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Suitability evaluation of key soil and water conservation projects in
Dan-Han River watershed of Shaanxi Province
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Abstract; [Objective] The suitability evaluation of key soil and water conservation projects in Dan-
Han River watershed of Shaanxi Province was analyzed to provide scientific decision-making basis for car-
rying out water and soil conservation projects. [Method] First, the execution of key soil and water conser-
vation projects at every period (periods 1—7 of “Changzhi” and period lof “Danzhi”) in Dan-Han River
watershed was analyzed. Then,the suitability evaluation system was constructed and the integrated evalua-
tion values (EI) of key soil and water conservation projects were calculated using Analytic Hierarchy
Process method and Principle Components Analysis method. Finally, the integrated evaluation values of key
soil and water conservation projects at each period were ranked and the results of these two methods were
compared. [Result] Since the 1980s,the implementation area of soil and water conservation projects in Dan-
Han River watershed of Shaanxi Province gradually expanded,assignment and investment increased,invest-
ment per unit area and proportion of central government investment increased, control measures gradually
improved,and the benefits were more and more notable. The integrated evaluation values of soil and water
conservation projects of Dan-Han River watershed fluctuated all along from period 1 to period 7 of “Chang-

zhi” project, and increased sharply at the period 1 of “Danzhi” project. Results of Analytic Hierarchy
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Process method and Principle Components Analysis method were generally identical except for period 2 and

period 4 of “Changzhi” project. [Conclusion) Period 1 of “Danzhi” project was more suitable than any peri-

od of “Changzhi” project in Dan-Han River watershed of Shaanxi Province.

Key words: Dan-Han River watershed;soil and water conservation project;suitability evaluation
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Table 1

Completion of soil and water conservation projects at every period in Dan-Han River watershed

Eig o

Index C1 C2 C3

C4 C5 C6 Cc7 D1

S it AT R

Harness age

I H ¥ e B

Name of project county
AN IR A B

Number of watershed
LA INEVIIDN
Agricultural population
Vi3I DIVIDN
Agricultural labor force
N B H A A F B
T/ hm?

Increase in per

capita farmland
PNSERE Y S|

T F1/hm? 0.06 0.13 0.08
Increased per capita fruit

AL T FURR B Y

7oiE/ (kg « hm™?) 1290 1890 1140
Increase grain yield per mu
Alk A1 4

A /G

Increase in per capita

net income of agriculture
LY UNIEE &= ViDN
Reducing the

number of poor

K A 2 3 B 1E AR/ hm?
Area of soil and

water loss control

Bl W 1 B/ hm?

Terrace

KPR T AL/ hm?

Soil and water

12.74 7.71 34,60

4. 86 3. 46 16. 17

0. 04 0.05 0. 04

122.37 40, 54 185.17

93 127 67 550 202 435

5 240 4279 13 303

34 887 32 067 80 175

conservation forest
Z R ARTH TR/ hm?
Fruit forest

Fh BT AR /hm?
Grass planting
B2 G B AT AL/ hm?
Closing hillside for
erosion control

£ L HHE T AL/ hm?
Contour tillage
K D /A4
Water storage pool
AR5/

Check dam
RS/ km
Irrigation canal
AR/ T

Total investment
%/ T o

National investment

11 827 10 263 27 769

113 147 1360

29 290 16 762 62 094

11 770 4 031 17 734
15 4 131
33 127 347

424.51

243.45 554.91

4 649 4670 32 232

733 732 2 804

1989—1993 1990—1994 1994—1998

1998—2000 1999—2003 2001—2004 2004—2008 2007—2010

3 8 5 12 24
8 72 25 89 348
1.17 27.44 5.19 34.13 181. 90

0.56 13. 04 3.20 18. 44 95. 89

0.04 0.02 0. 04 0.01 0.01

465 2 565 1470 1275 3 060

0.13 101. 29 0.70 42,22 21.92

10 394 101 742 18 865 79 417 769 163

706 7936 1637 3 247 21 041

3717 35 344 6 832 4070 199 729

1189 19 268 3621 3953 53 375

200 1 350 21 1475 3 246

3491 33 099 6 257 63 447 464 939

1092 4 744 497 3225 26 833

50 5152 71 3309 10 531

26 281 492 839 4278

44.12 431. 50 142. 70 439. 29 1 618.00

3027 34 594 5610 21503 192 112

651 5792 1080 7 135 103 609
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4% 1 Continued table 1
e
i 11 1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 7 D1
Index

