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Abstract Risk evaluation of geological hazard is an important mean to reduce geo — hazard by human. Evaluation
program is a mark of Risk evaluation of geological hazard progress. Based on the analysis of risk evaluation program
of geological hazard from 20Q0 to 2006, the author discuss the progress and problem in risk evaluation of geological
hazard of in shaanxi province, put forward the trend of risk evaluation of geological hazard. Finally, some counter-
measures are presented.
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Fig. 1 Risk evaluation program of geo — hazard
from 2000 to 2006
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Fig. 2 Classification of evaluation program
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