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Abstract

:

This study focused on producing flash flood hazard susceptibility maps (FFHSM) using frequency ratio (FR) and statistical index (SI) models in the Xiqu Gully (XQG) of Beijing, China. First, a total of 85 flash flood hazard locations (n = 85) were surveyed in the field and plotted using geographic information system (GIS) software. Based on the flash flood hazard locations, a flood hazard inventory map was built. Seventy percent (n = 60) of the flooding hazard locations were randomly selected for building the models. The remaining 30% (n = 25) of the flooded hazard locations were used for validation. Considering that the XQG used to be a coal mining area, coalmine caves and subsidence caused by coal mining exist in this catchment, as well as many ground fissures. Thus, this study took the subsidence risk level into consideration for FFHSM. The ten conditioning parameters were elevation, slope, curvature, land use, geology, soil texture, subsidence risk area, stream power index (SPI), topographic wetness index (TWI), and short-term heavy rain. This study also tested different classification schemes for the values for each conditional parameter and checked their impacts on the results. The accuracy of the FFHSM was validated using area under the curve (AUC) analysis. Classification accuracies were 86.61%, 83.35%, and 78.52% using frequency ratio (FR)-natural breaks, statistical index (SI)-natural breaks and FR-manual classification schemes, respectively. Associated prediction accuracies were 83.69%, 81.22%, and 74.23%, respectively. It was found that FR modeling using a natural breaks classification method was more appropriate for generating FFHSM for the Xiqu Gully.
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1. Introduction


Flash flooding is a type of natural disaster that affects the lives of many human beings [1,2,3]. People’s lives are lost during these disasters, and the built environment may be destroyed. Quantifying the extent and coverage of damage due to flooding is extremely difficult [4]. Floods occur at different intervals and with varying durations [5]. Therefore, assessment and mitigation of flash floods cannot be overlooked. Flash flooding is a complex phenomenon that makes it difficult reliably predict. Flash floods often occur with secondary disasters, such as landslides, sink holes, and erosion.



Flash flood hazard susceptibility mapping (FFHSM) is a fundamental, non-structural method implemented by governments for sustainable land planning, protecting human lives and property, and preserving the ecohydrology of river corridors [6,7]. Flash flooding can be defined as the rapid increase in water level in a stream as a result of heavy rains or the collapse of a natural or artificial dam [8]. The main purpose of FFHSM is to locate sites that are vulnerable to flash flooding in a particular area using a Geographic Information System (GIS) and the available topographic data [7,9,10]. FFHSM is a tool that is needed to improve land use in areas prone to flooding. It helps support mitigation planning, which is very important for catchment management. The sustainable development of water resources and the protection of the built environment from flooding hazards is made possible using FFHSM. In China, flash flood hazard mapping is still in the early stages [7].



Hydraulic risk mapping in basins is different from FFHSM. It needs mandatory input for the determination of the design hydrograph. Hydrologic forcing is estimated using a rainfall-runoff model that quantifies flood peak discharges or a flow hydrograph for a given return period (T) [6,11,12,13]. The hydraulic analysis can been performed using an Event Based Approach (EBA) [14,15], a Semi-Continuous Approach (SCA) [11,12,13], and a Fully Continuous Approach (FCA) [6]. The analysis is carried out using a one-dimensional (1D) surface water model or two-dimensional (2D) flood routing algorithm to simulate the spatially distribution of flow and velocity dynamics.



Topography plays a central role in flash flood behavior through a fundamental interplay that involves the elevation of the landscape across multiple spatial and temporal scales [16,17]. The delineation of flood susceptibility areas can be carried out based on basin geomorphologic feature characterization [18,19]. Topography is considered to be the most important controlling factor with respect to the hydrological response to a flash flood [9]. In fact, topography is prominent and crucial both in hydraulic risk mapping and flash flood hazard mapping [20].



For flash floods hazard susceptibility mapping, the proper analysis and methods should be used [21]. Remote sensing (RS) and GIS techniques have been employed in flash flood modeling [22,23]. The general use of GIS-based flash flooding assessments became possible for small catchments in the 1990s [24]. GIS is always a useful tool for integrating multiple parameters of influence for flash flood hazard susceptibility mapping. On the other hand, in order to obtain accurate results, it is very important that all input factors retain spatial associations [25]. Various methods have been used for flood susceptibility mapping. Recently, multi-criteria evaluation [26], decision tree (DT) analysis [27], fuzzy theory [28,29], weights-of-evidence (WoE) [30], artificial neural network (ANN) [31,32,33], frequency ratio (FR) [34], and logistic regression (LR) [35] approaches have been widely used by many researchers. Map products represent the regions of study areas that are susceptible to flooding using GIS software. Deterministic methods have been applied for flood susceptibility assessment over the years, especially statistical methods such as logistic regression and the statistical index. These methods are widely used in natural hazards mapping. Frequency ratio (FR) and statistical index (SI) models have been applied to landslide susceptibility mapping, and results found that these models are reasonably accurate and efficient [36,37,38,39].



In this study, performance comparisons of the FR and SI methods were conducted to generate a FFHSM of Xiqu Gully, Beijing, China. In order to select the highest accuracy model for FFHSM in the study area, this study generated a FFHSM using the two methods, while considering ten conditioning parameters. The two methods use information extracted from an inventory map to provide guidance for flash flooding hazards that may help managers and planners efficiently mitigate those hazards and even avoid them in the future. Finally, area under the curve (AUC) analysis was used to validate the accuracy of the FFHSM methods [40].




