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RISK ANALYSIS OF TYPICAL GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS IN BATANG-LHASA
SECTION OF SICHUAN-TIBET HIGHWAY

CAO Liang', YE Tang-jin*>?, TAO Wei'
1. College of Engineering, Tibet University, Lhasa 850000, China; 2. Sichuan College of Architectural Technology, Deyang 618000,
Sichuan Province, China; 3. Department of Construction Engineering, Dalian University of Technology, Dalian 116024, Liaoning Province, China

Abstract: The slope geohazard along Batang-Lhasa section of Sichuan-Tibet Highway is serious. Based on the slope
disaster data collected over the years, the risk of typical slope geohazard along the section is analyzed by using several
interpolation methods of geographical information system (GIS). The results show that the low, medium and high risk
zones account for 78.9% of the total distance, with the whole distance of 1008 km, among which the high risk zone
reaches 30.28% , and the distance of basically no risk zone is 270 km, making up 21.1%. The analysis results are
reasonable and reliable through field verification.
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Fig. 1 Distribution map of highway slope disasters
1—¥ ¥ (landslide); 2—A7 38 (collapse); 3— JE Y% (debris slope); 4—¢ A1 i (debris flow); 5—47 BL # 0> (administration center); 6—I¥ &

(national highway )
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Fig. 2 Distribution map of highway slope stability
1—F& TS (stable landslide ) ; 2—Fa%E i35 (stable collapse ) ; 3—Fa %E Y i (stable debris flow); 4—FaEWEJE Y (stable debris slope); S—AFaE i
Y% (unstable landslide) ; 6—/NFa %€ Hi35 (unstable collapse ) ; 7—ANE& € YA it (unstable debris flow); 8—/A~fa G 4B 3 (unstable debris slope); 9—77

Bty (administration center) ; 10—[E 1A (national highway)
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Fig. 6 Risk grading map of slope disaster along Batang-Lhasa section of Sichuan-Tibet Highway
|—3EAR TSGR X (basically no risk area); 2—fREE fEF X (low-risk area); 3—HEfEK X (medium-risk area); 4—1 BEfGHE X (high-risk area); 5—47
FrH s (administration center) ; 6—[Eli# (national highway )
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