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Abstract: In order to effectively predict the spatial probability of landslide occurrence at county scale, the quantitative
evaluation and comparative study of landslide susceptibility were carried out based on different statistical coupling models in

Puge County, Southwest Sichuan. Six evaluation factors including slope, slope direction, elevation, engineering geological rock
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group, distance from fault and slope structure are selected to construct the evaluation index system. Information model (1),
certainty factor model (CF), weight of evidence model (WF) and frequency ratio model (FR) are coupled with logistic
regression model (LR) respectively to conduct landslide susceptibility evaluation. The results show that the evaluation results
of each coupled model and the zoning of susceptibility are reasonable. The extremely high susceptibility areas with
129.04 —183.43 km? (accounting for 6.77% —9.62%) are mainly distributed in the slope zones on both sides of Zemu River and
Heishui River Valley. The evaluation accuracy decreases from WF-LR model (4UC=0.869), I-LR model (4UC=0.868), CF-LR
model (4UC=0.866), to NFR-LR model (AUC=0.858). The research results can provide an important reference for the
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quantitative evaluation of county landslide susceptibility in mountainous areas of Southwest Sichuan.

Keywords: landslides susceptibility; information model;
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Fig. 1 Geographical location of the study area and

landslide distribution

1.3 PN

SCH R MG BT IR #EA T PE A (20 mx20 m) , i@ 5
5 B A i 1 R BB | UEHE AR | R LA
RVGE 53 ) 538 R A B A TR 51T, /& 7T ARG
by 220 1 PE A R AN [RVRRIEAE X & e M R SRR R B, T s
AT LA 5 W 18 A 5 i) R 22 ] A AR EE R/ o TE B
BV RT3 5 S E . B e R A UEHRAE LA
KA — IR L AR AR A S A8 AR &, 38 2 5[] )
A ) [ 2 3545 ) £ 2 R R A (B) , P T g
R, AR B 4 PR A EOR EES RHTN EL

()15 B E# A (Information, I)

b TR AT B2 Z2 R R S, 5 B A
B R R R PR BT N B R B AR T b B K R
Az 5 DX I 0T I R A AR A eR B L, S B — i b [T B
BT BRI R LR A G . FRRITEAR:

QY

P 1B ER A RS T HURICE R AR S
HH;
N—XI R PRERAE j IRAS T MBI 50 (Y BT AL
N—— 7 X A b 5T K 3 A 1Y BT R
S——XFRE N ZRAE j AR08 1 IR
S—— A X BT AR

(2) % 2 1 R B 5 ( Certainty Factor, CF)

2 M 2R OB AR A — i T 009 38 & e PR VA
AL BT 0 3 A AR ek A, THEE PR R A B
FETEREL, HAKT:

PP, PP,
PP(1-PP,)
PP, - PP,
PP,(1-PP,)

A CF——3 kA m i e R AL
PP——HAF 092500 a higig ¥ S a THALL
{8, RN AL F B0 a h kA1
F MR
PP, 58 W B S B SO I S AR Z 1,
R M BEAE B A OE Y X R AR R S
W,

CF B X T8 2y [—1, 1], AR /R T 39 e A A 1 1k
Ham, B 1Y) TR A G UE SRR IS R AR
B PR AIG, BEE -1 BN 5) T R AR W B {0 103
FAER 5 e ISR AR [, AN e 15 2 R AR 1 I,

(3)IEHEAUE 7 (Weights-of-Evidence, WE)

UEHE BUSERY 2 —F L) DL B A Ze e 1oy St i —
JCHEITHEAY, P27 R B W 3 W] A5 b o ) A
Py R AR Rz N N AT

(PP, < PP))
Cr= (2

(PP,=PP,)

W* =1In((A]/B")/(A;/B")) (3)
W" =In((a//B")/(a; | B")) 4
Wf=W"-W" (5
A W, W43 Bl 3R 5 M PR 40 A7 DX ) TEAH SC
TUAH AL (A5
Wf—L5 BB, H8 7R REE PR A5 GO S AR TR O
SUNEYES
Af A — iR R T A b R A R K
T R B
a; . a;——43 N F s Hp S5 9 R AR R &
A VS AR

