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Abstract

:

Flooding is a natural disaster that coexists with human beings and causes severe loss of life and property worldwide. Although numerous studies for flood susceptibility modelling have been introduced, a notable gap has been the overlooked or reduced consideration of the uncertainty in the accuracy of the produced maps. Challenges such as limited data, uncertainty due to confidence bounds, and the overfitting problem are critical areas for improving accurate models. We focus on the uncertainty in susceptibility mapping, mainly when there is a significant variation in the predictive relevance of the predictor factors. It is also noted that the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve may not accurately depict the sensitivity of the resulting susceptibility map to overfitting. Therefore, reducing the overfitting problem was targeted to increase accuracy and improve processing time in flood prediction. This study created a spatial repository to test the models, containing data from historical flooding and twelve topographic and geo-environmental flood conditioning variables. Then, we applied random forest (RF) and extreme gradient boosting (XGB) algorithms to map flood susceptibility, incorporating a variable drop-off in the empirical loop function. The results showed that the drop-off loop function was a crucial method to resolve the model uncertainty associated with the conditioning factors of the susceptibility modelling and methods. The results showed that approximately 8.42% to 9.89% of Marib City and 9.93% to 15.69% of Shibam City areas were highly vulnerable to floods. Furthermore, this study significantly contributes to worldwide endeavors focused on reducing the hazards linked to natural disasters. The approaches used in this study can offer valuable insights and strategies for reducing natural disaster risks, particularly in Yemen.
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1. Introduction


Floods are naturally occurring events that result in a significant loss of life and economic consequences annually while also exacerbating social, economic, and environmental vulnerabilities [1]. They are usually the result of a complex situation caused by the interaction of multiple factors. These factors include heavy rain, dam breaks, and coastal storms, which form a large amount of surface runoff. When this runoff cannot be absorbed and discharged in time, it will cause flooding and inundation [2]. People in developing countries usually experience a severe impact from these disasters because their economies rely heavily on natural resources and their inadequate physical, institutional, and infrastructural capabilities to adjust effectively [3]. Despite being an arid tropical region, flash floods have severely affected Yemen in the past few years. According to the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) (www.emdat.be/, accessed on 26 July 2021), floods have consistently emerged as one of Yemen’s severe natural disasters since 1990 because of their substantial economic impact [4].



The escalation of flooding may be due to the synergistic effects of climate change and growing urbanization. Increases in flood disasters can be attributed to regional land use change, population growth, inadequate environmental regulation, and construction of residential buildings in flood-prone locations [5]. Floods in the study areas caused severe crops and economic losses of USD 1638 million, including over 70 fatalities, 25,000 displaced people, and over 2800 buildings destroyed; 340 houses were demolished in Tarim, Al-Kotn, and Shibam [6]. There has been a noticeable increase in extraordinary flood events in recent years, both in frequency and intensity. This trend began around 2015, marked by two intense cyclones, Chapala and Meg, which impacted Yemen within a week. This pattern persisted, with the region experiencing similar events in 2018 with cyclones Sagar and Mekunu. Notably, Yemen typically experiences only one major storm or hurricane annually. However, the floods of 2020 were exceptional in their scale and impact, primarily due to the convergence of three severe rainfall events. This unprecedented situation led to extensive and destructive flooding across the country [7]. Due to the numerous causes of this occurrence, flood forecasting is still challenging [8]. Developing precise models is essential to delineate flood-prone areas effectively. These models help local authorities and decision makers manage disaster risks and lessen flood impacts. A critical step in this process is creating flood susceptibility maps. These maps identify areas more vulnerable to flooding based on environmental and geographic factors, focusing on susceptibility rather than predicting specific flood probabilities. This process entails assessing the vulnerability of various areas to flooding by using a range of risk factors, providing a comprehensive view of potential flood impacts [9]. Flood susceptibility mapping is a systematic assessment, either quantitative or qualitative, of the categorization, magnitude, and distribution of existing or potential flood occurrences within a specified geographical region [10]. Flood susceptibility mapping enables the identification of locations that are prone to flooding. Subsequently, the most suitable structural and nonstructural measures can be applied to mitigate the detrimental effects of flooding [11]. Several studies have been conducted to assess and map flood-prone areas in different areas of the world. Pangali Sharma et al. (2022) used the pressure, release and access model to identify differing household vulnerabilities to flooding in Nepal [3]. Some studies used the maximum entropy (MAXENT) algorithm to map the flood and geo-hazard susceptibility [12,13,14]. Several conventional approaches for flood risk modelling, such as hydraulic modelling, rainfall-runoff modelling techniques, and numerical simulation models, are typically limited because of insufficient data [15]. Remote sensing (RS) and GIS technology have become crucial instruments for flood inundation mapping in recent years and have also contributed enormously to improving efforts to model flood events, designing successful flood mitigation strategies, and providing relevant agencies with helpful information on flood risk alleviation [16]. Over the last decade, flood susceptibility mapping (FSM) methods have been developed, including adaptive hydraulics model (ADH) [17], analytical hierarchy process [18], frequency ratio and weight of evidence [19], and machine learning (ML) algorithms (i.e., random forest (RF) [20], support vector machine (SVM) [21], extreme gradient boosting (XGB) [22], convolutional neural networks (CNNs) [23], and recurrent neural networks (RNNs) [24]). Although ML models sometimes obtain good prediction results, it must be noted that in addition to the problems of the model itself, uncertainties have led to inaccurate prediction results in these models [25].



Although ML models can estimate flood inundation and combine results with GIS to generate risk maps, some studies revealed that mapping susceptibility based on only a few independent factors would lead to overfitting [26]. Thus, the primary aim of the present study was to construct two susceptibility maps for two distinct test locations (e.g., Shibam and Marib cities) using RF and XGB algorithms. In addition, according to the literature, RF and XGB are ensemble algorithms that can develop excellent precision compared to other conventional ML algorithms [27,28]. Further, the resultant maps were used to check the uncertainties using the variables drop-off. Therefore, uncertainty analysis (overfitting) was used for flood susceptibility modeling.



