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ABSTRACT

The technologies of GIS, RS, and GPS were used to acquire and compile environmental
database in the Mt. Lion’s Head Scenery study area. These technologies have the benefits of labor
and/or time saving, easy to update, and good precision. The environmental sensitive area and the land
use suitability in the study area were classified and discussed thoroughly for application in natural
resources conservation and upland hazard prevention.
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Figure 2. Slope distribution of the study area.
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Figure 1. Flow chart of the study.
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1
Table 1. Statistics of slope distribution.

ha

S 5 268 35

5 S 15 729 95
15 S 30 1881 245
30 S 40 1518 19.7
40 S 55 1841 24.0
55 S 100 1402 18.3
S 100 37 0.5

7676 100

16 Kilometers

Figure 3. Spatial distribution of the steep slope.
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Table 2. Statistics of steep slope distribution.
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Figure 4. Aspect distribution of the study area.

3.
Table 3. Statistics of aspect distribution.

( ) 1525 1136 1332 652 752 541 905
19.87 14.81 17.36 8.50 9.80 7.06 11.79

829
10.81
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Figure 5. Dip dpoe distribution of the study area.
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Table 4. Statistics of dip spoe distribution.
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Figure 6. Dip dpoe (angle of slope greater than that of stratum) distribution of the study area.

5.
Table 5. Statistics of Dip slpoe distribution (angle of slope greater than that of stratum ).

ha
163.5 2.1
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Figure 7. Areas of alternation of sand-shale distribution.
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8.
Figure 8. Dip slpoe(Alternation of sand-shale) distribution of the study area.
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6.
Table 6. Statistics of aternation of sand and shale distribution.
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9.
Figure 9. Sensitivity areas for the spatial distribution of dip slpoein the study area.
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7.
Table 7. Statistics of Dip slpoe distribution (Alternation of sand-shale).

ha

304 4

8.
Table 8. Statistics of sensitivity areas for the spatial distribution of dip slpoe.

ha
61 0.79
345 45
262 34
1978 1984
1980 262
100 (M)

9.
Table 9. Ranges for the requirement of fault setback.

M
M 7 100
7 M 6 50
M 6 30
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Figure 10. Geological map of the study area.
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Figure 11. The area of fault setback requirement distribution of the study area.
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Table 10. Statistics of the area of fault setback requirement distribution.
ha
( ) 687 8.9
20-30m
30m( 1998)
40
12
1
11.
Table 11. Statistics of placement vegetated buffer strips distribution.
ha
452 59
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Figure 12. Placement of vegetated buffer stripsin the study area.
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Figure 13. Environmental sensitivity area distribution of the study area.
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Table 12. Statistics of environmental sensitivity area distribution.

ha
9.12 0.11
302.4 39
2608.8 33.9
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14.

Figure 14. Land use of the study area.
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13.
Table 13. Statistics of Land use distribution.
(ha) (%)
130.24 1.70
15.99 0.21
6538.79 85.18
576.35 7.51
74.38 0.97
329.21 4.29
11.04 0.14
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15.
Figure 15. Sensitivity area of agricultural utilization in the study area.
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Table 14. Statistics of senditivity area of agricultural utilization distribution.
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16.
Figure 16. Sensitivity area of non-agricultural utilization in the study area.
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15.
Table 15. Statistics of sensitivity area of non- agricultural utilization distribution.
ha
0.32 0.004
22.7 0.30
137.8 1.80
15-1. ()

Table 15-1. Statistics of sensitivity area of non- agricultural utilization distribution.

0
0
362
3. 1981
4, 2000

32(2) pp165-167

5. 1999
921
6. 1998
29(3)
pp261-263
1 1984 92 6 27
92 8 10
2. 2000 92 8 18
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