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ABSTRACT

Water is the main medium and matter to maintain human and other creature's life in
environment. There were many standards have been established by countries to protect and manage
water resource. Watershed management was a main work of soil and water conservation. The
environmental and water quality’s monitors have been paid more and more attention except
precaution in rebuilt arearecently.  The effects from different land-use to water quality have been
indicated in many studies. Therefore, the relationships between land use and water quality were
explored and tested in this study on Tou-Bian-Keng creek watershed. Pearson correlation analysis
is used to consider the relation between land-use type and water quality in this study. The nesults
indicate that water temperature has positive correlation with artificial field, grassland and vacant
land, and has negative correlation with woodland. Electrical conductivity has positive correlation
with artificial field, golf course, and has negative correlation with water field and farm. pH value
has positive correlation with woodland, and has negative correlation with artificial field; COD has
negative correlation with water field and farm. The conclusion proved that some factors of water
quality have significant correlation with different land uses, and conform to the discussers by other
research were been proved also.

(Keywords Watershed, Land use, Water Quality)
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1
Table 1. The class of river pollution.
(mg/lL) | A: () B: C D:
(DO) 6.5 4.6~6.5 2.0~45 2.0
(BODs) 3.0 3.0~4.9 5.0~15.0 15.0
(SS) 20 20~49 50~100 100
(NH3-N) 0.5 0.5~0.99 1.0~-3.0 3.0
1 3 6 10
20 2.0~3.0 3.1~6.0 6.0
2003
2.
Table 2. Chemical factors of river water quality.
pH
(PH) P P
(DO)
BOD 20
BOD
(BOD)
BOD
(89
(NHz-N)
2003
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3.
Table 3. Physical factors of river water quality.

10 1
2003
Steinblums  (1984)
60-80%
(1992) (1997) (1998)
(
) (Flerchinger
( ) & Pierson,1997)
(Perry & Vanderklein,1996)
(DO)

(Osborne & (Perry & Vanderklein,1996)

Wiley, 1083)

(Hunsacker & Levine, 1995)
(Zalewski,1992)
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Figure 1. The land uses and sample sitesin Tou-Bian-Keng stream.



4.
Table 4. The GPS of study areas.

(T™M2)
To1 227354 2670743
T02 226526 2670776
T03 225839 2669893
T04 225306 2669561
T05 225123 2669351
T06 224801 2669048
T07 230904 2669092
T08 228643 2668514
T09 227972 2668357
T10 227190 2667955
T11 227346 2666956
T12 226202 2666900
T13 227457 2664995
T14 227384 2665026
T15 225571 2665728
T16 225554 2665784
T17 225006 2666339
T18 224993 2666434
T19 225430 2667339
T20 223595 2669340
1 (
) 2 |
Cyberscan DO100
(DO) Cyberscan ) s (
PC10 /
con ) 4 ( )
5 ( )6 (
AL282 AL32 (COD) ) 7
CoD 2100P (
7
(1999 2000
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5.

(2003 7
Table 5. The investigative average data for water quality in sample stations.

2004

2 )

