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Abstract
social and economic development, on the basis of summarizing and analyzing the current situation of land consolidation and the effectiveness of
consolidation since the 12th Five Year Plan, comprehensive use of ArcGIS, MapGIS and other spatial analysis software, taking towns as the

Taking Taining County as an example, combined with the advantages of land resources and environment and the characteristics of

basic evaluation unit, using the analytic hierarchy process to analyze agricultural land consolidation potential, inefficient construction land rec-
lamation potential and unused land development potential, cultivated land quality improvement potential, industrial and mining land reforesta-
tion potential and soil erosion control potential were carried out to study the comprehensive land consolidation potential of the county, so as to

provide scientific and reasonable reference basis for the site selection of comprehensive land consolidation projects in the future.
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Table 1 Quantity structure of land use status in Taining City in 2018

i WA i W
Coding Land category name Area//hm’ Proportion//%
01 Hhth 15 706. 39 10.27
02 I b 3 635.03 2.38
03 i 120 159. 43 78. 60
04 Hih 2 601.76 1.70
10 A A2 Ky FH b 1 032.29 0.68
11 TR 88 B K it 1 5338.48 3.49
12 HoAth A b 2037.34 1.33
20 AR B T F 2371.97 1.55
A3 Total 152 882.67 100

T BRI T 22 B 2018 A7 - Hu 1735 5 4 2

Note: The data come from land change survey data of Taining City in 2018
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Table 2 Land consolidation project in Taining County (2011-2020)

IHA S BRI H

T I H

THITEIH

ATELX K] Old village reclamation project Land consolidation project Land development project j‘ﬁ i?ﬁﬂi?f‘
L. . o o "~ i "~ - ewly adde

Administrative SRR B SRR TERE DEHERE e o

divisions Project scale Number of Project scale Number of Project scale Number of area,//hm?

hm? items /™ hm? items /> hm? items /4™ E

FZI4H Shancheng Town 11.27 2 418. 60 5 33.22 5 132.78

JJz.% Dalong Township 8.50 2 510.73 5 301. 51 17 358. 83

K H % Datian Township 7.13 2 183. 47 2 31.07 3 57.00

JF3% % Kaishan Township 5.21 2 525. 44 4 8.09 1 84.11

HE 1T £ Meikou Township 11.49 2 289. 20 3 50. 16 4 91.76

-7 % Shangqing Township 9.37 2 454.04 5 50.24 2 94.58

TUESH Xiaqu Town 9.64 2 662. 48 6 3.62 2 91.96

Hi#i £ Xingiao Township 7.63 2 127.44 2 109. 00 11 126.47

R I04H Zhukou Town 14. 86 3 1221.14 9 309. 58 8 439.96

Z=T & Taining County 85.08 19 4392.54 41 896. 50 53 1 967. 65

T ROk U TR A 0 M A A R e

Note:The data come from the monitoring and supervision system of Fujian Province
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Fig.1 Evaluation index system of land comprehensive consolida-
tion potential
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Table 3 Classification of potential evaluation indexes for comprehensive land consolidation
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Sk RS FH RA Iy e - oy
AT X K f%ﬁfl%rf?ﬁrﬁ KR R3] Ir%xE 3:[(;\(/? tjjhe jjiié(%;% Igr:fjmﬁjizljj
13 -2 . &r S Reclamation potential Unused land provi H ; en poter
onsolidat b al of Soil { industrial
A.dr'gmsu-am/e consolidation of inefficient development potential o oil erosion of industria
divisions potential . . cultivated land control potential and mining land
) construction land potential . ) N
(X,)//hm 2 2 quality and grade (X5) //km (X¢) //hm
(Xz)//hm (X3)//hm (X4)///f§
I EH Shancheng Town . . . . . .
K235 Shancheng T 17.87 52.50 106. 88 8.18 28.40 1.35
ong Townshi E . . . . R
K% Dalong T hip 19.04 6.97 74.53 9.31 19.09 10.24
atian Townshi . . . . . .
KM% Datian T hip 6.37 13.61 28. 46 8.47 8.39 0.00
FH3£ % Kaishan Township 6. 66 13.64 15.44 8.04 12.55 0.00
117 % Meikou Township 2.00 3.56 23.95 9.06 10. 84 0. 00
% % Shangqing Township 6.05 12.12 24.03 8. 14 10. 32 0.00
T4 Xiaqu Town 19.75 19.30 13.99 7.90 14. 06 0. 00
s, ingiao Townshi . . . . . .
it £ Xingiao T hip 3.89 0.00 7.08 9.18 6.07 0.00
2R 0 4H Zhukou Town 18.34 0. 00 116. 82 8.00 28.50 0.00
Z= T H Taining County 99.97 121. 69 411. 18 8.39 138.22 11.59
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Table 4 Standardization of potential evaluation index of land comprehensive consolidation