2. Study Area


The Xiqu Gully (XQG) is located to the east of the Fangshan District, southwest of Beijing. The gully ranges from 115°54′08″E to 115°56′13″E longitude and from 39°46′12″N to 39°48′30″N latitude, covering a total area of 7.98 km2. The general topography of this area is characterized by hills with elevations ranging from 150 to 1170 m above sea level. The study area experiences a temperate, humid-semi-arid continental monsoon climate. It is cold and dry in winter, and hot and wet in summer. The annual precipitation is 600–800 mm. The bedrock in this region mainly consists of sandstone (Zq), limestone (  ∈  ), dolomite (O), carboniferous (C), siltstone (P) and sandstone conglomerate (J). The annual temperature range is −22.9 °C to 40.2 °C, while annual average temperatures range between 4 °C and 11.7 °C. The early Jurassic period was important for coal formation in this area. The boundary of the XQG and its location is shown in Figure 1. Four small villages are located within the XQG. This catchment used to be a coal-mining region.



The Xiqu Gully was once a colliery. Slag from the coal mining process was left and deposited there. Due to the long-term presence of the coalmine, there is evidence of subsidence and ground fissures in the study area. Subsidence and fissures may be hazards by themselves, but they also have a negative influence on the formation of flash floods. Flash flooding is a phenomenon related to the surface water flow, which is substantially affected by the presence of subsidence and ground fissures. Surface water may reach the groundwater reserves through subsidence and fissures, which can reduce the effects of flash flooding (Figure 2).



2.1. Flash Flood Hazard Inventory


A flash flood hazards inventory map shows the spatial distribution of flash flood hazards in the study area. This is used as the base map for producing a FFHSM. It is necessary to analyze the past records of flash flooding hazards in order to delineate areas that are susceptible to flash flooding hazards. The flash flood hazard inventory map used for this study is mainly a collection of flash flood occurrences on 21 July 2012 and some flash flood hazards occurred in XQG during 2012–2015. The inventory map was developed by first identifying the flash flood hazard locations in XQG using the available documentation and a detailed field survey. Landslides, collapses, erosions, etc. caused by flash flooding were identified through the field survey (Figure 3). Road surfaces experienced lateral erosion due to flash flooding. Farmland terraces in hillsides were destroyed by flash flooding, causing small landslides. Identifying the effects of flash flooding is fairly straightforward. Meanwhile, through interviews with area residents, the authors also identified houses and public facilities that were destroyed by flash floods.



Through the detailed field survey, a total of 85 hazards caused by flash flooding were identified and located on the map. The locations of these 85 flash flood hazards (n = 85) are shown in Figure 1. Previous work suggests the appropriate number of samples that should be used for analysis and validation [41]. In this analysis, 70% (n = 60) of the hazard locations were selected for training the FFHSM models. The remaining 30% (n = 25) were used as model validation data. The field survey revealed that most vulnerability were roads, residential areas, and dam terraces. Residents in the area had constructed artificial drainage systems. However, due to the rainstorm on 21 July 2012 in Beijing, the drainages were destroyed by flash flooding (Figure 3).




2.2. Conditioning Parameters


In order to generate a model for evaluating the hazard susceptibility, a series of conditioning parameters must be defined [5,42,43]. Various thematic data layers representing flash flooding hazard conditioning parameters, such as elevation, slope, curvature, land use, geology, soil texture, subsidence risk area, stream power index (SPI), topographic wetness index (TWI), and short-term heavy rain, were derived. Determination of the conditioning parameters for flash flooding hazards is important, as they vary widely from one study area to another [44]. Note that this type of flash flooding assessment should be applicable for this catchment. Thus, the chosen parameters should be representative, reliable, and readily obtained for the study area.



Water flows from higher to lower elevations, and low elevation areas may flood quicker than areas at higher elevation. Flash flooding typically does not occur in high elevation regions [45]. The elevation of the study area is shown in Figure 4a. Meanwhile, slope and curvature also influence the amount of surface runoff and infiltration [46]. Flat areas more easily accumulate water (Figure 4b). Curvature is classified into three classes: concave, convex, and flat (Figure 4c). Stream power index (SPI) represents the power of water flow in terms of erosion [47]. The topographic wetness index (TWI) shows the amount of flow accumulation at any point in a drainage basin and the ability of the water to travel downslope with gravity [48]. This parameter is related to soil moisture status. Figure 4d,e shows the thematic layers for SPI and TWI, respectively. Elevation, slope, TWI and SPI were classified by the natural breaks method [49,50,51]. SPI and TWI were calculated using the following equations [48]:


   SPI =  A s  tan β   



(1)






   TWI = ln (  A s  / tan β )   



(2)




where As is the specific catchment area (m2/m), and β (radian) is the slope gradient (in degrees) [52].



