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Research on the Evaluation of Land Allocation Level and Spatial Distribution Characteristics of Rural Public Facilities—A Case
Study of Siyang County
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Abstract Selecting Siyang County with significant rural characteristics as the research area, constructing a comprehensive index system of
public facility land allocation level from the two dimensions of allocation status and development status, and using spatial autocorrelation meth-
od to analyze its spatial distribution characteristics. The research results show that :the land allocation level of rural public facilities in the study
area is low, and the level of public infrastructure and ecological service facilities is slightly higher than that of public service facilities ; The land
allocation of rural public facilities has significant spatial agglomeration characteristics, and the distribution of hotspot areas is related to many

factors such as rural economic development conditions, ecological resource endowment and rural construction intensity.
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Fig.1 Location of the study area
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Table 1 Comprehensive evaluation index system of rural public facilities land allocation
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Table 2 Statistical characteristics of rural public facilities land allocation in the study area
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Fig.2 Spatial distribution map of rural public facility land allocation in study area

BT Iz TRl B AR SRR £ R 30t FH b e K
SPAEZS ) AR NP 3, 28 JE LA 1 i FH b P AR
DI B, 3 A FE W DX PG U AR LA B S DX 320, P AL
AR IR BER, AT IE R 28 H 2 58385 , DX 0328 i
LRSI RE R MR B i , TSR] 300 s DX 2 B 2 P AR X A
U, & AU SRR Rt I B K- 5 5 ¥ i XS A AERIE S IX
AR, & R B B , Sl EA Fitt— B 583 . 94
A 25 R 55 Vit P 2t 5 P a5 DA S 3 T i A, 321X 3
IKFRIE A 2SI L) 8, A 25 1 55 B A U Al e 5 V% a5,
DI TIPS E XA ZR L B AN PG R v, 12 DX 2 MR 55 1t
Mo BCEARDUR R 1 2 o > I 55 Uit P 3t R o X 38020 L
BN, B A A B R W R AR LI, ol T2 BB IX 28 T

R 55, SR AR Iy Ml IX 28 5 A JR A 1 R, A SRR 55 i 75
SRV DG , 23 MRS 18 B KPR
3 Hit

AT T VR B R RGP EER A T S A2
St I B B P 2R SN R AR A & e N I IX
O SUIE A Rt M A 2 55 Bt FH 3t L 2 4 55 it FH 3t
B BRIt L, iz FHZS 18] ARG T 00 & A A 3Lt
Pz (B AR . BAASSIBUNT -

(D) WFEIX S A it b i B KP4 22, A S Al
BT A= 25 I 55 0t e K1 I s T R 55 1, %6 7
O3 St M 3 3% B A S JE AR B T IR T A% AR Y
FHIE



50 % 11 4

AMEF G A AR A W B BRI R 18] 5 AR AT R 257

(2)WFFEIX & A2 FL it T il C 2 () 22 5 R A i Y
F S IR IC B K 2 I R RS, AR IR 55 15
Jiti e B K S B A ] e | R AU ARAS B, 2 LR 55 it e K
P BT HRE 22 0

(3) TR X & A A it P e B /K P25 () 58 SR AFAIE 1

oL

AbifiB R

B <-2.58 Std.Dev

M 2. 58~-1.96 Std. Dev
-1.96 ~-1. 65 Std. Dev
-1.65~1.65 Std. Dev
1.65~1.96 Std.Dev

I 1.96~2.58 Std. Dev

I >2. 58 Std.Dev
IR

420 4 km

- —

s SRR B PR DXL T IR 3 e 5 A LA AT
B XIS, A 25 1 95 B0t T bR DX R AR (A3 A1, 22 3
e 55 Vit FH b A o, DX SR U 3 £ SR B 30 DXl 25 ) A
FHIES & RT3 R IR AE AR BTIR B K £ ot e JiE 46

ZRH AR,

FUY Y

| ANRIEALE
{ M <-2.58 Std.Dev
A B -2.58~-1.9 Std.Dev
! -1.96~-1. 65 Std. Dev
-1.65~1.65 Std. Dev
1.65~1.96 Std. Dev
I 1.96~2. 58 Std. Dev
M >2.58 Std. Dev
IKIK
4.2 0 4km
T —

I <-2.58 Std.Dev

M 2. 58~-1.96 Std. Dev
-1.96 ~-1. 65 Std. Dev
-1.65~1.65 Std. Dev
1.65~1.96 Std. Dev

I 1.96~2.58 Std. Dev

I >2.58 Std.Dev
IR

4.2 0 4 km

- —

3 HMRESFAXGHEMMEEKESHRLSHT

Fig.3 Analysis of cold and hot spots of land allocation level for rural public facilities in the study area
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