Overfitting is frequently used to refer to any undesirable performance drop in a machine learning model. It is a ubiquitous problem in supervised machine learning that cannot be avoided entirely [29]. Different methods are suggested to address these causes and mitigate the effects of overfitting, including (i) the “early-stopping”(ES) method, which is used to prevent overfitting by stopping training before the performance stops optimizing; (ii) the “network-reduction” method, which is used to exclude noises from the training set; (iii) “data-expansion” method, which is used for complicated models to fine-tune the hyper-parameters sets with a large amount of data; (iv) “regularization” method, which is used to ensure model performance to a large extent while dealing with real-world challenges through feature selection and differentiation of more practical and less helpful characteristics; (v) “cross-validation”, which can be used to observe overfitting; (vi) “Bayesian Optimization Algorithm“, which is appropriate for discrete domains, and (vii) “Random 3-SAT”, which is the problem used to test overfitting in EDAs [26,30]. ES is a regularization technique that identifies the most suitable moment to halt an iterative process [31]. Based on the training algorithm’s stopping criteria, ES is a widely used strategy for fostering network generalization. It involves taking some of the data from the training set and using it as a validation set. The error function is calculated on both the training and validation sets at each iteration of the training algorithm: weights and biases are changed depending on the error on the training set. This method involves comparing the error function on the validation set with the error functions from earlier iterations. If the error on the validation set grows for ten consecutive rounds, the learning process is stopped. This method aims to mitigate the issue of overfitting in the network by improving its performance on novel, unseen data [32]. In this study, the ES method has been used to mitigate the effect of overfitting.



In many comparative case studies, FSM with superior performance was constructed using these methods. In contrast, one of the most critical matters with these methods is their potential to produce unpredictable and unstable outcomes. Tree-based models have a fundamental drawback because they tend to overfit [33]. To compensate for this disadvantage, the variable drop-off technique has been used in RF and XGB in the Marib and Shibam city case studies. Analyzed is the phenomenon of overfitting, which serves as the primary cause of uncertainty in prediction mapping analysis when employing ML algorithms. Overfitting can occur due to the presence of noise, the limited amount of the training dataset, and the complexity of classification models [30]. Although the training error decreases after a few loops, the validation error rises, indicating that the model is becoming overfit. The susceptibility map generated using ML accurately depicts the actual conditions observed in the study. In contrast, when comparing the variability and biases between the training and testing datasets, there is a risk of overfitting and overestimating the modelling capabilities. This means that the model may have learned patterns exclusive to the training dataset but which may not apply to the entire dataset [34]. The problem of overfitting has been assessed by utilizing ES as a procedure to remove predictive variables, thus optimizing generalization in multilabel ML algorithms [35].



This study used a drop-off loop function to address model uncertainty and factor trade-offs, a critical way to reduce data propagation errors. It is based on the ES principle, well known in ML, to reduce overfitting and increase model resilience. In addition, this method can play a crucial role in avoiding overfitting issues. Therefore, a drop-off loop function was used in this study to address model uncertainty and factor trade-offs, which is a critical way to reduce data propagation errors. It can significantly contribute to mitigating overfitting problems. The outcomes of the drop-off loop function can offer empirical evidence for designing appropriate models for different ML users. In addition, performing an uncertainty study in conjunction with ML methods is a novel way in flood susceptibility analysis and it could be used in analyzing other natural hazards such as debris flow, landslides, snow avalanches, and mudflow.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. The Case Studies


Yemen frequently suffers flash floods, which erode soil, harm plants, and can cause serious crop loss. Many global climate models predict higher precipitation in Yemen, increasing future flood severity and frequency [36]. The study areas were chosen because they are prone to flooding and have undergone multiple flash flooding every year, particularly in Marib and Shibam, leading to fatalities, damage to assets, and harm to the ecosystem.



2.1.1. Marib City


This study area is located in an arid region located 135 km northeast of Yemen’s capital, Sana’a (15.7238°–15°43′26″N, 46.0111°–46°0′40″E), measuring 124.19 km2 and 1122 m above sea level (Figure 1). The geology of the study area is mainly Precambrian metamorphic rocks and plutonic bedrock covered with the Jurassic carbonate rocks of the Amur Group forming mountains [37,38]. It comprises thick limestone strata, marl-limestone intercalations, Holocene travertine, marly lake, and soil deposits northwest of the city. When this area is affected by the Indian Summer Monsoon (ISM) in winter, the temperature can reach as high as 28 °C and the evaporation exceeds 1800 mm [39]. The annual rainfall of Marib is less than 100 mm; the desert edge receives very little moisture in the form of ISM rains, which have been mitigated by the winter leeward effects of the Yemen Highlands. These drizzle of this area mainly from the North-East wind [40]. On 5 August 2020, a flood event in Marib Province flooded about 30 km2 of land, causing damage to buildings, roads, and infrastructure [41]. In this area, the primary cause of the floods was the heavy rainfall, which contributed to the overtopping of the Great Marib Dam. Additionally, land use changes and rapid urban expansion in recent years have played a role in heightening the area’s susceptibility to flooding. These changes have altered the natural landscape, potentially affecting the region’s ability to manage excessive surface run-off during heavy rain events.




2.1.2. Shibam City


Shibam is located in the Hadhramout Governorate (15.9267°–15°55′36″N, 48.6262°–48°37′35″E), with a total area extent of 1118.26 km2 and 683 m above sea level (Figure 1). Shibam, a populous city, is located amid the basin along the wadi. It receives occasional overflow from the steep hills to the north and south. The region is a significant agricultural zone. The geological composition of the Shibam region consists of extensive, horizontally deposited sedimentary strata that have undergone erosion, resulting in the formation of an intricate Wadi pattern predominantly composed of limestone [42]. The annual rainfall in this area is approximately 100 mm. The heavy rain in the study area resulted in severe flooding [43,44]. A catastrophic flood that struck the region in October 2008 resulted in numerous fatalities, the death of livestock, the destruction of houses, the pollution of wells, the destruction of 450,000 palm trees, and other damage to agriculture and other nearby structures. The devastating flood in 2008 showed that catastrophic flooding could destroy earthen structures in a few minutes [6].