Five geology classes were used to create the geology map: Limestone, dolomite, siltstone, sandstone intercalated with conglomerate, and sandstone (Figure 4f). The land use data for the XQG provided by the Beijing Institute of Geology is shown in Figure 4g. Land use influences water infiltration. In the study area, there are five land use types: forest, orchard, farmland, coal gangue, and construction areas. Forest, orchard, and farmland favor infiltration. Coal gangue and construction areas support surface flow. The soil layer was produced using five soil textures that can be seen in Figure 4h. Sandy soil is found in the villages, which is where most of the flash flooding hazard occurred in the catchment. Because the XQG used to be a coal mining area, there is the potential for subsidence in the study area. Zhang [53] proposed a method to predict the potential mining subsidence risk and categorized five zones of risk in the Xishan area of Beijing. The XQG is located within Xishan. Figure 4i displays the risk zoning results. Flash flooding is a type of runoff along the ground surface. In the most dangerous subsidence areas, runoff easily flows into the groundwater through ground fissures. In these instances, the susceptibility to flash flooding in the subsidence area becomes very low.



Rainfall plays a very important role in the occurrence of flash flood. Flash flood is caused by heavy or excessive rainfall in a short period of time, generally less than six hours. Brooks [54] considered that flash flooding is frequently associated with heavy precipitation occurring over a short period of time. He believed that the hourly precipitation dataset (HPD) could be useful for observing and defining the threat of flash flooding. HPD is used to develop a climatology of heavy rains on timescales of 3 h or less. Hourly precipitation data collected from 187 weather stations in Beijing between 2006 and 2010 were used in this study. Spatially, in the western mountainous area of Beijing, the frequency of short-term heavy rains (STHR) (defined here as ≥20 mm/h) is very low in high elevation areas. The piedmont and the plains are the more common locations for STHR, which have a greater rainfall accumulation than that of higher elevation areas [55]. The XQG is a small-scale catchment located in the western mountainous area. Differences in elevation within the XQG are greater than 1000 m, and the urban district sees high incidences of STHR, where the four villages are located [55]. Regions where elevation is more than 500 m are considered mountainous zones in China. Based on this factor and the rain gauge data in XQG, we divided STHR data into two classes: (1) 150 m–500 m; and (2) 500 m–1170 m. The first class is considered piedmont and the second class is referred to as mountainous (Figure 4j).





3. Data Collection


Field surveys and prior research were used to identify the relationship between the occurrence of flash flooding hazards and the conditioning parameters. The 85 flood locations were investigated and mapped in the study area at a scale of 1:10,000. A Digital Elevation Model (DEM) with 2.5 m × 2.5 m resolution covers an area of 7.98 km2 and was produced using the 5 m interval contours from a geomorphologic map generated using Geographic Information System (GIS). The DEM is the ideal source from which to derive topographic parameters of elevation, slope, curvature, SPI, and TWI. The DEM and its derivatives play a major role in determining which areas are susceptible to flood occurrence [56]. The geology parameter was obtained using a geological map of Beijing, which has a scale of 1:10,000. The land use parameter was extracted from remotely-sensed imagery. Both the land use data and soil texture data were provided by the Beijing Institute of Geology. The subsidence risk level parameter was obtained from Zhang [53]. Short-term heavy rain data were collected from 187 weather stations in Beijing during 2006–2010 and summarized by Wang [55].



Because the results depend on the classification of different parameters, this study attempted different manual parameter classification schemes for elevation, slope, TWI, and SPI. Elevation was divided into ten classes: (1) 150 m–250 m; (2) 250 m–350 m; (3) 350 m–450 m; (4) 450 m–550 m; (5) 550 m–650 m; (6) 650 m–750 m; (7) 750 m–850 m; (8) 850 m–950 m; (9) 950 m–1050 m; and (10) 1050–1170 m. The slope was reclassified into eight classes: (1) 0°–10°; (2) 10°–20°; (3) 20°–30°; (4) 30°–40°; (5) 40°–50°; (6) 50°–60°; (7) 60°–70°; and (8) 70°–77.65°. Both SPI and TWI were reclassified into ten classes: (1) 0–1; (2) 1–2; (3) 2–3; (4) 3–4; (5) 4–5; (6) 5–6; (7) 6–7; (8) 7–8; (9) 8–9; and (10) >9.




4. Methods


4.1. Frequency Ratio


The Frequency ratio (FR) model was adopted to generate a FFHSM in this study. A simple geospatial assessment tool for understanding the probabilistic relationship between dependent and independent variables, including spatial datasets with multiple classification levels, can be applied to the FR model [57]. This approach can be described as an FR index that represents the quantitative relationship between flash flooding hazards occurrence and different conditioning parameters. It is expressed based on Equation (3):


   FFHSI =  ∑  FR     



(3)




where FFHSI is the flash flood hazard susceptibility index and FR is the frequency ratio for each parameter. The FR can be defined as the ratio of the area where flash flooding hazards may occur to the total study area, or the ratio of the probability of a flash flood hazard occurrence to a non-occurrence as shown in Equation (4) [57]:


   FR =   A / B   M / N     



(4)




where A is the number of pixels with a flash flooding hazard for each class of each parameter; B is the total number of pixels with flash flooding hazards in study area; M is the number of pixels for each class of the parameter; and N is total number of pixels in the study area.



In this analysis, if the FR value is greater than 1, it means there is a stronger correlation, whereas a value of less than 1 means there is a weaker correlation. The spatial relationship between each flash flood conditioning parameter and flash flooding hazards derived from the frequency ratio model is shown in Table 1. The manual parameter classification for elevation, slope, TWI, and SPI calculated by FR are shown in Table 2.



