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Fig 1 Geotechnical engineering geological cutaway in study area
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BASED ON GIS CONSTRUCTION PROJECT GEOHAZARD
DANGER EVALUATION METHOD RESEARCH
——EXAMPLED PEOPLE’S HOSPITAL IN SHIZONG COUNTY OF YUNNAN PROVINCE

LI Jun', HU Xiong-gang”, JIN Yan-zhu’, TAN Shu-cheng’
(1. Kunming Prospecting Design Institute of China Nonferrous Metals Industry, Kunming 650051, Yunnan China;

2. Geological Institute of Yunnan University, Kunming 650091, Yunnan, China)

Abstract: Geohazard danger evaluation is not only very important in construction projects, but also an

essential measures to protect people’s lives and property. which evaluates land loss and damage degree of

Geohazard danger activity. This paper realizes the research about land Geohazard danger evaluation of the

construction project of people’s hospital in Shizong County, Yunnan Province, by preprocessing basic

data about evaluation area, determining the impact facts and giving them the corresponding weights, and

building space superposition model to evaluate geohazard danger of study area on divisional processing. All

of these processes are based on GIS technology. The research result provides powerful technical support

for

land geohazard danger evaluation of the construction project of people’s hospital in Shizong county,

and has practical application meanings for geohazard danger evaluation of other construction projects.
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