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Table 1

The system table of classifying landdide’

D.

danger devision in Suishuihe Valley

Ar | L =35 3.09
2. 20°~35 1.91
3. 10°~20", 1. 18
(3.09) |4 <10 0~0. 73
A Ay 1. =500 m 1.91
2. 100 m ~ 500m 1. 18
3. 10 m~100 m 0.73
6 18) | (19D |4 <10m 0~0Q 45
L. > 1000/ km?2)
As |2 500 ~ 1000 (| 118
) 0.73
km?2) 0. 45
(1. 18) 3. 100~ 500(m/km?) 0~0Q 29
4, <1000y km?
(10. 00) B, |1 Lol
2. 1. 18
3. 0.73
(1.91) | 4. 0~0Q 45
B B 1 118
2. 0.73
3. 0.45
B8 | (e |4 0~0Q 29
By |1>1IX 0.73
2. VI~ 1X 0.45
3.V~VI 0.29
0.7 |4<V 0.00
¢, |L > 1000 mm 2.36
2. 600 mm~1 000 mm | 1. 46
C 3. 400 mm ~ 600 mm 0.90
(2.36) | 4. <400 mm 0~0Q 56
G, |1 1. 46
(3.82) 2. 0.90
3. 0.56
(1.46) | 4. 0~0Q 34
(6. 18) D' |1 1. 46
2. 0.90
D 3. 0.56
(1.46) | 4. 0.00
Q| P L 0.90
2. 0.56
0 |> 0.34
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Fig. 1 The process of landslidé s danger devision frame figure
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THE RESEARCH OF LANDSLIDE’ S DANGER

DEVISION IN COUNTY REGION
—TAKE SUISHUIHE VIALLEY AS THE EXAMPLE

WNAG Cheng-hua, TAN Wan-pei, LUO Xiao-mei

(Institute of Mountain Hazards and Environment, Chinese Academy of

Science &. Ministry of Water Conservancy, Chengdu, 610041)

Abstact; Landslide’ s danger devision is the hot-spot in studying regional landslide recent
years. The paper takes Suishuihe valley as the example to go further into the aim and the
principle and the method of Landslide’ s danger devision in county region.In view of county
regional feature, Some factors as the topography, the geology, the hydrologic meteorolgy and
artifical activity are selected as main factors to determine devision.A ccording to each factor’ s
use in the course of develiping landslide, Golden selection is used to determing each factor’ s
effect index, and the method of fuzzy — Judeg is used to analyse and check each net cell’ s
sy nthetical index. According to the synthetical index’ s value to determine devision, then the

sy nthetical index, as landslide’ s danger devision figure is traced.

Key words: Regional landslide, danger devision, factor index, synthetical index