2.2. Data Sources


2.2.1. Flood Inventory Map


Future disaster incidents at a particular site might be estimated by analyzing historical records of previous events [45,46]. Thus, an inventory map is critical to susceptibility modeling, as it can depict a single or numerous incidents in a given area [47]. The inventory map can be produced using various sources, including in situ mapping, flood predictions, aerial photos, and remote sensing images [48,49]. We used alternative methodologies to address the challenge of insufficient historical flood event records for the study area. These included using readily available remote sensing data, which augmented and enhanced the historical records. The empirical modelling approach is commonly employed for flood hazard and sensitivity mapping. This method incorporates remote sensing data, historical flood data, topographic maps, and soil maps [50]. This methodology is particularly well-suited for areas where data availability is limited, such as Yemen. To identify and detect flood areas in the study region, Sentinel-1 (GRD and IW) data were acquired for Marib city on 1 July 2020 (prior to the flood) and 6 August 2020 (following the flood), as well as for Shibam city on 28 June 2020 (before the flood) and 22 July 2020 (after the flood). The Sentinel Application Platform (SNAP 7.0), along with the interferogram construction method (as illustrated in Figure S1 of the Supplementary File), were employed to process and analyze radar data from Sentinel-1 for both pre- and post-flood scenarios [51]. Two images, captured on different dates, were utilized to accurately represent the area for the specified location before and after the flood event. These images exhibited geometric distortion, necessitating the application of terrain correction to enhance the geographic positioning accuracy [52]. To achieve this, we implemented a terrain-correcting technique. The subsequent procedure involved the compilation of a composite image, in which the image captured before the flood was assigned to the red (R) channel, while the images taken after the flood were assigned to the green (G) and blue (B) channels. After a series of images preprocessing processes, as illustrated in (Figure 2), the main river path appeared black, while the flooded sections appeared red. By utilizing the Sentinel-1 images, we conducted a thorough mapping of areas affected by flooding, creating a precise inventory of the regions impacted by the floods. The Landsat satellite data were downloaded from the Earth Explorer website (https://earthexplorer.usgs.gov/, accessed on 6 April 2021) for the post-flood periods [53]. The data from flood events between 1996 and 2020 for Marib City and 2008 and 2020 for Shibam City were used to produce the flood inventory. The basis for choosing these flood events was the extreme nature of those events. In addition to the described methods, supplemental resources such as flood damage reports, Google Earth Pro, and on-site surveys were used to assemble the flood inventory. The data obtained from Sentinel-1 SAR was utilized to cross-verify the occurrence of floods in Marib and Shibam throughout 2020. The fundamental process of flood susceptibility mapping entails identifying areas prone to flooding and those not susceptible to flooding. This is accomplished by integrating remote sensing data and historical records, as described by [54]. Equivalent non-flood areas were randomly generated [23]. A pivotal aspect was creating a flood layer, where flood and non-flood points were coded as 1 and 0. For the flood inventory, 240 random flood and non-flood points were chosen in Marib and 350 in Shibam. A total of 75% of points were used for training and 25% for validation in both areas [47,55,56].




2.2.2. Flood Conditioning Factors


The selection of flood conditioning factors is essential for flooding susceptibility modeling; therefore, the study should employ, test, and optimize various flood conditioning factors [19,55]. The flood conditioning factors were chosen by the geoenvironmental conditions and available data [57,58]. Twelve flood conditioning factors for FSM, namely elevation, slope, aspect, curvature, stream power index (SPI), topographic wetness index (TWI), drainage density (Dd), distance to road, rainfall, soil type, land use, and normalized difference vegetation index (NDVI) were introduced in this study. Elevation and Slope: They are essential factors in flood susceptibility since they influence surface runoff and water accumulation. Elevated areas typically exhibit less susceptibility to flooding, whereas more inclined slopes might result in accelerated water flow, hence heightening the likelihood of flooding [1]. Aspect and Curvature: Aspect affects the microclimate of an area, influencing parameters like moisture and vegetation cover, which are crucial in flood dynamics. The presence of curvature can have an impact on the concentration and dispersion of water flow [2]. SPI and TWI are important indexes for analysing the hydrological characteristics of the terrain. They provide valuable information on areas where water may accumulate and soil saturation may occur [9]. Dd is a quantitative measure that directly reflects the ability of an area to handle the movement of water. Increased drainage density can result in a more rapid flood response in the region [59]. Distance to the road: Roads can influence flood behavior by acting as barriers or conduits for floodwaters. Their influence on the local hydrological system is substantial when it comes to managing urban floods [49]. Rainfall: The intensity and length of rainfall are the main factors that cause floods. Historical precipitation data offer valuable insights into flood patterns and are essential for the development of flood susceptibility models [28]. Soil Type: The infiltration rates and water retention capacities of different soil types affect runoff and percolation, which are important elements in determining flood susceptibility [47,60]. Land use: It has a considerable impact on the flow of water on the surface and its ability to seep into the ground. Urbanisation, such as the process of increasing urban areas, results in the creation of impervious surfaces. This, in turn, leads to a greater amount of runoff and an increased danger of flooding [61]. The NDVI is a quantitative indicator of the vitality and abundance of vegetation. Vegetation can mitigate flood risk by enhancing soil stability and augmenting water [9].



All related topographic and hydrological factors were calculated using DEM data. The rainfall data were prepared based on a dataset of 10 years (2010–2019) from the online source of NASA (https://power.larc.nasa.gov/data-access-viewer, accessed on 23 June 2021). The data were accessed and downloaded on 23 June 2021 (Table 1). The inverse distance weighting method in the Geostatistical Tool (ArcGIS 10.3) was used to produce the rainfall distribution map of the study area. The Renewable Natural Resources Research Center (RNRRC) produced Yemen’s national soil map in 2006 [60]. The soil map was rasterized, and the study area was derived and classified into three groups for the Marib city case study: Eft (sedimentary soils, dry sedimentary soils, and dry limestone soils), Ess (dry sandy soils), and Rtc (Dry soil, Sedimentary soil, dry limestone soils, and shallow soils). For Shibam city, the soil map was rasterized, and the study area was derived and classified into two groups: Etc (dry soil, dry sedimentary soil, soil dry, and limestone soil) and Rcc (dry limestone, soil dry, shallow calcareous soil, and shallow soil). Sentinel 2 (10 m) images, acquired in 2021 from (https://scihub.copernicus.eu, accessed on 6 April 2021), were used to produce the NDVI map. The land use of 10 m resolution was loaded from the website (https://livingatlas.arcgis.com/landcover, accessed on 26 June 2021). After the flood conditioning factors were prepared, they were converted to raster format. Due to concerns with pixel alignment, the projected raster function was utilized to ensure that the extents and projections of the 12 variables were matched and normalized. As a result, the factors were resampled to a grid size of 12.5 × 12.5 m, ensuring the elimination of inconsistencies in the spatial resolution of the conditioning factors and achieving a uniform spatial resolution [62], Figures S2 and S3 (Supplementary File).