IE 2L 2 I )

PR R/ 438 313 1042 1248 818 106 509 4879
Annual intercepting sediment

S = 3

e ‘Qﬁ—‘bmi/ﬁ m 28 885 17 894 50 877 61777 25 337 3 594 12 944 43 361
Annual interception of runoff

Tk R R %

Increasing vegetation 28.00 22.30 18. 20 21. 88 19. 90 17.50 12. 15 17.43
coverage rate

g =%

iEﬁﬂ*ﬂﬁF’:.ﬁ/?]— ke 1910 1128 4963 5052 2972 313 2 224 9 751
Increase grain yield

¥y 44 =

iﬁj]ll,l(;??f‘?k%?:;/ﬁ ke 1410 4 100 12 876 14 445 16 637 11 735 40 990 17 041
Increased fruit yield

PR T LR R/

(AT - km™) 5.09 6.91 15.89 29. 59 34.00 29.74 28. 48 24.94
Total investment

per unit area

B A T FR e R R/

(‘73—73 s km™?%) 0. 80 1. 08 1.38 6.36 5.69 5.72 9.45 13.45
Central government

investment per unit area

rh e S L/ %%

Central government 15.8 15.7 8.7 21.5 16.7 19.3 33.2 53.9

investment ratio
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Table 2 Suitability evaluation system for soil and water conservation projects in Dan-Han River watershed

i H Item HEN] 2 (U) Criterion layer

FEF5)Z (M) Index layer

FZ TR UD
Social economic situation

4l A B (M) Agricultural population

qe 35 8h J1 (M) Agricultural labor force

N FEA A T B4 1 B (M) Increase in per capita farmland

N2 ARG N AL (ML) Increase in per capita fruit

B T B B 77 5 (M) Increase in grain yield per hm?

g A ss in 4t A (Ms) Increase in per capita net income of agriculture
W2 N 1 i (M;) Reduce in number of poor people

A A (U2

Control measure

A2 (O
Target layer

JK 4 A B FL (M) Area of soil and water loss control
e el Bh T AL (M) Terrace

FKAR BRI AL (M) Soil and water conservation forest

2 WA AL (My1) Fruit forest

F i AL (My2) Grass planting

FF AV PR AL (M) Closing hillside for erosion control
%+ #HE 1 FL (M4, Contour tillage

#E K (5 (My5) Water storage pool

A Y5 (Mys) Check dam

VR I BE (M) Irrigation canal

S8 BB (Us)

Completed investment

B (Ms) Total investment
g 5% %5 (M) National investment

AL AR (UD

Control benefit

AEREE VRV i (M) Annual intercepting sediment
AEREE R A H (M2) Annual interception of runoff

BTN A B 7 55 2R (M2) Increase in vegetation coverage rate
WA 7= 8 (M>3) Increase in grain yield

WO BE KR 72 4 (M) Increase in fruit yield
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Table 3 Rank of weights of suitability evaluation system for soil and water conservation
projects in Dan-Han River watershed
i MR/ AR HEH

