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Abstract

On the basis of fully studying the geological disaster-pregnancy environment in Yaotian Town,
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Xinfeng County, using multi-source remote sensing data and basic geological data as data sources,
and eight factors including distribution density of disaster points, slope index, elevation index,
engineering geological rock group, fracture structure, human engineering activities, rainfall
and road index were selected. The factor information is extracted by GIS, and the analytic hie-
rarchy process is used to establish a judgment matrix of evaluation factors and their types, and a
geological disaster risk evaluation index is constructed to evaluate the geological disaster risk of
Yaotian Town. And partition, divide into three types of low, medium and high-risk areas and com-
plete the accuracy test. The results show that: (1) The low-risk area accounts for 35% of the whole
town’s area, and it is mainly distributed in the hilly area in the middle and north of Yaotian Town;
the medium-risk area accounts for about 43% of the whole town'’s area, and it is mainly distributed in
the southern hilly area, the west of Yaotian Town and areas around the road; the high-risk area ac-
counts for 22% of the whole town’s area, mainly distributed in both sides of the river and in moun-
tainous areas. @ The areas enclosed by the success rate curve and the receiver operating characteris-
tic curve and the horizontal axis are 0.75 and 0.88, respectively, and the test results have good accura-
cy; the density of disaster points increases from low-risk area to high-risk area, and the density of dis-
aster points reaches 0.56 pieces/km2 3 The AHP method is suitable for the risk assessment of geo-
logical disasters in Yaotian Town, and the evaluation results can provide a certain reference for the
prevention and control of geological disasters in Yaotian Town.
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Figure 1. Risk assessment factors
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Figure 2. Influencing factors and the relationship between geological hazards
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Figure 3. Distribution map and zoning map of geological hazards in Yaotian Town
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Table 3. The weight of different intervals in each influencing factor type, consistency test, and maximum eigenvalue
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Figure 4. Graph of success rate and receiver operation characteristics
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