B* B —— i 3R TR e A IR A Sl
itz e



2022 4E

AB/NMEE , S TR [RGB 10 ST 3 5 e MR 0T AT —— LA 1A 2 g 51 S 117 -

(4) 45 LA 7 (Frequency Ratio, FR)
AR B — i 1 R0 3 B T 3 4 A1 5 S e
FREZ R ZS [ 5 R U, 8 L 153K [F] 52w R+
(F)5r 9 X 1] () IR ST AL (L), 3% H F,R(Frequency
Ratio) &/~ A:
FR:P@Eﬂ:AwML:mﬂszP@WD
BEPE) T AA | AJA PL)
K P(LFj)——TF 353 9K 0] j N T 3 A 00 %
P(E)—WF5E X A 45 14390 § A%,
Ap I GRIX ] AT S A TR

6)

AT,
AT AP0 j 19 ST
A—— BRI TR

(5) %5 [n] 94574 ( Logistic Regression, LR)

LAY RE 38 2o AT B A e M (] U 3R T 3 45 BOR [
T2 2R LM R R Logit 2846, X i 4
RAWIHERR PRI & A B 1-P 1 LB SR %48,
jeiavas e EIl E iy

Z=In(P/(1-P)) =By +B X, +B.Xs+---+B,X, (1)
P=1/(1+¢) (8)
Ao P—— MK R AR
Z—Hh T I AR B AR R AL
Xiv Xon oo Xo—— I 0 48R
Bo—"H AL
Biv Bov v B——EHRIAIHREL

2 VMY ETFIERRR R

A% SL T b o U kBT BT — o M B
JEE | W7 AR A S e 3 BB D 5 9 o e T AR b TR AL X
Q0T X P T A YT Wy S ey . SR K YT iy S Y A % R
P R-HERAZRE X, il 54T X PN T % b 5k
FOARHE IR TE RUSREREAL R, 25 A
K 5 DEM S04 Flig RS2 AR, Eor T W3k 5 kMR brik
A, RBUERE . B B i EGERARE iR R
¥y, TREHb A4 . BRI R | MK RIE R A1 %
FREG A F BRI, e HFSHEEAFT LR, &
PR = A OGP, HEBR B AT 488 KOAH JC M P 1, 5 24 3 iU
[N 2 [ BN =/ N O 3 = N 1 ) =Y R I P S
FA%E 6 AR 1 e A% B 3 5 R PV, 45 IR
Wk 1 AE 2 s,

(D3R

XTS5, R R O EE A R, A
FHVEAE X 20 m 43 #E5 DEM %4 2 500 B 58, 152045

T E AR B, G R KGRI R B AR
FE 400 (RS, Bl AR BE B30, WL B R RGR
SIS SE R R H, 7E 10° ~ 30°18] (1 K B 1A Bk AL
W2 (155 40), di S8 79.49%

(2)¥1m]

AR AR TR A 3R T ORTRI Y B R AR S s B, 5%
H AR ML T K 7K &I 3 B B 35 R 25 5, X
B2 SR R AR A, R R
JE Hb S X IS ) Bt . ST ArcGIS 3 ) 4 bt
T, R m kAt JEAR AR KRS mE . PER .
VLA R AL VE S5 8 A5 )

(3) = fe

e B A 2 B v DR DR L X, 4 B S T
At R B IBE2 11, VK 4 340 m; B S T R HR AR K
AR A — 7, IR 1080 m, Hie KM R 5 223K 3260 m.
TR e A 25 S W A AR P 8 KR L S R RV, )
AR 22 N3 AT RGeS | Sk m
AL 537 1 O AN A [

X P 5 FE 1080 ~ 1700 m 3 B 3 2 Ay i 45 K% 144 ]
RN T RE G sl 2 DX 8K, V07 45 Hb 35 T A A I 7 ek
BETICIX, 33— 1R 2 DX 0] PN 25 A B S R, 17 ) B R A v,
JIT AR B8 5 K B v B

(4) TAEH oA 20

TR BT 2ERE I Y R A A R R,
DX P T 2 2 A G R A [ DR A AL IR
B2 TRA A A R AR A A R - R R A
FA L VU R PATHUA AL B A B B A A
FULE T KA M . G R XA R 5 A 4
KB EEERZ, MXNEY ZREERDE. T
B RTUA)Z, KB 137 4k, & RN 70.25%, H
WA Z A A AN R E Y 20 4b, 2 B0
10.26%. PI935 %5 BE 43 AT R, R SRR AR (] e
FOAUL L R 2R A A SR DU R AN A A
K.