index Weight of criterion layer/Weight of index layer Rank
U, 0.106 7 4
U, 0.452 7 1
Us; 0.236 1 2
U, 0.204 5 3
M, 0.038 1 0.004 1 21
M, 0.056 9 0.006 1 20
M; 0.144 3 0.015 4 16
M, 0.106 6 0.011 4 19
M; 0.218 1 0.023 3 12
M; 0.326 0 0.034 8 8
M; 0.110 1 0.011 7 18
Ms 0.286 1 0.129 5 2
M, 0.240 8 0.109 0 3
M, 0.125 2 0.056 7 6
My, 0.070 7 0.032 0 10
M, 0.047 3 0.021 4 14
M 0.053 6 0.024 2 11
M, 0.044 1 0.020 0 15
M;; 0.044 1 0.020 0 15
M 0.044 1 0.020 0 15
M, 0.044 1 0.020 0 15
Mis 0.333 3 0.078 7 5
M, 0.666 7 0.157 4 1
Mz 0.411 6 0.084 2 4
M3, 0.239 5 0.049 0 7
M,, 0.167 3 0.034 2 9
M;; 0.107 8 0.022 1 13
My, 0.073 8 0.015 1 17
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Table 4 Membership degrees of evaluation indexes for soil and water conservation
projects at every period in Dan-Han River watershed
M I8 IR
Evaluation Cl C2 C3 C5 C6 C7 D1
index
M, 0.041 8 0.025 3 0.113 5 0.003 8 0.090 0 0.017 0 0.111 9 0.596 6
M, 0.031 2 0.022 2 0.103 9 0.003 6 0.083 8 0.020 6 0.118 5 0.616 2
M; 0.139 9 0.218 0 0.146 1 0.176 3 0.097 3 0.134 7 0.048 1 0.039 5
M, 0.108 3 0.239 3 0.140 2 0.120 1 0.111 3 0.188 5 0.018 0 0.074 4
M; 0.097 7 0.144 2 0.086 8 0.035 1 0.195 6 0.111 3 0.097 1 0.232 2
M 0.066 1 0.078 2 0.136 3 0.112 6 0.192 7 0.127 2 0.112 8 0.174 0
M; 0.237 9 0.078 8 0.360 0 000 3 0.196 9 0.001 4 0.082 1 0.042 6
M 0.069 4 0.050 3 0.150 8 0.007 7 0.075 8 0.014 1 0.059 1 0.572 9
M, 0.091 3 0.074 6 0.2318 0.012 3 0.138 3 0.028 5 0.056 6 0. 366 6
M, 0.087 9 0.080 8 0.202 0 0.009 4 0.089 1 0.017 2 0.010 3 0.503 3
M, 0.090 1 0.078 2 0.2115 0.009 1 0.146 8 0.027 6 0.030 1 0.406 6
M, 0.014 3 0.018 6 0.171 9 0.025 3 0.170 6 0.002 7 0.186 4 0.410 2
M, 0.043 1 0.024 7 0.091 4 0.005 1 0.048 7 0.009 2 0.093 4 0.684 4
M, 0.168 3 0.057 6 0.253 6 0.015 6 0.067 8 0.007 1 0.046 1 0.3837
Mis 0.000 8 0.000 2 0.006 8 0.002 6 0.267 5 0.003 7 0.171 8 0.546 7
M 0.005 1 0.019 8 0.054 0 0.004 0 0.043 7 0.076 6 0.130 6 0.666 0
M,; 0.108 9 0.062 4 0.142 3 0.011 3 0.110 7 0.036 6 0.112 7 0.415 1
Mg 0.015 6 0.015 6 0.108 0 0.010 1 0.1159 0.018 8 0.072 1 0.643 8
M, 0.006 0 0.006 0 0.022 9 0.005 3 0.047 3 0.008 8 0.058 2 0.845 5
M, 0.046 8 0.0335 0.111 3 0.133 4 0.087 4 0.011 14 0.054 4 0.521 6
M, 0.118 1 0.073 1 0.207 9 0.2525 0.103 6 0.014 7 0.052 9 0.177 2
M, 0.177 9 0.1417 0.1157 0.139 0 0.126 5 0.111 2 0.077 2 0.110 7
My 0.067 4 0.039 8 0.175 3 0.178 4 0.105 0 0.011 1 0.078 6 0.344 4
M, 0.011 8 0.034 4 0.108 0 0.121 2 0.139 0.098 4 0.343 8 0.142 9
5 ANIREARRBAAKLIAFEIBEEEHESENSEEDHNITEER
Table 5 Integrated evaluation values of soil and water conservation projects at
every period in Dan-Han River watershed

