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Actualy case of mud flow and arisk analysis and management for mud flow disasters

*
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, , 105-8488 5 11 3

The paper proposes an approach to keep sfety of the construction site for mud
flow disasters using the risk analyzes and management. The proposed way to
decide the safety level of risk for construction planning is estimation of risk of
natural disasters such as mud flow from the viewpoint of the relation between a
death toll, and decision of upper limit of risk management. Then, the decision of
acceptable risk is converted into the requirement for keeping safety of the
construction site, assuming the design concept of river facilities is decided the
acceptable risk for mud flow disasters. Furthermore, the actually case of mud flows
are compared with the requirement for design to keep safety of the construction site
for mud flow disasters at the chief cities.
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