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Table 1  New construction land compensation fee standard in 1999 and 2007

T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 11 12 13 14 15

1999 4E45#E/ (JT/m?) 70 60 50 40 32 28 24 21 17 14 12 10 8 7 5
2007 4EAR#E/ (J5/m?) 140 120 100 80 64 56 48 42 34 28 24 20 16 14 10
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Table 2 Variable definitions and expected signs for explanatory variables used in the models

A4 o W5
invest AP [ 52 e PR (10° J6) +
Pop YNSISUMDN +
(;DPPC A GDP(Jt/ \N) -
road %% 5 (km/10* hm?) +
fee B B AR AR (TT/m? ), A G X P 4R S ~
’ AR 2R B0 S R P b FH R AL H
year2004 AEFE R AR B, AR O 2004 4 year2004 =15 H ', year2004 =0 +/ -
year2005 AR AR R, ARy 2005 4, year2005 = 1; HE , year2005 =0 +/ -
year2006 ARERE BT B, ARy 2006 4, year2006 = 1; H ', year2006 =0 +/ -
year2007 AR AR I, AR K 2007 4R, year2007 = 1; HE , year2007 =0 +/ -
year2008 AR RS B, A0SRk 2008 45, year2008 = 1; 8, year2008 =0 +/ -
Y DR AR, b U o B B (hm®)
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year2007 F year2008 1 #%%, HaxR 1,
2.3 HHtRPREN
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Table 3 The charging rate of new construction compensation fee from 2003 to 2008 (unit: yuan/m?)

B(TH L HEX) 2003 4F 2004 4F 2005 4F 2006 4 2007 4F 2008 4F
gt — 40. 93 — 88.25 23. 60 72.71
PR: 7.24 40. 47 12.16 26. 14 29.18 59.42
e 12.00 10. 00 11.24 11.20 23.07 16.73
117G 7.29 9.12 4.08 17.13 15.90 20. 84

i 3.75 15. 46 3.95 35. 60 10. 69 26. 65
L 34.32 13. 80 26.93 28. 48 23.41 28.36
FH 13.90 11. 69 4.33 20. 45 22. 40 15.39

ML 4.28 1. 11 4.27 4.87 7.35 10. 80
g — 76. 36 6.28 69. 03 47.21 68. 66
LI 21.56 31.97 22.77 42. 44 26.29 40. 96
Wi 5.61 21.54 5.42 9.49 17.77 24.35
T 19.19 11.63 8.17 32.08 11.28 23.00
piageis 8.61 9.53 8.94 5.94 18. 66 27.73
bANi) 13.39 99. 45 6.28 17. 46 28.23 25.76
% 15. 80 30. 40 13.77 19.93 17.71 32.35
b 7.89 4.02 4.69 6.45 12. 65 16. 09
iiE]d 5.13 18.30 7.14 22.61 13.36 22.45
i) 7.63 22.85 11. 63 16.27 13.01 11.13
I 23.85 35.30 22.17 85.77 18.82 43.43
i 8.95 1.89 3.97 19. 40 9.69 37.13
Vo] 21.56 15.49 10. 80 13.92 14.26 7.76
&R 2.50 10. 18 17.31 15.95 16.37 65.77
pa)i| 16. 81 37.12 9.79 17. 41 10. 53 8. 61
N 7.92 4.10 5.82 1. 67 16.24 7.12
o] 3.42 9.45 6.85 10. 56 4.50 11. 12
[l — — — 1.25 0.09 3.75
i) 9.03 12.39 8. 67 11.50 17.77 14. 11
Hilr 2.56 6.59 5.52 5.78 0.21 10. 89
G 0. 60 4.69 0.97 41.93 13.19 8. 44
FH 6. 64 19.92 4.36 34.42 2.85 36. 41
B 0.78 5.56 0. 40 6.55 8. 82 9.79

TE: Ol THe 47 S BA VU0 (858 BT B RN AR TR, AR PU 8L i A 2 [ 5 W3 7 03T I LB IE ; @ - Ay 4%
il B SRR Bk /D 2003—2005 AR PG 2003 4FJE 5T 2003 4F 1A, 2005 AR 65 A i 2 S oR R O S
T LABI A 1A 53 B eh 28 DL Bl b B, AR 0, AN S R IR BT 5 @l T s IR A I B B b i BLR
geit.
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Table 4 The estimated results of model

