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Abstract
Recently such as Landslide and debris flow are occurring over the due to climate changes, frequent
sedimentation disaster in mountains area. To minimize damages made by mountainous disaster, it is
necessary to Systematic damage prevention and management tried to understand characteristics of
landslides or debris flow. In this thesis, a database was established with GIS (Geographic Information
System) about topography, hydrologic, soil and forest physiognomy needed for analyses, and by targeting
the area around Inje Gu, Inje Eup, where many landslides and debris flows occurred in 2006, this study
extracted landslide and debris flow—occurrence locations through aerial images and on-site monitoring.
Particularly, this study quantitatively extracted the correlationship between the space information and
landslide and debris flow—occurrence areas by using the Weight of Evidence model, while drawing up a
prediction diagram of landslide and debris flow risk areas.
Key words: landslide, debris flow, GIS, weight of evidence, prediction diagram

* Corresponding author. Tel. +82-33-570-6447. E-mail. kwjun@kangwon.ac.kr
% Tel. +82-33-540-3119. Fax. +82-33-540-3129. E-mail. cyoh@kangwon.ac.kr

Submission & Publication Process
Received: Jun. 8 2014 / Revised: Jun. 21, 2014 / Accepted: Jun. 26, 2014

1738-8368 © 2014 Crisis and Emergency Management: Theory and Praxis. All rights reserved.



202 Korean Review of Crisis & Emergency Management 10(1) Jan. 2014

=225
ZI2 JI=HSIZ2 QIGHH AAEHU EAFeE 262 AKIEAMKGHIE BIBIGHH 25D JA2H 012 22 AKX
o2l LIHE ZIASHAIZ D] PIHA= AHAEHLE EAF0 Ciet S4S Ololotl MIAHIEQ! Lok Oillth & 2er
oith = ==20lM= GISE 0186t =240 228t Ng, =2, £, g4 52 UIOIEHI0IAS PHRSIR2H
2006 EHS OlIRILIOHON 2lH B2 APAIENRE EAFIF 24 OINZ NS 2UE HaL=Z @%%éiﬂ =8
S Soll MAIEH H EAFT ZUXISS FEGHL] 2219 SUE L dadE HEEXN! Yol Weight
of Evidence ZHE OIS0t AAIE] R E4F 2l A42td0] =2 S2UASE =40t LA R EAF
Xl

of AtAA = Qlal AbAbeiLE EA T} 22 A A v weo] A

WA 9] 8197} A2 o Fol 4 Apuo] tRE FHAKE o F
o] -t o] 6~949 Atole HFH HF X TS T2 QA
stn Qo a1 yEd w3 AL Zrkstn vk 2011 79 A&
A5 sl ok oA AT AALe e 7 ARA el A T EA
Azt w9 7b =3 S Aol SE WA FH AR X%
w7 AAbE R

N oftl

o o
& ol
o
J(E
k
o =
Jo o
L

o,
[el=
H
o
> 2
o,

ST
o
>

S F
)
3
O

ket
2
X

5 o=

1|—10J
rg U
oo
X

e
g,
% |
L
1)
)
flo
o,
i)
&,
=Oé

=

rlr

oo

c T
2
X

o

N S-S
01'1-'

ol
Hu
=2
lo
rot
ol
ol
o il
lo
ol
1>
ojf
s

o 0% ¢
ok
Ho
e
ol
ol
2
e
ox,
ol
ol
1
o,

2 X

Ay
Ho
:(u)L_'.
o
rr
o
3
o
>
12
lo,
>
99‘1
>
i)
oY
_1
Ho
r
Jm
W~
I
—_>‘4—1‘4
2

o 1o = Hu
N

ol
o
=
=)
2
R
=
:(u)L_',
o oL o
oo

it o o
-

oto K
o
e 1IF
i,
fd
yo 1f

o,
™, o,

o o N o 2oy
>

o
o
e

FHekA BEMa A9 94(2004)0 GIS % Bﬂ o] %ot FFI|HS o] &3k WO o] AALE
< stk A4 H S’4(2005)0 GIS 2 RS7|HS &
, AAYD 21(2011)& GIS 2 FFAA S o] &3to] BEAHF

H

)

od, e s
N, o
- 4=

o M ox
ol
ol

M
—Li

ol
2L

3@ Roox

kd

Y
)

990L:1EHTE{ GISE o] &3 B2 <A77 2= l=d Baldelli, et. al(1996)<
, TAAGED S o] &3t GIS THEA S &3l AALE AR =5 A5
, Chuang and Fabbri(1993; 1998)9] 2]3l A F & =9 Certainty factor =2, A g
& ol &sto] v A el ik AyA ol AFAR] ALY YE =S A etarat
T3k AP0 R FEEE T 1FY ARFE A 9 E o] &5t oy 7hA] FE AR
L5 kS e 13].