In Table 1, FR is the flash flooding hazard susceptibility index that was calculated by Equation (4). A represents the number of flash flooding hazards for each parameter. B represents the total number of flash flooding hazards across all 60 hazard locations that were selected as training data. M represents the number of pixels for each parameter, and N represents the number of pixels in the study domain.



In order to produce a flash flooding hazard susceptibility map, the FFHSI was calculated by summing each weighted factor using the following equation:


       FFHSI FR    =   ( Elevation )  FR  +   ( Slope angle )  FR  +   ( Curvature )  FR         +   ( SPI )  FR  +   ( TWI )  FR  +   ( Geology )  FR  +   ( Land use )  FR          +   ( Subsidence risk level )  FR  +   ( Soil texture )  FR  +   ( STHR )  FR       



(5)




Thus, a flash flooding hazard susceptibility map was produced using the FR model.




4.2. Statistical Index


The statistical index (SI) approach was introduced by Van Westen [38]. It is a bivariate statistical analysis that has been widely used in many studies [38,58,59]. In the statistical index method, the weighted value for each categorical unit is defined as the natural logarithm of the flash flooding hazard density in any class divided by the flash flooding hazard density for the entire study area. This method is based on the distribution of flash flood hazards across each class. It can be expressed by the formula:


    W  i j   = ln  (     D  i j    D   )  = ln  [   (       N  i j      M  i j      /   N M     )   ]    



(6)




where Wij is the weight given to the i-th class of the j-th parameter. Dij is the flash flooding hazard density within the i-th class of the j-th parameter. D is the total flash flooding hazard density within the study area. Nij is the number of pixels with flash flooding hazard in the i-th class of the j-th parameter. Mij is the number of pixels in the i-th class of the j-th parameter. N is the total number of flash flooding hazards in the study area. M is the total number of pixels in the study area. Since the natural logarithm (ln) is not defined, the weighting value (Wij) can only be calculated for classes that contain flash flooding hazards.


   FFHSI =   ∑  R = 1   R = n     W  i j       



(7)




where FFHSI, Wij and n represent the flash flood hazard susceptibility index, the weighting values of the i-th class of the j-th parameter using the SI model and the number of conditioning parameters, respectively.



Table 1 shows the spatial relationship between each conditioning parameter and flash flooding hazards using the statistical index model. In Table 1, Wij (SI) shows the flash flooding hazard susceptibility index using the statistical index method. Nij represents the number of flash flooding hazards in the i-th class of the j-th parameter. Mij represents the number of pixels in the i-th class of the j-th parameter. N is the total number of flash flooding hazards, out of the 60 hazard locations. M represents the number of pixels in the domain. Because there are no flash flooding hazards in the study area between 994 m and 1170 m elevation, the Wij (SI) for this class is set to −1 to indicate the extremely low possibility of flash flood hazard occurrence [60].





5. Results and Discussion


5.1. Application of the Frequency Ratio Model


Application of the frequency ratio model found that most flash flooding hazards are located at elevations of 150 m–422 m. Elevation class 150 m–250 m has the highest FR value of 2.52, followed by 250 m–338 m, and 338 m–422 m. Elevations higher than 506 m had the lowest frequency ratio (0.00), agreeing with earlier work that found that flooding is unlikely in high elevation regions [45]. In the case of slope, it could be seen that the classes 0°–7°, 7°–15°, and 15°–22° had higher FR values, followed by 34°–39°. Flooding was not possible at slopes higher than 51°. For the curvature parameter, flat areas proved to be the most prone to flooding with the highest FR value of 2.14. The convex and concave classes had the lowest FR values of 0.94 and 0.89, respectively. As for the SPI parameter, the class 0–1.03 had the highest FR value, followed by classes 1.03–2.14 and 2.14–3.16. The FR values of SPI generally decreased as the value of SPI decreased. FR values for the TWI classes showed a general trend that increased with higher TWI values in the range of 0–5.15. For the geology parameter, the dolomite class had the highest FR value of 2.78, indicating high susceptibility in this area, followed by sandstone conglomerate and limestone. As for the land use parameter, the FR values for coal gangue and construction areas were 5.67 and 3.77, respectively, as these two classes support the overland flow of water. Forest, orchard, and farmland classes are more likely to store water in the soil. The lowest FR value of 0.63 belonged to the forest class. For soil texture, results found that sandy soil and silt clay have the highest FR values (2.40 and 1.14, respectively), implying that these characteristics are favorable for flash flooding hazards. Regarding subsidence risk, classes I, II and III have the highest FR values (1.15, 1.37 and 0.84, respectively). This implies that the higher the subsidence risk, the lower the potential for flash flooding hazards. When it comes to short-term heavy rain, the piedmont and mountainous areas both have hazard susceptibility (2.79 and 1.39, respectively).



Based on Equation (5), the FR flash flooding hazards susceptibility map is shown in Figure 5a. The map was divided into five susceptibility classes (very low, low, moderate, high, and very high) using the natural breaks method [61]. Table 3 displays the FFHSM for the five classes are 2.53, 2.66, 1.30, 0.94 and 0.56 km2.




