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ABSTRACT

This study is to (Dclassify the land use capability by using geographic information system (GIS),
remote sensing (RS) images and digital terrain model (DTM) and @apply U/L ratio approach to
evaluate the suitability of land use. The results indicated that careful selection of the satellite
phantoms facilitates the classification of land uses. The quality of the phantoms will have great
influences on the land use capability classification. The U/L ratio on the land use suitability shows
that when more factors are combined together into an individual part will improve the condition of
land use (L).

(Keywords: Land use Capability Classification, U/L Ratio, GIS )
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Table 7. Landuse capability classification of slopeland
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Table 12. Areas of land use patterns
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Figure 11. Soil loss tolerance
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Table 15. Grade of slope classification factor

FEEE LR MR bR
Rt (%) s (%)
9 0~5 9 0~15
8 5~15 8 15~30
7 15~30 7 30~40
5 30~40 5 40~55
4 40~55 2 55~70
2 55~70 1 >70
1 >70
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Table 16. Grade of geologic factor
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Table 17. Grade of soil loss tolerance factor
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5 >16
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Table 18. Grade of debris-flow potential

rivers factor
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Table 19. Grade of land conditions
e et g et
A ;?’iﬁ'ﬁi[ﬁ-[ A ;%?iﬁ'ﬁ[ﬁ”
6 17 3 6~8
5 13~16 2 4~5
4 9~12 1 3
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Table 20. Grade of land use in study area
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Table 21. Areas of land use capability
H AP IUE |EiA(ha) |[FFET 15T EH(%)
— BByl 8.80 0.11
T Ak 136.64 1.73
- AR 171.36 2.17
PuRE | 1513.76 19.14
ArbRRy | TAREY| 5644.64 71.38
EE T B | AR 432,16 5.47
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Figure 12. Land use capability classification
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Table 22. Comparison of land conditions
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