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HUANG Jun',LAI Yu-ying', GUO Hua-song’ (1. Jiangxi Institute of Geology, Mineral Surveying and Mapping, Nanchang, Jiangxi
330030;2. Institute of Land and Resources Planning and Development of Tibet Autonomous Region, Lhasa, Tibet 850000)

Abstract
and accounting method were adjusted.Taking Fengxin County of Jiangxi Province as study region, new index system and accounting method

In order to adapt the higher requirements of cultivated land productivity ,the accounting index system of cultivated land productivity

were used to reevaluate the intra-regional cultivated land and compare with the former results.The results showed that the variation range of pro-
ductivity calculated by new accounting method was 712-2 451, the towns with higher productivity were concentrated in the central and eastern
areas of Fengxin County, and the towns with lower productivity were concentrated in the west areas of Fengxin County.The productivity index
was basically identical with farmland utilization grade and had a certain degree of inheritance, and it could be used to differ good land from bad

land.
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Table 1 The evaluation indices and corresponding weight of cultivated

land productivity
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Target Criterion Index Weight
layer layer layer

T e Y2 AT T 0.10

Cultivated land  #fHi1Fi& P T 355 )32 0.15

productivity HR R 0.10

evaluation BT = 0.10

HHZ B 0.10

W Tt 2 28 T I b e T2 0.10

EREY ] 0.10

TR E 0.10

THESR LR 0.10

[T aEys 0.05

HAKF TEBAREAR 0.15

HEk St 0.15

A FH By P 0.10

I E B KF 0.20

KA 0.20

REEH 0.20
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Table 2 The area’s distribution of land quality coefficient

22| Grade T Area//hm’ 15 Ft Proportion // %
. Excellent[ 1,0.8) 30 159.86 76.63

B Good[ 0.8,0.6) 9 140.28 23.23

H1 Medium] 0.6,0.4) 55.23 0.14

% Low [0.4,0.2) 0 0

22 Poor [0.2,0] 0 0

J3t Total 39 355.37 100
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Fig.1 Distribution of cultivated land quality grades
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Table 3 The area’s distribution of technology level coefficient

2 51| Grade TiF Area//hm’ 15 bt Proportion // %
 Excellent[ 1,0.8) 22 740.60 57.78

K Good[0.8,0.6) 12 740.05 32.37

#1 Medium[ 0.6,0.4) 3 874.72 9.85

ik Low[ 0.4,0.2) 0 0

2% Poor [0.2,0] 0 0

Jei 3t Total 39 355.37 100
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Table 4 The area statistics of productivity index assorting
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Grade productivity index hm %
7 [2 400,2 700) 145.64 0.37
8 [2100,2 400) 7 187.11 18.26
9 [1800,2 100) 18 803.11 47.78
10 [1500,1 800) 7 841.97 19.93
11 [1200,1 500) 2909.92 7.39
12 [900,1 200) 2 442.28 6.21
13 (600,900) 25.34 0.06
ST Total 39 355.37 100

INZS ()53 AT AT 45348 e DS R 43 A1 7E T s
B AR L S BRI 45 s A MR XA AR AR AR
BRI FT RO R AR S il 245 S 8

ZEFT B YR ERZ L AR, AR F4H  FRsts
FERE T, AR TEHE SR A A PR BB A R A e T
VU, - REFE e 2 0] S BEPUAIR AR (1 2) .

‘:] SR
B i1 08

[[0.8. 0.8)
4[0.6, 0.4)

B2 HBARKFERSHE
Fig.2 The distribution of technology level grades
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Table 5 Statistics of productivity in each town of Fengxin County
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Fig.3 The distribution of productivity index grades
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Table 6 Comparison of productivity index and farmland utilization grade
FEREFE RN Productivity index [E % F P 454844 Farmland utilization grade
25 ARG R A A &3] ARG R (A AL
Grade Variation range Area //hm® Percentage /%  Grade Variation range Area //hm® Percentage // %
7 2 400~2 700 145.64 0.37 7 2 400~2 700 0 0
8 2 100~2 400 7 187.11 18.26 8 2 100~2 400 3216.25 8.17
9 1 800~2 100 18 803.10 47.78 9 1 800~2 100 18 361.91 46.65
10 1 500~1 800 7 841.98 19.93 10 1 500~1 800 11 825.60 30.05
11 1200~1 500 2 909.92 7.39 11 1 200~1 500 1 994.01 5.07
12 900~1 200 2 442.28 6.21 12 900~ 1 200 3 817.42 9.70
13 600~900 25.34 0.06 13 600~900 140.18 0.36
JE3T Total 39 355.37 100 J31 Total 39 355.37 100
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Table 7 Comparison of productivity index and farmland utilization grade
L 2% B4 5 T T2
ot T L JeEk roasi ;
Rising 3 Rising 2 Rising 1 No ch (0) Decreasing 1 Decreasing 2
SHFR grades( +3) grades(+2) grade(+1) o change grade(—1) grades(-2)
Name of
towns mel b mA i mA i [LIE A mA mA L
Area  Propo- Area  Propo- Area  Propo- Area  Propo- Area  Propo- Area  Propo-
hm®  rtion//% hm®  rtion//% hm®  rtion//% hm?  rtion//% hm®  rtion//% hm®  rtion// %
A 1l Baizhang Mountain 0.92 0.35 5.69 2.13
HiF4E Chi’ an Town 0.13 0.00 1.41 0.02 750.21 10.61 1 734.00 24.51 3705.85 52.39
75 %A Chitian Town 292.42 4.56 1607.22 25.05 183.90 2.87 2727.69 4252
B, Dongfeng 1044 1.80 0.90 0.15
Reclamation Farm
15 )1]4H Fengchuan Town 55.35 9.87 4.14 0.74
Hi%H Ganfang Town 14.97 2.37 491 0.78 4.11 0.65
FIMEE Ganzhou Town 0.87 0.02 65.26 1.20 497.33 9.14 55.19 1.01  130.61 2.40
23348 Huibu Town 0.59 0.01 3.93 0.08  117.96 2.28 3409.32 65.86
WZ % Liuxi Township 0.32 0.08 20.54 5.41 10.43 275
B Ti%H Luoshi Town 0.18 0.01 689.68 3336 946.73  45.80
L& %H Shangfu Town 3.07 0.17 47.38 2.68 14.96 0.85 1.56 0.09 38.92 220  839.09 47.52
F&Jp Shixi Office 2.99 0.40
RIBAH Songbu Town 1.10 0.02 0.09 0.00 1.85 0.04 13046 273 55243  11.58
{M1l1 £ Yangshan Township 2.97 0.45
% % Zaoxi Township 3.07 0.36
1 T 4H Zaoxia Town 0.00 17.62 0.90 76.27 3.89 27.04 1.38 38.35 1.96 22344 11.39
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FRT