5.2. Application of the Statistical Index Model


For the elevation parameter, classes 150 m–250 m, 250 m–338 m, and 338 m–422 m had positive SI values (0.92, 0.38 and 0.36, respectively). When elevations were higher than 422 m, the SI values became negative. In the case of the slope angle parameter, 7°–15° had the highest positive value (1.11), indicating the highest probability of flash flooding hazards occurrence. The SI value continued to be positive for slope angle class greater than 15°, but when slope angle was greater than 22°, SI values were negative. For the curvature parameter, the only positive SI value occurred in the flat class (0.76), while the convex and concave class values were negative (−0.06 and −0.12, respectively). In the case of SPI, the class 0–1.03 had a positive SI value, meaning this range is more susceptible to flash flooding hazards. As for the TWI parameter, SI values were negative between classes 0–1.53, 1.53–1.94, and 1.94–2.80. The highest value (1.53) was for class 4.08–5.15, meaning that as TWI reached 5.15, SI only increased. SI values were positive for dolomite and siltstone geological areas, while limestone, sandstone conglomerate, and siltstone classes were negative (−0.09, 0.35 and −0.29, respectively). As Table 1 shows, SI values for the land use classes were as follows: coal gangue (1.74), construction (1.33), farmland (1.16), orchard (0.39) and forest (−0.46). Among the land use classes, only forest had a negative effect on flash flooding hazards. In the case of soil texture, sandy soil (0.88), silt clay (0.13), and rock (0.02) classes had positive SI values, while clay (−0.70) and gravel soil (−1.73) had negative values. For subsidence risk, level II had the highest SI value (0.31), followed by level III (0.14), and level I (−0.18). Levels IV and V had the highest risk of subsidence, an overall negative impact on the occurrence of flash flooding hazards. SI values were as follows in terms of short-term heavy rain: piedmont (0.37) and mountainous (−2.97).



Based on Equation (7), the SI flash flooding hazards susceptibility map is shown in Figure 5b. Five susceptibility categories were created using the natural breaks method [61]: very low (−8.51–−4.65), low (−4.65–−1.98), moderate (−1.98–0.76), high (0.76–4.06), and very high (4.06–9.40). The five categories areas were 1.25, 2.10, 2.31, 1.49 and 0.84 km2.




5.3. Validation


It is essential to verify the predictive capabilities of the FFHSM. Both models should be validated to be scientifically rigorous [40]. This study used success and prediction rate methods to validate the two FFHSMs by comparing predicted hazard areas to existing hazard locations [62]. A total of 85 flood hazards were generated and located on the map. Previous work suggests that 70% (n = 60) of the flooded hazard locations should be randomly selected for the training database. Meanwhile, an area under curve (AUC) method evaluated the prediction capabilities of the three classification methods. The AUC calculated success and prediction rate percentages of each model and was obtained using both the training data and the testing data. The larger the AUC value, the better the prediction ability of the model. Figure 6a displays accuracy rates of 86.61%, 83.35%, and 78.52% for the FR-natural breaks (FR.1), SI-natural breaks, and FR-manual (FR.2) classification methods, respectively. The associated prediction accuracy rates were 83.69%, 81.22%, and 74.23%, respectively. These results show that both FR and SI were fairly good at predicting the flooding hazard susceptibility for the XQG, with FR being slightly better than SI, and the FR natural breaks classification performing better than FR manual classification.




5.4. Discussion


Figure 5a,b show that the residential areas of the XQG are the most high risk vulnerable. Areas of very high and high susceptibility accounted for 18.75% and 29.16% of the whole catchment, based on the FR-natural breaks method and SI-natural breaks method, respectively. People who live in these areas should be aware of the potential hazards caused by flash flooding, because all four villages are located in highly susceptible areas. Farmland, orchards, and some forest classes were found in vulnerable areas, mostly in low elevation and flat. Lower elevation areas are more susceptible to flooding [45]. Slope also influenced the amount of surface runoff and infiltration, consistent with earlier findings [46]. People who reside in very high and high susceptibility areas should pay attention to weather forecasts for heavy rain and evacuate in advance. Areas of moderate susceptibility accounted for 16.29% and 28.98% of the whole study area using FR-natural breaks method and SI-natural breaks methods, respectively. These were primarily found in middle to high elevations.



As Figure 5a,b show, very low and low susceptibility classes are mainly located in high elevation and high slope angle areas. However, the susceptibility map produced by FR was different from that of SI. Comparing the two maps, classes with low susceptibility in FR map had higher susceptibility in the SI map. The FR method found that subsidence risk had a negative influence on the susceptibility of flash flooding hazards; thus these areas were classified as very low and low susceptibility. In contrast, there was no obvious evidence that subsidence risk areas played a role in flash flooding susceptibility using the SI method. The SI map shows some moderate susceptibility in high elevation areas, mainly located in the channel where water flowed. However, the role of subsidence and ground fissures cannot be ignored in the XQG. In other words, both the FR and SI maps are able to inform the people in the XQG of how to prevent damage and escape from flash flooding hazards, but the FR method appears to reflect the actual situation of the XQG considering the subsidence and ground fissure features.



