37"~
111°3132'E,, 22°22/46" ~ 22°50'36'N , + i i i £ 152 167. 88 hm?,
BRI, AR o, ARG, B L ik 2 7R
500 m LA b, AN EAR B B LR AR . I T
ACINELR LIRS, JE 3y 2 A, B 20 B, HOBRSE 2, W
B, TR . ARSI 21,56 °C . £ HL U ZAEF
BIREmii 1 663. 7 mm, BHAERERIAE T 7E 4~9 7 AEBRAR (R
K, oy B A R 48R E . DIAEAE - H IR 1 694.8 h,
AFH B 5% 38%  ELIP 1L A o B AR ELAM A A P
ZIHE JRETHE 3 A 12K 3 AN 10 A8 34 ARl B
e oA TR 700 mo L L 1L b, 21 38— I8 A AE AR
450~700 m, 4K 450 m DLF A1 oA IRATIE  IRZTIE F %
BOERURR A AidR) 2. B BLatEE 12 M8, 2016 4F
S E R (PEE ST )46 J7 Al 18 947. 43 hm?,
o7 b SR 12.45%

1.2 BUESRIRE  UCH S B A b RE A 1 5L
Pt ds . QAR . B4 2010 4EFk b b ) PPN B0 1%, B
4 EL 2010 A5 HF Hb 0 fE A GCRb 38 58 5 R BN T B 2%
2016 4T B #f b o 15 S50 B PP AN 50 e B % EL Al R A
PRI ) PF A e 1 . I 2% BB b b T DA 4
V25 v A b O VR B BRLC, B % BL 2016 A - b AR B
A B BE, B SR S oA L, A, B B
30 m DEM (30 m A% 5 80T = AR AR ) B8040, 9 24 BT T K
A EE S , BT 2% B et A 5 45, B2 L 2010 4Rk b it
TIPS, S R AR R A 3 i A S B A S S
HHRECE , B4 B 2015 ARGET R4S, ) AR A R FH LA S5 R
SR, VI S A B B 45

1.3 #HREMPHZEATM %

L.3.1 P sAockl . PeUB b o s AR b BE VAN 355K
FHHbHEEI VRN BT, B LUBE 2% E 2016 4 FE + 1 75 5
2 BB I BEVE A 20, JERIEA B0 6 133 4, 3
HKH 3 931 A4, KM 17 4, 54t 2 185 4,

1.3.2 BRI AR R E . BEH PP P AR ik
RIE—NEER B R Fh 2 FZe i S N K vy
LKA, BEAZ S BBk b 9 V5 R 6 A 2SI 58 AR AL Y 48 A A
Fo VP FEAR LA BBk B SRR B AT SR IR B ol F . 1%
S HET F 0k Z AR AT s | DXl R P S SR, O
S5 B 24 L SEBRA SLAR HAE A , 18 5 1o 75 T R AE | 1 4
PR BHE S AR HOR BRI E D RetE 5 4. AH HEERA T
PRI P M SR A S R 2R 30 T LA S /K BB R A -
& JETTE AR A FAE IR 1% I R R4, AL
S AR A R A FRAE A W 4 AR R R B
X R TT EAR oy A T B BAB I o 5 7 156 AR T i o Sk
T T 244 10 ZEN Y GER R R L AR E . HAR
W1,

®1 HREITNERRNE

Table 1 Cultivated land quality evaluation indicators and weights
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Table 2 Cultivated land productivity evaluation indicators and weights
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Fig.1 Distribution map of cultivated land quality grade in Xinxing County
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Table 3 Correlation analysis of cultivated land quality index and the

national natural quality index in 2016 of Xinxing County

PR FR AR

;EE C(TEZI%; E‘fm Culti\ialefi land NationAal Tlatural
quality index quality index
B i AL Pearson AH:1: 1 0.068"*
Cultivated land BEHEUR) 0. 000
quality index ANZEH 6 133 6133
K ARGHEE Pearson AHKME  0.068™ " 1
National natural BEEGUR) 0.000
quality index eSS 6 133 6 133

e ox x FORTE 0. 01 KV 1 OBUR) HHCHE B35

Note: # #* indicated significant (two—tailed) correlation at the 0. 01 level
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Fig.2 Distribution map of cultivated land productivity grade in Xinxing County
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Table 4 Correlation analysis of cultivated land quality index ( not cor-

rected by the biometric coefficient) and national natural

quality index in 2016 of Xinxing County

b i
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e A . National
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Item Correlation . natural
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the biometric
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b AL , v .
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Cultivated land =
quality index(not AEECIE) 0.000
corrected by the P
biometric coefficient ) MR 6133 6133
[E 5% FL ARS8 Pearson #HGPE 0.530° " 1
National natural quality el (U E
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Note: # * indicated significant (two—tailed) correlation at the 0. 01 level
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Table 5 Correlation analysis of the cultivated land production index

and the national utilization index in 2016 of Xinxing County
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B~ HETEEL  Pearson AHCHE 0.682*" 1
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productivity index AR 6 133 6133

T FORAE 0. 0L R B (XUR ) MIedk 3%

Note: #* # indicated significant ( two—tailed) correlation at the 0.01 level
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dex and the national utilization index in 2016 of Xinxing

County
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Table 6 Statistics on changes of the national utilization grades of cultivated land before and after project implementation
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Fig.7 Statistics on the area change of the utilization grades of cultivated land before and after the implementation of the project
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Table 7 Statistics on the area change of cultivated land quality before
and after project implementation hm?

51 H St J - After

project implementation
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Table 8 Statistics on the area change of cultivated land productivity grade before and after project implementation
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