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Benefit Evaluation of High-standard Farmland Construction Project after Implementation Based on AHP-FCE Model
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Abstract
tion county—Wannian County was used as the project sample area, 15 indicators including new cultivated land rate and high-standard construc-

(1.Faculty of Geomatics, East China University of Technology, Nanchang, Jiangxi 330013;
In order to scientifically evaluate high-standard farmland construction projects, the high-standard farmland construction demonstra-

tion area completion rate were selected, a comprehensive evaluation index system for high-standard basic farmland construction was construc-
ted. Analytic hierarchy process( AHP) and fuzzy comprehensive evaluation (FCE) models were applied in the evaluation.The economic, social
and ecological benefits before and after the implementation of high-standard farmland project in the project area were evaluated.The research
showed that the implementation of the project had significantly improved the benefits, but the economic benefits still could be greatly improved,
mainly due to the general rate of change in the input-output ratio of the project, which affected the overall economic benefits of the project.
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Table 1 High-standard farmland comprehensive benefit evaluation index system

Hbx)z THENJZ fikr)z TEbRiL] TEFRE
Target Criteria Indicator Indicator’ s Characteristics
layer layer layer description of indicators
RPMER IR ZFFHER(BL) B BUR A (C1) BT RS/ T H IR A IE]]
High-standard Tt A AR B (C2) T H S A T H DR AR ]
farmland ARIEHHIE LB (C3) i H TAE5E TR Bdikgeit 1E[A]
benefits(A) HSIFE T (C4) T H S E TH FAA |
FAT LR (CS) HE BT S HEHAE B A/ R BT 5 HEH AR S 1k
AR (B2)  WAREE BRI SE R (CO) T St HT S 39 H X E A AR 22 390 H A B 1Em
BEPEAR(CT) BRI T E DR TR 1Em
ARETERE(C8) T DX il 2 A T H X AL 1ET]
JEA BEEAEFI 2 (C9) JEAT BB S J5 P P 0 TR e/ AN 0 R T A iEm
HrHERE AT SR A% (C10) BRI AR T E XA I B A 1Em
HIT)E p i %3 (C1) BRI LRI i)
ABRER(B3)  HEEBERIT K (C12) B LR KRR 22 IE[]
PR (C13) e SRR TR T H X T AR 1Em
THRFEA(C14) RNV SIS TR A 1ET]
HYEE R (C15) Bt bt el i AR L/ 5 X AR 1EMm

2.2 FEMIERINERTRE
221 PP AR AR B8 E T TR . R BRI £5 5 AN
(FCE) EIRAEEFNZ U1 (AHP) e 2 FEARAN

(1) TS RS TR, A b H AR 2 1 U2 0
RIZER ST AR

(2) Ay 325 J) AR R KSR A FR R AL )38 4 T LB, SR
AU )i, Sy 1A DR R % 3R 22 T ) R L i S
T 1 s, R 1~ 9 BREE 1 RoR 2 M IoEAM
o B AR B2 53 3R0R 2 D oe R M LT e A R
TS RN 2 TUEMILATHE ILEFH W R EE,;7 FoR 2 Mo
R HTE G FRILEZ 9 FoR 2 M onEM T s
TP EL ;2 4.6 .8 Fon FIRAASBAIWT A Rl

HEFWH R, HE R SR AR RO 101, i e
T8 91, AT ORISR 61 1, PR LA, A KU, M v 48
[ A= (f;) xnxn, FIBEFER—BIE X a2k 2 frs.

£2 HEERN RS

Table 2 The general form of judgment matrix
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Table 3 The benefit evaluation index’s weight of high-standard farmland construction
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Table 4 The membership of evaluation factor
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