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A Landslide Potential Model for Ming-De Reservoir
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the this study is to establish a landslide potential model for the Ming-De
watershed. In order to avoid the bias which the other landslide models had, this study developed the
model based on the multiple criteria decision making method. The study is based on the available
landslide data to decide relative the specific weighting of each using the expert questionary factors.
The influences of the inducing factors and the potential factors of the landslide phenomenon are
different, and should not be placed on the same levels. The landslide potential model may be divided
into six assessment perspectives and eight assessment factors. This study used the landslide data of
Ming-De reservoir watershed during Typhoon Toraji to verify our landslide potential forecast model
and draw the landslide potential distribution map. All the landslide cases in Mind-Der reservoir
watershed during Typhoon Toraji are located in the high landslide potential value areas or middle
landslide potential value areas.

(Keywords : Landslide Potential, Analytic Hierarchy Process)
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Figure 1. The Pairwise Comparison Matrix.
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Figure 2. The construction of the landslide potential model.
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Figure 3. The expert questionary.
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Table 5. The assessment value of the lithology

index.
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Table 6. The assessment value of the fault

distribution index.
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Table 9. The assessment value of the

reoccurrence Index.
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Figure 4. The landslide potential chart of Ming-De Reservoir Watershd.
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