(5)BE W= IR B

W7 S P B ) i A G R B, A L g L )
YT S A T A TRT RN SR K TR 2% 32 ST, LR
JEM R R o P B 2 A A | I R A A 5
Ak . WAl S L ) DX A i A il o, 7E HL A RAF
P A5 T I R AR R B B K

DX 5l 5 0 B0 M R % K W7 S5 e 3 L T 3K 20 km D
e, TE S ES  RUARASEIN  TJ2 Be T2 R A L i R
A1 kmo A AR L8 7 b JTAA) i P4 2 B 7 b B A



- 118 - rf [ M BT R 5 B IR 2R R 54
=1 EMEFHSRK I1E. CF{E. WF{EFI NFR &
Table 1 Calculation results of I, CF, WF and NFR values for classification level of each evaluation factor

TN F Vax 1 SIRIEAVKm WS FREMAO FEtREUECE) IFEAUEWE) H—LIPSE L ENER)
0~10 190.90 17 -0.263 4 -0.2316 -0.288 8 0.183 7
10~ 20 497.15 78 0.3889 03222 0.572 4 03527
HEHE/(°) 20~ 30 620.30 77 02321 02071 03667 03015
30 ~ 40 438.61 20 -0.689 8 —0.498 3 —0.828 6 0.1199
40~50 138.49 3 -1.7342 —0.823 5 -1.796 7 0.0422
>50 21.54 -1.7342 -1.000 0 -1.6118 0.000 0
it 237.61 17 —0.770 0 -0.5370 -0.843 6 0.058 2
R 229.75 17 —-0.2255 -0.2019 -0.252 8 0.100 3
K 264.22 29 -0.077 6 -0.074 7 —0.089 5 0.116 3
- R 223.00 23 0.092 0 0.0879 0.104 8 0.137 8
2] 213.81 23 0.082 8 0.079 5 0.093 8 0.136 5
[T 228.02 22 0.1185 0.1118 0.1358 0.1415
] 269.04 42 0.405 1 0.333 1 0.490 7 0.188 5
Bqi] 241.54 22 —0.039 2 —0.038 4 —0.044 7 0.120 9
1080 ~ 1250 18.04 8 1.556 6 0.789 2 1.5932 0.248 1
1250 ~ 1500 73.97 60 2.028 4 0.868 5 23385 03977
1500 ~ 1750 127.88 39 1.053 6 0.6513 1.1978 0.1500
Fifi/m 1750 ~ 2 000 181.76 38 0.797 3 0.549 5 0.934 8 0.116 1
2000 ~ 2 250 260.21 31 0.237 8 0.2116 0.2812 0.066 4
2250 ~2 500 277.74 10 -1.043 8 —0.647 9 -1.148 6 0.018 4
>2500 967.41 9 -2.761 8 -0.936 8 -3.4370 0.003 3
BREAH P Ye 5 4 1012.50 137 02928 02538 0.779 0 0.2852
IRAE X R AU 244.86 20 -0.2247 -0.2012 -0.2538 0.170 0
RIFERICA AN HRBICA A 195.97 8 —0.695 1 -0.501 0 -0.750 9 0.106 2
LA T2 20 IR -2 AR 2 2 324.87 14 -1.2006 —0.699 0 -1.3347 0.064 1
LN ezyil 90.32 16 0.5650 0.431 6 0.603 5 0.374 5
TR AN K 3821 0 -1.200 6 -1.000 0 -0.984 8 0.000 0
PEs AN 0.27 0 -1.200 6 -1.000 0 —-0.984 8 0.000 0
0~0.5 577.04 108 0.576 3 0.438 1 0.989 2 0.409 2
0.5~1 372.13 44 0.1105 0.104 7 0.139 3 0.256 8
HE BB 2 /km 1~15 272.36 20 02133 -0.192 1 —0.244 8 0.1858
15~3 476.60 19 -0.890 7 -0.589 6 -1.070 0 0.094 4
>3 208.88 4 -1.4520 -0.7659 -1.5421 0.053 8
U [} 35 284.78 49 0.489 3 0.3870 0.606 8 02398
Eib) 7 513.76 46 —0.127 4 -0.119 6 -0.170 6 0.129 4
pa— /ffﬁl‘ﬁwi 521.17 43 -0.197 3 —-0.179 1 -0.262 4 0.120 7
I 3 252.00 22 -0.1356 —-0.126 8 -0.154 7 0.128 4
YR g5t sh 240.57 16 -0.414 6 -0.339 4 —0.462 5 0.097 1
AR T BT ARHE 94.72 19 0.660 5 0.483 4 0.710 7 0.284 6