A it & % FRifE2E ¢ it PERERER P
invest 5.950 4 0.5422 10. 970 0 0. 000 0
GDP,, -0.1555 0.056 9 -2.7300 0.007 0
road 35.2013 15.310 8 2.300 0 0.023 0
year2004 2444.054 0 1145.629 0 2.130 0 0.034 0
year2007 -2175.1310 1145.256 0 -1.900 0 0.059 0
year2008 -2055.449 0 1152.349 0 -1.780 0 0.076 0
Jee -47.259 8 29.557 6 -1.600 0 0.112 0
B BT 1 841.556 0 846.603 0 2.180 0 0.0310

BLRY F R SE S 27. 07 X R P {E 4 0. 000 0, 4 R 5 ¢ K 5034 4E 10% K- 1 i
=R A A

BRI TS5 R 4578 A5 5 T — 2, [ W B e R A0 IE , AR 10° STl
ER RO A AN A 5 AR T AL 5. 95 hm® ;A ¥ GDP 2 E0h f, 136 B M X 28 3% &
SERRRA P HE B Y 2 00 B R 5 I %R AR ROk e, B P R AR 1 km/
10" hm? {35 5 FH B I BURE 36 0 35. 20 hm

AR BE B P AS B year2004 | year2007 1 year2008 345 35 5 2 | year2004 Z %K IE , Ui A
2004 AFBEHbCRAP ] R R AN T8 3, BOR AT 7 BN R, X6 4 ) 15 7 FH B b A R 3ok
A B FRAEH 5 year2005 55 year2006 A3 i 5, 6 HH 5 2004 4 4H L, 2005 4F 5 2006 4
M AR BOR AT RO BT, B R SO B 52 5 17T year2007  Fl year2008 ZEUAF 5
A, UERA 2007 ALK, Bl A b CR AP B T BE IR, T8 BT A A B b R o
F X G Ch A e Se PR O R R T B R IR A P ) (& [2008 116 45 ) ((E
BRI T B K A b R A B R A T G0 % R I i) i3l ) ([ %% & [ 2008 155
) (EHBIC IR (FE R4 40 5 ) (R RS EHE L &7 BRI AT 55 401)
(ES5BEA 511 5) SFEORSCIF B A TE R FR X LSOO INGE T 4 M4 BOR (8 A 3
REONE XTI IBE b 7 R 20 TR VR R o DB AR 1 R R/ INK R, 2007 4FF1 2008 411
RO 7 BEARZE AT, B A 15 1 2003—2006 4, 156 BH 3 P 4F [ R alE— 20 sk T HF AR 4 )
JE  SRIEUT SR U BRI , 3% 5 R B A il B AR R R W e A e A 5
3.3 tTithHEEAESEPERIEN

FRYEAER L4556 R H. ¢ MW (EAE 10% K I 52 LR 1 M AT B2 f 2 4 i
SRR A o AR ] T AR, A B T SRR CR R 1 on/m’ B AT
BN S RRAE A IS D Bk 5 TR 47. 26 hm® | HHFHU AR ROR BN B3
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Table 5 The effects of new construction land compensation fee on cultivated land preservation (unit; hm?)

B (L HBX) 2003 4F 2004 4F 2005 4F 2006 4F: 2007 4F 2008 4F:
dtae — 1934.19 — 4 170. 57 1115.32 3 436.09
PRE 342.27 1912.47 574. 65 1235.17 1378.89 2 808.25
ba 567.19 472.72 530.97 529. 50 1 090. 37 790. 87
1L 7 344. 69 431.22 192. 98 809. 77 751. 43 984.72

NEain 177.15 730. 67 186. 45 1 682. 34 505. 34 1 259.36
T 1622.17 652. 08 1272.87 1 346. 11 1 106. 24 1 340. 33
ER 656. 84 552.39 204. 73 966. 33 1 058.55 727.17

