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Fig. 1 Displacement-time curves of landslide
2.2 MRTEEBZLSH

TR FE AR R A7 5 o U0 30 7 e 39 BLCBR A8 T v 35 4
B 25K 2. ATRLE W, 3 A WIS A LG B
T 0.948~0. 973, WG R B A ; [ L 1H 54
)y H/IERR F, HA T 0.53~0. 77, Hdh . G7 W
Pt P 08 3 A5 i i s R IV S, VS AR
GO W 5 A ¥ 825 g Oy NI 9 0 38 B T v 45
G11 Wi i i e A5 9ol 11 9, T 42 B 8 R ol

SR 3 W A BHCDR 7k A 43 A 45 SR AT
Vit S TR A7 AL 1) BRI AR T W A A — 22 5
RIS & Eai %, B BHRHET™E, TR
F U, 25 400 5 I T 1 5 9 398 1) TR 78 TR 1k 34
SRR N KRR R E .
2.3 TREBLERBEHTH

R R 728 0 0000 08 A7 A8 T Vs 4 R R R S TEAY
SRy 3843 56 Tk SR 3 R A A AR S T A TR
VR BI P KR S BERE AR A3 A A S 4 0 5 A Rl
43 Sk v 30 T AN S L HG b w2k R R

®2 BRIANKTEREBRINER

Tab.2 Analysis results of current deformation potential of landslide
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Tab.3 Screening results of different kernel functions
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Tab.4 Optimized prediction results of learning factors
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Tab.5 Statistics of characteristic parameters
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Tab. 6 Final prediction results of G7 monitoring point

41 89.84  88.18 1.66 1.85
42 90.88  89.03 1.85 2.04
43 91.50  89.74 1.76 1.92
44 93. 65 91. 80 1.85 1.98
45 95.11 93. 40 1.71 1.80
46 97. 27 95. 38 1.89 1.94
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Tab.7 Medium term prediction results of G9
and G11 monitoring points
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Tab.8 Prediction results of landslide in later stage
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Analysis of Landslide Deformation Potential Based on Limit Displacement

Criterion and Deformation Prediction
LI Xiaobin'

1 School of Engineering Management and Logistics, Shaanxi Railway Institute,

1 East Segment of Zhanbei Street, Weinan 714000, China

Abstract: To accurately grasp the landslide deformation potential in the reservoir area, based on the
statistics of deformation monitoring results, we use the limit displacement criterion to analyze the
landslide deformation potential. Based on the theory of relevance vector machine, we apply optimiza-
tion processing to ensure the optimum parameters. We build a prediction model of landslide deforma-
tion and evaluate the development trend of landslide deformation potential based on the prediction re-
sults. Combined with results of the two analyses, we realize the comprehensive landslide deformation
potential analysis. The results show that there are some differences in the deformation potential of dif-
ferent monitoring points. According to the disadvantage principle, the deformation potential level is
grade IV, and the potential degree is serious. The deformation potential will continue to increase and
tend to develop unfavorably. Based on the two analysis results, the landslide deformation potential is
in a disadvantageous state, and the possibility of instability in the later period is relatively large.
Therefore, disaster prevention and control should be strengthened to avoid disaster losses.
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vector machine
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