In this study, we also used a manual classification scheme. The results were different from those of the natural breaks classification method. These are shown in Figure 5c, where high elevation and high slope angle areas were classified correct into low and very low susceptibility areas. However, compared with Figure 5a, some of the residential areas were not classified into the correct susceptibility category. Residential areas should receive the most attention. In Table 3, areas of high and very high susceptibility account for 12.98% of the total study area, which is much less than the other two methods (18.75% and 29.16%). Manual classification method is a subjective methodology, while the natural breaks classification method avoids this pitfall. Natural breaks classification is a data clustering method designed to determine the best arrangement of values into different classes. This is done by seeking to minimize each class’s average deviation from the class mean, while maximizing each class’s deviation from the means of the other classes. In other words, the method seeks to reduce the variance within classes and maximize the variance between classes [63,64]. Thus, natural breaks method is more appropriate for the classification of parameters in FFHSM using an FR method.



If this method was applied to another catchment or a larger study area, the selection of the appropriate conditioning parameters is essential. The conditioning parameters should reflect the characteristics of the catchment based on field survey data collection and other case studies with similar characteristics. For example, because the XQG is a catchment with coalmine subsidence, the subsidence risk level must be taken into consideration. And as this catchment has elevation differences >1000 m, precipitation should be considered in different way. Because the XQG is a small-scale catchment, and there are several rain gauges that being set in the catchment. So the rainfall data collected and analyzed more accuracy. As for large-scale catchment, the annual rainfall data or summer rainfall data can be used as a parameter for FFHSM. The rainfall data can be obtained from rainfall distribution map. And the other parameters, such as elevation, slope, curvature, land use, geology, soil texture, subsidence risk area, stream power index (SPI) and topographic wetness index (TWI), should also be taken into consideration. However, the accuracy of the conditioning parameters in large-scale study area cannot be as high as that in small-scale study area. And the results prediction accuracy would be decreased. Therefore, if we apply these two methods on large-scale study area, the accuracy of the thematic layers must be obtained accurately in case of decreasing prediction accuracy.



Areas where people live were mostly located in lower elevations and flat areas. These areas suffered from high and very high susceptibility levels of flash flooding hazards. People who reside there should consider constructing protective barriers for flash flooding. Additionally, subsidence areas should also be a focus because they are prone to sink or collapse during flood events.





6. Conclusions


In this study, two GIS-based models, frequency ratio (FR) and statistical index (SI), were applied to generate flash flood hazard susceptibility maps (FFHSM) for the XQG in Beijing, China, and their performance was compared. Input parameters were classified using the natural breaks method and a manual classification method. The results of the two classification methods were tested using the FR model. The area under the curve (AUC) was used as a validation method.



Based on detailed field survey results, this study selected ten conditioning parameters to generate the FFHSM. Conditioning parameters included elevation, slope, curvature, land use, geology, soil texture, subsidence risk level, stream power index (SPI), topographic wetness index (TWI), and short-term heavy rain. A total of 85 flash flooding hazard locations were surveyed in the field and prepared in GIS software for the models, where 70% (60 flooded locations) were used randomly for training and building the FFHSM models. The remaining 30% (25 flooded locations) were used for model validation. FFHSMs were produced from map index values for each conditioning parameter calculated using SI and FR models (with the latter using two different classification methods). The final results were plotted in ArcGIS.



The maps produced by the two models were divided into five classes, including very low, low, moderate, high and very high flash flooding hazard susceptibility. AUC results of FR and SI models showed that both models performed well in training and prediction. The susceptibility maps generated by the two approaches were reliable and applicable, able to assist government and planners to take proper action in order to prevent flash flooding hazards. Based on the field survey and map products, this study found that the FR model was more appropriate for guiding management of the XQG. Because subsidence and ground fissures are characteristics of XQG, the FR method may better reflect the actual flash flood hazard susceptibility. The FR method also showed higher accuracy in success and prediction rates than SI.



This study also compared different classification schemes to classify the values for each conditional parameter and checked the impacts on the results. Of the ten parameters, four parameters were classified by a natural breaks method and a manual classification method: elevation, slope, TWI, and SPI. Results from the two classification methods were vastly different. Using only manual classification, residential areas were not classified into the correct susceptibility category. As an objective method, on the other hand, the natural breaks method seeks to reduce the variance within classes and maximize the variance between classes. Consequently, the natural breaks method was more appropriate than manual classification for FFHSM parameters using an FR model.
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Figure 1. Geographical position of the Xiqu Gully, Beijing. 
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Figure 2. Field survey: (a) coalmine caves; (b) subsidence; (c) ground fissures and (d) coalmine slag. 
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Figure 3. Flash flood hazards in the field: (a) landslide; (b) roadbed scouring; (c) lateral erosion and (d) ground erosion. 
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Figure 4. Input thematic layers: (a) elevation; (b) slope; (c) curvature; (d) SPI; (e) TWI; (f) geology; (g) land use; (h) soil texture; (i) subsidence risk area and (j) short-term heavy rain. 
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Figure 5. Flash flood hazard susceptibility using (a) Frequency Ratio-natural breaks method (FR.1) (b) Statistical Index-natural breaks (SI) and (c) Frequency Ratio-manual classification (FR.2). 
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Figure 6. Success and prediction rate curves using Frequency Ratio-natural break (FR.1), Frequency Ratio-manual classification (FR.2) and Statistical Index-natural breaks (SI): (a) success rate curve (b) prediction rate curve. 
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Table 1. Distribution of the training pixels.







Table 1. Distribution of the training pixels.







