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Abstract

This paper constructs an evaluation system for territorial space utilization quality from the perspec-
tive of urban-agricultural-ecological spaces. Through a combination of quantitative and qualitative
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analysis, it examines the territorial space utilization quality and influencing factors across 122
counties in Hunan Province, providing references for territorial space planning in the region. The
results indicate: (1) From 2010 to 2020, the utilization quality of urban space, agricultural space,
and overall territorial space in Hunan’s counties showed an increasing trend, while ecological space
utilization quality initially increased before declining. Different counties exhibited respective ad-
vantages and tendencies in utilizing urban, agricultural, and ecological spaces, with most achieving
medium or higher levels of territorial space utilization quality. (2) Urban space utilization is pri-
marily influenced by socioeconomic conditions, while natural geographical conditions mainly affect
agricultural and ecological space utilization, with the impact of socioeconomic factors continuously
increasing.
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Table 1. Evaluation index system of territorial space utilization quality
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Figure 1. Grade distribution of urban spatial utilization quality
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Figure 2. Grade distribution of agricultural spatial utilization quality
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Figure 3. Grade distribution of ecological space utilization quality
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Figure 4. Grade distribution of territorial spatial utilization quality
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Table 2. Detection results of impact factors on urban space use quality from 2010 to 2020
= 2. 2010~2020 Fi A= E) I A REFNE FIR LR

2010 2015 2020
BT HE P q T HER q T HER q

x8 0.5525 X7 0.5297 x10 0.7573
x5 0.3161 x5 0.3125 X7 0.4901
x10 0.2479 X6 0.2976 x5 0.3737
x4 0.2195 x8 0.2949 x4 0.3445
X6 0.1553 x10 0.2882 x8 0.2682
X7 0.1545 x4 0.2759 x3 0.2343
x1 0.1433 x1 0.2203 X6 0.227
x3 0.1361 x3 0.1767 x1 0.2144
x2 0.0854 x2 0.176 x2 0.1453
X9 0.0674 X9 0.1153 X9 0.0503

412, RUSEHARBOHMERE S

2010~2020 4, WA Al A VR A R R A B 1 AR HO SR RIS A R TR I . BTy
SEHR A AEREPERIZ) D3, R 1L M FE MR R WL BB HE AL BUR A 5
2 R RO SN * 4™ SIS 8 1L T MG, IR AR H R BATHUbR
HEP, 5 ARAE T Al % IR PR R B A T4 SR80 S (7 3).
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Table 3. Detection results of impact factors on agricultural space use quality from 2010 to 2020
Fz 3.2010~2020 F R == 8] F A FRE SN E F IR R

2010 2015 2020

N HE 7 q N HE 7 q K HE 7 q
x3 0.1972 x3 0.1586 x4 0.179
x4 0.1761 x8 0.1322 x3 0.1659
x1 0.1483 x1 0.1241 x1 0.1077
x10 0.1324 x4 0.122 X7 0.0954
x5 0.1045 X7 0.077 x2 0.0815
X9 0.0755 x10 0.07 X6 0.0739
x2 0.0473 X6 0.0689 X9 0.0718
x8 0.0419 x5 0.0659 x8 0.045
X6 0.0297 X9 0.0576 x5 0.0279
X7 0.0207 x2 0.0378 x10 0.0037
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Table 4. Detection results of impact factors on ecological space utilization quality from 2010 to 2020
= 4. 2010~2020 FFES=EFI B REFMWE FHRMER

2010 2015 2020
e q e q e q
X2 0.0908 x10 0.3383 x10 0.2442
x1 0.0566 x5 0.2328 X7 0.1684
X6 0.0493 x3 0.1853 x1 0.1397
X5 0.0456 x1 0.1795 x3 0.1206
x3 0.0399 x8 0.1523 X5 0.0967
x4 0.0369 X7 0.1466 x9 0.0889
x10 0.0299 x4 0.121 X6 0.0823
X9 0.029 X9 0.1121 X2 0.0599
x8 0.0086 X2 0.0798 x8 0.0551
X7 0.0047 X6 0.0625 x4 0.0272
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Table 5. Detection results of impact factors on territorial space use quality from 2010 to 2020
2 5. 2010~2020 FFE =8 F| A REFME FHRNER

2010 2015 2020
7 HE q 7 HE q 7 HE q
x4 0.2319 x10 0.3383 x10 0.2442
x8 0.2278 x5 0.2328 X7 0.1684
X3 0.1994 x3 0.1853 x1 0.1397
x1 0.1344 x1 0.1795 X3 0.1206
X2 0.1263 x8 0.1523 x5 0.0967
X6 0.1223 X7 0.1466 X9 0.0889
X7 0.1198 x4 0.121 x6 0.0823
X9 0.0946 X9 0.1121 X2 0.0599
x10 0.082 X2 0.0798 x8 0.0551
x5 0.0502 X6 0.0625 x4 0.0272
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Figure 5. Interactive detection results of factors affecting the quality of territorial space utilization from 2010 to 2020
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