Advances in Geosciences HhWERFIZZRTHY, 2022, 12(1), 63-69 Hans Y
Published Online January 2022 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ag
https://doi.org/10.12677/ag.2022.121008

A RFARBHEAE TIERTN

SRR, AL, WRAE
FARA MR, TR T

N4y
1|

Weks . 20214F12 170 FHBER: 20224F1H 100 KA HM: 20224F1H17H

H E

AR TEXMEE. &t BL. BHE. @REEMMENESGE TR MER, FIAEXRT
SRR R TR R BN R B R FBI6 TR H AT TIRE VY, PR R S SERRART, AONEK
JFRRREER T TR RERE. B0F L REEEFEHRESE,

XA

B, B, EXRITHE WL

Post-Evaluation of the Treatment
Project for a Large-Scale Landslide
Group in Shaoguan

Huiling Qiu, Wenhua Long, Zhanhui Qing

Guangdong Geological Environment Monitoring Station, Guangzhou Guangdong

Received: Dec. 17th, 2021; accepted: Jan. 10‘h, 2022; published: Jan. 17th, 2022

Abstract

This paper establishes a post-evaluation system for landslide treatment projects based on the
characteristics of project investigation, design, construction, supervision, and construction man-
agement. Using expert scoring method, the post-treatment evaluation of a geological disaster pre-
vention and control project for a large-scale landslide group in Shaoguan City is carried out. The
results are consistent with the actual situation and can provide references for the government and
decision-making management departments to conduct geological disaster survey, design, con-
struction and supervision management.
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Table 2. Statistical table of characteristics of landslide geological hazard points

2. BWMRRE RHFHERIT K
o wE o e SR g s
HP1 ﬁgngéﬁiggtgﬁiijﬁ’ 125 60  12~154 42 101250 ﬁ%ﬂ&iﬂj:ygﬁ”?gigfgiigﬁég%
HP2 ﬁ&igggzﬁﬁ 50 40 3842 18 0.8 %ﬁﬂiﬁwigiﬁfﬁ%

ZIR B TARR VR TSSO — 9, R AR + Wi e + AHPKE + s iia BT &,
WAt S HORE: EgEH(C AR M) c=0, ¢=314", LB c=10kPa, ¢ =16.2°. TiH &%
9 625.49 Ji 7.

DOI: 10.12677/ag.2022.121008 65 HuERR} =1V


https://doi.org/10.12677/ag.2022.121008

4. BB TERVEN
4.1. EFITHEMN

AT TR 2014 4ETF L, 2016 4Fid@id 256 . (VA FEACRE WIS )it & 5on e H LA B 2 S
YRR Wit S FERR . M TETEMIEAE. MBS IENTE R WIS SR FE bR . BRSSP TR
bR BIHEAT VR S, ARG ARTE S-S bR 0 B | Sl 5 R M RO AT RCEIRAL, I ALK
PRV S (K 3~ 7).

Table 3. Evaluation index assignment table after survey
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Table 4. Evaluation index and scoring assignment table after design
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Table 5. Evaluation index and scoring assignment table after construction
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Table 6. Evaluation index and scoring assignment table after supervision
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Table 7. Evaluation index and scoring assignment table after construction management
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Table 8. Expert scoring method evaluation factor weight table
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Table 9. Post-evaluation Comprehensive Evaluation Form
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Figure 1. Comparison of governance effects
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