ps/cm pH mg/L | COD mg/L NTU
ToL 20.19 560.25 8.23 882 525 154
T02 20.67 666.63 8.25 9.28 12.75 2.60
T03 24.06 522.63 851 9.82 9.25 2.81
To4 23.90 54525 8.40 954 17.04 128
T05 23.60 590.63 8.33 9.09 775 1.93
T06 23.96 653.69 841 9.22 10.94 6.67
To7 20.24 371.88 8.23 7.65 2.75 0.86
T8 23.05 44588 8.49 9.10 2.00 0.99
T09 26.00 416,50 8.55 8.89 2.00 175
T10 25.49 450.13 8.34 8.35 450 37.76
T11 24.38 60438 8.32 817 538 125.42
T12 24.20 521.63 8.42 8.84 283 163
T13 24.74 554.25 8.18 7.83 2.00 0.83
T14 24.83 546.13 812 8.06 383 216
T15 2454 534.38 8.30 8.70 3.25 164
T16 24.15 53563 8.33 833 3.00 1.01
T17 25.83 537.50 8.34 7.70 3.50 154.65
T18 26.05 531.50 8.27 7.81 3.88 15.42
T19 25.08 582.75 8.06 511 6.25 258
T20 24.64 594.50 8.26 8.80 6.46 6.39
TO7  TI12 98.7768
802036 (T11 )
93.2528
, 6 01932
- 107419 (T11 ) 57862 (T12
)
56
T13  TI8 89,0064
TolL TO6 6 99.8967 82.7040 .2
00,6298 8.5157 14.2225
0.0712 9.2065 L7
0.0712 9.2065 130
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6. (%)
Table 6. The proportion(%) of land use type in sample stations.
TO1 0.0712 99.8967 0.0165 0.0055 0.0029 0.0071 0.0000
TO2 0.0713 99.8941 0.0165 0.0055 0.0029 0.0097 0.0000
TO3 0.1180 99.5944 0.0587 0.0234 0.0229 0.1827 0.0000
TO4 0.1999 99.4664 0.0717 0.0269 0.0292 0.2058 0.0000
TO5 0.2351 99.2982 0.0690 0.0259 0.0290 0.1983 0.1445
T06 9.2965 90.6298 0.0081 0.0025 0.0215 0.0417 0.0000
TO7 0.1932 98.7768 0.5498 0.0448 0.3615 0.0739 0.0000
TO8 0.7392 98.0281 0.8666 0.0191 0.1542 0.1927 0.0000
TO9 0.4094 98.5972 0.6755 0.0232 0.1267 0.1680 0.0000
T10 0.8011 97.7764 0.9094 0.0589 0.1903 0.2640 0.0000
T11 10.7419 89.2036 0.0000 0.0231 0.0261 0.0053 0.0000
T12 5.7862 93.2528 0.5583 0.0292 0.0935 0.2800 0.0000
T13 8.5157 89.9064 0.5201 0.0550 0.1566 0.8462 0.0000
T14 9.4801 88.7000 0.5994 0.0633 0.1805 0.9766 0.0000
T15 14.3501 82.7424 0.8957 0.1116 0.3097 1.5904 0.0000
T16 14.2352 82.8465 0.8968 0.1117 0.3101 1.5996 0.0000
T17 14.2218 82.7080 0.8953 0.1791 0.3471 1.6487 0.0000
T18 14.2225 82.7040 0.8953 0.1791 0.3471 1.6520 0.0000
T19 13.6893 85.0865 0.3193 0.0897 0.1686 0.6466 0.0000
T20 7.6491 91.5767 0.1163 0.0702 0.0882 0.3900 0.1095
7.
Table 7. Pearson Correlate analysis between water quality and land uses.
pH COD
Pearson 0.1829 0.1964 -0.2090 -0.3441 -0.1036 0.1176
0.0206* | 0.0128* | 0.0080** |0.0000*** | 0.1924 0.1385
Pearson -0.1893 -0.1442 0.2006 0.3424 0.1189 -0.1142
0.0165* 0.0688 0.0110* |0.0000*** | 0.1344 0.1503
Pearson 0.1491 -0.4070 0.0139 -0.1740 -0.2086 0.0345
0.0599 |0.0000*** | 0.8611 0.0277* | 0.0081** 0.6651
Pearson 0.1833 -0.0643 -0.1532 -0.3098 -0.1188 0.1232
0.0203* 0.4193 0.0531 |0.0001*** | 0.1347 0.1208
Pearson 0.0934 -0.3431 -0.1240 -0.3037 -0.1849 0.0589
0.2399 |[0.0000*** | 0.1183 |0.0001*** | 0.0193* 0.4594
Pearson 0.1733 -0.0149 -0.1401 -0.2248 -0.1252 0.0688
0.0285* 0.8519 0.0773 | 0.0043** 0.1146 0.3873
Pearson 0.0044 0.1628 0.0082 0.1061 0.0347 -0.0387
0.9561 0.0396* 0.9177 0.1818 0.6629 0.6273
* 0.05 ** 0.01 *** 0.001
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