BT 202. 24 52.46 201. 68 230. 21 347.33 510. 49
1% — 3 608. 70 296. 74 3262.32 2231.30 3244.93
b 1018.75 1510. 89 1 076. 31 2 005. 65 1242. 66 1 935. 89
AN 265.27 1017.96 255.93 448. 56 839.78 1 150.92
L 906. 70 549. 83 386. 14 1 516.07 533.16 1 086. 83
Py 407. 02 450. 36 422.74 280. 94 881.93 1.310.51
7IPg 632.72 4 699.75 296. 61 825.01 1334.05 1217.25
WA 746.75 1 436.59 650. 98 941.74 837. 02 1 529.06
] 372.74 190. 06 221. 69 304. 87 597.94 760. 50
e 242.23 865. 06 337.60 1 068. 50 631.26 1 060. 80
W 360. 53 1 080. 04 549. 44 768. 88 614. 86 525. 81
IR 1127.24 1 668.23 1 047. 85 4 053.63 889. 20 2 052.57
i} 422.75 89. 11 187.53 916. 61 457.97 1 754. 66
bt 3] 1019.05 731. 87 510. 53 657. 94 673. 88 366. 92
;N 118.21 480. 99 818. 11 753. 69 773. 61 3 108. 10
pg i 794. 37 1 754. 34 462. 61 822.72 497. 56 406. 85
B 374.33 193. 69 275.07 79. 15 767. 51 336. 52
= 161. 58 446. 68 323.63 499. 10 212. 84 525.43
[iig — — — 59. 12 4.36 177.25
Sl 426.93 585.39 409. 78 543. 61 839. 84 666. 91
Hr 121. 02 311.59 260. 68 273.39 9.79 514. 84
i 28.22 221.63 45.72 1 981.67 623.57 398. 81
TH 313. 80 941. 36 205. 96 1 626.73 134. 58 1720.78
B 37.09 262. 84 18.75 309. 44 416. 89 462. 44

TE - Abnt b i B VU 4R 03 R TG - AT B 3l SO , TRk 58 ECLP, , AT LA

HRYEAK(3)~ (5) Al AN, ECLP, F2rn W& 5 AN AT oA 224l S AR SBOR A L, 48
BAT B S - AT B2 FH SR BORE AT T i 15 oy PR s 5, BB 4 4 G SR . A
TSR E | BRia BdRAN , 2458 £AT 5 - A 26 AR 29 TR TR R i e 15
FIREb, HAF AR P ROR AN B3 . 43 [E 2003—2008 45 (7] - 1 A A2 il i 2% S 10 ) 2 148
FH#E b 20 & 4 51 & 13 809.85. 29 835.16, 12 224.73 . 34 969.34 . 23 399.03 Fi
38 171.86hm*,5 a EiT-HIHlFh 5 HE AL 152 410. 00 hm?, 4 399 /i) 52 s 8 158 o1 FH B e v R
B 11 11% , oA 3% B AR NCE — e FE B 2 1 4l BF st o5 FH USR8 BE B9 /E T, X
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g JTARFIAC AR AR AT KAk (), H 5 a Bt Bt 5 T AR 300 Oy 12 643.99
10 838. 72} 10 656. 17 hm” ; ECLP B B8 0y 2 B PEH R R IR 03, A H 7 B fn S 45
H 5 a B 2k b AL 3000 1 491,31, 1 507. 45 i1 1 544. 41 hm’ |, 1 R4 310 22 15 1)
FE R R AT REAE T AR ik b X 4 bl A A2 FH SR A SOh R e BRREEIA T 0 BE AT, T P K
RARHIX A A Rl FH PO R AR HLECR A T A PR
3.3.2 PR H RO 5B

SR B A ek e A v R A R A o PR 1 R A R 2R 22 SR, L L 454 (T
HYAX) AT BEAl R PR BOR AT ACR , 3 R (6) THA - AT 22400 F 2R b b PR3P AH X R
ZERILF 6,

F6 2003—2008 FEEREE T A RERRIURHBRIPHOBETHLR

Table 6 The relative effects of new construction land compensation fee on cultivated land preservation

A (T HIRX) 2003 4F 2004 4% 2005 4F 2006 4F 2007 4F 2008 4F
[ #73 — 0.25 — 1.89 0.43 1.69
FH 0.19 0.10 0.36 1.01 0.33 0.74
L 0.07 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.15 0.11
Iy 0.07 0.07 0.07 0. 06 0.14 0.33

e 0. 04 0.19 0.04 0.39 0.13 0. 42
0T 0.53 0.03 0.23 0.22 0.16 0.27
Hk 0.34 0.19 0.10 0.23 0.22 0.17

