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The assessment on hazard degree division of geology disaster in
Yun’ an District based on ArcGIS

ZHAO Kui
( Chemical Geological Exploration Institute of Guangdong, Guangzhou, Guangdong 510800, China)

Abstract ; Based on the detailed investigation of 1: 50 000 geological hazards in Yun’ an, four factors including
land use status, population density, population and property threatened by potential disaster points were
selected as evaluation factors, and the spatial database of each evaluation factor was established by using
ArcGIS spatial analysis function. Then, through the hierarchical quantification and normalization of each
evaluation factor, the dimensionless grading data of each evaluation factor was obtained. On this basis,
through the spatial superposition analysis, the results of quantitative classification of geological hazards in
Yun’ an District was obtained. Finally, after comprehensive analysis, the zoning map of the degree of
geological hazards in Yun’ an District was obtained. The research results have important theoretical and
practical significance for further improving the risk prediction ability of regional geological hazards and
improving the level of comprehensive control.
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Fig.1 Distribution map of geological hazard hidden danger

points in Yun’an District

2 REBRESREMNAE

=
M ICE (8 43 X7 3 R 0 O E A R E 4y
BT o 5 P 0 Hr AR D1 A 28 56 08 Ml 5 R T R AT 7 Al
A AR KA N TEAE 5 % 0 A U2 08 BBt Jo o



53

Hh I M 5 K 5 B R S 4R - 91 -

1 BRI [N AT A g, AR R AR & a3
TRRFESE LI BR 177 1 09 X, B R T2
FIRTH 89 B 7 B 7 WA - Gt o ik R o B
WG S HNE GARBOR ST T s A
T8 ROE REAE AR 4 Mo 1A B 45 ol IR 38060 3 o 9 3 952 i)
B el Ml 5T 3 DX R R R ) T AR,
T GIS ¥ B LR 348 80 ik F s $ it 1 o
A 10 i DR TT SRR R ) 9 58 0Tk

AR SCR LT ArceGIS B 255 48 BOE X = 2% X i
Jo R 6 R BEAT 0 XI5 o B Sl e B 5 o 1
TR X H PR N T, 78 ArcGIS - 5 b 57 B 1637
M PR 1 25 ) E5H0 P PR T AreGIS 1 25 [ 43 A 2 g
XA VA P 520 31 BE AT 03 G (R AL, 05— A Ak B S
HEAT 25 6] B 0, 453 2 = 22 Db 5T 9% A8 P 4 G0t
K, a5 o AL, 15 3 = % X K 3 8 &
By XA

2.1 PP IR

$EL05 90T B 3 O N R 20 o 7 B N L N
VRT-AR L WA J7 T % 58 o o X 8 3 A R A B
FFA BRI A B X PE RS SRR R A X S 2
T 08 R 35 B b ) P ERTR: B e 5 s v A
WF 7= A R PEAN PR, Hev 4 b R B0IR R R &
W 7= (R 43 AT T 100 5 N B3 45 T 4 2% R 5 o 4% A7 AT A
4% BE S b, g s s T A BUB N B R PEAN R
2.2 PFYIH T gt e H— 1k

TEAN 43 Sk a2 k46 B RS s 48 b, Ho A 2%
JE Ml B R T AE UM N 7R 3 O B AR,
FLICH AR A, V8 2 1 BB A2 45 B AT 5 X MR
i, 0 bR AR, T B ST — A PE A 4 A 1 43 4k
Ay R UE AR U A5 T HE bR X AN (] 5 51 149 A X5 B ik ol BUAH
BV TR A X H — e R 1

1 EMEFEARA-UFER

Table 1 Evaluation factor quantification and normalization method table
WREH T R 7 it Ak Jr v R T IH— A7 ik
I B U P R T R P R R B b, A 0. 95 K A K
R EUR (2 YGRS R 20 W AU B DL R S A TRAE 0. 7 5 A0l F b, B A - BFHE K
) W51 ) T MER S R R e R R SRR ST WA 0.5 5 ARl T (45 R M) L R A
e it S SRR FH (R0 ) S50 TR 0. 3 530 W0 30960 5 50 U0 AL 408308 A A 7 )
R B ¥,
M B TR E B KA b U R R RN AE B o o it v o [17] e e (15]
T 7= R 152 ] 1 JH AR A 4 9, TR IR Ko ME R H—1k,
AT <200 A/km? KA 0. 25200 < A T3 <450 A/km?, it
. UNEE-Y: 3 2 BN 085 2 43 A fi10.4;450 < A H 2B <850 A/km? WA 0. 65 A K % Jif =850 A/
UNUZR km? , {1 0. 8
PR LRLLLE

o T AR AW AR

i A AT 2 AR 1A

e 45 3t 9 et s W TE B N 1

FH A 9K ] Wi 23 4 2, PR e R dme /IMELTR I — 1k

B4 DI o SR H— s, # AT
10 m x 10 m HiF#& A0 Ak 38, AT A5 21 25 37 D5~ 19 23 2 00
— e E (K2 ~5) .
2.3 MMHETE M

FIH ArcGIS MR A T H 3 AKX (1) # 4 4
PEM A 19 23 905 — A0 T R AR & it 58, B b= %
DX J57 5 A 7 R AR O A% 1], A AreGIS 42 it
PR O ) BB 3, K b 5 9 8 A8 T AR B 0y 3 4, B fR B
o 2% 7N 12 DX Ml o R e R R L 3 A 0 2 i)
E NS 50, S e A & NN [ o L A3 N = A
(E6),

SI =N W, - IF, (1)

AP SI— M B R FH e H LR B 184G

W ——2% PP AL

IF —— 2% PP I 5 — 1k 1A

LRGP RAS T R AR, ATAE AL R 2 % X
J K E fe F RS R (L T)

3 MEREREEESXRER

MG SO 2 1 2= 22 X M R 9CE G R X
P, 24 X Ml 3 9¢ 3 e B AR B T & o S ok /N 3 A
X, 4543 X SOA] E— 23 4 30 X, AR 43 12 AN EIX
3.1 faFEHARXI

ZXA AR T, ~ T, 585— WX 1, T
Hokm B, MR 4101 km®, 4 X M T LY
3.5% , mIF RGO T XN, K s S, A
BN, N TR shim g X i kB 9 Ab A



=92 - B LI T ArcGIS F TR 20 % X K E 6

BE o3 KB 2020 4

B2 #HaMEaRKA—4LE

Fig. 2 Classification and normalization of social property
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Fig.3 Classification and normalization of property threatened

by geological hazards
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Fig. 4 Classification and normalization of population density
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