AALR U EA T 9F 22 Ak A o] & F A3etr] flsiA GIS 7]Wke] AF

N
e
o,
—{o

)
H
)
ot
H

Rl

£ 2 [
re B\ _ﬂ 1w,



Risk Analysis of Debris flow Using a Probability Based Method in GIS: Inje, Gangwon—do, Korea 203
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<Figure 1>& Weight #& Wl tholojzgor HAwg Aot}
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<Figure 1> Venn diagram to weight of evidence calculations
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<Figure 2> Study area and hillshaded map
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<Table 1> Weight of Evidence between Landslide and Debris Flow Related Factor

Factor OLASS : :\quirA;]) Wi W- c s G/S(Q)

010 336 | 20654 | 00042 | 225% | 04107 | 55024

1015 316 | 22875 | 00897 | 23772 | 04494 | 5289

1520 500 | 07440 | 00882 | -0.8322 | 01706 | 48773

. 20-25 629 | 01056 | 00229 | -0.128 | 01170 | -1.0979
(Sope) - — — 25230 | _ 6.36 _|_ 02506 | -006%0 | 03196 _|_ 01021 | 31296 _
30388 _ _ | _ 491 _|_ 06075 | 01547 | 0622 | 00990 _| 77027 _

3540 282 [ 05634 | T0.0720 | 0635 | 04286 | 1411

4050 116 | 06088 | 00304 | 06392 | 01801 | 35487

50-68 044 | 01498 | 00022 | 0450 | 08566 | 04262
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<Table 1> Weight of Evidence between Landslide and Debris Flow Related Factor(continue)

Korea 207

AREA
Factor CLASS (sq_km) W+ W C S(0) C/S(C)
Flat 0.81 -1.8429 0.0207 -1.8636 0.7086 -2.6301
North 2.09 -1.5362 0.0509 -1.5872 0.3806 -4.1702
Northeast 3.56 -0.7198 0.0593 -0.7792 0.1977 -3.9407
e[ 206 | 065% _|_-0.0012_|_ 07508 _|_ 0118 |_ 6383 _
Apma | _ Southeast | 363 | 1.347 | 02950 | 14297 _| 00929 _| 153856 _
(Aspecl) South 439 | 05053 | 0042 | 06095 | 0.1064 | 5.7269
Southeast 4.57 -0.4799 0.0585 -0.5384 0.1576 -3.4154
West 4.82 -0.7078 0.0820 -0.7898 0.1706 -4.6284
Northeast 4.66 -1.2879 0.1107 -1.3986 0.2281 -6.1318
North 2.1 -1.1872 0.0456 -1.2328 0.3194 -3.8599
0-300 2.1 -1.8812 0.0554 -1.9366 0.4494 -4.3090
300-400 2.87 -0.1096 0.0097 -0.1193 0.1647 -0.7245
_ 400800 _ | 360 _|_ 01502 | -00197 | 01699 | 01327 | 12800 _
e [T 700 ~ [ T488 | 0.89/9 | 0.0870 |~ 0.485%0 _|_ 01068 _|_ 45573
(Elevation) 600-700 6.15 -0.2432 0.0474 -0.2907 0.1249 -2.3274
700-800 6.14 0.1415 -0.0347 0.1762 0.1074 1.6403
800-900 4.35 -0.0238 0.0035 -0.0274 0.1318 -0.2075
900-1000 2.37 -0.2758 0.0182 -0.2940 0.1944 -1.5123
1000-1226 1.04 0.1656 -0.0058 01714 0.2339 0.7326
Incised streams 1.20 0.4784 -0.0230 0.5013 0.1883 2.6625
Shallow Valleys 0.04 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
“Head vters _|_ 0.0 _| 00000 _|_ 0.0000 _| 00000 _|_ 0.0000 _| 00000 _
™ Shaped Vallys || 750 _|_ 03160 ~|” 01134 |~ 02298 | 0.0981 _|_ 45163
N Plains 1.06 -2.1105 0.0283 -2.1389 0.7085 -3.0187
(TPI) Open slopes 15.42 -0.0334 0.0277 -0.0611 0.0882 -0.6923
Upper slopes 6.76 -0.1560 0.0359 -0.1918 0.1160 -1.6541
Local Ridges 0.00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Midslope Redges 0.03 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
_Hioh Ridges | _1.47 _| -1.1853_| 00314 | -1.2168_| 03806 _| -3.1968 _
== | Concave[t) _ [ 36T _|_ 0.2850 _| 00835 _|_ 0.26%5 _|_ 0.1278 _|_ 2.0%87 _
( Cu;a?ure) Flat 25.50 0.0109 -0.0356 0.0465 0.1041 0.4469
Conves(-) 4.38 -0.3309 0.0416 -0.3725 0.1502 -2.4804
__100m__ | 1220 | 02696 | 01271 | 03967 | 00978 _|_ -4.0557 _
[ __200m_ _ [ _ 972 _|_ 02075 | 00990 | 03065 | 0.0915 | 33495
O HHIH 300m 6.66 0.2503 -0.0732 0.3234 0.1006 3.2157
(River 400m 3.58 -0.0886 0.0101 -0.0987 0.1475 -0.6692
buffer) 500m 1.14 -1.2708 0.0252 -1.2959 0.4495 -2.8832
600m 0.19 -1.0603 0.0036 -1.0640 1.0012 -1.0626
700m 0.00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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<Table 1> Weight of Evidence between Landslide and Debris Flow Related Factor(continue)

