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ABSTRACT

Yuan-Li town watershed in Miaoli county was selected as the study area to develop
conservation and management strategies using SWOT method. The SWOT method systematically
analyse physical and social economic factors governing watershed conservation, and management
options with regard to Strengths, Opportunity, Weakness, Threats. The conservation and management
strategies for this watershed include design and implement suitable measures for (1)enhancing land
stability, (2)ecological conservation, (3)culture development, (4)promotion of rural community
welfare.
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Figure 1. Location of Yuan-Li Creek Headwater Watershed.
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Figure 2. Topography distribution of the study area.
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Figure 8. The study flowchart of SWOT method.
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Figure 9. Watershed management division map.
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