Codeof - e Code of - e
project Rank project Rank

D1 0.490 7 1 C1 0.064 6 5

C3 0.1351 2 C2 0.053 7 6

C5 0.104 2 3 C4 0.049 1 7

C7 0.0717 4 C6 0.0311 8
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Table 6 Matrix transposition of Principle Components Analysis method based evaluation indexes for
soil and water conservation projects in Dan-Han River watershed
Fvﬂﬁﬁﬁ dox c1 2 3 1 s C6 7 D1
M, —0.4259 —0.510 4 —0.058 9 —0.620 2 —0.179 1 —0.552 7 —0.066 8 2.414 1
M, —0.461 9 —0.506 3 —0.103 9 —0.598 1 —0.2030 —0.514 5 —0.0321 2.419 7
M 0.242 2 1.533 9 0.328 3 0.845 0 —0.446 7 0.156 1 —1.264 8 —1.394 0
M, —0.2518 1.691 5 0.229 6 —0.073 6 —0.198 4 0.942 7 —1.589 0 —0.7511
M; —0.425 8 0.295 1 —0.606 0 —1.416 9 1.106 1 —0.209 5 —0.443 8 1.700 8
M —1.3659 —1.082 2 0.2617 —0.285 3 1.565 1 0.052 3 —0.278 6 1.132 9
M; 0.881 9 —0.360 7 1.835 4 —0.974 3 0.561 8 —0.965 6 —0.335 2 —0.643 4
Mg —0.298 8 —0.401 1 0.138 4 —0.629 7 —0.264 4 —0.595 8 —0.353 6 2.405 0
M, —0.2814 —0.421 3 0.892 1 —0.941 3 0.111 0 —0.805 8 —0.5715 2.018 3
M, —0.224 0 —0.2669 0.465 4 —0.698 5 —0.217 1 —0.651 1 —0.693 1 2.2853
M, —0.2637 —0.3537 0.653 9 —0.876 0 0.164 6 —0.736 0 —0.716 9 2.127 8
M, —0.788 8 —0.758 2 0.334 1 —0.710 4 0.325 1 —0.871 6 0.437 6 2.032 2
M;; —0.358 4 —0.439 1 —0.147 1 —0.524 6 —0.333 9 —0.506 8 —0.138 4 2.448 3
My, 0.3239 —0.503 5 0.961 5 —0.817 7 —0.427 3 —0.881 4 —0.589 7 1.934 3
M;is —0.626 8 —0.629 6 —0.596 4 —0.617 6 0.718 8 —0.612 1 0.236 0 2.127 6
M —0.538 5 —0.472 8 —0.3189 —0.543 4 —0.3650 —0.217 5 0.025 3 2.430 7
M7 —0.128 7 —0.499 7 0.138 5 —0.908 2 —0.114 4 —0.706 2 —0.098 4 2.317 0
Mg —0.511 2 —0.510 9 —0.079 3 —0.536 6 —0.042 4 —0.496 1 —0.247 3 2.4237
My —0.407 8 —0.407 8 —0.349 9 —0.410 1 —0.266 3 —0.398 1 —0.228 8 2.468 8
Mo, —0.472 8 —0.553 6 —0.082 2 0.051 0 —0.2270 —0.687 4 —0.426 8 2.398 8
My, —0.085 3 —0.636 9 1.018 5 1.565 5 —0.263 3 —1.354 5 —0.885 3 0.641 3
M, 1. 801 4 0.568 8 —0.317 9 0.477 9 0.049 7 —0.469 3 —1.626 2 —0.484 4
M, —0.539 5 —0.798 5 0.4715 0.501 0 —0.187 8 —1.068 4 —0.4355 2.057 1
M, —1.128 3 —0.903 4 —0.169 6 —0.038 4 0.144 9 —0.2650 2.181 2 0.178 7
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Table 7 Correlativity matrix of evaluation indexes for soil and water conservation projects in Dan-Han River watershed

