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Risk assessment and range prediction of dangerous rockmass
based on rockfall. a case study of the Xuangou Collapse
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Abstract;On August 8, 2017, the Ms 7. 0 earthquake in Jiuzhaigou triggered thousands of landslide disasters,
resulting in blocked roads and damaged facilities in the scenic area, seriously threatening the life and property
safety of tourists and residents in the scenic area. Therefore, it is particularly important to evaluate the risk of
geological hazards in this area. In this paper, the suspended ditch dangerous rock mass in the scenic area is
studied. By analyzing the threat range of dangerous rock, the possible harm degree, the disaster resistance
ability of the disaster bearing body and the damage situation of the floating disaster bearing body, the risk
evaluation model is established and the risk evaluation is quantified. The evaluation results show that the
dangerous rock zone 1 and dangerous rock mass 1 are of low risk. Danger zone 3 is of medium risk. The
dangerous rock zone 2 is of high risk, which seriously threatens the life and property safety of the road and
tourists. Therefore, we should attach great importance to the design of protective measures as soon as possible
to avoid greater losses.
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Fig.6 Hazard analysis flow chart
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Fig.7 Engineering geological section of Xuangou Rockfall
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Table 8 Risk assessment matrix of dangerous rock mass
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Table 9 Risk classification of dangerous rock
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Table 7 Vulnerability score table of dangerous rock mass
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