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Debris flow characteristics and river closure in Meigu
River Basin of Sichuan southwest
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2. China Institute of Geo-Environment Monitoring , Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract; The number of mud-rock flows in the Meigu River Basin is wide and widely distributed, seriously
affecting the road safety and the production and life of the residential areas. Based on the survey data of
geological disasters in the Meigu River Basin, the spatial distribution characteristics of debris flow in the Meigu
River Basin were analyzed statistically, and the spatial distribution characteristics of debris flow in the Suoluo-
Zhuku section were studied. That (1) A total of 90 debris flows were developed in the Meigu River Basin,
including 15 large, 19 medium and 56 small. the space is mainly distributed in the Meigu River Valley area on
both sides, as well as Meigu River tributary Jingyetexi River, even the Lanzhalao River, Erjue River valley
zones. Binding relationship debris flow and rainfall to debris flow classify statistcs; (2) According to the
Analytic Hierarchy Process ( AHP) , the degree of blockage of debris flow is evaluated. The conclusion is that
the whole blocking degree of the Meigu River is general and there is no serious plugging effect. Only some
debris flow gullies are serious in blocking the river. On this basis, the author summarizes the grading criteria
of the river closure in the Meigu River Basin.
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Fig.1 The Meigu River Valley location
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Fig.2 Spatial distribution of Meigu River debris flow
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Fig.3 Major areas of spatial distribution debris flow
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Fig. 4 Relationship between rainfall and debris flow
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Fig.5 The proportion of different types of debris flow
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Fig.6 Meigu River mudslides blocking the river

level hierarchical structure diagram
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Table 7 Meigu River debris flow blocking evaluation criteria and the appropriate index weight
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Fig.8 Three typical mudslides watershed image maps
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Table 8 Quantitative values typical debris flow impact factor
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