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Fig. 2 Relationship diagram between the area ratio of pregnancy disaster factor classification and the geological disaster density
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Table 1 The weight table of geological disaster factor
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Risk Assessment of Geological Disaster by Introducing

Information Quantity Model AHP
——A Case Study of Songtao County, Guizhou Province

LU Bi-feng' ,ZHANG Hui' ,XIE Pei-hong'’

(1. 106 Geological Party,Guizhou Bureau of Geology and Mineral Exploration and Development ,
Zunyi 563000, Guizhou , China ;2. China University of Geosciences( Wuhan) ,
Wuhan 430074 , Hubei , China)

[ Abstract] The analytic hierarchy process is introduced into the information quantity model in the risk as-
sessment of geological hazards in Songtao county. And eight factors including stratum , slope , aspect, slope struc-
ture , etc , are selected to evaluate the risk of landslide and collapse in Songtao county. The evaluation results are
superimposed according to the principle of actual situation,and the regional geological hazard assessment is re-
alized. By putting forward the solution idea of the flat terrain area,the unreasonable result of exaggerating the
risk level of geological disasters in the flat terrain area in the conventional information modulus evaluation is ef-
fectively avoided. The final evaluation accuracy was 80. 3% , indicating that the evaluation results were good,
which can provide reference for risk assessment of similar areas.

[ Key Words] Geological disaster;Information quantity model ; Analytic hierarchy model ; Risk assessment



