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Fig. 2 Spatial distribution of cropland productivity grade in Huaishang District
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Gradation of the Cropland Productivity in Huaishang
District Bengbu City Based on GIS Technique

ZHA Hai-nie', WANG Jian-fei', ZHANG Zhen-guo', ZHANG Wei',
WU Yan-zhu?, TIAN Xiao-sai’, ZOU Chang-ming'"

(1 Anhui Science and Technology University, Fengyang, Anhui 233100, China; 2 Comprehensive Agricultural Service Station of
Huaishang District in Anhui Province, Bengbu, Anhui 233020, China)

Abstract: The evaluation units in field scale and 2 642 soil sampling sites which located in the area of Huaishang district
of Bengbu, Anhui Province were obtained using remote sensing interpreting and GPS-based sampling point arrangement. In the
meantime, a relatively scientific evaluation model has been established using the nutrient status of arable lands, physicochemical
properties, geographical condition, management situation and other 17 factors as parameters and assisted by spatial analysis of
GIS, DELPH method, AHP and fuzzy assessment. Accumulation curve method was used to determine the fertility level of the
evaluation limits, the 20000 evaluation units of the upper areas were divided into 5 classes. The first and second gradations of
croplands were mainly distributed in Caolaoji Town and the third and fifth gradations of croplands were distributed in Meiqiao
Town. The croplands in Xiaobengbu Town and Wuxiaojie Town along Huaihe River mainly belong to the third and fourth
gradation. The evaluation results of fertility level reflected accurately the status of local farmlands, which will provide the basis
for the assessment of the soil fertility level of Huaihe River valley.

Key words: Quantitative gradation; Grade evaluation; GIS; Huaishang District



