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Fig. 1 Distribution of geological structure ,engineering rock
association and landslide geological disaster in Pu’ an county
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Fig. 2 Hydrogeology conditions of Pu’ an county
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Table 4 Slope disaster formation condition partition

table of landslide disaster in Pu’ an county
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Table 5 Structure disaster formation condition partition

table of landslide disaster in Pu’ an county
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Table 6  Stratum disaster formation condition partition

table of landslide disaster in Pu’ an county
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Table 7 River disaster formation condition partition
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Table 8 Quantitative rating scale landslide susceptibility
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Table 9  Susceptibility partition of landslide

geological disaster in Pu’ an county
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Analytical Hierarchy Process in Susceptibility
Assessment of Landslide Hazards

——A Case Study in the Pu’ an County, Guizhou Province

LU Zhi-giang' ,LENG Yang-yang’,ZHAO Gang’

( Guizhou G&M Engineering Construction Co. ,LTD ,Guiyang 550081, Guizhou , China ;
2. Guizhou Institute of Geo—Environment Monitoring , Guiyang 550081 , Guizhou , China ;
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[ Abstract |

mapping results of landslide geological hazards. In this paper,it taken Pu’ an County of Qianxinan Prefecture in

The reasonable selection of assessment methods is the key to obtaining the correct susceptibility

Guizhou Province as an example ,based on the analysis of the impact of stratum lithologies , landforms , geological
structures ,and hydrogeological conditions on landslide hazards in the area,the Analytical hierarchy process is
used to establish the evaluation index system of landslide disaster susceptibility. The practical application is car-
ried out accordingly. The assessment results showed that the area’ s susceptibility mapping of landslide hazards
is divided into four levels, which agrees with the actual landslide hazard developments. It proves the
effectiveness and practicability of the Analytical hierarchy process in the susceptibility assessment of landslide
geological hazards in the mountain areas.

[ Key Words ]
process ; ARCGIS ; Inducing factors ; Guizhou

Landslide hazards in the eastern Guizhou; Susceptibility assessment; Analytical hierarchy