SN Y 3 M, M, M, M, M, M, M, M, My M,
M, 1. 00 1. 00 —0.67 —0.42 0.71 0.53 —0.11 0.99 0. 89 0.94 0.91 0.92
M, 1. 00 1. 00 —0.68 —0.42 0.71 0.53 —0.14 0.98 0. 87 0.93 0. 90 0.92
M; —0.67 —0.68 1. 00 0.83 —0.48 —0.58 0.05 —0.58 —0.50 —0. 46 —0.48 —0.79
M, —0.42 —0.42 0. 83 1.00 —0.06 —0. 30 —0.05 —0.33 —0.25 —0. 20 —0.21 —0.58
M 0.71 0.71 —0.48 —0.06 1. 00 0.61 —0.05 0.70 0.68 0.69 0.73 0.67
M 0.53 0.53 —0.58 —0. 30 0.61 1. 00 0.02 0.49 0.56 0.47 0.57 0.69
M; —0.11 —0.14 0. 05 —0.05 —0.05 0.02 1.00 —0.04 0. 31 0.10 0.23 0. 06
Mg 0.99 0.98 —0.58 —0. 33 0.70 0. 49 —0. 04 1.00 0.93 0.98 0.95 0. 89
M, 0. 89 0. 87 —0. 50 —0. 25 0.68 0.56 0.31 0.93 1. 00 0.97 0.99 0.87
M, 0.94 0.93 —0. 46 —0.20 0.69 0.47 0.10 0.98 0.97 1. 00 0.98 0. 84
My, 0.91 0. 90 —0.48 —0.21 0.73 0.57 0.23 0.95 0.99 0.98 1. 00 0. 86
M, 0.92 0.92 —0.79 —0.58 0.67 0.69 0. 06 0.89 0. 87 0. 84 0. 86 1. 00
M;; 1.00 1. 00 —0.63 —0.38 0.69 0.48 —0.16 0.99 0. 86 0.94 0. 89 0. 88
My, 0. 83 0.82 —0.42 —0.27 0.51 0.32 0.37 0.89 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.76
M;i; 0.91 0.91 —0.79 —0.53 0. 82 0.71 —0.18 0. 85 0.75 0.77 0.78 0.92
M 0.98 0.99 —0.67 —0.39 0.69 0. 50 —0.28 0. 96 0. 80 0. 89 0. 83 0.87
M, 0.98 0.98 —0.67 —0.42 0.73 0. 49 0. 05 0.98 0.93 0. 96 0.94 0.92
Mg 1. 00 0.99 —0. 64 —0. 37 0.74 0.59 —0.13 0.99 0.89 0.95 0.92 0.91
M, 0.99 0.99 —0.61 —0.35 0.71 0.49 —0.25 0.97 0.82 0.92 0. 86 0. 85
M, 0. 96 0. 96 —0. 54 —0.37 0. 60 0.52 —0.18 0. 96 0. 84 0.92 0. 87 0. 85
M 0. 25 0. 24 0.11 —0.18 —0.22 0.16 0.22 0.31 0. 37 0. 37 0. 36 0. 26
M, —0.31 —0.32 0.61 0.41 —0.15 —0.48 0.24 —0.20 —0.16 —0.10 —0.12 —0.51
Mo 0. 85 0. 84 —0.45 —0.42 0. 39 0.53 —0.01 0. 86 0. 81 0. 85 0.82 0.81
M, 0. 20 0.21 —0.69 —0.74 —0.01 0. 33 —0.21 0.07 —0.01 —0.07 —0. 06 0. 45
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Evaluation index Mg M, Mis Mis Mz Mg Mg M M, M, M Mo,
M, 1. 00 0.83 0.91 0.98 0.98 1. 00 0.99 0. 96 0.25 —0.31 0. 85 0. 20
M, 1.00 0. 82 0.91 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.99 0. 96 0.24 —0.32 0. 84 0.21
M; —0.63 —0.42 —0.79 —0.67 —0.67 —0. 64 —0.61 —0.54 0.11 0.61 —0.45 —0.69
M, —0.38 —0.27 —0.53 —0.39 —0.42 —0.37 —0.35 —0.37 —0.18 0.41 —0.42 —0.74
M; 0.69 0.51 0.82 0.69 0.73 0.74 0.71 0. 60 —0.22 —0.15 0. 39 —0.01
M; 0.48 0.32 0.71 0. 50 0.49 0.59 0.49 0.52 0.16 —0.48 0.53 0.33
M; —0.16 0.37 —0.18 —0.28 0.05 —0.13 —0.25 —0.18 0.22 0.24 —0.01 —o0.21
Mg 0.99 0. 89 0. 85 0. 96 0.98 0.99 0.97 0. 96 0.31 —0.20 0. 86 0.07
M, 0. 86 0.95 0.75 0. 80 0.93 0. 89 0.82 0. 84 0.37 —0.16 0. 81 —0.01
M, 0. 94 0.94 0.77 0. 89 0. 96 0. 95 0.92 0.92 0. 37 —0.10 0. 85 —0.07
My, 0.89 0. 94 0.78 0. 83 0.94 0.92 0. 86 0. 87 0. 36 —0.12 0.82  —0.06
M, 0.88 0.76 0.92 0. 87 0.92 0.91 0. 85 0. 85 0. 26 —0.51 0.81 0. 45
M3 1. 00 0.83 0. 88 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.99 0. 96 0. 26 —0.26 0. 84 0.15
M,y 0.83 1. 00 0.61 0.75 0. 90 0. 82 0.78 0. 80 0. 44 0. 00 0.79 —0.12
Mi; 0.88 0.61 1. 00 0. 89 0.88 0.91 0. 89 0. 85 0.10 —0.38 0.72 0. 37
M 0.99 0.75 0. 89 1. 00 0.94 0.98 0.99 0. 94 0.16 —0.36 0.79 0.23
M, 0.97 0.90 0. 88 0. 94 1. 00 0.97 0.95 0.91 0.23 —0.23 0. 81 0.14
M 0.99 0.82 0.91 0.98 0.97 1. 00 0.99 0.97 0.27 —0.28 0. 86 0.16
My, 0.99 0.78 0. 89 0.99 0.95 0.99 1. 00 0.97 0.24 —0.24 0. 83 0.13
My 0.96 0. 80 0. 85 0.94 0.91 0.97 0.97 1. 00 0.47 —0.18 0.94 0.10
M3, 0. 26 0. 44 0. 10 0.16 0.23 0.27 0.24 0.47 1. 00 0.24 0.72 —0.15
M, —0.26 0.00 —0.38 —0.36 —0.23 —0.28 —0.24 —0.18 0.24 1.00 —0.16  —0.86
Ma; 0. 84 0.79 0.72 0.79 0.81 0. 86 0.83 0. 94 0.72 —0.16 1. 00 0.13
My, 0.15 —0.12 0. 37 0.23 0.14 0.16 0.13 0. 10 —0.15 —0. 86 0.13 1. 00
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Table 8 Variance analysis of principle components of soil and water conservation projects in Dan-Han River watershed

