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Table I Acreages of farmland and numbers of evaluation units of cities/counties in the coastal region of Jiangsu, in 2000

ATBURALL BRI + A ATBURALL BRI A b THAR ATBURALL PR L TH 1 Hb AR
IRt 291 105421.3 By 266 88751.1 HERS 128 59048.5
Lo 275 62611.4 SR 503 129649.1 p/IIE=S 124 84260.4
HEM 102 71296.4 feiati 88 64571.4 JUFR 136 107579.5
W 97 105046.1 HhHR 91 76922.2 M 192 92931.2
HERHETIX 69 16857.9 KE 157 114574.7 bisA| 82 58058.3
i 7K 265 64376.6 KE 169 1251444 J R 108 65948.9
piaia 237 96963.9 ERI T X 17 23987.7 R TTX 23 10355.3

* ORI TR R ST R

fi e EW S i 0, THEAR N P R IR O 1.30,
KRG = LR ECN 1.00.
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Fig. 1  Distribution of index control zones
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Table 2 Weighting distribution of evaluation factors in each index control zone

SR E 11X 2 X 30X 4 X
K& N IKFE INFE IKFE INFE IKFE INFE
WHZE e R 0.114 0.115 0.099 0.094 0.118 0.117 0.103 0.104
TG SRR 0.114 0.121 0.090 0.088 0.118 0.114 0.100 0.096
LA 0.174 0.174 0.106 0.107 0.140 0.138 0.109 0.106
TIRAHUTE 0.152 0.154 0.132 0.128 0.130 0.129 0.128 0.126
3% pH 1 0.068 0.069 0.063 0.067 0.058 0.061 0.055 0.056
T ORE 2 0.238 0.224 0.196 0.170 0.168 0.159 0.229 0.198
oK & AT 0.140 0.143 0.142 0.164 0.268 0.282 0.104 0.126
TR - - 0.172 0.182 - - 0.118 0.127
LA AR R - - - - - - 0.054 0.061
Gt 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
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Table 3 Standard for conversion of pointvalues of evaluation factors in each index control zone

ZEN#E FabrdE X PRI 25 A i bt
R 1. 2. 3, 41X FRAESH 100 60 0
PSEEY/E(E =24 cm 12 cm 0cm
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Fig. 3 Quality distribution of farmlands

in the region
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Fig. 4 Acreage-per-capita distributions

of farmlands in the region
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Fig. 5 Comparison between towns/counties in population density
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Spatial Distribution of Farmland Resources in the Coastal Region of Jiangsu

ZHOU Sheng-lu, LV Lei

(Department of Urban and Resource Science, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093, China)

Abstract: Natural quality of farmlands in the coastal region of Jiangsu was evaluated, by
calculating pointvalues of natural quality of the farmlands in grading. Based on the calculation
results and the data on acreage of farmland and population, the acreage of farmland per capita was
figured out, and then spatial distribution of the farmland resources in the coastal region was
assessed. Results showed that the farmlands in the northern, mid-western and southern parts of the
region, excluding a few zones were on the whole quite good in quality, while the farmlands in the
mid—eastern part were comparatively low. Rather interesting, the acreage of farmland per capita was
comparatively smaller in the parts where the farmlands were superior in quality, and relatively
bigger in the parts where the farmlands were inferior in quality. Based on the findings, some
effective ways were brought forth to keep sustainable development and utilization of the farmland
resources in the coastal region by improving overall land use efficiency, rationalizing alienation of
farmlands, exploiting land reserves reasonably, and controlling pollution at its source in
combination with management of pollution during the course of production,

Key words: Farmland resource, Resource quality, Spatial distribution, The coastal region, Jiangsu province



