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Fig. 1 A map showing the position of Gangu County
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Fig. 2 Distribution of geo-hazards and engineering rock groups in Gangu County
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Fig. 3 Assessment indicator system of geo-hazards fatalness
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Fig. 4 Map showing the relations between landslide proportion of the total number with slope
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Fig. 5 Map showing relations between numbers of landslides with terrain range
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Fig. 6 Map showing the relations between the density of geo-hazards points with rock groups
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Fig. 7 Map showing the relations between the density of geo-hazards points and faults
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Fig. 8 Map showing the relations between the density of geo-hazards points and roads
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Table 4 Instructions of zoning of geo-hazards risk evaluation
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RISK ASSESSMENT OF GEOHAZARDS BY USING GIS IN
GANGU COUNTY, GANSU PROVINCE

WANG Lei', ZHANG Chun-shan', YANG Wei-min', SUN Wei-feng',

QIU Zhan-lin®>, WANG Tao'
(1. Institute of Geomechanics, Chinese Academy of Geological Sciences, Beijing 100081, China;
2. School of Earth and Environment, Anhui University of Science and Technology, Huainan 232001, China)

Abstract; Based on detailed investigation of geo-hazards in Gangu County, the authors made
evaluation zoning of geo-hazards risk assessment in Gangu County by using the combined qualitative
analysis and quantitative evaluation on the GIS platform. On the basis of comprehensive analysis of
the present landslides and geological environment in Gangu County, the authors analyzed the main
factors controlling the formation of landslides. These factors involve such aspects as (Dgeo-hazards
historical intensity, @) topography and geomorphic, (3 engineering geological layer combination,
(Dtectonic setting and faults effects, Sthe degree of vegetation coverage, @the effects of water,
(Dhuman activities, and @ rainfall conditions. With the selected indices quantified according to
experts’ experience, the index system of geo-hazards risk assessment was formulated. The study
area was finally divided into 4 levels of the high-grade area, the medium-grade area, low-grade
area, and the very low-grade area. According to the results of landslide hazard zonation, the high-
grade area covers 393. 19 km’, accounting for 25. 01% of the total study area; the medium-grade
area is 544. 04 km’, accounting for 34. 61% ; the low-grade area is 324.69 km’, accounting for
20.65% ; and the very low-grade covers 310. 08 km”, accounting for 19. 73% of the whole county.

Key words: Gangu County; geo-hazards; Geographical Information System; risk assessment





