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Effects of exploitation degree and land use types on the water
quality for the rural communities
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ABSTRACT

Rural villages with the function of life, production, and ecology are playing important roles in
water and soil conservation. Agriculture is the main activity in the rural villages, and the water
quality is susceptible to polluting if lacking best management practices. This study explored the
sources of water pollution and the improvement strategies for the analyzed rural communities using
cluster analysis with the parameters of exploitation degree and types of land use in the communities.
The digital elevation model, the land-use maps derived form National Land Surveying and Mapping
Center, and the on-site water quality investigations sampled from the entrances and outlets of the
main channels at the communities are all integrated and fulfilled discussion for the references to
frame the rural village development projects. Results show that the water quality is associated with
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the exploitation degree and types of land use in the rural communities. The index of river’s water
quality can be used to quantify the benefits of environmental rehabilitation in the rural communities.

(Keywords: Rural communities, water quality, cluster analysis)
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Figure 1 Spatial distribution of the tested rural communities.
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Figure 4 Dendrogram of the tested rural communities.
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