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ABSTRACT

Da-Pu reservoir provides water for the use of irrigation and/or industry in Hsin-Chu and
Miao-Li areas. Reservoir’s life span varies with the conservation practices at the watershed. This
study applied Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) coupled with sediment delivery ratio to

determine the watershed sediment yield and the placement efficiency of vegetated buffer strips at the
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riparian. Results show that sediment yield in Da-Ping and Shi-Zi creek watershed is higher than the

other sub-watersheds due to steeper slope and improper land use, and the annual erosion depth is

0.37cm and 0.28cm, respectively. Placement efficiency of vegetated buffer strips for a 40-m width
along the stream can reduce sediment yield about 24.04% (C=0.1) and 36.83% (C=0.01), while
showing about. 55.12% (C=0.1) and 55.14% (C=0.01) sediment reduction for the placement of 80-m

width.

(Keywords: Universal Soil Loss Equation, Sediment Delivery Ratio, Vegetated Buffer Strips)

AOE

‘L\(@{\/fﬁﬁrﬂfﬂmﬂﬁﬁ [
VIR ERY 2510 2 ﬁi?ﬁ‘m&
Z 344 15 - (H f\!UJ?r?Ji&I)i RERYZ R
BBl (5 ~10H) - f T 55962
REAKETRERFIA - AR RIRAK R
(A FRUBIES Nz B Bk
M > A 7 R R T R A 2 T
PEACGRREREIBGE - AR E < Bk
SRR D o N b L K B S SRR A T R A
PGB - L zzﬂﬁﬁﬁ(izf K
A DU KRR D KBTS - A
E B BEE K £

kiﬁ7k$ /KA TR A - )”—Tﬂﬁ"i
ﬁfi\cﬂ%& BEFHk ok - RO 1

PHRNE t—Hiﬂléi“rL\:u 88 il /H“m

EZS (5T 59.509 » EPEITERE (Ji X[ 60
~88 4F) §955 43114m° (KEHTT
2000) -« RO - BE
B K B > IO AR AR AR
TrEEsE H R - KPR SR
ER @JW(B@)\E&H@)\@B YR IMERA A
Byt KN HEEEE - B T/fﬁdiiﬂw\
LKA A RIS -

ARAZE LGB AN (Umvmsal
Soil Loss Equation, USLE) LAV IR
( Sediment Delivery Ratio, SDR ) 4 - %Hu
HoKE Wb E R DR KN

e

ey

+

86

R R AT - AR K R A
7] (40 )5_’4 80 7 f\) #Mu,\
&ﬁﬁmﬁ&ﬁ uﬁ%

21”

iR E
- S L
~>ME‘ TR

K K AT T R e
KR S BRI
KIS » AR 45 4 7 HENT.» 49 4F 6

Hige T (BRI TR ks N
K JJ\ EITERE 104 2050 B AKEZ
FEREE R LEE/KIFE © 104 +
//\@ s RTINS ¢ 135 0 5 3 kAT A

L69.6 0T 4SRN - 60.40 ’_/}H

S 550.54 BT O R (RE 88 FE
HIFR) TSR T 541.82 HTL TN

(RE 88 SEHFAR) - KIfKEHEEKE
AN 1R > 1B R AR TR
WESER ~ G ~ TLRb R A - ARG 2
LN FEIRGENILHE - 2GEEER
bzt =m (DRRERE 82 #5 fk Sj?—jy

20m) B H-HESHIRBTT
(EIJ%M B%) ] T iiﬁ%a%ﬁli%ﬁ
ULII/{ m °



IR AEREEEE 34(2) 1 85-96 (2002)

Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, 34(2): 85-96 (2002)

10 Kiiammmé

Bl B ng

Figure 1. Location of study area
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Table 1. Meteorological data of Da-Pu reservoir watershed
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Table 2. Weather classification of Da-Pu reservoir watershed
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Figure 2. Monthly rainfall in Da-Pu reservoir

watershed
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Figure 3. Spatial distribution of land use in Da-Pu reservoir watershed
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Figure 4. Flow chart of study
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Figure 5. SPOT image of study area Figure 6. Spatial distribution of

sub-watersheds
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Figure 7. Distribution of C factor in Da-Pu

reservoir watershed
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