TR R, AE S BB b TR i 0 S L, B e
I Z A X, Gt B W2 AN R FE B 9 (9 18 0 R B R
fE, HZWIER I /3M:0~0.5km, 0.5~ 1km, 1.5 ~3km
K>3 km, it 25 B DR 24 I S A K, I A R B R
R & % B 532 s b

(6) FH 2

R IR R A AR 2 WL R

BT IR AR T 2, B RS R, A
PRZEAN 5 R A Z AT SR EU R AR R & o T
Xt T 3 T AR, MO 1) 2839 5 Ty e A R = 3 2
T )3 AR [ A A R AR B Y T BEME AR . G4
SR, DX 6] 39 K 75 1) T B K B 22, TR HI 4
REICR B B A R i 2 1, RHR R, JUIRES
Pt o



2022 4F

B/ | 5 FET R IRIRE G R 0 B 30 50 RN VA 3T LE 23 B —— LAY 1 | A B 1 <119 -

T /m
[N 1080~ 1250

I 1250~1500]
I 1500~1750
[E1750-2000)

(

|

) L
[ W
[ e

g i3

o DB k)
W 0-05
[ o5~1
Ti~1s
153
.3
© HksEi|

9 km —- oy

(d) THHFCA AR T34

(e) BEIT)ZIE RN 1702

(F) R T34

B2 TMETFSRE

Fig. 2 Grading of evaluation factors

3 FMERSTHE

3.1 G RMITPNER

BEAL-fih B A LV 0 A Y 809% 57K [) 4 ek i it
BLAR U F SR RN RREA R, it 312 A, T8
1o 4% B — 5L 55 A ] S AR TR R A T R Bk 5 R MR T
M, BEASTRAE “ 17 FRn M A, 07 R AR B S, 1B R
W AR Y R AR i, AR O IR ) R
AR B TS 2 B B R R 5 A AE 6 TN A
THE B RE (). it REUE (CF). IEIEAUE (WF)
AN — SR L AE (NFR). FIFH SPSS # {4 IT  — oo
HWE T, s T B A B R X, R
PEARFHB/NT 0,05, T Z 8R4 N7 R EE

JE AT AR S R S 5 R MV A A T

PI—LR :1/1 +eXp[—(—0101 +0686IU + 135512]+
0.874L;;+0.1541,;+0.58615;,+ 0.3031;)]1: (9

Pcpr =1/1+exp[—(—0.405+1.055CF,; + 1.722CF,;+

1.890CF;+0.354CF,; +0.994CFs; + 0.464CF,))];
(10)

Pyeir =1/1+exp[—(-0.287+0.558WF,; + 1.198WF,+

0.722WF;; +0.2TWF,;+0.507WFs; + 0.25WF,)];
(n

Pyerotr =1/1+exp[—(—5.588 +4.320NFR, ;+
10.762NFR,; + 10.188NFR;; + 4.30INFR,;+
3.564NFRs;—0.612NFR))];

(12)