Ho #THE SHEMIS BN EILE 6,

AT B A

Administrative divisions & = s X X5 X
244 Shancheng Town 0. 89 1.00 0.91 0.19 1.00 0.13
KH.% Dalong Township 0.96 0.13 0. 61 1.00 0.58 1.00
KM % Datian Township 0.25 0.26 0.19 0.40 0.10 0.00
JF3% % Kaishan Township 0.26 0.26 0.08 0.10 0.29 0. 00
HF 1 £ Meikou Township 0.00 0.07 0.15 0.82 0.21 0. 00
-7 % Shangqing Townshi 0.23 0.23 0.15 0.17 0.19 0.00
gqing p
T4 Xiaqu Town 1.00 0.37 0.06 0.00 0.36 0.00
Hi#E £ Xingiao Township 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.00 0.00
2K 11 4H Zhukou Town 0.92 0.00 1.00 0.07 1. 00 0. 00
x5 IMESERTENERRNE
Table 5 Evaluation index and weight of comprehensive land consolidation
Hbr)z HEN 2 & bRz &
Target layer Criterion layer Weight Index layer Weight
TR G RIRW PR o 0.60 A MR B ) 0.095
Comprehensive land consolidation MRRR B R B 0.115
potential RA T I A0 ) 0.390
b s R ST 0.15 Bt T A S T 0. 150
AR EZETT 0.25 KB FRRIA B ) 0.150
T A Sy 0. 100
*6 ITMEEERENTFNNME
Table 6 Evaluation score of land comprehensive consolidation potential
s gz diiii] . b3 Wi N
gty giacn SO T e LR
AT X K Agricultural land Reclamation Unuse dHlan d Improve the TRERE S Grcer; pukl'cntial IS
Administrative consolidation potential of development potential of Soil erosion of industrial Weighted total
divisions potential inefficient i t pt' al cultivated land  control potential 1 mi . land score
(X)) construction po( ;,(n ; quality and grade (Xs) anc rrzl;l(ln)g an
land(X,) 5 (X,) o
3 4E Shancheng Town . . .3 . . . .
AZ3 4 Shancheng T 0.085 0.115 0. 355 0.029 0. 149 0.013 0. 746
along Townshi . . . . . . .
K% Dalong Township 0.091 0.015 0.240 0. 150 0.087 0. 100 0. 683
KM % Datian Township 0.023 0.030 0.076 0. 060 0.015 0. 000 0.205
JF3% £ Kaishan Township 0.025 0. 030 0. 030 0.015 0.043 0. 000 0. 143
1§17 % Meikou Township 0. 000 0.008 0. 060 0.123 0.032 0. 000 0.223
H % Shangqing Township 0.022 0.027 0. 060 0.025 0.028 0. 000 0. 162
T Xiaqu Town 0. 095 0.042 0.025 0. 000 0.053 0. 000 0.215
5 ingiao Townshi . 3 X . . X .
B % Xingiao Township 0.010 0. 000 0. 000 0. 136 0. 000 0. 000 0. 146
2R 1 4H Zhukou Town 0. 087 0. 000 0. 390 0.010 0. 150 0. 000 0. 637
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Potential evaluation and classification of land comprehensive

consolidation
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0.75
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Fig. 2 Potential evaluation and classification of land comprehen-

sive consolidation in Taining County
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