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Abstract

Geological disasters frequently occur in Chongqing. The analysis of typical cases of geological dis-
asters is of great significance to guide the emergency work. In this paper, 159 typical cases of geo-
logical disasters in Chongqing region from 2018 to 2020 are collected and sorted out, and the dis-
tribution characteristics of time, space, scale and inducing factors of different geological disasters
are compared and analyzed, the typical macro-key factors affecting the emergency response to the
geological disasters in Chongqing, such as the types of geological disasters, slope structure, induc-
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ing factors, stability, scale and disaster-bearing body, etc. and summed up the necessary measures,
special measures and emergency measures. It lays a foundation for the research and development
of the assistant decision-making system of emergency response based on the disaster case base.
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Figure 1. Spatial distribution map of geological hazards
1 WRRE=ESHE

DOI: 10.12677/hjce.2023.126097 847 T AT


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjce.2023.126097
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

XL 5%

ARSCEN S HLIR 2018~2020 4[] 159 it 5 5 T S AT A 18] 70 AR PE 34T, AT 0 Af L dnf 1)
DA, TR SR AT 8 b A E R T S B IR B 2 o W Al T KR B X, S
FEO AT T EPRIRI R M7 F PRI DRI 5 3 o AR A5 S, TR Hh 3t o 9 2 AR 2 [R) 7 A1 Ay
(IREISE

Forh i 100 ], fa'A R 46 1, Ve 5 01, MUk 6 1, it 2 B, HilAl 2 o E SRR
A8 3T AT RSN AG Jm2 F R T AE = SR A R R R B I kR, IR AR

Chjex=y::b
mRER
IR

m L

Figure 2. Percentage map of geological hazard types
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Figure 3. Map of geological hazards
3. MRRKEIEE

2.2. BESTTR4HE
FRAE H 7 K P A AL B A AR SRS B = N & A R F R, ik 1 s KZHOR R F

DOI: 10.12677/hjce.2023.126097 848 TARTHE


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjce.2023.126097

HIEH 5%

AT 5~8 AU, U EAPERTR B R LB K FHF KRR EER R —

Table 1. Statistical table of time distribution of geological hazards
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Figure 4. Distribution map of geological hazard scale
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Table 2. Statistical table of induced factors of geological hazards
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Table 3. Statistical table of necessary measures for geological hazards
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Table 4. Statistical table of emergency measures for geological disasters
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Figure 5. Emergency measures and disaster statistics
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Table 5. Emergency measures and disaster statistics
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Table 6. Statistics of emergency measures and inducing factors
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Figure 6. Statistics of emergency measures and inducing factors

E 6 NS EAERGIT

3) NG SRR A R
TR S R F ZAAREPIRIE: HAE . AFRIE R T RN Stk 7 fiE 7
i, JFONUE B SR T 5 2 (0 80 S Tt 0 2 R A

DOI: 10.12677/hjce.2023.126097 853 TARTHE


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjce.2023.126097

HIEH 55

Table 7. Statistics of emergency measures and slope structure types
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Figure 7. Statistics of emergency measures and slope structure types
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Figure 8. Emergency measures and stability statistics
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Table 8. Emergency measures and stability statistics
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Table 9. Emergency measures and scale statistics
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Figure 9. Emergency measures and scale statistics
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Figure 10. Distribution map of landslide emergency measures
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Figure 11. Emergency measures and disaster statistics
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Table 10. Emergency measures and disaster statistics
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Table 11. Emergency measures and induced factors statistics
#* 11 N2RHSIFAERSIT

IVESERyi UK R B Atk NZKiES)
g o
HIAB A
[EIEEVES I
B K AR
PEEYIIEES
R B B2

o o o o o o
U N O B N R
o o o o o o
o B O o o

7
mUKEEHER m RN
m XAk ARG 5
2
1 1 1
OIOO 0 00 OIOO 0000O0 0 0 0 00

RAEEH O HIBORE BUHEM O BHOKAE SCEUNESE  REEpiedk
IVASEEyii)

Figure 12. Statistics of emergency measures and inducing factors
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Table 12. Emergency measures and slope structure type statistics

* 12 MRS RIRGHIER 5T

S 2 it + R IR
T g 0 1
Il 45 Rk 28R 2 0
[ 3 1 J 0 1
B K b3 0 0
BEEYITES 6 2
(ERNTE/AES 4 1
16

14 LSS eyl

12

® 0

4 2 2
Len me en e L.

REERNH HIBORE  BEUEEN O BEKCE SEIEESE BB
IASE i

Figure 13. Statistics of emergency measures and slope structure types
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Figure 14. Emergency measures and stability statistics
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Table 13. Emergency measures and stability statistics
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Table 14. Emergency measures and scale statistics
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Figure 15. Emergency measures and scale statistics
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Figure 16. Distribution map of emergency measures for dangerous rock collapse
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Figure 17. Map of emergency measures for ground subsidence
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Figure 18. Distribution map of debris flow emergency measures
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