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Suitability Assessment of Agricultural Land Based on GIS in Sandu County

YANG Shao-ping (The First Surveying and Mapping Institute of Guizhou Province, Guiyang, Guizhou 550004 )
Abstract
ate the suitability of agricultural land in Sandu County. [ Method] Taking the agricultural land (such as plow land, garden land and natural

[ Objective ] The aim was to combine the traditional land suitability assessment method with the modern GIS technology, and evalu-

grassland) of Sandu County in Guizhou Province as the research object, according to the actual situation, we chose six factors such as slope
gradient, surface soil, soil organic matter content, soil pH, traffic condition and irrigation condition to form the system of suitability assess-
ment. We used GIS spatial analysis techniques to lay over the current land use status database, elevation digital model diagram, slope grading
spatial and the quality database of plow land, and established the database of suitability assessment. We evaluated agricultural land suitability
by using comprehensive index assessment model. [ Result] The suitable area of agricultural land was 620. 65 hm®, accounting for 0. 88% of
agricultural land ;the less suitable of agricultural land was 17 595. 82 hm* | accounting for 24. 87% of agricultural land ; the medium suitable ar-
ea of agricultural land was 42 077. 62 hm® , accounting for 59. 48% of agricultural land ;the unsuitable of agricultural land was 10 443. 63 hm®,
accounting for 14. 76% of agricultural land. [ Conclusion] The result provides reference for adjust and optimize the structure of land use and

formulate agricultural land use countermeasures of different suitability grades.
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Fig.1 The assessment process of agricultural land suitability of Sandu County
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Fig.2 Agricultural land suitability evaluation index system of
Sandu County
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Table 1 Agricultural land suitability comprehensive evaluation index

system and weight

B4R G .

PPN W PN T W

Evaluation ; . ;

P Weight Evaluation factors Weight

actors

HARRR 0.763 1 MBI REE 0.234 3

Natural factors FE 0.260 3
A YL B 0.198 7

W % 0.2369 pH 0.069 8

Environmental féﬁ%ﬁ“( H =N PR ,km) 0.1103

conditions TEWE A (BE TR ME S, km) 0.126 6

2.5 AN WA E TSR g A
8= Swxe (i=1,2,3,,0) WHLGA RS, Ko,
SR FAVEHBATE A A Ml T HE T LS 18 0% 0, FREE £
A TFIHEALAR S ¢, R § AT HOMINRGE ;0 934
T

2.6 FHBERERYS Az FLE FHETN RS HbR
WS FAO( MO IF AT AR ) o 452 414 19 - M3 B MDA
f JELUU 7 32, R 43 RS9 1 28 SR o R 434 S5 0 R
BB B S 38 B B T T B A L AL

i AL 43 16 4. 000 0~ 3. 531 4,>3.531 4~2.288 1,
>2.288 1~1.7341,>1.734 1~1.520 6,
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Table 2 The classified quantitative results of different evaluation
indexes
e Ei=tan I3 o
No. Index Grade Score
1 HuIB Y 0~6° 4
>6~15° 3
>15~25° 2
>25° 1
2 FE 1 R 4
it 3
w1 2
Z Wkt 1
3 TR PLTS =4.0 4
3.0~4.0 3
1.0~3.0 2
<I1.0 1
4 pH 6.5~7.5 4
0~6.5.7.5~8.5 3
5.5~6.0.8.0~8.5 2
<5.5.>8.5 1
5 SEIA S (B A B RS  km) 0.5~1.5 4
>1.5~2.5 3
>2.5~3.5 2
>3.5 1
6 HEMEARA (BE TR RS km) <0.2 4
>0.2~1.0 3
>1.0~1.5 2
>1.5 1
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Table 3 Agricultural land suitability comprehensive evaluation area statistics of Sandu County hm?

s S & FH AR S A A Hh 455 R I AR P SrNERTIEA /Nt

No. Counties Suitable area Relatively suitable area Middle suitable area Unsuitable area Total

1 P L 72.37 1 843.67 5 467.55 2 226.41 9 610. 01
2 £ 21.94 1.874.74 8 587.48 2 690. 04 13 174.20
3 JURF 56. 87 2 437.08 6 050. 38 2151.32 10 695. 64
4 g 19.52 1 618.25 3 806. 51 212.25 5 656.53
5 =4 20.10 1 025.03 4249.29 1347.30 6 641.71
6 R 311.78 4 381.64 5813.26 847.08 11 353.77
7 SR 118.07 4415.41 8 103. 15 969. 23 13 605. 85
it Total 620. 65 17 595. 82 42 077.62 10 443.63 70 737.72
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Fig.3 Suitability evaluation of agricultural land in Sandu County
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