	
Parameter

	
Class

	
No. of Pixels in Domain

	
Percentage of Domain

	
No. of Flash Flood Hazard

	
Percentage of Flash Flood Hazard

	
FR

	
SI






	
Elevation/m

	
150–250

	
202,955

	
15.86

	
24

	
40

	
2.52

	
0.92




	
250–338

	
248,232

	
19.40

	
17

	
28.33

	
1.46

	
0.38




	
338–422

	
237,960

	
18.60

	
16

	
26.67

	
1.43

	
0.36




	
422–506

	
187,934

	
14.69

	
3

	
5.00

	
0.34

	
−1.08




	
506–594

	
148,022

	
11.57

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
594–686

	
86,181

	
6.74

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
686–782

	
68,821

	
5.38

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
782–882

	
50,616

	
3.96

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
882–994

	
34,910

	
2.73

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
994–1170

	
13,795

	
1.08

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
Slope angle/°

	
0–7

	
74,593

	
5.83

	
7

	
11.67

	
2.00

	
0.69




	
7–15

	
112,220

	
8.77

	
16

	
26.67

	
3.04

	
1.11




	
15–22

	
154,270

	
12.06

	
12

	
20

	
1.66

	
0.51




	
22–28

	
179,982

	
14.07

	
6

	
10

	
0.71

	
−0.34




	
28–34

	
203,349

	
15.89

	
7

	
11.67

	
0.73

	
−0.31




	
34–39

	
188,388

	
14.72

	
8

	
13.33

	
0.91

	
−0.10




	
39–45

	
169,838

	
13.28

	
1

	
1.67

	
0.13

	
−2.08




	
45–51

	
113,501

	
8.87

	
3

	
5.00

	
0.56

	
−0.57




	
51–58

	
61,356

	
4.80

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
58–77.65

	
21,929

	
1.71

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
Curvature

	
Concave

	
600,834

	
46.96

	
25

	
41.67

	
0.89

	
−0.12




	
Flat

	
89,550

	
7.00

	
9

	
15.00

	
2.14

	
0.76




	
Convex

	
589,042

	
46.04

	
26

	
43.33

	
0.94

	
−0.06




	
SPI

	
0–1.03

	
136,354

	
10.66

	
19

	
31.67

	
2.97

	
1.09




	
1.03–2.14

	
256,501

	
20.05

	
18

	
30

	
1.50

	
0.40




	
2.14–3.16

	
310,560

	
24.27

	
11

	
18.33

	
0.76

	
−0.28




	
3.16–4.10

	
257,690

	
20.14

	
8

	
13.33

	
0.66

	
−0.41




	
4.10–5.04

	
164,815

	
12.88

	
2

	
3.33

	
0.26

	
−1.35




	
5.04–6.07

	
86,211

	
6.74

	
2

	
3.33

	
0.49

	
−0.70




	
6.07–7.44

	
41,725

	
3.26

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
7.44–9.32

	
17,318

	
1.35

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
9.32–12.05

	
6520

	
0.51

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
12.05–21.8

	
1732

	
0.14

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
Soil texture

	
Rock

	
291,686

	
22.80

	
14

	
23.33

	
1.02

	
0.02




	
Gravel soil

	
239,501

	
18.72

	
2

	
3.33

	
0.18

	
−1.73




	
Clay

	
214,029

	
16.73

	
5

	
8.33

	
0.50

	
−0.70




	
Silt clay

	
356,685

	
27.88

	
19

	
31.67

	
1.14

	
0.13




	
Sandy soil

	
177,553

	
13.88

	
20

	
33.33

	
2.40

	
0.88




	
TWI

	
0–1.53

	
165,076

	
12.90

	
2

	
3.33

	
0.26

	
−1.35




	
1.53–1.94

	
372,711

	
29.13

	
8

	
13.33

	
0.46

	
−0.78




	
1.94–2.34

	
334,742

	
26.16

	
13

	
21.67

	
0.83

	
−0.19




	
2.34–2.80

	
203,450

	
15.90

	
12

	
20

	
1.26

	
0.23




	
2.80–3.37

	
100,444

	
7.85

	
11

	
18.33

	
2.34

	
0.85




	
3.37–4.08

	
45,022

	
3.52

	
8

	
13.33

	
3.79

	
1.33




	
4.08–5.15

	
13,918

	
1.09

	
3

	
5.00

	
4.60

	
1.53




	
5.15–6.74

	
3638

	
0.28

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
6.74–10.32

	
1073

	
0.08

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
10.32–13.08

	
39,352

	
3.08

	
3

	
5.00

	
1.63

	
0.08




	
Geology

	
Limestone

	
348,705

	
27.25

	
15

	
25.00

	
0.92

	
−0.09




	
Dolomite

	
122,721

	
9.59

	
16

	
26.67

	
2.78

	
1.02




	
Sandstone conglomerate

	
574,689

	
44.92

	
19

	
31.67

	
0.71

	
−0.35




	
Sandstone

	
119,291

	
9.32

	
6

	
10

	
1.07

	
0.07




	
Siltstone

	
114,116

	
8.92

	
4

	
6.67

	
0.75

	
−0.29




	
Land use

	
Coal gangue

	
33,827

	
2.64

	
9

	
15.00

	
5.67

	
1.74




	
Construction

	
45,244

	
3.54

	
8

	
13.33

	
3.77

	
1.33




	
Farmland

	
53,228

	
4.16

	
8

	
13.33

	
3.21

	
1.16




	
Orchard

	
28,997

	
2.27

	
2

	
3.33

	
1.47

	
0.39




	
Forest

	
1,118,128

	
87.39

	
33

	
55.00

	
