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Abstract
There are many risk sources in overseas industrial park projects, and the risk assessment is com-
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plex. The risk matrix is widely used, but it has obvious shortcomings. In order to eliminate the in-
stability of the traditional risk matrix in the evaluation process, this paper uses the Borda number
and FAHP method to optimize the risk matrix, and evaluates the risk events of overseas industrial
parks based on the risk level and the weight of each risk event. Taking a Sino-Kazakhstan cross-
border industrial park project as an example, this paper conducts an empirical study on the estab-
lished risk assessment model. The research results show that the overall risk level of the industri-
al park is 3.1633, and the risk level is general. Sexual epidemics and inflation are the two most
important risk events. The empirical research results verify the feasibility and effectiveness of the
model.
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Table 1. Risk list of overseas industrial parks
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Table 2. Distribution table of the probability grade of Risk events
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Table 3. Distribution table of the impact level of Risk events
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Table 4. Risk level quantification comparison table
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Table 6. China-Kazakhstan industrial park risk matrix model
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Table 7. Borda number distribution of risk events
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Table 8. Fuzzy complementary matrix of criterion layer
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Table 9. Model consistency matrix for criterion layer
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Table 10. Judgment matrix and weight distribution of political risk indicator layer
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Table 11. Hierarchical overall ranking of risk events in China-Kazakhstan Industrial Park
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