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Preventing engineering benefit evaluation of regional geological disaster
risk based on probability method
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Abstract; The probability method was adopted to evaluate disaster preventing engineering benefit based on the
regional hazards risk assessment. The method classified engineering grades firstly and determined the standard
of classification. And then, according to the grade of different engineering type, the ability to resist risks of
engineering and risk reduction loss probability were evaluated separately. Finally, the benefit of risk reduction
loss was classified into 3 grades. The method has been used to evaluate the risk reduction loss probability of
preventing engineering in Baishahe watershed of DujJiangyan city of Wenchuan Earthquake disturbance area
and the result was good and worth to be popularized.
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Table 1 Types of preventing engineering of landslide and debris flow
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Table 2 The evaluation standard of risk reduction loss probability
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Table 3 The statistic of preventing engineering and risk zonation of Baishahe watershed
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Table 4 The statistic of risk reduction loss probability of different risk grade in Baishahe watershed
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Table 5 The benefit statistic of risk reduction probability in different risk grades of Baishahe watershed
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