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Abstract ; Along the national road 317 between Dujiangyan and Wenchuan, 2100 geological hazards are got in
11065km” area by interpreting the remote sensing map and field investigation after Wenchuan earthquake.
Based on the relationship analysis between geological hazards distribution and the factors include slope angel,
slope aspect, terrain fluctuation, stratum, distance to the fault, rainfall intensity and vegetation cover. There
concludes the standard value of each factor. The model of geo-hazards susceptibility assessment of study area is
built by confirming the weight of each factor. Every factor is gotten through analysis sample data with the
method of factor analysis. With the method of nature break under the GIS platform within the certain model.
The study area is divided into 6 areas include high susceptibility area, medium high susceptibility area,
medium susceptibility area, medium low susceptibility area, low susceptibility area and extremely low
susceptibility area. The result whose value of AUC is 75.48% , which is proved to be accurate and the effect
of zoning is pretty good.
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Fig.1 Traffic diagram of study area
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Table 2 The contribution rates of each factor

Ay R 1 2 3 5 6 7 8
FRAE{E 2.206 1.421 1.133 0. 860 0.740 0. 669 0.528 0. 443
P & 27.5% 17. 8% 14.2% 10. 7% 9.3% 8.4% 6.6% 5.5%

x3 BEWNE
Table 3 The weight of each index

ECE P R B 1w WRRRE Atk W )22 B WA 9 5 B T A 1 LA 3l
&N 0. 081 0.134 0. 036 0.194 0. 129 0. 064 0. 069 0. 182 0.111

4 TFMHER

4.1 ZA

TEAT B DX Hb 5 9 55 B A 1R PP A B Y 3
RAFIEAR AL TEATE ArcGIS Hh X 45 16 4 181 2 147 B
S A, BIVAT A5 B8 5 X M R 9 By M B I AR
K BT 45 3L 0 M A% 112 22 IR AR [ I ik (Natural
Break) ' HEAT 43 X, Kl 43k 185 B S R K R E S R
DX By e X PR EE B K I AR B e DX R A
Ty KX A B JFICH Ty R vk o XL (B 13) 6

MPEAN 25 5 (4 2 18] o0 A (18] 13) R, 5y KAk 1Y
i IX 32 B A A e T AH 5 AR 2 BTN DL RS BRI R
R ) S I 5 L 1) B 7 1) LA R IS0 2 B R T L 2 AR AT
Z % BN 3 S5 9 T e VEAR v, A T AR AR

TR ARSI AT REMEAR 5, 1 LA ER L O X i 2
Wb B AT R S BT 37

MV S5 R s geit (% 4) ERE  RIRE S
Je X AR JEE By 2k DRI R AR BE 5 IX TR A 5 360. 12
km® , (55T X1 B 48. 44% , 43 A F 1% X 14 3 5 K
FRAEON 328 A AU BERA B AR R 15% , 4
¢ AURFEAR AL 006 A/ km” 5 T 5 JE AR 55 JE 5
KXW BB 3 033,19 km®, (5 BF 5% X 1 BLUAY 2
25% AH5M A Tz X K F D BORE T 1478 4,
AR U E AR 67.55% B i T RAR A B
2/3 K E MR B W EWIRE] T 0. 48 A/km’, ST A
RF RUE R T A Dt R W B R IR e
Ty R WX 5 M R T A R REPE TR . 4% X RIRSE T
Kl W 4



114 KB, A5 - GIS SRR 4 T IR 7 0 M7 12k B 20 0 U 4 b o R 5 By R M T AR

2016 4

B 13 #MERESEMEXL
Fig. 13 Geological hazards susceptibility zoning
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Table 4 Result statistics

K TR/ T AR K E GE S RKE REE
km? L/ % MUA /% (A/km?)

e A1 845.25 7. 64 25 1. 14 0.02

1% 2008.56  18.16 92 4.20 0. 04
% 2506.30  22.65 211 9.64 0.08

Cl 2671.96  24.15 382 17. 46 0.14
i 1996.65  18.04 719 32.86 0.36

= 1 036. 54 9.36 759 34.70 0.73
Mil 11 065.26 100 2188 100 —
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Fig. 14 Result test curve of susceptibility assessment
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