- 120 - Hh [ M KCE 5 B iR A 4R

A Prirs Pep-rrs Pwr-trs Pnproc——1-LR A CF-
LR i AY | WF-
LR %1 NFR-
LR #EAR 3
KA AR A
I,y CF~CFy. WF,~WFy. NFR,~NFR;——
B Wi SRR, TS A | R E IR R A
RIS LERIN) 1, CF. WF 1 NFR {H.
FRAE 1R T A AR A, S ) GIS /A5 B 52 X
T AL R o3 A, B i 3 oy e MR 43 Sy AR G A (P O ~
0.25). F1 5 & (P 0.25~0.5) ., i % & (P:0.5~0.75) Fll
W8 5y & (P2 0.75 ~ 1), WFIE X 454 A BRI 3 5 & 1
VN4 XA R 3o Beit 4 S & 55 G I 2R 48 3 8
i B B (FR 2), AR A B 32 U E N A
7 A B & X, Hirh I-LR . CF-LR 1 WF-LR #2561
RUME 51 5 2 DX B 85 i i HE A3l ik 51.28% . 51.28% Al
50%, NFR-LR A& Jy 43.59%; 5 A5 & UL L0
W 5 AT 94.87% ~ 96.15%; Wt Ik O FE 5% H M
5y RIXELG) K X I BRIk R, DOFRE G
RERUIE 5 & X T AR 8 1 50%, 34 %] 52.92% ~ 63.22%,
e 15 Gy & DX T AR FE AR T 10% . 28R 3 T 3 0 3
AR R B R R IR = - B R X T - 5 &
X S 5 W 30/, 5 L S B I i A A A
BV, 22 DU R R SRR AT SO0 T A HLE S
I3 5 R METEA 43 X 0T LA H (&L 3), DU o
AR S A — 2 BRI, S5 A X4 9 b i
FA G BRE S E A ST, DR R
Wi 5 MDA 43 X PR BAT DL 4
(1) BB & . 5 5 & IX EE R E T AR
FNFRIKITT 25 —f7, Z2 P00 FI R R A5 1 A% 3R
KB, LG AT B R T 1 el | R AR RN Bk R T,
AT MR AR o o - AR B2, [T Ly DIRT 25 7 2 02 A 26
TG S e R TG R IX, g s A8 B VD 3 e ot , A A sl it —
RN T W 5 B
(2) A ELIR A S & v el 5 L o & R
DX, DX P DA To] D 247 5 PR K T W 4 7R DL 3, A
VR 22 Wi 2008 | B R hr 244, AR S A BOR e, g
S R I 2 A, AR TR RN A R HOE S5 EF, T
S R A A X I B A
(3) WK 57 K X 2o v 30 B AT 43 1 e VR B L IX, it
HME LB AT R R A A X WA L E .

3.2 TR EERS H AT

R TR IV S5 SR B A A, A B X Y
PR AR T RPN HRG BEXT e 43 #r, B Je gt it 7ok
Z 5P B AR W Y TR 45 0 MR AT N I
RUBGR S IO, HAR, SE kR 0 32 R0 R it 4k
(Receiver Operating Characteristic curve, ROC)"" | Sridevi
Jadi ZLYOME R L VAE TR (OORS BE ST T 2 4E FE R 5

(1) & PRI

TR R RIAS E M, SRR A S 5 RTALIZRY
39 A UCE R GRS EAEA R 20%, TEILZ 1), Pl
KT NTEE Ty KNI 53 A ROL, R AT LT AS 5T
K oy KRR X R A5 R n A 3k

KB 45 ST LA (3R 3), MR R4 o) K
DX H A 5 IR AR A o A R AR DA, 25 A 0 0 3
WK E S TEAEN = S R X R A 5 e R K, Hor WF-
LR ABA B 155 2 e X il UL 2K 8 51.28%
THREMNARE AT R4 SR L (Gy,) 545 S5 9 X T
FUE G (S,) B E (R, , £ FR SRR R, (E A
Wt 5 R IX A5 R DX 2RI AR A 5, B &l A 8
U3 J57 U F T R VPN B oy R B XA 34 S5 R o

