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Assessment; A Case Study of Hancheng City
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[ Abstract] On the base of fully analyzing the survey data of geological hazards in Hancheng City, the cluster analysis method was
used to evaluate the risk of geological hazards. Firstly, 11 types of geological hazard probability evaluation factors and 5 types of vulner-
ability evaluation factors were abstracted with ArcGIS and SPSS. Then, the risk of geological hazard in Hancheng City was evaluated
based on the K-means cluster analysis method, and the vulnerability of hazard bearing body was analyzed by hierarchical cluster meth-
od. Finally, the geological hazard risk of Hancheng City was evaluated and graded according to the evaluation results of geological haz-
ard risk and vulnerability of hazard bearing body. The research results show that the zoning results of the geological hazard risk assess-
ment zone are consistent with the actual situation. The evaluation method is reasonable and effective. Compared with the traditional an-
alytic hierarchy process and expert scoring method, the method proposed avoids the influence of human subjective factors, and has the
advantages of simple operation and high efficiency. Through this research, the theoretical and practical guidance can be provided for
geological hazard risk assessment.
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Table 1 Geological hazard risk evaluation index
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Fig. 1  Distribution map of hidden danger points of

geological disasters in Hancheng City
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Fig. 3 Geological susceptibility zoning map of Hancheng City
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Table 4 Statistical table of geological
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Fig. 4  Geological hazard risk zoning map of Hancheng City
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Fig. 5 Hierarchical clustering analysis result graph
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