AREA

Factor CLASS (sq_km) W+ W C S(0) C/S(C)

0~2.63 4.03 -0.6412 0.0627 -0.7040 01799 -3.9120

2.63~5.27 4.53 0.0497 -0.0080 0.0577 0.1256 0.4596
T 52/~790__ | 812 _| 00889 | 00802 | 0191 |_ 00994 | 11987 _
Nsmane L 7901055 T 827 ~|” 0247 |~ S0.0047 |~ 03884 _|” 00944 |~ 35840

(TW) 10.53~13.17 4.81 -0.0811 0.0130 -0.0940 0.1293 -0.7271

13.17~15.80 2.21 -0.039%4 0.0027 -0.0421 0.1800 -0.2339

15.80~18.43 0.94 -1.0710 0.0188 -1.0898 0.4495 =2.4244

18.43~21.07 0.45 -0.3263 0.0037 -0.3300 0.449% -0.7339

21.07~23.70 0.16 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

-4.37~-3.43 0.32 0.1831 -0.0019 0.1851 0.4110 0.4502

-3.43~-2.48 0.79 -0.0262 0.0006 -0.0268 0.2923 -0.0918

-2.48~-154 1.09 -0.6369 0.0158 -0.6527 0.3364 -1.9402

StE2ETA -1.54~-0.60 0.70 -0.9989 0.0134 -1.0122 0.5021 -2.0161

(SP) -0.60~0.35 7.70 -0.7432 0.1455 -0.8887 0.1404 -6.3293
03129 | 1011 _| 00741 _|_ 00304 | 01045 _|_ 00876 | -1.0702 _
12728 [ T803 _|T 0301 | 0195 | 04646 | 0.0880 | 49972

2.23~3.18 3.90 0.3952 -0.0659 0.4611 0.1160 3.9743

3.18~4.12 0.86 0.5488 -0.0193 0.5682 0.2136 2.6605
__AC___[_ 1237 _|_ 08425 _| 01575 _|_-049%0_|_ 009% _|_-5.0005 _
e 112~ 06419 |~ 05048 |~ T.286 _|_ 00908 _|_ 136009

CGC 3.60 -0.6599 0.0567 -0.7165 0.1912 -3.7481

HYB 0.47 0.0882 -0.0013 0.0896 0.3566 0.2511

lgB 0.15 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

JiB 0.36 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

JoB 0.12 -0.6624 0.0018 -0.6643 1.0014 -0.6633

JoC 0.18 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

MoB 0.12 0.7934 -0.0042 0.7977 0.5028 1.5865

MuD 0.07 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

MuE 0.14 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

OdF 0.61 -0.1755 0.0030 -0.1785 0.3565 -0.5006

OnD2 0.12 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

o5 OnE2 0.21 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

(Soil mep) PxB 0.28 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SkC 0.42 -1.1926 0.0089 -1.2015 0.7086 -1.6956

SKD 0.28 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SNE? 0.13 0.0116 0.0000 0.0116 0.7090 0.0164

