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Table 1. Flood history
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Table 2. Dataset used in this study

Type

Factor

Topographic

Water-related

Land cover

Elevation (m)

Slope angle (°)

Distance to river (m)

SPI

TWI

River density (Km/Km?)
Rainfall (mm)

Land use

Lithology

Raster
Raster 102
Shapefile-Line
103
Raster
Raster 104
Shapefile-Line
Shapefile-Poirit05
Shapefile-Polygon

Shapeﬁle-Pol}JgQ)Q

Flood records Flood records Shapeﬁle—Poin1tn7

89 Juiml g oud J)lsen iy gl 2l bcenl o g589 50 S 15U sla eyl 5l (o (SlwasS Gl ) glis)]
il slo mpgh 5o A5 150 § e yel)b 4 lgie a4 o (Vojtek and Vojtekova, 2019) sl oo Gial33l s Jums
oo b iblie oo a3 0L ot b bl 51 Oy, 1,5 (Cao et al, 2016; Pham et al, 2021) coul a3, | o,lgen
5 Wl (ol (Sl ool Joo €985 2 Fse Jolse 258 e 5l S Sk (Wang et al, 2020) w0 oz o8
Sl 5 s ol By St ol S Gl L Sy psbo 4 o0t SeSL o 5y 585 el 2o, 4 ol loj il
o eslaul Sla Jlo ()b (Sl 51 ab1S &8ly s5le Jow S plsl jakaie 4y gy ol o (Ma et al, 2021) wb o



115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127

128

129

130

5 soledlsn lojle (i)l 5 Siyston glo oKl (55l (gl 00l I jslaie l (sl el ool &) LS slo Jows oS
S S Glgie 4 ojlgan a5 Conl daw Oy, siole,d DHa8 saims lis by Oy08 el ol solaiul g8 Ol
2 egar & el cpl (Liuzzo et al, 2019; Vilasan and Kapse, 2022) coul a8, |1 Jow s (i 50 od0
Al-Kindi and ) sy, o I 4 s Jow gsds shol Jole o slo ot 5 s, gy o5, a5 SliwnsS bl
o el s lsie 4 olyan ool bLI o S Cusb, e b aSil s 4 3, Sars5 cush, ,asls (Alabri, 2024
o 45 Ceol (o s gledl oaims (las wil i "TWI lade jaiz o ol 48,5 18 az g 0)50 Jow (500 dig 0
Js £589 dritns s i3y, jele 3blie aSull 51 (Swain et al, 2020) s5i SbSL Jow G g485 a0 i ilgs
ol caeal (Yariyan et al, 2020) ogi o as-lis 35 50 5 mpe 19556 O lgie 4 ailsog, 5l alols ol aues
s 25y S, 53 1y o g, a5 (i 535, 05155l ol Sl o SIS (sl Lo £555 53 oy & 5SS
gy ddg g (So5glsyaed Olasd 5 maldS S0 L aS el gyl owlis Sew (Paul et al, 2019) aas o ol
2l )5 s 3 sl Jlo (b S £485 iul38l Y 51 o .(Prasad et al, 2022) 5ls Jaw £585 50 code (i
ool odgi slo Y Y S oS oo Ll coge Hlws B Sal)l cpl a5 cowl maly SLlS (Shahabi et al, 2021) el

B2 oo lad |y hew £489 » Fge slaalil

! Topographic Wetness Index



s1100°E 51200 517200 S1100°E 51°200°E 511300°E
N
z 2z
z z s 5
5 5 #1 H
£] 4 B L
z z
z £ s {4
g 5 & Slope s
é 3 2| Value 8
o6 0-38
8 38-7.3
0% 7.3-123
Elevation (m) 05 123-18.7
®4 1016 - 1223 07 1971 - 2289 5 18.7-251
o4 1223 - 1411 O 2289 - 2655 00 251-31.4
O% 1411 - 1667 B& 2655 -3119 00 31.4-386 T
KM .0 - bb.:
07 1667 - 1971 94 3119 - 3877 -2 N e TP o6 386 66.3 . viss o e
S1"100°E 51720'0°E 51°30'0°E S1°100°E 51°20'0"E 51°30'0"E
51°10'0"E 51°20'0"E 51°30°0"E 5"“']'“"5 5"2?'“"5 51"3?'0"5
]
N7,
Y
Z E
£ H z z
k] Ld 2 I3
& e
& 3
z z
=3 | =4
£ - z E
by & £ sPl -5
: 2 o8 0-09 S
Rainfall (mm) o8 09-42
OF 145-198 o0 42-52
o7 198 - 245 1 52.65
7 245-292 7 65-80
292 - 341 8.0-10.0
: ::; '222 [y BN Y 06 100-125 -
. [ B |
0153 3 s 12 o4 125-16.9 0153 6 9 12
51100°E 51°200"E 51°300°E = s e P e
51'1?‘0"E 51'2?‘0"E 61°3?'0"E 51'1?'0"5 51"2.0'0"E 51‘3?‘01
s
P
z| B z
& 3
z z
z z 5| L2
g4 TWI re : Distance to river (m) 3
2| o8 27-50 " 96 0-50
o4 50-6.2 6 50-100
od 6.2-74 #¢ 100 - 300
08 74-89 ¢ 300 - 500
o 89-108 o4 500 -700
o7 10.8-13.0 4 700 - 900
3 13.0-158 ©7 900 - 1100
KM [ ey F ey 7
(5 158-232 0153 6 9 12 3 1100< 0153 6§ 9 12
S1°100°E 51°200"E 51°300°E e oo T ey P e