W R FFAE (. Initial eigenvalue HEHF-J7 il Extraction of square
w5 s L i T e » i v R R/
Element = V]— Contribution of Lur‘nuld‘tlve R Tl— Contribution of ('UWUI({UVS
Total variance variance contrlbutlon of Total variance variance contrlb_utlon of
variance variance
1 16. 219 67.579 67.579 16. 219 67.579 67.579
2 3.187 13. 281 80. 860 3. 187 13. 281 80. 860
3 1.706 7.108 87.968 1.706 7.108 87.968
4 1. 342 5.591 93.559 1.342 5.591 93. 559
5 0. 839 3.497 97.056
6 0.566 2.356 99.412
7 0. 141 0.588 100
8 0 0 100
9 0 0 100
10 0 0 100
11 0 0 100
12 0 0 100
13 0 0 100
14 0 0 100
15 0 0 100
16 0 0 100
17 0 0 100
18 0 0 100
19 0 0 100
20 0 0 100
21 0 0 100
22 0 0 100
23 0 0 100

24 0 0 100
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Table 9 Eigenvectors of each principle component of soil and water conservation projects in Dan-Han River watershed

N g N3 | o
Y STV E R SRS VWi I SHENE Y 7 CRE T Y SR
. Element 1 Element 2 Element 3 Element 4 . Element 1 Element 2 Element 3 Element 4
index index
M, 0.992 0. 000 —0.080 —0.059 M, 0.979 0.039 —0.116 —0.126
M, 0. 989 —0.021 —0.095 —0.077 My, 0. 849 0. 390 0.219 0.137
M; —0.691 0.618 —0.134 —0. 164 Mis 0.918 —0.249 —0.133 0. 057
M, —0. 444 0.581 —0.522 0.085 M 0.957 —0.077 —0.199 —0.151
M; 0.720 0.007 —0.476 0.415 M7 0. 981 0.071 —0.020 0.078
M 0.611 —0. 280 0.051 0.276 Mg 0.992 0.029 —0.104 —0.062
M; —0.032 0.372 0.618 0.683 M, 0.965 0.032 —0.186 —0.172
M 0.982 0. 144 —0.063 —0.041 My, 0.953 0.119 —0.010 —0.267
M, 0.917 0. 264 0.127 0. 240 My, 0.298 0. 448 0. 645 —0. 445
M, 0. 946 0.302 —0.025 0. 041 M, —0.315 0.795 —0.040 —0.057
M, 0.933 0. 288 0.038 0.197 Mo 0.871 0.167 0.298 —0.307
M, 0. 950 —0.209 0.152 0.118 M, 0.212 —0.916 0.271 —0.057
AR A A M R R M BOTE H A FR PL RGEA R AR R L 45 SR L 10,
£ 10 ANVIRBAKEIRFIBEEUHENPFEEIRNSMESHSINESER
Table 10 Matrix of each principle component and comprehensive component of soil and water
conservation projects in Dan-Han River watershed
TRGS E 1 E 2 L 3 T R 4
Code of project Element 1 Element 2 Element 3 Element 4 Omp ) Rank
element
D1 9.63 0. 39 —0.72 —0.51 6.93 1
C3 0. 44 1.41 2.21 0. 85 0.73 2
C5 0.16 —0.77 —0.02 1.35 0.08 3
C7 —0. 46 —3.82 0.74 —0.04 —0.82 4
C1 —1.97 1. 84 0. 46 0. 27 —1.11 5
C4 —2.49 0. 30 1.03 —2.05 —1.80 6
C2 —2.62 1.53 —1.85 0.05 —1.82 7
C6 —2.68 —0.88 —1.85 0.07 —2.19 8
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