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Landslide and debris flow risk assessment for small water sheels in
the Wenchuan earthquake disturbance area.
taking the Baishahe River Basin in Dujiangyan as an example
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Abstract;In this paper, the risk zoning, risk probability, risk damage ratio and risk defense engineering
benefit are used to evaluate the landslide risk of typical small watershed landslide in Dujiangyan area of the
Wenchuan earthquake, and a comprehensive factor assessment model is established. As a result of the
assessment, the area of high and higher risk areas accounts for 15. 76 % of the total area; Under heavy rain
conditions, the probability of risk > 0. 85; The risk loss rate of 65 % of the fixed assets in the region > 1;
Risk losses will be reduced when effective engineering governance is in place, with 37 per cent in high-risk
areas and 32 per cent in higher-risk areas. The comprehensive factor assessment method can predict the
possible loss in the assessment area more accurately, and provide a reference basis for risk management.
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Fig. 1 Landslide and debris flow risk comprehensive

assessment structure diagram
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Fig. 2 Location map of the small river basin and research

area in the small watershed of Baisha River
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Table 1

The statistical analysis of the risk area of landslide

and debris flow in the downstream concentrated settlement

area in the small watershed of Baisha River
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Fig. 3 Distribution map of landslide and debris flow in

the small watershed of Baisha River
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Fig. 4 The risk zoning map of landslide and debris flow in the downstream concentrated resettlement area in

the small watershed of Baisha River
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Fig. 5 The probability distribution map of rainfall in the

small watershed of Baisha River
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Table 2 Statistical table of time probability in small
watershed disaster in the small watershed of Baisha

River under rainfall conditions
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Fig. 6 Probability distribution of landslide and debris
flow in different area in the small watershed of

Baishhe River basin under the conditions of rainfall
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Table 3 The statistical table of hazard probability of different areas in the small

watershed of Baishhe River under the conditions of rainfall
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Table 4 Statistics of damage rate of concentrated resettlement area in the small watershed of Baishhe River
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Table 5 Statistics of the anti-risk ability in the small
watershed of Baisha River
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Table 6 Statistics of risk reduction probability of various risk profiles in the small watershed of Baisha River
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Table 7 Statistics of risk reduction of small watershed in Baisha River
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