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Abstract

This article analyzes the ecological restoration results of mines in Guangdong Province, constructs
an evaluation index system for ecological restoration effectiveness of different elements of mines,
and scientifically determines the weights of each evaluation index. The TOPSIS evaluation model
was used to evaluate the ecological restoration effectiveness of 76 mines in Guangdong Province
in 2022, and the on-site verification showed that the evaluation results were basically consistent
with the actual restoration effects.
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Figure 1. Evaluation system for the effectiveness of mine ecological restoration
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Table 1. Scheme implementation level scoring table
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Table 2. Grading of engineering investment
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Table 3. Grading of project management and protection
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Table 4. Grading table for data filing status
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Table 5. Grading of geological safety hazards management
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Table 6. Classification of ecological landscape restoration levels
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Table 7. Classification of suitability levels for ecological restoration
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Table 8. Classification of ecological restoration coordination levels
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Table 9. Classification of ecological restoration stability levels
F 9 ETEEREMFRMS R
KA R b M
& 3
KERE(EE SR i 1
SEVE)
FEE 0
BB R (LB FRon 9 ;
¥ W%Efy» BEEACHIT. =i, &) 2
B (BT 1
Table 10. Classification of ecological restoration benefits
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Table 11. Criterion layer judgment matrix and weights
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Table 12. Project implementation status indicator layer judgment matrix and weights
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Table 13. Judgment matrix and weights of ecological restoration safety index layer
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Table 14. Judgment matrix and weights of ecological restoration stability index layer
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Table 15. Judgment matrix and weights of ecological restoration benefit indicator layer
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Table 16. Batch weights of the evaluation system for the effectiveness of mine ecological restoration
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Table 17. Grading table for evaluation of greening effect of governance
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Figure 2. Restoration effect of a stone quarry in Shenzhen
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Figure 3. Restoration effect of a basalt mine used in a building in Leizhou
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Figure 4. Restoration effect of a quartz rock mine in Qingyuan
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Figure 5. Effect of greening restoration in a quarry in Meizhou City
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