(2) K5 Xt EE

K Sridevi Jadi 25 58 50K B UPF AL 2545 U 5 5
SV A R 1, LRI

P %(1-(1(-1@/(1\/—5))”3 (13)

o P— TR B A
N——TF M HC AL
S———FFAE T I 14 PTG
K—— Y 5 Rt R L v R e 19 BT G
Ks——AFTEm b L & s 2 kM B B 8
VEM TR R W, 4 FPRE-A A8 0 RS B P (A
435K 80%(1-LR) . 80%( CF-LR) . 80%( WF-LR) . 76%
(NFR-LR), Hif = #4152 78 15000 4% B2 JL-F-AH ], NFR-
LR A A TR PR 22
UL Ak, ROC £ b2 H i 6 50 8 3 &) & 1 D7 o
B e H R ) T B 2 — PO, AR —Bh o0 4r 255,
T A TR A B R R (R AR ) A BE P R (145 5
FE) I 43 AR SR A br R Ak A il ROC T4k . ROC
th £k T % 16 F2 ( Area Under Curve, AUC) , YE N EUE AT LA
ELUL A 52 IR PEAN 25 S AR HE R, B AR g (0 % L A A
S, AR, TG R 5
BABE R ROC hk AUC MK 2E A K (K 4),
BIRKT 0.85, U 4 FhiE G 15181 B RE % 2 UL 6ff 1) %5




2022 4F: B/ | 5 FET R IRIRE G R 0 B 30 50 RN VA 3T LE 23 B —— LAY 1 | A B 1 <121 -

(b)

3 AEREREBHBEETNIRE
Fig. 3 Evaluation results of landslide susceptibility of different models
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Table 2 Comparison of landslide susceptibility evaluation results of different models
R 2iig - i 5 % Py A Am? TR /% NAAAA 136
R A i /% JE A km?
e 5 & 169.89 8.91 80 51.28 0.47
Fio K 303.28 15.90 50 32.05 0.16
LR h ok 269.10 14.11 20 12.82 0.07
K5 % 1164.73 61.08 6 3.85 0.01
Wi 5 & 183.43 9.62 80 51.28 0.44
RS K 284.62 14.92 47 30.13 0.17
CF-LR .
ok 233.42 12.24 21 13.46 0.09
5%k 1205.53 63.22 8 5.13 0.01
Wi 5y % 168.77 8.85 78 50.00 0.46
K 302.78 15.88 51 32.69 0.17
WELR LY 278.71 14.62 21 13.46 0.08
ok 1156.74 60.66 6 3.85 0.01
R 5 % 129.04 6.77 68 43.59 0.53
Fio K 248.98 13.06 50 32.05 0.20
NFR-LR h ok 519.76 27.26 31 19.87 0.06
%5 % 1009.23 52.92 7 4.49 0.01
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Table 3 Comparison of landslide susceptibility evaluation results of different models
TR 5 RVEEH T B/km TR S, /% LA R GO R.=G /S,
' R M HG% o e
R 5 & 169.89 8.91 19 48.72 5.47
R K 303.28 15.90 12 30.77 1.93
LR W 269.10 14.11 3 7.69 0.55
o % 1164.73 61.08 5 12.82 0.21
W 5k 183.43 9.62 19 48.72 5.06
CRALR TE?E'JZ-Z 284.62 14.92 13 3333 223
ok 233.42 12.24 2 5.13 0.42
%5 % 1205.53 63.22 5 12.82 0.20
W & 168.77 8.85 20 51.28 5.79
WELR oK 302.78 15.88 12 30.77 1.94
ok 27871 14.62 2 5.13 0.35
%5 % 1156.74 60.66 5 12.82 0.21
W i#i 5 % 129.04 6.77 19 48.72 7.20
=k 248.98 13.06 10 25.64 1.96
NER-LR ok 519.76 27.26 5 12.82 0.47
o %k 1009.23 52.92 5 12.82 0.24

& B 3 0 Ty R PR T A A, BT 45 SR v R
& B AR I WE-LR B % (4UC=0.869) >I-LR 1517
(AUC=0.868)>CF-LR 1 %I (4UC=0.866) >NFR-LR #& %!
(4UC=0.858) .

4 g
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Fig. 4 The ROC curves of landslide susceptibility assessment of the

four models
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