SEp T 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.08 0.12 0.10
T — 0.58 0.05 1.01 0.54 0.45
DN 0. 04 0.03 0. 06 0.07 0.05 0.09
Wi 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.05 0. 06
G 0.09 0.04 0.05 0.10 0. 06 0.12
By 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.12 0.20
AWl 0.08 0.98 0.07 0.08 0.25 0.21
%R 0.02 0. 04 0.03 0.04 0. 06 0.11
N, 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.08
W 0.04 0.13 0.07 0. 14 0. 09 0.15
Wrg 0. 09 0.26 0.15 0.08 0.12 0.09
% 0.15 0.21 0.15 0.43 0.12 0.58
i} 0.17 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.09 0.38
AE] 8.90 1.73 1.47 3.79 1.29 0.61
G 0.02 0.05 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.62
)i 0.16 0.19 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.03
M 0.09 0. 04 0. 09 0.02 0.23 0.09
PNE] 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.07 0. 04 0. 06
[ — — — 0.22 0.01 0.91
i) 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.21 0.11
Hil 0.07 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.01 0. 20
H 0. 04 0.70 0.01 3.94 0.93 0.54
FH 0.13 0.28 0.10 1.35 0.13 1.13
B 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.20 0.27 0. 36
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Effect in Protecting Cultivated Land of New Construction
Land Compensation Fee

DING Ning', JIN Xiao-bin', TANG Jian®, ZHANG Zhi-hong”, ZHAO Jie',
SONG Jia-nan' , ZHOU Yin-kang'

(1. School of Geography and Ocean Sciences, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093, China;
2. China Land Surveying and Planning Institute, Beijing 100029, China)

Abstract ;: Land taxes and fees have played an important role in protecting farmland and improving the
efficiency of land use. This paper studies new construction land compensation fee, which is charged in
comparatively large amounts and has experienced a long term of reform. Its effects in cultivated land
protection can make a good reference to the improvement and perfection of the land taxes and fees sys-
tem. The province-level panel data from 2003 to 2008 was used in the research to establish the econo-

metric model that describes the dynamic changes between the charging rate of new construction com-
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pensation fee and cultivated land occupation area by construction. The mixed OLS model was applied
to estimate the equations and the cultivated land preservation effect of new construction compensation
fee was assessed by computing estimated decreased areas of cultivated land occupation with and with-
out new construction land compensation fee policy in effect. The estimated results of model shows that
the variables’ sign symbols were consistent with expected and the ¢ test was significant at 10% level.
The model can be used to calculate the direct effects and relative effects of new construction land com-
pensation fee on cultivated land preservation. The main conclusions of the research are: 1) The culti-
vated land occupation reduced by about 47.26 hm® with a 1% increment of the charging rate of new
construction compensation fee. The policy of new construction land compensation fee has played an
important role in inhibiting land expansion scale and rate, protecting arable land, relieving contradic-
tion between human and land as well as achieving food security, which proved that the policy setting of
new construction land compensation fee is very necessary. 2) The cultivated land area occupied by
construction respectively decreased by 13809. 85 hm®, 29835. 16 hm®, 12224.73 hm’, 34969. 34 hm’,
23399. 03 hm” and 38171. 86 hm” from 2003 to 2008 due to the charging of the fee. The total area of
cultivated land saved was 152410. 00 hm’ during the six years, which was 11. 11% of the actual area of
cultivated land occupation. At the same time, the effect in protecting cultivated land of eastern devel-
oped provinces is generally better than that of western underdeveloped provinces, the main reason of
which could be the new construction land compensation fee standard of eastern areas is higher than
that of western areas and the policy executive power is stronger as well. 3) The relative effects of new
construction compensation fee in cultivated land protection were strengthened year by year, which
showed an obvious regional difference but has no regularity. The executive power of new construction
land compensation fee policy and its cultivated land protecting effects have been enhanced continuous-
ly. Meanwhile, the average level of relative effects in protecting cultivated land of the fee is still low,
the RECLP,, of most provinces is below 0.5, which could be easily neutralized or weakened during all
the cultivated land occupied driving factors. More efforts still should be taken in making and imple-
menting new construction land compensation fee charging policy.

Key words: new construction land compensation fee; cultivated land protection; panel data model



