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The application of fuzzy comprehensive evaluation model based
on analytic hierarchy process in risk assessment of debris
flow gully in Kangle County
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Abstract ; Kangle County is located in the southeastern part of Gansu Province, located in downstream of the
Tao River Basin, which is one of the most serious areas of debris flow in the transition zone of the Loess
Plateau to the Qinghai-Tibet Plateau. This paper takes 20 typical debris flow gullies in Kangle County as an
example and 10 major factors are selected as indicators of debris flow risk assessment. The weight of each
factor is determined according to the analytic hierarchy process and the risk assessment is made by fuzzy
comprehensive evaluation method. The results show that in a highly dangerous state of debris flow up to 11,
more than 50% of the total, it is recommended to focus on monitoring and prevention.
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Fig.1 Regional geological structure diagram
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Fig.2 Assessing indices system of the debris flows
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Table 2 Rule layer weight distribution

M A B C B
A 1 172 2 0.311
B 2 1 2 0. 493
C 172 172 1 0. 196
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