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Fig. 3 Land suitability evaluation of Jilgalang Town
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Evaluation on Results of Grain for Green Project in Horgin Sandy Land

—A Case Study of Jilgalang Town

HAO Hai-guang®?, Wulantuya®
(1 Institute of Geographic Sciences and Natural Resources Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China;
2 Chinese Academy for Environmental Planning of the State Environmental Protection Administration, Beijing 100012, China

3 College of Geographical Science, Inner Mongolia Normal University, Hohhot 010022, China)

Abstract: This study selected Jilgalang Town as the study region, evaluated the result of Grain for Green Project during 2000-2007 based on
land suitability, calculated the reasonable returning area and noted the issues that should be considered in the future. The results can be concluded as
follows: @ The arable land decreased while the woodland and grassland increased obviously, and the coverage of grasslands increased significantly
since the implement of Grain for Green Project. @ There were a series of problems during the past 7 years. As for the transform trend, area and
spatial distribution of related land types, some farmlands that should be returned to forests were actually returned to grasslands; besides, some
farmlands that should be returned to grasslands were actually returned to forests. The actually returned farmland only accounted for 28.63% of the
farmland that should be returned to forests or grasslands according to land suitability. & In the future, 8172.00 hm? farmland should be gradually
returned to forests or grasslands, among which about 73.29% should be returned to forests. @ It was extremely important to formulate and implement
some reasonable follow-up policies which should take more consideration of promoting the income of farmers so as to ensure both the ecological
benefits and the economic benefits of the Grain for Green Project.

Key words: Grain for Green Project, Land use changes, Land suitability, Evaluation, Horgin sandy land



