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ABSTRACT

The main road across the Tu-Di-Kong Creek Watershed in Taichung, is the essential
transportation route for local inhabitants. Located in the mountainous region with steep slopes, this
road is often interrupted after heavy rainstorms during typhoon period or earthquake by problems
associated with soil erosion, slope failures, thus endangering the road stability safety.

This study investigated the impacts of road construction on slope stability and stream channel
environment of this watershed. This study also suggested methods for preventing disasters to
safeguard the road stability for watershed sustainable development.

(Keywords : Slope Failures, Soil Calamities, Erosion, Sustainable Development)
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Figure 1. The flow chart of this study.
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Location map of study area.
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Figure 3. Spatial distribution of elevation of study watershed.
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