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ABSTRACT

Substantial amount of rainfalls associated with Typhoon Mindulle on 2 July and Typhoon Aere
on 25 August in 2004, caused serious landslide in A-Bang Creek watershed. Due to the thick deposits
and debris from upstream of A-Bang Creek, it not only endangered the foundation of high voltage
tower of Taiwan Power Company and Li yang village near the creek exit, but also threatened the
living of local residents in the downstream Song-Ho community. Therefore, a comprehensive disaster
mitigation plan for the watershed is necessary in order to ensure both the living and environmental
safety of the area.

From aerial photographs show the 7 landslides with a total area of 29.9ha before the typhoon
had combined and/or enlarged to become 6 larger with a total area of 39.6ha.Accumulated debris on
riverbed covered an area of 13.87ha. According to the results of site investigation, continuous check
dams started from upstream is recommended to reduce the debris flow slide downstream. Gravity slit
dam is also recommended to dissipate the energy of debris flow and mitigate the disaster. To control
and increase trap efficiency, large sized deposition basin is recommended in the downstream. These
strategies should help to ensure safety of high voltage tower in the downstream of the creek, the
Li-yang village and the Song-Ho community.

(Key words: Flood of 2 July 2004; Typhoon Mindulle; Typhoon Aere; Landslide; Check dam; Comb

dam; Deposition basin)
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Table 2. Elevation distribution in statistics.

e | e (m) [p (na) | F0E
I (%)
1 <700 3.36 1.09
2 700~800 16.65 5.38
3 800~900 16.17 5.23
4 900~1000 24.65 7.97
5 [1000~1100 | 33.29 10.76
6 [ 1100~1200 | 36.81 11.90
7 [1200~1300 |  44.66 14.43
8 [1300~1400| 42.25 13.66
9 [1400~1500 | 39.85 12.88
10 | 1500~1600 | 32.81 10.61
11 | 1600~1700 | 16.33 5.28
12 1700 < 2.56 0.83
AAE 309.39 100
Fe 3. BB PR 5 ARG
Table 3. Slope distribution in statistics.
SiAR W (9)| ErMicha) [F155E (%)
— SR 0~5 0.32 0.10
CaEbE | 5415 4.96 1.60
SRR | 15~30 16.01 5.17
DUFEBL | 30~40 17.45 5.64
SRR | 40~55 40.81 13.19
HARBL | 55100 | 204.23 66.01
SRR >100 25.61 8.28
309.39 100
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Table 6. Distribution of landslide fields after Typhoon Toraji.

s | s E )| X | Y [ s )| e
’F,HIL%?,}— 140 | #7585 | 16.77 | 245976 |2676902.8 | 1663 | 36.06 D
F’}Hli%—;ﬁf%o MY | 538 |245917.79(2676477.47| 1572 36.8 D
’F"l i —461 | M58 | 093  246428.16/2676604.03| 1128 | 32.78 D
'F" Pl —462 | PR | 072 |246503.01|2677070.84| 1281 | 49.62 D
’F (ISR —463 | AR | 047 |246492.13]2676944.27| 1202 | 41.18 D
’F (SR —464 | P74 | 041 |246764.32|2676824.51| 1153 | 46.09 D
’F TSR —601 | A4 | 128 [247028.03|2675741.28| 1066 | 37.48 D
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Table 7. Statistical analysis of landslide surface area.
W wH | BHAE , CARE N ,
‘ (B | BEX | OEREY (B BREX ] ERY

5. (ha) | () 5. (ha) | ()

1] 177 |37.5 | NE | 247,009 | 2,675,747 | 16| 0.39 | 60 | SE | 246,627 |2,676,299
21077 | 80 | W [247,555| 2,675,798 | 17| 0.12 | 47 | W | 246,791 2,676,331
31052 | 80 | SW |247,459] 2,675,933 | 18] 0.05 | 50 | W | 246,749 |2,676,389
41026 | 50 N 246,887 | 2,675,958 | 19] 0.56 | 30 | SE | 246,489 |12,676,321
51009 | 60 N 247,025 2,676,000 |20] 0.14 | 70 | E | 246,678 2,676,395
6] 018 | 70 N 246,836 | 2,675,997 |21 | 0.15 | 65 | NE | 246,669 |2,676,466
71015 | 70 N 246,788 | 2,676,016 |22 | 0.16 | 70 | SW | 246,746 |2,676,479
81 025 | 75 N 246,711 | 2,676,029 |23 | 0.37 | 80 | SW | 246,698 |2,676,585
91 0.21 75 N 246,678 | 2,676,036 |24 | 0.76 | 46 | SW | 246,723 |12,676,829
10| 0.13 | 70 S 246,910 | 2,676,061 | 25|25.62| 36 | SE | 246,120 |2,676,826
11| 030 | 80 S 246,868 | 2,676,064 |26 | 5.79 | 49 | SE | 246,495 |2,677,034
12| 0.07 | 50 S 246,829 | 2,676,087 |27 | 0.13 | 40 | NE | 245,535 |2,676,576
131 3.03 | 70 S 247,083 | 2,676,074 |28 | 1.17 | 40 | NE | 245,631 |2,676,469
14| 1.58 | 50 E 246,373 12,676,090 |129] 0.75 | 40 | NE | 245,791 12,676,402
15| 0.21 70 | W 246,720 ] 2,676,251 |30 0.86 | 40 | NE | 245,951 12,676,428
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Figure 11. Estimate capacity of soil losses by Bar
Chart

@o-~10

W 10~50
050~150
0150~300
W 300~600
@ 445600

54%

1 12, 7 A8 U B I
Figure 12. Estimate capacity of soil losses by Pie
Chart.

(2) & TR AR i

FR AR krﬁ“ SN Rl
BRI lﬁ[i B+ T AR A
2 e IR e -

F A TR > [ R
TR M s %;iﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ}ﬁﬁ%#‘ J ﬂéﬁ
%}ﬁﬁﬁj 168 g+ 7 fh—?f%‘i%{ UL
|2 FR T IS TG T R fﬁa@fﬁl}
n‘h‘&f‘,%ﬁ LB VAR A
90% s A

V=120,418A%%
=
Fiﬁ;@ 30Vl l—j& Jﬁiﬂ%l’:l‘ [/plﬁg

(2.72km?)

Vit e (m’) -

B AT R A o U Sy T8 Y Sh
211,006 m® -

(3) ErEUHIEN Y

(194 = 1 FIB9R/RHRI (' 14)0 F

409

CEEFY U AR Al AN S B R R P AL

= \

— X F kR B 300-600 [
=600

HR1/15, 000) i3, .

2675000

ey 210w

[ 13. I 2 5 G 8 B

Figure 13. Capacity of soil losses in scale.
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Figure 14. Topography survey and construction plans.
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