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The Study of Slopeland Development Planning and Evaluation
Based on the Consideration of Debris Hazard Sensitivity

HE Qi ZHENG XU-han, LIN Jiarong
(Department of Soil and W ater Conservation, Zhongxing University, Taizhong, Taiwan 402, China)

Abstract: Because of recent infrastructure, the transportation distances between rural and urban areas are reducing
significantly.In the meantime, economic development, population density, new labor hours and land resources restriction force
the suburban area development resulted in unavoidable. Among these landuse patterns, some slopeland containing debris
hazard buffering capacity becam e unable to maintain the natural functions for deteriorating environment. T he Shuangqi native
tribal area located on the headwater Daan Stream was used as an example study. The debris hazard analysis was used to
distinguish the environment al sensitive areas. T he rational evaluation model for the development planning was established by
the GIS layer overlapping and variation analysis. Furthermore, the current slopeland regulations, conservation rules, related
landuse and restriction plamning, and development approval processes can be verified and discussed. From the analysis, the
revision for the related regulations and control methods need speed-up for existing inappropriate developed area spatial
distribution. M oreover, the slopeland development and utilization are scattered for the former stage,the concepts of landscape
ecology, soil and water conservation, and environmental ecology are not considered. These reasons may cause unattractive
landscape, continual debris hazards, and lower ecosystem functions. Also from the results, some appointed reservations are too
rough, simple or without restoration measures based on the uncompleted landuse planning and inappropriate landuse
evaluation system. The above scenarios may result in environmental catastrophes. This study suggested slopeland village
development need consider safety, landscape resources and conservation. The established evaluation model for slopeland
development need consider watershed debris hazard characteristics.
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