0.63

	
−0.46




	
Subsidence risk level

	
I

	
586,314

	
45.83

	
23

	
38.33

	
0.84

	
−0.18




	
II

	
389,059

	
30.41

	
25

	
41.67

	
1.37

	
0.31




	
III

	
241,660

	
18.89

	
13

	
21.67

	
1.15

	
0.14




	
IV

	
26,043

	
2.04

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
V

	
36,419

	
2.85

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
Short-term heavy rain

	
Piedmont

	
864,744

	
67.60

	
59

	
98.33

	
2.79

	
0.37




	
Mountainous

	
414,622

	
32.41

	
1

	
1.67

	
1.39

	
−2.97
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Table 2. Distribution of the training pixels in manual classification schemes.







Table 2. Distribution of the training pixels in manual classification schemes.







	
Parameter

	
Class

	
No. of Pixels in Domain

	
Percentage of Domain

	
No. of Flash Flood Hazard

	
Percentage of Flash Flood Hazard

	
FR

	
SI






	
Elevation/m

	
150–250

	
202,955

	
15.86

	
24

	
40.00

	
2.52

	
0.92




	
250–350

	
287,569

	
22.48

	
19

	
31.67

	
1.41

	
0.34




	
350–450

	
267,293

	
20.89

	
16

	
26.67

	
1.27

	
0.24




	
450–550

	
196,183

	
15.33

	
1

	
1.67

	
0.11

	
−2.22




	
550–650

	
128,388

	
10.04

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
650–750

	
76,584

	
5.99

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
750–850

	
56,995

	
4.45

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
850–950

	
38,826

	
3.03

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
950–1050

	
18,406

	
1.44

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
1050–1170

	
6227

	
0.49

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
Slope angle/°

	
0–10

	
109,916

	
8.59

	
16

	
26.67

	
3.10

	
1.13




	
10–20

	
177,097

	
13.84

	
17

	
28.33

	
2.05

	
0.71




	
20–30

	
291,007

	
22.75

	
12

	
20.00

	
0.88

	
−0.13




	
30–40

	
359,823

	
28.12

	
11

	
18.33

	
0.65

	
−0.43




	
40–50

	
250,488

	
19.58

	
4

	
6.67

	
0.34

	
−1.08




	
50–60

	
75,640

	
5.91

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
60–70

	
14,542

	
1.14

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
70–77.65

	
913

	
0.07

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
SPI

	
0–1

	
132,382

	
10.35

	
19

	
31.67

	
3.06

	
1.12




	
1–2

	
221,816

	
17.34

	
16

	
26.67

	
1.54

	
0.43




	
2–3

	
299,666

	
23.42

	
11

	
18.33

	
0.78

	
−0.25




	
3–4

	
282,692

	
22.10

	
10

	
16.67

	
0.75

	
−0.28




	
4–5

	
183,961

	
14.38

	
2

	
3.33

	
0.23

	
−1.46




	
5–6

	
87,786

	
6.86

	
2

	
3.33

	
0.49

	
−0.72




	
6–7

	
37,161

	
2.90

	
0

	
0.00

	
0

	
−1




	
7–8

	
15,809

	
1.24

	
0

	
0.00

	
0

	
−1




	
8–9

	
8204

	
0.64

	
0

	
0.00

	
0

	
−1




	
9–21.8

	
9949

	
0.78

	
0

	
0.00

	
0

	
−1




	
TWI

	
0–1

	
14,467

	
1.13

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
1–2

	
585,654

	
45.78

	
14

	
23.33

	
0.51

	
−0.67




	
2–3

	
524,194

	
40.97

	
24

	
40.00

	
0.98

	
−0.02




	
3–4

	
94,915

	
7.42

	
17

	
28.33

	
3.82

	
1.34




	
4–5

	
15,411

	
1.20

	
3

	
5.00

	
4.15

	
1.42




	
5–6

	
3171

	
0.25

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
6–7

	
1428

	
0.11

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
7–8

	
547

	
0.04

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
8–9

	
196

	
0.02

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
9–13.08

	
39,443

	
3.08

	
2

	
3.33

	
1.08

	
0.08
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Table 3. Flash flood hazard susceptibility classification in the Xiqu Gully.







Table 3. Flash flood hazard susceptibility classification in the Xiqu Gully.







	
Susceptibility

	
FR.1

	
SI

	
FR.2




	
Area (km2)

	
Ratio (%)

	
Area (km2)

	
Ratio (%)

	
Area (km2)

	
Ratio (%)






	
Very Low

	
2.53

	
31.63

	
1.25

	
15.62

	
2.69

	
33.68




	
Low

	
2.66

	
33.28

	
2.10

	
26.24

	
3.05

	
38.15




	
Moderate

	
1.30

	
16.29

	
2.31

	
28.98

	
1.21

	
15.19




	
High

	
0.94

	
11.72

	
1.49

	
18.70

	
0.66

	
8.30




	
Very high

	
0.56

	
7.03

	
0.84

	
10.46

	
0.37

	
4.68
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