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Table 3  Classification results of agricultural landscape units in Yukou Town

(hm’) (%) (hm’) (%)
1206 1.72 0.03 3212 9.92 0.17
2206 3.53 0.06 4212 7.48 0.13
1110 246.11 4.15 1103 221.23 3.73
1210 1300.54 21.94 1109 19.82 0.33
2210 25.26 0.43 1105 72.94 1.23
3210 8.49 0.14 1115 117.06 1.97
4210 1.99 0.03 1104 440.11 7.43
5110 0.45 0.01 1113 6.23 0.11
5210 3.55 0.06 1213 136.13 2.30
1108 56.62 0.96 2213 83.99 1.42
1208 1170.81 19.75 3213 225.03 3.80
2208 341.63 5.76 4213 319.87 5.40
3208 163.42 2.76 5213 166.71 2.81
4208 73.32 1.24 1214 6.35 0.11
5208 14.93 0.25 2214 11.43 0.19
1101 66.11 1.12 3214 35.01 0.59
1201 200.78 3.39 4214 77.06 1.30
2201 15.40 0.26 5214 57.51 0.97
3201 39.98 0.67 1111 47.85 0.81
4201 66.06 1.11 1102 23.54 0.40
5201 27.29 0.46 3207 1.20 0.02
1212 1.93 0.03 4207 2.75 0.05
2212 3.59 0.06

4)
3
4
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Classification Methodology and Application of Agricultural
Landscape: A Case Study of Yukou Town in Beijing

LIANG Fachao
(College of Political and Public Administration, Huaqiao University, Quanzhou, Fujian 362021, China)

Abstract: The vital content of the beautiful countryside construction is to setup and implement the planning of modern
agricultural landscape, which takes agricultural landscape classification as one of the bases. In this paper, on the basis of the
definition and the characteristics of agricultural landscape in China as well as the requirements of the new countryside
construction, the classification methodology of agricultural landscape was proposed on the bases of considering leading functions,
land use types, micro-topography and soil conditions of agricultural landscape. A case study was conducted in Yukou Town of
Pinggu District of Beijing, where 4 classes, 15 subclasses, and 46 units of agricultural landscape were classified and mapped with
Geo-statistics models and GIS. Results showed that this methodology takes into account of the natural and human factors of
agricultural landscape, thus, can not only reflect the leading function and spatial morphological characteristics of agricultural
landscape, but also meet the requirements of agricultural landscape planning in the beautiful countryside construction.

Key words: Agricultural landscape; Classification system; Land use; Yukou Town
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