2.3. Method


2.3.1. RF Model


The RF is highly effective in solving problems related to multi-classification and prediction. It is a popular method in ensemble learning that utilizes decision tree models. This technique involves training each tree on a subset of data independently sampled via bootstrapping. Its applications have been explained in previous studies, as cited in the works of [64,65]. The RF model is relatively insensitive to multicollinearity, and its results are comparatively steady when missing or imbalanced data are present [66]. By creating numerous trees and democratizing the decision, ensemble classifiers reduce the overfitting of the final model while maintaining accuracy [67]. The main advantage of RF is that it avoids overfitting in the models. Another feature of the RF is that it provides an automatic system for handling missing values and is unaffected by outliers [68]. On the other hand, the RF is frequently characterized as a ‘black-box’ model due to the challenges associated with interpreting the underlying decision-making mechanisms [69]. Overall, randomness in RF algorithms can reduce overfitting by (i) building several trees, (ii) portraying observations with replacements (i.e., bootstrapped), and (iii) within a random subset, splitting the nodes on the best split [69]. RF comprises an ensemble of independent regression decision trees, each represented as {  h   x ,   θ   k     , k ϵ 1 , 2 , ⋯ K  } [70].


  h   x   =   1   N    ∑  h ( x ,   θ   k   )    



(1)




where the variable x denotes the particular factor being examined, while     θ   k     is characterized as an independent, identically distributed random variable. The variable N is the total number of decision trees that are generated within the model.


  I     x   i     =   ∑  k = 1   K        I   k   (   x   i   )   K      



(2)








2.3.2. XGB Model


XGB is a nonlinear statistical algorithm used for regression, ranking, and classification [71,72]. Instead of averaging the results of numerous independent trees, this method builds several successive decision trees by using the prediction mistakes or residuals from the tree that came before it. Consequently, it emphasizes samples with higher uncertainty [73]. In addition to having parameters comparable to those of other tree-based models, XGB requires additional hyper-parameters designed to limit the risk of overfitting, reduce prediction variability, and increase accuracy [74].



Furthermore, XGB is a classification algorithm that can find nonlinear patterns in missing-value datasets and is a form of gradient boosting. It has two key improvements: (a) presenting a new distributed algorithm for tree searching and (b) speeding up the tree construction [75]. Boosted trees are formed by solving the optimization problem. XGB can solve any gradient-related optimization problem, which is especially useful when datasets are generally incomplete [35]. XGB is characterized by its fundamental features of versatility and efficiency. The algorithm’s outstanding skills have established it as a notable and comprehensive model, as demonstrated by its extraordinary performance in many Kaggle competitions [71]. The determination of the algorithm’s target value (    O   t    ) after t iterations is determined through the utilization of Equations (3)–(5) as elucidated by [76]:


    O   t   ≅ −   1   2     ∑  r = 1   T        G   r   2       H   r   + σ     + γ T  



(3)







The penalty factors,   σ   and   γ  , are utilized in conjunction with the determined values of     G   r     and     H   r    . T represents the total number of leaf nodes, whereas l represents the loss incurred due to variations between the expected and actual values.


    G   r   =   ∑  i ∈   I   r        δ     y   i , t − 1     l (   y   i   ,   y   i , t − 1   )    



(4)






    H   r   =   ∑  i ∈   I   r          δ   2       y   i , t − 1     l (   y   i   ,   y   i , t − 1   )    



(5)




where     y   i     represents an actual variable, while     y   i , t − 1     signifies the value subsequent to t iterations of calculations. XGB and RF models were proposed using all the datasets of conditioning factors.




2.3.3. Hyper-Parameter Optimization


In ML, hyper-parameter optimization determines which hyper-parameters for a particular model provide the best results when tested on a validation set [65]. ML for regression and classification, such as RF, gradient boosting, and neural networks, require several hyperparameters optimization [77]. Hyperparameter tuning is a crucial step in boosting accuracy performance. To optimize the model, the aim should be to obtain the best hyper-parameters.



The RF model offers the flexibility to be configured with a diverse range of hyper-parameters. Two hyperparameters hold significant significance: the number of trees in the forest, commonly referred to as n estimators or n-tree, and the number of features chosen for the division at each node, known as M test or max features. To enhance these hyper-parameters, two separate methodologies can be employed: grid search and randomized search, which are two types of cross-validation techniques [78]. The XGB consists of many hyperparameters, and its performance varies significantly depending on the values assigned to these parameters. Moreover, when the model parameters are not properly configured, XGB tends to be more susceptible to overfitting [79]. RF and XGB models were proposed using all datasets with the best conditioning factors. Models were developed to operate with default settings. Hence, hyper-parameters were optimized with multiple values and rerun with the suggested settings (Table 2). The RF algorithm utilized 500 trees, and the optimal final value for the model was mtry = 7, with a grid search outperforming a random search. In the XGB algorithm, subsample, eta, and minimum child weight were discovered to have glaring inaccuracies. Notably, when the subsample reached a value of 1, it provided the highest accuracy; even minimal eta and minimum kid weight created higher accuracy, whereas other hyper-parameters were less helpful. The optimization of hyper-parameters is a very critical step in maximizing accuracy efficiency. More details about hyper-parameter optimization and its associated functions are referred to in [35,79].




