LZHRM AR, J. Anhui Agric. Sci. 2020,48(15) :78-84,88

~

ETFEZ6TMEANXEHtEETMNETEEREH
VAL R A i B )

&

i R RART, T’

(L AZIN R LI N 2250005 2. HE LRI B4R B AT RO W), TLIRR B0 21000453, VL9048 TP Ao B buey IR R At 210017)

WE AR TGO A ESEEL RETHRRTEEARAE AP RET HERTIANBRO NG, LT IR
TR AR B RS R SIS IR A IR, B AR A R R AR F, AR AR B e AR
R, SREF MAARARREZATREGERETLAREI>ANTHH 2.6 K 2.4 8.2.3 K 3.3 R, BUF A T R 3
BAEMAKT AEFRAKRTE FURERT ;N ERTAERFS AN, GERTHFEARIZERTEIRERE, ARARET LK
T HEEREHFENREEERTRAOHRE, & E RGBT T A RIBRA AR AR E AR E R T 4 5 R A
KR AR Z; R RER GAIFNERR L KGR
FESERS F301.2 XERFRIZAS A

MBS 0517-6611(2020) 15-0078-07

doi; 10. 3969/]. issn. 0517-6611. 2020. 15. 023

FRRISE (HEARS) 4RIDFL(OSID) ; [miFH

Evaluation of Farmland Quality and Spatial Variation Based on Comprehensive Evaluation Model—Taking Donghai County, Jiangsu
Province as an Example

CHEN Yi-fei' ,SHI Xiao-hui’ ,ZHU Chun-cheng’ et al
sign Group Co. , Ltd. ,Nanjing,Jiangsu 210004)
Abstract

ral quality, production quality and green quality was defined, and a comprehensive evaluation model of farmland quality evaluation was estab-

(1. Yangzhou University, Yanzhou, Jiangsu 225000;2. Boyuan Planning and De-
Based on the comprehensiveness, productivity and ecology of farmland quality, the connotation of farmland quality including natu-

lished. Relevant data were obtained through soil sample collection and field surveys, a comprehensive evaluation model was used to evaluate re-
gional farmland quality, and the quantity and spatial distribution of farmland quality were studied. The results showed that the natural quality,
production quality, green quality and comprehensive quality of the study area averaged 2. 6, 2.4, 2.3, and 3. 3, respectively, which reflected
the average grades of regional natural conditions, productivity and crop quality. The spatial aggregation characteristics of the evaluation results
were obvious. The high-quality green quality land was mainly concentrated in the western region, and the high-quality farmland of natural qual-
ity, production quality and comprehensive quality was mainly concentrated in the southeast region. Different levels of farmland quality can pro-

vide a scientific basis of regional farmland protection, food safety and sustainable agricultural development.
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Fig.1 Location of the study area and distribution of sample points
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Table 1 Index system of comprehensive evaluation model
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Table 2 Critical value of index membership function
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Table 3 Membership functions and description of soil texture, soil e-
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Table 6 Light and temperature potential and yield ratio coefficient of

wheat and rice

R o
1EW Light and };E H:,%;ﬂ(
Crop temperature production jltl};'l't"rdnto
potential //kg/hm* coefficien
£ /\NF Winter wheat 16 785 0.8
—Z=1F Single-season rice 29 925 10
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Table 7 Farmland quality classification standards at different levels

243 FR BT AT NGNS ESRE YN

Rank Natural quality Production quality Green quality Overall quality

1 0.9~1.0 0.85~1.00 <0.5 =2 500

2 0.8~<0.9 0.70~<0. 85 0.5~<1.0 2 000~<2 500

3 0.7~<0.8 0.55~<0.70 1.0~<1.5 1 500~ <2 000

4 0.6~<0.7 0.40~<0.55 =1.5 1 000~ <1 500

5 <0.6 <0.40 — <1 000
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Table 8 Comprehensive evaluation results of farmland quality in Donghai County

H 4R Bt Natural quality

A 7= i i Production quality

I

2346, [Fi i Green quality & JFiE Overall quality

HH A He sl T He sl EA Hefsl T He
Rank Area Proportion Area Proportion Area Proportion Area Proportion
hm? % hm’ % hm’ % hm’ %
1 28 715.50 23.45 37 751.19 30. 82 591.99 0.48 7 113.67 5.81
2 35 240. 45 28.717 25 121. 64 20.51 83 228.79 67.95 27 796.92 22.69
3 29 902. 59 24. 41 37 427.98 30. 56 36 425. 60 29.74 33 950. 16 27.72
4 19 115.90 15.61 16 266. 73 13.28 2235.91 1.83 26 655.65 21.76
5 9 507.85 7.76 5914.75 4.83 — — 26 965. 89 22.02
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Fig.2 Comprehensive evaluation results of farmland quality in Donghai County
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