TR 3 45 TR 4 55 TS 45 TR 6 45 TRET 55

Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing Decreasing TR
SRR 3 grades(-3) 4 grades(—4) 5 grades(=5) 6 grades(—6) 7 grades(=7) Total
" (ZSNNUTR ST ST ORI ST

Area Propo- Area Propo- Area Propo- Area Propo- Area Propo- hm
hm’ rtion // % hm’ rtion // % hm’ rtion // % hm’ rtion // % hm’ rtion // %
‘A 31l Baizhang Mountain -~ 106.87 39.95 153.00 57.19 0.10 0.04 0.93 0.35 267.52
i FE4H Chi” an Town 877.69 12.41 3.62 0.05 0.34 0.00 7 073.26
75 H4H Chitian Town 1 574.09 24.54 30.00 0.47 0.13 0.00 6415.44
RN F3% Dongfeng 25.00 431 257.91 44.48 89.83 15.49 195.81 33.77 579.89
Reclamation Farm
14 )1[44 Fengchuan Town 447.94 79.89 53.24 9.50 560.67
‘HY5%H Ganfang Town 272.66 43.20 292.22 46.30 41.57 6.59 0.67 0.11 631.12
T4 Ganzhou Town 4 599.75 84.56 90.92 1.67 5439.93
23848 Huibu Town 1 440.59 27.83 154.86 2.99 49.35 0.95 0.18 0.00 5176.75
W& £ Liuxi Township 233.07 61.38 114.98 30.28 0.35 0.09 379.69
B4 Luoshi Town 430.23 20.81 0.39 0.02 2 067.21
| & 4HA Shangfu Town 735.13 41.63 82.63 4.68 2.97 0.17 1765.78
£11%7 Shixi Office 25.19 3.34 726.25 96.24 0.20 0.03 754.64
RIBEH Songbu Town 439.25 921 3491.72 73.19 153.68 322 4 770.59
{1l £ Yangshan Township 229.85 34.47 429.92 64.48 4.02 0.60 666.77
¥R % Zaoxi Township 431.82 51.10 410.22 48.54 845.10
5 F4H Zaoxia Town 250.65 12.78 550.58 28.08 524.48 26.75 252.60 12.88 1 961.01
N
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Fig.5 Comparison of productivity index and farmland utilization grade
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Table 8 Comparison of productivity caculation results

% :
wor BRI b
gt WC e OB
E2 Total ThE .
il Total prod- . Culti-
R .. productivity Actual
uctivity by . vated
Name by original  produ-
new accou- . . land
of towns nting method accounting  ctivity area
Tt method Tt b
it
‘A 31l Baizhang Mountain 0.24 0.29 0.15  267.52
75545 Chi’ an Town 9.66 7.73 6.87 7073.26
75 H4H Chitian Town 9.60 7.30 449 641544
ZIXNEFH3 Dongfeng 0.54 0.69 0.39  579.89
Reclamation Farm
15 )1[44 Fengchuan Town 0.69 0.63 0.47  560.67
HIi% Ganfang Town 0.66 0.71 0.36 631.12
T4 Ganzhou Town 7.98 6.62 6.01 5 439.93
23848 Huibu Town 8.26 6.53 4.66 5176.75
HHE S Liuxi Township 0.35 0.40 0.35 379.69
2148 Luoshi Town 3.17 2.40 1.56 2 067.21
- E %A Shangfu Town 2.61 2.13 1.28 1 765.78
F1ZIpFAL Shixi Office 0.59 0.84 0.31 754.64
RIBAH Songbu Town 6.65 6.08 4.16 4 770.59
{1l £ Yangshan Township 0.56 0.70 0.43 666.77
¥R % Zaoxi Township 0.76 0.98 042  845.10
N 4H Zaoxia Town 2.43 2.40 1.68 1961.01
ST Total 54.75 46.43 33.59 39 355.37
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