2.3.4. Model Assessment


Running the model on testing data that it had never before utilized is essential for obtaining an unbiased model evaluation [80]. The accuracy of predictions and success rates is commonly assessed using the area under the curve (AUC). If the AUC reaches 1, it is a perfect classification; if the AUC reaches 0.5, it means poor classification. The following four criteria should be considered when deciding on the best model after fit testing: (i) it is preferable to have fewer factors in the model; (ii) it is preferable to have a shorter processing time; (iii) a smooth distribution is preferable to a rigid one regarding importance distribution overfitting; and (iv) the higher the AUC value of the ROC, the better the model learning and prediction [35]. A high AUC does not reflect the best susceptible map but merely fits the training data within the expected area, which sometimes gets exaggerated (overfitting). It is about removing the factors that cause overfitting in the final susceptible map. It will automatically shut down whenever the model reaches the minimal ROC criterion. Here, the model’s predictive accuracy was assessed using the test dataset. The iterative procedure entailed progressively reducing the number of components and terminating the iteration when the prediction error for optimizing the drop-off variable exceeded an undesirable threshold. The larger the factor space the model searches, the longer it is trained. The performance metrics part is essential for the evaluation of application results. For this aim, we considered more performance metrics such as the coefficient of determination (R2), the root-mean-square error (RMSE), the mean absolute error (MAE), and the Mean Squared Error (MSE). Because of the importance of assessing results, these metrics are widely used in the literature, especially in extreme event studies. The statistical indices R2, RMSE, MAE, MSE, and AUC were utilized to assess the algorithms in this study. These indices are widely acknowledged as the principal criteria for assessing the effectiveness of models. The efficacy of these tools has been demonstrated in several previous investigations [23].
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where a is the actual value,     a  ^    is the mean of the actual values, p is the predicted value of the model, and n indicates the number of observations. In this research, the analysis of flood susceptibility is meticulously conducted using ArcGIS 10.3, R 3.6.1, and the Sentinel Application Platform (SNAP 7.0). The flowchart illustrating the methodology utilized in this work is presented in Figure 3. It outlines three primary steps: (1) gathering and preparing the data, (2) enhancing the ML algorithm by applying a variable drop-off function, and (3) evaluating accuracy, optimizing hyper-parameters, and performing the mapping process.





2.4. Development of Flood Probability Maps


The probability maps were generated using a GIS platform, with the “natural break” classification method employed [81]. We selected the natural break method due to its sensitivity to the inherent data distribution, making it well-suited for identifying natural groupings and clusters in flood probability. This method aligns with the spatial characteristics of flooding events. The qualitative probability categories (low to very high) on the maps serve as a visual representation of relative likelihood, providing an intuitive interpretation [82]. While we appreciate the convention of expressing probabilities numerically, the qualitative categories offer a user-friendly approach for conveying complex spatial information [83].





3. Results


3.1. Visualization of Prediction Variables


The drop-off function has been tested in two study areas to understand how it can effectively control overfitting and reduce uncertainty. Using the R tool, it is determined during the model training process how relevant each conditioning factor is for the models employed (Figure 4). In the RF model, drainage density was identified as the most crucial element for Marib city, followed by elevation, rainfall, land use, NDVI, distance to the road, soil type, SPI, TWI, slope, aspect, and curvature. In the XGB model, Dd was the most influential factor in determining the outcome for the same city. Rainfall, NDVI, elevation, distance to the road, slope, SPI, TWI, curvature, soil type, land use, and aspect followed.



In Shibam City, the RF model identified elevation as the primary component, with rainfall, TWI, Dd, slope, soil type, land use, curvature, distance to the road, SPI, aspect, and NDVI following in importance. Similarly, in the XGB model for Shibam, elevation was identified as the most influential component, followed by rainfall, Dd, TWI, slope, NDVI, distance to the road, soil type, SPI, curvature, land use, and aspect.



The analysis revealed that elevation, Dd, and rainfall play crucial roles in the RF and XGB models for flood prediction. These findings are consistent with earlier studies, confirming that factors such as elevation, Dd, and rainfall have a substantial role in determining flood risk [9,59,84]. This can be explained as precipitation and runoff are easily funneled into low-lying regions, reducing the chance of discharging surplus water from these areas. In addition, flooding is more likely to occur in places with high drainage density. By contrast, curvature and aspect are the minor critical variables. However, uneven terrain with low height, convergent curves, and downward slope angles increase flood risk in the study areas. Furthermore, the other variables have a low and varying significance (Figure 4). These variables play a role in flooding in the study areas. Figure S4 (Supplementary File) shows similarities between the importance rankings of the RF and XGB factors distribution by flood occurrences.



The probability of flooding was determined in this investigation by analyzing the correlation between flood occurrence and each independent variable. The variables were classified into different categories based on histogram analysis, and a flood factor distribution (FD) was examined for these categories. This study facilitated the determination of flood frequency across the various categories of each variable, as depicted in Figure S4 (Supplementary File). The study revealed that areas most vulnerable to flooding encompassed low-lying regions, zones with high water accumulation (as indicated by TWI and SPI). Floods were primarily reported on slopes oriented towards the east, northeast, and southeast and on nearly level slopes and surfaces with varying degrees of convexity to flatness. Furthermore, these floods frequently took place near regions with substantial drainage systems. Flood episodes were predominantly observed in areas characterized by gravel, exposed soil, and little vegetation regarding land cover.




3.2. Modeling Using Default Settings


With 12 independent factors and two classes (yes, no), RF and XGB analysis began with default settings. The loop stopped at reaching 84% accuracy using just the best factors after the overall accuracy of the confusion matrix was achieved. McNemar’s test p-value for statistical importance for both algorithms is less than 2.154 × 10−14. High accuracy is achieved with the first three groups of factors in both models (i.e., those containing 12, 11, and 10). The case study conducted in Marib demonstrates the initial components’ notable precision, albeit resulting in different spatial representations of susceptible areas (see Figure S5 in the Supplementary Materials). On the other hand, it can be observed that in Shibam City, the places that are prone to susceptibility display a discernible spatial pattern, particularly when taking into account the initial variables, namely elements 12, 11, and 10. It is important to highlight that the flood classification maps shown in Figure S5 of the supplementary file, particularly panels (a) and (c) in the Marib City case study, may not represent highly accurate forecasts. Instead, they are more likely a result of overfitting. This underscores the benefits of utilizing the drop-off technique to monitor changes in model behavior while manipulating the number of components in the study.



