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ABSTRACT

The “Land use Capability Classification for Slopeland” has been adapted to classify the land
use capability of slopeland in Taiwan was set out by referencing the action of USA and has been used
up to now. Nevertheless, there are many disadvantages such as subjective judgment, poor precision
and accuracy, low efficiency and constant arguing, make more complicated during classifying the
land use capacity. In order to improve the work quality and efficiency, so we processed this study.

In this study, Nuan-Pyi-Keng Creek, Tuu-Dih-Gong-Keng and Shin-Dian Creek three
watersheds was selected as study areas. We used the Sm DEM data and ArcGis 9.2 software version
of a slope analysis and show the result. We found that the average slope is the most important
standard factor among the four factors of “Standard for Landuse Capability Classification for slope
land”. The average slope more than 55% should be classified into forestry land except very few
strengthened conservation land. While less than 55%, it should depend on other factors. The study
shows that the rate of classifying into forestry land is very low when the slope is less than 55% for
the study areas. (Only takes 1.75% on forestry land in Nuan-Pyi-Keng creek watershed and the other
are 0%) To plan agricultural land we can depend only on average slope like other country. Analyze
the average slope by 5*5m DEM data, would be more correct and objective, if we can apply GIS on
analyzing and the planning integrity concept of the watershed slope land for planning the agricultural
land, it would be more helpful on conservation and sustainable for slope land.

(Key Words : Land use Capability Classification for Slopeland, DEM(Digital Elevation Model),

strengthened conservation land, forestry land)
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Table 5. Summary statistics of Land use Capability
Classification for Shin-Dian creek watershed
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Table 9. Classification of erosion grades for

three study areas

) Biw [SEUETSN IS S.EE N IR VL0 O I
PR EEkE | AnBkE | EEkR o
14 m 78 0| 115
) £ gE A 25.65% 44.68% 783% | 3102%
B RO 12662 10202 5037 279
5 RE AR 20.86% 45.28% 18.18% | 2515%
Py 82 148 75 605
N L 29.96% 17.49% 509% | 1683%
TG HO2T) U547 8957 2005 355
HEA 20.44% 39.75% 24% | 3201%
15 270 1 193 51
LA w 212% 130% 1310% | 643%
ki
5T 1761 133 105.68 125
G RE AR 2.90% 059% 4% | 1123%
i 4 0 0 4
L an 031% 0.00% 000% [ 011%
i3 38
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Figure 16. Erosion grades of Nuan-Pyi-Keng
creek watershed
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Figure 17. Erosion grades of
Tuu-Dih-Gong-Keng watershed
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Figure 18. Erosion grades of Shin-Diann

creek watershed
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Figure 19. Erosion grades for three study Figure 20. Rock grades of Nuan-Pyi-Keng
areas creek watershed
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Table 10. Classification of rock for three
study areas
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— Figure 21. Rock grades of
R 3 97 0 1 98 0 N
aps [SEFAN | 6% | 0m% | 001 | 213% Tuu-Dih-Gong-Keng watershed
# () 60.08 0 120 6128 ;
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ik 367 257 95| 1419
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Figure. 22. Rock grades of Shin-Diann creek

watershed
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