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Thapthai and Komori, 2017
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Thapthai and Komori et al., 2018

FS
c cos · m 1 · tan
cos · sin · m · · 1 ·

m

c

effective porosity 0.501 -

Soil suction head 16.68 cm

Hydraulic conductivity 0.65 cm/hr

volumetric water content deficit 0.486 -

Area of catchment 2500 cm2

Channel width 500 cm
Cohesion of soil 10.30 kPa
Friction angle 28.70 degree
Saturated soil unit weight 15.20 kN/m3

Total soil unit weight 14.80 kN/m3

Water unit weight 9.81 kN/m3

Soil depth 5.00 m

Thapthai and Komori 2017

FS 1 GIS
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Evaluate the performance of model 
using ROC-AUC
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10
Uniform (C) C-10-R C-10-I
Z-model (Z) Z-10-R Z-10-I
S-model (S) S-10-R S-10-I

50
Uniform (C) C-50-R C-50-I
Z-model (Z) Z-50-R Z-50-I
S-model (S) S-50-R S-50-I

Relative Importance of Predisposing 
Factors

where AUCall is the value of AUC computed from the
prediction model using all predisposing factors, 
while AUCi represents the AUC value when ith factor 

Sartsin and Komori et al., 2022
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Relative Importance of Predisposing 
Factors

where AUCall is the value of AUC computed from the
prediction model using all predisposing factors, 
while AUCi represents the AUC value when ith factor 

Evaluate the performance of model 
using ROC-AUC
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AUC is 0.645 – 0.839

Sartsin and Komori et al., 2022
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S1 1 / Z  100

NS = 0.852 NS = 0.7 
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Komori et al., 2021
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A(km2) Z(m3) Z/A(m3/km2) b(-)

51 4700 92.2 1.0 10-4

635 91200 143.6 1.0 10-1

583 22800 39.1 1.0

154 32900 213.6 9.0 10-2

740 79100 106.9 1.0 10-2

1 1 2
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Seo et al. 2015
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