Based on the available datasets and the performance results of XGB and RF, the optimal outcome of Step 2, which involves running the drop-off factor loop within the classification algorithms, is chosen. This selection is depicted in (Figure 4). Significantly, the initial three sets of components in both models (comprising 12, 11, and 10 factors) demonstrate a notable level of accuracy in both case studies. The performance of the RF algorithm demonstrates a notable proficiency in illustrating the significance of factors, as exemplified in (Figure 4).



The ROC plots and their related AUC values shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6 may need to be more accurate if exclusively relied upon to determine the ideal number of factors in a model. This is especially significant if the selection of the most suitable model is made without properly assessing the influence of each factor. A high AUC score in these models may suggest a propensity for overfitting. When comparing the two models, it is seen that a confusion matrix is more sensitive to changes in overall accuracy than the ROC curve. It is crucial to acknowledge that without accounting for a specific degree of inaccuracy or uncertainty, such as model overfitting, it is not easy to develop a generally optimal set of parameters or a generic procedure that precisely finds the correct model [35,85]. Nevertheless, this study provides the flexibility to tune parameters to control overfitting and manage imbalanced data successfully.



Table 3 shows the results of the performance of the proposed algorithms. The coefficient of determination (R2) reached 1 in both models’ training and testing phases. In addition, it was noticed that the RMSE, MAE, and MSE values for the RF method were lower than those for the XGB algorithm throughout the training and testing phases.




3.3. Selecting the Most Optimized Model for Susceptibility Mapping


In this study, RF outperformed XGB, especially in avoiding overfitting. There was also the choice of isolating the significance of each factor for each class, which helps us to know what factors might have an undesirable impact on low floods. With all factors, RF takes a longer time (in terms of computational resources) to generate its output than XGB. Furthermore, it is imperative to acknowledge that the RF model incorporates many relevant predictors throughout each classification iteration. This contrasts with the XGB model, which progressively assesses individual criteria. When assessing the test results, it is crucial to recognize the remarkable performance demonstrated by the RF model. Within the specific context of Marib City, it is important to acknowledge that the ROC curve may not adequately reflect the impact of unbalanced prediction elements (see Figure 7). In both models (XGB and RF), the output of maps was in different spatial representations of susceptible regions. The output susceptibility maps reflect a sole factor rather than a good representation of other causative factors (the two models invert a single factor, which is the drainage density). The significance of the other factors that contributed to the occurrence of the flood was disregarded. However, the ROC value was 95% in both models. In the case study of Shibam, the outputs of maps were reasonable spatial representations of susceptible regions, and the two models inverted all factors. In some of the literature, it has been proposed that the most suitable model fit can be determined by achieving a high level of accuracy, as demonstrated by the AUC values in ROC analysis [86].



Another approach involves assessing the proximity of the connection line between false positive and true positive rates to obtain a desirable model fit. Nevertheless, it is imperative to recognize that attaining a high level of performance on observed data only sometimes corresponds to obtaining robust performance on unseen data. Within the domain of ML, the technique of normalization or generalization is frequently employed to address modelling errors that arise due to capacity limitations. This strategy is employed to prevent overfitting in models with a significant learning capacity. The statement above highlights the importance of reducing bias and variability to improve the model’s capacity to make accurate predictions on new and unexplored data.



When the number of trees (n-trees) is reduced or limited, the accuracy of the model and kappa index are improved by predicting the frequency of each input line at least several times. The best model for the kappa index is selected in the default XGB modeling settings. The most successful RF model, with 12 components, is nevertheless examined by two different hyperparameters: (i) the number of randomly selected variables for candidates at each division (n-try); (ii) the number of forest-ended terminals (max nodes) as high as possible (n-trees). The final probability maps (Figure S6 of the Supplementary File) show good results with (11) factors in the case of Marib City and with several (10, 11, and 12) factors in the case of Shibam City.



Compared to the Marib City, the maps produced by the two models with 10 factors are inaccurate. After implementing the drop-off loop, the function stops at nine factors. In Shibam City, the maps produced by the two models with 8 and 9 factors are inaccurate. After implementing the drop-off loop, the function stops at 8 factors. Although, throughout all periods, RF consistently outperforms XGB because it provides uniformity in the spatial distribution of the indices and avoids overfitting, the XGB model with 11 factors outperforms the RF model in Marib City.



The flood susceptibility map generated by both independent and ensemble models employs a natural break classification to categorize areas with low, moderate, high, or extremely high susceptibility (see Figure 8). The susceptibility map generated by the RF model indicates that, in the case of Marib City, the proportions of the study area covered by the low, moderate, high, and very high susceptibility classes are 49.79%, 26.06%, 14.24%, and 9.89%, respectively. Similarly, for Shibam City, the corresponding proportions of the study area occupied by these susceptibility classes are 68.23%, 9.80%, 12.02%, and 9.93%, respectively. In the case of the XGB model applied to Marib City, the surface area proportions for each class are as follows: 78.66% for the low class, 8.08% for the moderate class, 4.83% for the high class, and 8.42% for the very high class. Similarly, for Shibam City, the respective proportions of the total surface area are 74.33%, 5.49%, 4.47%, and 15.69% for the low, moderate, high, and very high classes. These values are depicted in Figure 9.





4. Discussion


Several important variables, including meteorological factors, physical basin characteristics, and human activities, contribute to the occurrence of floods. For flood mitigation, numerous studies were conducted before, during, and after flooding [87]. Flood susceptibility mapping is the first and most important step in assessing flood risk because it shows the danger degree of a region to flood. Identifying regions susceptible to flooding and implementing the required support measures to cut down on flood-related losses is possible. The proposed method in this study seeks to map the probability of a specific flood event utilizing flood-related factors from widely available sources, specifically remote sensing data and GIS-related data. Two well-known ML methods (XGB and RF) were initially used to combine the available data and estimate flood susceptibility mapping. When compared to the XGB, RF performed marginally well in the experimental evaluation process. To produce maps of flood susceptibility in two areas (Marib and Shibam), we utilized this method as a predictor during the evaluation phase.



