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Fig. 1  Distribution of geological disaster in the study area
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Table 1  Evaluation index system of geological disaster risk
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Table 2 Judging matrix of hazard inducing condition factor

2R SN oY W Hm Wend W2 TREMFEAHA HFRKR  EH Wi
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Table 3 Judging matrix of inducing factors

RINE  FEW @O BRI Wi

Table 4  Judging matrix of geological disaster

risk evaluation criterion layer

[N 1 3 3 0. 5936
eI 0.3333 1 0.5 0. 1571
BRI 0.3333 2 1 0. 2493

W F I fERE 20CR M ARINE Wi

ZpR S 1 0.5 0.333 3
HEKHER 2 1 0. 666 7
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Table 5 Ranking weight of factors in index layer for decision goal
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Table 6 Calculation results of evaluation index plus weighted information
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29 b %—ﬁﬂ@%ﬂiﬁ’%ﬁﬁ—%ﬁ AR A KE 03124 0,032 7

Je R TR A
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Table 7 Zoning statistics of main geological

disaster risk in Xingshan county
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fErgo MR (km?) L 58

(%) (Ab)

e 1 I X 185.00 7.95 333
o R X 962. 25 41.35 284
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Fig. 2 Evaluation of geological disaster hazard
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Fig. 3 Division map of geological disaster in Xingshan county
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Table 8 AUC test results of main geological disaster risk evaluation in Xingshan county
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large number of hidden nonferrous metals,rare,rare and scattered, precious metal ore body shape is irregular,
most of delimit the ore body boundary based on the test data, direct measurement of its occurrence is difficult. In
the actual production work, often use from the basic map measurement data to determine the ore body occur-
rence , this method is simple and easy to work with. In this paper,by comparing the ore body thickness data cal-
culated using the false dip angle and apparent dip angle and true dip angle at the different intersection angle of
Sample direction and Section direction and ore body dip, it is considered that the ore body thickness was calcu-
lated using the measurement data from the map can meet the precision accuracy requirements of mineral re-
sources estimation, it can effectively reduce the error of mineral resources estimation between the Geological
block method and cross section method.

[ Key Words] True thickness;Occurrence ; False dip angle ; Apparent dip angle ; True dip angle
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Geological Hazard Risk Evaluation and Division Based on Weighted
Information Method in Xingshan County , Hubei Province
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(1. Hubei Key Laboratory of Resources and Eco—environmental Geology , Wuhan 430034,
Hubei , China ;2. Geological Environmental Center of Hubei Province, Wuhan 430034,
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[ Abstract] Xingshan County of Hubei Province is taken as the research object, the risk evaluation index sys-
tem of geological disasters was constructed by selecting eight disaster—pregnant conditions factors such as eleva-
tion, slope , slope direction, slope type ,fault, engineering geological rock group,surface water and vegetation , and
three inducing factors such as rainfall , building cutting slope and repairing cutting slope. The weighted informa-
tion method was used to sort and weight different factors,and then the ISODATA clustering algorithm was used
to divide the risk of geological disasters, and the accuracy of the evaluation results was evaluated. The results
show that the evaluation results are in good agreement with the actual situation,and the zoning results are rea-
sonable ,which can provide technical reference for the risk assessment of regional geological disasters.

[ Key Words |  Geological disasters; Risk assessment and zoning; Weighted information method ; ISODATA

clustering algorithm ; Hubei Province



