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GEOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT RISK ASSESSMENT FOR RESIDENTIAL
LAND AND PUBLIC FACILITIES LAND AT CAOFEIDIAN NEWLY-DEVEL-
OPED AREAS
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(School of Environmental Studies, China University of Geosciences, Wuhan 430074)

Abstract Development of new coastal economic zones is a great movement for economical construction in China.
In order to reduce the risk of geological environment problems and to construct the newly-developed area rationally,
this paper proposes a technological system that can be adapted for risk assessment of geological environment of new-
ly-developed areas along shoreline at Caofeidian district. Based on the geological safety assessment and geological-
environmental suitable assessment system, the follow factors are considered; basic geological condition, the level of
importance of the function land and general plan of newly-developed area, and finally adopt composite index assess-
ment model to finish the geological environment assessment for residential land and public facilities land. The re-
sults indicate that; (1)the lowest risk areas make up 7. 269% of all the areas. They are suit for residential land and
public facilities and have little geological environmental problems. (2 ) the lower risk areas make up about
77.178% . In general, the geological environment suitability in these areas is good. Part of them should take some
engineering measures before construction. (3)the higher risk areas make up 14. 487% . There are serious geological

environmental problems in these areas. These areas need special measures to deal with the poor geological condi-
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tions. (4 )the highest risk areas make up 1. 066% . These areas are not suit for construction and we recommend them

to be used as ecological reservation land. The assessment results provide important geosciences evidence for the

planning and construction of Caofeidian newly-developed areas.
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Fig. 1 Zoning map of geo-environment problems of Caofeidian( according to the datum of Tianjin Geological Survey Center)
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Fig. 2 Flow diagram of geo-environment risk assessment
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Table 2 Suggestion table for function land importance
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Fig. 3 Risk assessment zones of residential land and public facilities land of Caofeidian
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