This study shows that the flood conditioning factors depend on the study area’s geomorphological characteristics and the analyzed historical flood events [62,88]. One of the most important steps in modeling flood susceptibility is selecting relevant flood-affecting factors. In this study, elevation, drainage density, and rainfall play a significant (approx.) influence in the training and assessment of the ML algorithms used in both studies. This is a reasonable conclusion given that these factors influence flood spreading. The results of this study are consistent with those found in other previous research [89,90]. Drainage density is crucial for flood risk management, as drainage density discloses the soil’s composition and geotechnical properties. It is one of the most important criteria in defining a region’s susceptibility to floods [91]. Both models achieved AUC values higher than 0.84 in the ROC investigation, demonstrating their effective performance in predicting flood susceptibility. Furthermore, the outputs of other statistical measures, such as the kappa index, sensitivity, specificity, and accuracy, indicated that all models performed well and produced reliable predictions.



The study shows that the XGB algorithm outperformed the RF algorithm in accurately representing spatial data for assessing both Marib and Shibam flood-prone areas. The superior performance was achieved with few pre-training adjustments needed for the model. This result is consistent with findings from earlier research, providing more confirmation of the efficacy of the XGB algorithm in similar contexts [92]. Overfitting is a common problem in supervised ML that cannot be prevented entirely. It occurs because of the limitations of training data, which can be small samples or contain much noise, or the limitations of methods that are too intricate and require too many variables [30]. In this study, RF is superior to XGB in the whole process, especially in avoiding overfitting, although XGB is superior to RF in spatial distribution.



With all independent factors, RF takes a longer time (in terms of computational resources) to produce its output than XGB. AlThuwaynee et al. (2021) stated that the RF model could avoid overfitting, which is compatible with the results of this research [35]. A loop function is implemented for each approach to iteratively eliminate one element at a time, with priority given to the variable that exhibits the highest sensitivity to the target. This methodology provides significant observations regarding the behavior of the models, thereby mitigating possible uncertainty that may arise from overfitting. The loop function, when utilized in actual scenarios, serves as a checkpoint alongside the model’s confusion matrix, which provides an assessment of the overall correctness. The loop will terminate when the accuracy drops below 84%. The technique commences by progressively analyzing all elements and eliminating one variable in each iteration, starting with the contributor with the least impact. Upon the completion of the loop, several outcomes are produced, including (1) an evaluation of the significance of factors, (2) the generation of probability maps, (3) the creation of a classification map, (4) the compilation of a confusion matrix that provides an overview of accuracy, (5) the calculation of the p-value, and (6) the determination of the kappa index.



This study effectively showcases the effectiveness of the proposed models in generating flood susceptibility maps while also acknowledging certain limits. The techniques underwent evaluation using a somewhat limited dataset, characterized by the lack of essential hydrological variables such as flood depth, velocity, and discharge. This absence presents difficulties in constructing a more resilient model. Hence, it is imperative to authenticate the effectiveness of the models employed in this study across a wider spectrum of real-life situations. It is crucial to acknowledge that the model’s performance can alter depending on the region, implying that the performance metrics produced in this study may vary in different regions. Hence, validating these susceptibility models using supplementary datasets in future studies is advisable to guarantee their suitability and dependability across diverse geographical contexts.



Previous studies in flood susceptibility mapping should have focused on uncertainty and error propagation in modeling. By investigating and curbing overfitting in flood susceptibility mapping, this study focused hugely on uncertainty and error propagation by investigating ML algorithms. This was controlled by utilizing a loop function known as ES in classical work techniques to eliminate predictive variables, thus optimizing generalization in multi-label machine learning algorithms. Again, the results of most existing studies in this research domain were solely based on a single study and limited models. However, this study was conducted in two study locations, integrated models of RF and XGB, and considered several factors, including elevation, drainage density, slope, rainfall, and LULC. Comparing the robustness of RF and XGB models and the results from various study areas led to concrete conclusions. The current study will solve some of the gaps described above. It will assist researchers and decision makers in making reliable and suitable decisions about addressing and mitigating these challenges. It will also improve flood detection and flood susceptibility mapping.



Finally, several recommendations for future research were suggested based on the results. High-resolution DEMs should be using to predict floods. The higher the DEM resolution, the more topographical terrain details are preserved. This improves the definition of the floodplain, minor streams, highways, and other narrow flow conduits, which can substantially affect the findings. While the availability of high-resolution topography data is growing, it is still not universal. In addition, flood extents and depths must be explored in flood validation studies because differences in the profile may affect the water’s horizontal expanse. The algorithm’s application to other study sites and natural disaster-prone zones must be examined to assess the model prediction and uncertainty owing to overfitting. Diverse fields of study may give useful findings to improve the equations and validate the output of the proposed algorithm.




5. Conclusions


Flood modeling and uncertainty in the mapping of risk prediction are critical and should be considered. According to current theories, various variables affect flooding in urban areas, including rainfall, land use, slope, elevation, curvature, distance to canal or river, proximity to a waterway, rapid population growth, inadequate drainage, and more severe rainfall patterns. The study areas were subjected to analysis using Sentinel-1 pictures, and flood zones were identified. In order to create a cartographic representation of the inundated regions within the designated research vicinity, the identification and validation of flood sites were conducted through the utilization of Google Earth photographs, Landsat imagery, and press publications. The models utilized a spatial database incorporating data from past flooding events and twelve topography and geo-environmental flood conditioning variables for each specific study region. This study aimed to investigate and clarify the uncertainties associated with flood susceptibility mapping in Marib and Shibam, Yemen. The researchers employed the variable drop-off technique within the RF and XGB algorithms to achieve this. These algorithms were utilized as part of a case study to analyze and understand the factors contributing to flood susceptibility in the regions. High accuracy was achieved with confidence bounds and error estimation despite the limited data (a significant source of uncertainty). A drop-off loop function was utilized to resolve model uncertainty and trade-offs between factors, a crucial method for lowering data propagation mistakes. This study shows that the drop-off loop function is a critical approach to avoid overfitting, especially in the case of Shibam City. In contrast, the drop-off loop was recorded as overfitting in the case of Marib City. However, the factors that caused the overfitting in the final susceptible map have been removed. The results show that approximately 8.42% to 9.89% of Marib City and 9.93% to 15.69% of Shibam City areas are highly vulnerable to floods. It can be inferred from the study results that human activity could exacerbate the situation, including increased land use, increased frequency and severity of flooding, and climate change. As a result, specialized processes are necessary to detect flood-prone sites. The results of this study will assist researchers in demystifying uncertainty in machine learning in flooding modeling. Furthermore, the study will raise the understanding of flood-prevention strategies and their general effects on the environment and human life.
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Figure 1. Panel (a) locates Yemen in green. Panel (b) locates Marib city in red. Panel (c) locates Shibam city in pink. 
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Figure 2. Flood detection by Sentinel-1 data of the study area. The location in Panel (a) is Marib City. The location in Panel (b) is Shibam City. 
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Figure 3. (A) Step 1: conduct data preparation and image processing; Step 2: this involves running a loop for dropping off factors out of classification algorithms; (B) Step 3: select the optimal output depending on the criteria that have been applied and the hyperparameter optimization. 






