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Abstract: The complex geological conditions and abundant rainfall in the Wuling Mountain area, southeast-
ern Chongqing city, coupled with urbanization development, have exposed the mountain towns in the region
to landslide risks, and there is an urgent need to carry out urban-scale geohazard risk assessment for better
risk management and control. In this paper, taking Xialu Town, Shizhu County, Chongqing City as the re-
search area, combined with the characteristics of geohazards in the area, the infinite slope model was used to
calculate the risk of landslide disasters with different recurrence periods (10, 20, 50, and 100 years); focusing
on potential damage to buildings and the life and property loss of indoor people, an empirical model was used
to complete the vulnerability distribution map of buildings and population in this area under different scenari-

os; the economic and demographic risks of landslide disasters in the area were quantitatively analyzed using a
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quantitative disaster risk assessment model. The results show that in the evolution from 10 to 100 years of the

return period, the building risk will increase by three times, while the population risk will increase by about

11 times, and the spatial distribution will be further expanded from the mountains near the town construction

area to the Tianquan Village, Baihe Village, and other places. The landslide risk assessment method explored

in this study can be used as a reference for local decision-making departments to conduct detailed-scale re-

search on land and spatial planning (short-term, medium-term, and long-term).

Key words: mountain towns; geological hazards; quantitative risk assessment; return period; Wuling Moun-

tain area
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Fig. 1 Geological engineering map (a) and Geological Hazards map(b) of the study Area
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Table 1 Classification standard for landslide hazard
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Table 3 Rock and soil parameters in the research area
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Fig. 5 Hazard map of landslide in the study area under different return period
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Fig. 6 Vulnerability zoning map of the study area under different return period
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Table 5 Risk values of risk at elements in different rainfall return periods in the study area
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