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Abstract

Mud gushing and sand gushing, as major risks of tunnel engineering in complex geological envi-
ronment, have always been problems that people pay more attention to. Through long-term re-
search and detection of Karst Section of arch bridge paving tunnel, risk identification and risk as-
sessment of tunnel are carried out by using risk factor checklist method and analytic hierarchy
process, and relative control measures are put forward towards high risk such as landslide, mud
gushing, sand gushing and large deformation. The residual risk situation should be evaluated to
ensure that the risk level is reduced to below a low level and the construction safety is guaranteed,
which provides a certain reference value for risk treatment and safe construction of similar diffi-
cult and difficult tunnel projects.
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Figure 1. Risk identification of mud gushing and sand gushing tunnel construction
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Figure 2. Hierarchical structural chart of construction
risk in Karst Section of arch bridge tunnel
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