Figure 3. (A) Step 1: conduct data preparation and image processing; Step 2: this involves running a loop for dropping off factors out of classification algorithms; (B) Step 3: select the optimal output depending on the criteria that have been applied and the hyperparameter optimization.



[image: Remotesensing 16 00336 g003]







[image: Remotesensing 16 00336 g004a][image: Remotesensing 16 00336 g004b] 





Figure 4. The relevance of the factors in the XGB and RF methods for the flood predictor importance ranking, with default settings (a,b) for the Shibam city case study and (c,d) for the Marib City case study. 
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Figure 5. ROC plots for flood data (Marib City), produced according to the number of factors after each drop-off. Using XGB: (a) 12 factors, (b) 11 factors, and (c) 10 factors; using RF: (d) 12 factors, (e) 11 factors, and (f) 10 factors. 
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Figure 6. ROC plots for flood data (Shibam City), produced according to the number of factors after each drop-off. Using XGB: (a) 12 factors, (b) 11 factors, (c) 10 factors, (d) 9 factors, and (e) 8 factors; using RF: (f) 12 factors, (g) 11 factors, (h) 12 factors, (i) 11 factors, and (j) 10 factors. 
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Figure 7. ROC fails to reflect the unbalanced effect of prediction factors due to overfitting; in Marib City, (a) drainage density distribution by flood occurrence, (b) drainage density, (c) flood classification maps for the XGB algorithm, and (d) flood classification maps for the RF algorithm. 
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Figure 8. The flood susceptibility map produced by the RF (a,c) and XGB (b,d) methods in Marib City with 11 factors and Shibam City with 12 factors. 
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Figure 9. Percentages of the flood susceptibility classes (a) for Marib city and (b) for Shibam city. 
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Table 1. The data and data sources.






Table 1. The data and data sources.





	No
	Data Type
	Source
	Period
	Mapping Output
	Justification





	1
	ALOSPALSAR

(DEM/12.5 m)
	Alaska satellite facility (ASF)

https://search.asf.alaska.edu

(accessed on 1 April 2021)
	2021
	Elevation, Slope, Aspect, Curvature, SPI, Drainage Density, and TWI
	Tehrany et al. [49] demonstrate the importance of topographic data in flood susceptibility, supporting the inclusion of these features in our study.



	2
	Sentinel 2 (10 m)
	https://scihub.copernicus.eu

(accessed on 6 April 2021)
	2021
	NDVI map
	The significance of NDVI in flood susceptibility, as high-lighted by Lin and Wu [9], validates its use in our analysis.



	3
	Landuse/Landcover (10 m)
	https://livingatlas.arcgis.com/landcover

(accessed on 26 June 2021)
	2021
	LU/LC map
	Rahman et al. [10] emphasize the importance of land use/cover in assessing flood susceptibility, justifying its inclusion in our methodology.



	4
	Rainfall data
	https://power.larc.nasa.gov/data-access-viewer

(accessed on 23 June 2021)
	2010–2019
	Rainfall map
	We incorporated rainfall data as Pham et al. [63] underline its role in flash flood susceptibility modeling.



	5
	Soil type Data
	(RNRRC.) in (AREA), Dhamar, Yemen

(accessed on 19 August 2021)
	2006
	Soil type
	Almeshreki et al. [60] discuss the impact of soil types on environmental conditions, which supports the inclusion of this factor in our flood study.



	6
	Distance to road
	https://www.diva-gis.org/

(accessed on 25 June 2021)
	2021
	The data were obtained from the road networks inside the district and transformed into a raster format with a cell size of 12.5 m × 12.5 m. These data represent the distance to the nearest road.
	The relevance of road networks in flood dynamics, as discussed in Norallahi and Kaboli [13] backs the inclusion of this factor in our model.










 





Table 2. Recommended settings for the hyper-parameters.
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RF

	
XGB






	
mtry

	
ntree

	
repeats

	
search

	
eta

	
max depth

	
gamma

	
colsample bytree

	
min child weight

	
subsample

	
nrounds




	
7

	
500

	
3

	
Grid

	
0.3

	
6

	
0.01

	
0.75

	
0

	
1

	
200











 





Table 3. Performance assessment based on statistical indices.
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XGB






	
Study Area

	
Training Dataset

	
Testing Dataset




	
R2

	
RMSE

	
MAE

	
MSE

	
R2

	
RMSE

	
MAE

	
MSE




	
Shibam

	
1.00

	
0.06154

	
0.00433

	
0.00379

	
1.00

	
0.06874

	
0.00655

	
0.00473




	
Marib

	
1.00

	
0.07167

	
0.00782

	
0.00514

	
1.00

	
0.08010

	
0.00641

	
0.00641




	
RF




	
Shibam

	
1.00

	
0.00760

	
0.00054

	
0.00006

	
1.00

	
0.02212

	
0.00211

	
0.00049




	
Marib

	
1.00

	
0.00829

	
0.00091

	
0.00007

	
1.00

	
0.07846

	
0.00628

	
0.00616
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