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ABSTRACT

According to the regulations in the manual of investigation of slopeland
utilization limitations, the measurement of all factors of slopeland utilization
limitations classification refers to investigation personnel conducting onsite
determination of levels of all factors by using al kinds of hand-held instruments in
accordance with cadastral map and cadastre provided by the land office before
completing proper land classification. The verifications may be limited by terrain
complexity thus leading to difficulties in determination. Therefore it is necessary to
establish the slopeland utilization limitations classification mode based on objective
and quantitative methods as reference for on-site determination by the verifications.

The target area of this study is the Fengchiu section of Sinyi Township of Nantou
County, where there are atotal of 1,251 cadastral data. By eliminating those outside
the scope of investigation and those without investigation data, the verified land
classification include 695 lands suitable for agriculture or animal husbandry, and
277 lands suitable for forestry. By selecting 7 factors (slope, terrain curvature,
rainfall erosivity index, soil erodibility index, land cover and management index,
strength of rock mass, and normalized difference vegetation index) for conducting
analysis on investigation of slopeland utilization limitations classification through
the logistic regression statistical method, we have identified the accuracy of lands
suitable for agriculture and animal husbandry at 76.9% and the accuracy of lands
suitable for forestry at 88.6%. Thus the overall accuracy is at 85.3%. Therefore we
have established the classification mode of slopeland utilization limitations as the
regional mode for assisting verifications in conducting on-site determination and for
improving the administrative efficiency of verifications.

(Keywords: Classification of slopeland utilization limitations, logistic regression)
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