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Fig. 1 Technical route and major processes of the factor method
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Fig. 2 Technical route and major processes of the comparable plot method
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Table 1  Factors of the factor method in study area
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Table 2 Factors of the comparable plot method in study area
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Fig. 3 Frequency histogram of natural quality with the comparable plot method
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Table 3 Grading of farmland in natural quality in the study area
3l ISESPS FE %
X3 X 1] TR AT X BT AR Rl X ] TR AT X T AR
(hm?) KLEBI (%) (hm?) [KILEB] (%)
I = 3600 2199.66 12.82 >96 1419.23 8.27
I 3600 ~ 3450 4183.52 24.38 96 ~92 4290.86 25.01
111 3450 ~ 3300 1846.29 10.76 92 ~ 88 2469.32 14.39
v 3300 ~ 3150 1221.70 7.12 88 ~ 85 1384.98 8.07
\% 3150 ~ 3000 1342.74 7.83 85~ 81 1335.06 7.78
VI 3000 ~ 2850 2621.42 15.28 81~76 1927.66 11.24
Uit 2850 ~ 2700 1374.59 8.01 76 ~ 74 2251.21 13.12
VI 2700 ~ 2550 1221.20 7.12 74 ~70 1083.76 6.32
IX 2550 ~ 2400 536.50 3.13 70 ~ 67 522.32 3.04
X <2400 610.22 3.55 <67 473.44 2.76
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Fig.4 Comparison between the factor method and the comparable

plot method in area of the land of each grade in the studied zone
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Table 4 Statistics of land units of different grades of the two methods in the study area
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X 1 8 46 55

Jusan 119 511 331 230 203 423 218 166 73 90 2364
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Factor Method and Comparable Plot Method for Grading Agricultural Land

—A Case Study of Jiulongpo District, Chongqing, China
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( 1 Department of Land Resources Management, China Agricultural University, Beijing 10094, China;
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Abstract:

Comparison was studied between the factor method and the comparable plot method in grading

agricultural land in Jiulongpo District, Chongqing. Results showed that the two methods were found to give the same

results in spite of differences in principle and calculating procedure. In addition, the comparable plot method was

simple and practicable in comparison with the factor method, but the technology to set up a transregional

index system was not yet mature.
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