SRF2 0.04 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SbD 0.07 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SgD?2 0.19 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SgE2 0.07 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SmE2 0.93 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SmF2 0.07 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SqC 0.02 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SqE 0.06 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

StC 0.09 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

UBC 0.03 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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<Table 1> Weight of Evidence between Landslide and Debris Flow Related Factor(continue)

AREA

Factor CLASS (sq_km) W+ W C S(0) C/S(C)
uBD 0.27 -1.4298 0.0061 -1.4359 1.0011 -1.4342
UoB 0.02 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
= UoC 0.07 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
EXS
(Soil map)
WoB 0.03 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
WoC 0.19 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
YiB 0.1 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
YxB 0.37 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
HRUS 0.07 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
AUS 0.68 -2.3561 0.0185 -2.3746 1.0010 -2.3722
SomlAc 25U 0.94 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
(St copt) | —— FE——_|— 409 | 09606 _|_ 00848 | -1.0454 | 02050 | 50984 _
= 2274 _|” 02231 | 07589 |_ 09820 _|_ 0.1208 _|” 79988
LS 0.00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
SN 4.80 -0.3655 0.0502 -0.4157 0.1462 -2.8422
=, A20I»U=
' Aot 0.00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
ASE LI ALR 0.71 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
=oielol MSEUX AR 2.67 -2.6283 0.0773 -2.7056 0.5791 -4.6725
(Soil type) INRESIB NESES] 0.07 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
AeEyRoA | [
okl 23.69 0.1868 -0.6842 0.8710 0.1235 7.0523
| _S=_ |||
AR XAE 1.52 -0.0710 0.0033 -0.0743 0.2180 -0.3407
UM EK| 4.84 -0.3704 0.0510 -0.4214 0.1462 -2.8813
0 __ [ _ 123 | 00808 | 0003 | 0084 | 02185 |_03%I _
IR 307 [ 03654 _| 00514 | 04168 _|_ 0.7243 _|_ 335i8 _
L 7.93 -0.0109 0.0039 -0.0148 0.1002 -0.1480
ol A M 0.25 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
(Ti:rzn?)er PD 12.01 0.0538 -0.0375 0.0913 0.0891 1.0247
ype) PH 4.91 -0.5454 0.0790 -0.6244 0.1502 -4.1562
PK 0.44 0.4684 -0.0088 0.4773 0.2925 1.6318
PL 0.04 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
PO 0.07 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
R 0.10 0.8382 -0.0044 0.8426 0.5029 1.6753
ome | Non-foest | 1369 | 01091 | 00691 | 01782 | 00910 | 19589 _
rbe Lo _boose _ [T 1332 ~|” 02087 _|” 01950 | 04346 _|_ 0.0877 _|_ 4.95% _
density) Moderate 6.14 -0.3545 0.0649 -0.4194 0.1310 -3.2027
Dense 0.34 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
1nd 5.64 0.1683 -0.0437 0.2120 0.1055 2.0094
2nd 5.34 -0.4382 0.0748 -0.5130 0.1374 -3.7341
esaz [ a0 _ [ _ 404 | 03062 _|_ 00417 | 03479 |_ 01451 | —2.3982 _
(Timber age) [~ ~ and """~ 1195 _[" 02988 _|” 02411 |~ 05400 |~ 0.0880 |~ B.1367 _
5nd 2.62 -3.1295 0.0885 -3.2180 0.7085 -4.5420
6nd 0.69 0.5621 -0.0180 0.5801 0.2231 2.6001
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<Table 1> Weight of Evidence between Landslide and Debris Flow Related Factor(continue)

AREA
Factor CLASS (sq_km) W+ W C S(C) C/s(C)
dazEg | 2a= | 0.2 | 026 | 017 | 043 | 009 | 453 _
(Timoer = 9.04 ~0.03 001 ~0.05 0.10 ~0.45
diameter) T 9.70 ~0.32 0.13 ~0.45 0.11 412
__#es | 064 | 16160 | 00157 | 16316 | 07086 | —2.3027
| _=Sewsde [ 1352 | 00751 _| 01391 | 03142 | 0.0878 _| 35806 _
olTisret 081 0.0000 |~ 0.0000 |~ 0.0000 | 0.0000 |~ 0.0000
yapsl B 053 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000 | 00000
i SHHIX
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<Figure 4> Landslide and Debris flow Susceptibility Index Map based on Weight of Evidence
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