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Study on the plots’ geometrical feature and its effects on
the mechanized farming in Huang-Huai-Hai plain:
An empirical study of Quzhou County in Hebei Province

LV Zhen-yu', HAO Jin-min®** , NIU Ling-an'
(1. Quzhou Experimental Station, China Agricultural University, Quzhou 057250, China;

2. College of Resources and Environmental Sciences, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193, China)

Abstract In order to reveal the geometrical feature of plots and its effects on mechanized farming in plain,
demonstration analysis was conducted by taking Quzhou County, which is located in Huang-Huai-Hai Plain, as study
object. The results show that the average size, length and width of plots are respectively 0. 16 hm?, 102. 2 m, and
17.1 m. The values of plots’ area,length and width show discrete distribution. The plots’ length is positively correlated
significantly (P<C0.01) with the plots’ area and the quantitative relationships between them follow power function. The
plots’ length is negatively correlated (P<C0.01)with the plots’ width. The earthen rows cover an area of 0.03 hm? in
one hectare of farmland. In farmland, the density of earthen rows is negative correlated significantly (P<C0.01) with the
average width of plots.the quantitative relations between the density of earthen rows and the average width of plots
follow power function. The plots’ shape is long and narrow as a whole. The longer sides of the plots go in different
direction and transportation is inefficient among the plots. The position of farmer’s plots show discrete distribution.
Because the plots’ size is smaller and its length is shorter, the value of plots” mechanized farming efficiency and

working stroke rate cannot reach the critical value. In the process of agricultural land consolidation in Huang-Huai-Hai
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Plain, several separated plots of a farm family must be merged into one,and land scale circulation should be held among

farmers to increase the plots’ area and length to critical value,and to improve the plots’ spatial layout.

Keywords geometrical features of plots; farmland; mechanized farming
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