-

P
brought to you by i CORE

View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by National Chung Hsing University Institutional Repository

R »éh 3‘3(1) %a;af-%(l) %_'_gﬂg 71(3)
£ 2

AR SNOT 43 53 AT ] P S8 e P AT AR OB 2 P
S RN E S o ST P E UL 2 BT IR TR R TR
B {0 9 S A | o T (e BRI E U 1A R
FOSLRE  RSIT BRI PR [T B R 35 g
R BT S - 1 PR I -

(B4 @ SWOT » 47 ~ BBk % v inR)

A Study of Conservation and Management Strategies for
The Yuan-Li Creek Watershed in Central Taiwan

Jie-Dar Chengm, Chih-Yuan Lee™

Professor M and Graduate Student (2), Department of Soil and Water Conservation,

National Chung-Hsing University, Taichung, Taiwan 402.

Ming-Po Tsai®

Chief Engineer. )

ABSTRACT

Yuan-Li town watershed in Miaoli county was selected as the study area to develop
conservation and management strategies using SWOT method. The SWOT method systematically
analyse physical and social economic factors governing watershed conservation, and management
options with regard to Strengths, Opportunity, Weakness, Threats. The conservation and management
strategies for this watershed include design and implement suitable measures for (1)enhancing land

stability, (2)ecological conservation, (3)culture development, (4)promotion of rural community
welfare.
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Figure 1. Location of Yuan-Li Creek Headwater Watershed.
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Figure 2. Topography distribution of the study area.
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Figure 3. Slope distribution of the study area.
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Figure 5. Geology distribution of the study area.
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Figure 6. Soil distribution of the study area.

15



oot S 38(1) ¢ 11-20 (2006)

Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, 38(1) - 11-20 (2006)

[ smmsmanis ta kA e I s
| ETIA B e EZS
Bl == ik BReH
2 I ssn i
it i *HEE
0 0.5 1
Kilometers

17, & BYF]P S0
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Figure 8. The study flowchart of SWOT method.
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Figure 9. Watershed management division map.
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