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A Study of Factors on the Vegetation Recovery for the
Ninety-nine Peaks Landslides
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ABSTRACT

Large-scale landslides caused by the catastrophic Chichi earthquake occurred in Central Taiwan.
The monitoring of the vegetation recovery could be used for disaster mitigation. Due to scattered
distribution of the landslides, satellite images were applied to rapidly monitor and evaluate vegetation
recovery for the large-scale landslides. The SPOT images of the Ninety-nine Peaks area located at Wu

River were chosen to identify the spatial distribution of the landslides. Normalized Difference
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Vegetation Index (NDVI) of the images was used to calculate vegetation recovery rate (VRR) of the

landslides. Altitude, landuse, SDR ( Sediment Delivery Ratio) and soil are the major factors which

adapt to evaluate the vegetation recovery efficiency in this study. Discriminant analysis shows that

73.7% of original groups can be correctly classified.

( Keywords:

information systems. )
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Figure 1. Site of the study area.
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Figure 5. The spatial distribution of geology.
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Table 2. Percentage of landside rate at the study area.
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Figure 11. Spatial distribution of vegetation =
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recovery rate for the landslides at the
Ninety-nine Peaks area.
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Table 4. Eigenvalue of canonical discriminant

function.
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Table 5. Structure matrix of canonical discriminant function.

i R

@] P&
1 2 3
A (X)) 0.829(*) 0.313 -0.091
+BIFH] (X)) -0.345 0.764(*) -0.104
VRS (X;) -0.330 -0.420(*) 0.131
4+ (X5) -0.235 -0.325(*) 0.141
WA (X,) -0.162 0.362 0.743(*)
Hn (X3) 0.382 0.130 0.393(*)
BT (X,) 0.115 -0.263 0.390(*)
TR (Xs) -0.125 0.110 0.200(*)

6. MR 5 K

Table 6. Classification function coefficients of canonical discriminant function.
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