131



51°100"E
h

§1°200"E
I

51°300°E s1190°E

51'2?'0"5

51"3?'0"5

35°500"N

N N
= v z
5| U s
21 River density g £ Lithology
Value 27
4 0-0.085 C3 cm
% 0.085-0.246 o6 Eav
@4 0.246 -0.382 o4 Eavt
©% 0.382-0.493 o0 Ek
7 0.493-0.619 ©8 Eka
7 0.619-0.770 7 Eksh
©% 0.770 - 0.932 i o4 PIQc -
@8 0.932-1.289 0153 & 8 12 0% aft2 b B e B
51"1(’)’0"5 51‘26'0"E 51“3(’)'0"5 51°1b'0"E 61“26‘0"E 5“3:)’0"5
132
51"1?'""E 51“2![1'0"5 51°3Iﬂ'0"E
(%;9
\,ﬁ
[
#| Land cover B
0% afforest
@3 Farm land
3 Airport
) Garden
3 Bare land
©3 Range
®% Urban .
&8 water 0153 6 9 12
51 '11')'0'5 51 '2'0'0"E 51 “35'0"5
1141
Figure 3. Conditioning factors
142
143
144 b 9,
2 . .. o | o Q o
145 (SWAR) SR8 B O)9 ‘53[.1))‘ S J.J."u

146 oud Syme OIS s Kersuliene lawg Yoo Jlo jo a5 ail oo o)baedin 605 peenai sl (g, 51 o SWARA

148 poad by, ,» sube (Bordbar et al,2022; Sargim et al, 2024; Wang et al,l2019) cul aisls o9 mls 5,5

2 Stepwise Weight Assessment Ratio Analysis



149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156

157
158

159

160

161

162

163

164

165

166

167
168

o3lol 51 o5 (sl b WIS 4 (20 (59 0l oo il y2 (sla IS 4 (28 (59 by, cnl 3l ealiiu] Bum o )Laesiz (5 S
69,9 03l late 4y b ol a8 T IS0 Jol> iogh 10 gy opl ol pls sl dieign sl o 65l 5l ool g s (g5l
Sl sleslatwl gl 4 pol> jrogh o Lol all oo (ol ) Sl a5l oolainl (g, cpl (ulul 4z )5 09 oslaiwl ooy 651
Cazhad pae glyls a5l ) bl I8 Sl Colae 3l 0gd asiine Jlre o ol B ol solawl FR gy 5l el IS

r"“sgs‘)L“-”")‘wL;JjL’U-“)Q( )A&b@bo‘;&@‘oﬂmjodﬁs
Aslee jlosliinl b oS ol (L8 Jlne b )l po alite Jol () cnl g o5 (V' Jgo2) Conl jielily o (slo (DS ko
« ) 255 s plonl 2

_ XA
Sj === (1)

ot (512 Kj oo s (7 J902) 0 o0z (J535 50 4 05 Sl o5 B 03 e 5l o 5 a0 o DS g 65 50
W dmlone s LIS

( ) ol dusloee (W)) Jlze j2 (59 5 dlolee 3l oolaiwl b pgu o5 5o
w =2 3)
'K
Xj—1=W1

ol gy Wolee 3l bl oo b ()39 53l Jloy Jols 5 3T l8
W
Qi =sm v 4)

=1 Wj

il oo lylae JS olasd 55 M g Jlxe yo 0,leds oaims ylias bl (o



169

175

176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185

186

187

188
189
190
191
192

193
194

195

196

Table 3. Sample

Factor (Classes) Weight S; K; w; Qj Sorting
Slope (degree)

0-3.86 0.13 1.00 1 1 0.28  0.0870
3.86-7.34 0.32 0.70 170 059 017  0.125
7.34-12.35 0.70 0.32 132 044 0.12 O.I%Zl
12.35-18.72 1.00 0.28 1.28 035 0.10 0.2%%2
18.72-25.19 0.28 0.13 .13 031  0.09  0.098
25.19-31.44 0.02 0.05 105 029 0.08 0.08%3
31.44 - 38.60 0.00 0.02 1.02 029 008 0.081
38.60 — 66.30 0.05 0.00 1.00 029 008  0.0%74
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Table 4. Model performance

12



251

252

253
254
255
256
257
258
259

260

261

269

O 0 NN kW=7
o

—
[e]

Evaluation metrics
True positive
True negative
False positive
False negative
Sensitivity
Specificity
Accuracy
AUC

RMSE

MAE

CNN-HE®6
42

45

2

5

89.4 248
95.7
92.55
95.9 243
0.277
0.165 250

247

i Ol i Cono (gl alals TV g (S5gel (sl alals VN e (ptine g aliSie i ) iz Sl eolitul b hagh cnl yo
groy JolS jsb 4 oo (g5le oolel (ise ;0 a5 0385 i o |, aalllas 9,90 dibate ;0 Jow 585 2 g0 5551 & (uizmon
0> ls 90 5l uioren ol olainl gl cmu sl sl ases e gt ol j0 oS 5 e Jae g5l eoly Helaie 4y .0l ools
iz ol oolil 5 adly ol (S e 5 4K ljgel )0 i, IS Joe 0 ,Skae 551 slaze 4y MAE s RMSE (oqe
9 s O e G dealie b (a3l g9 cnl il oo 2 0 8des oaims plis ally 5 Susp jhe 4yl 90 cal polie
CNN-HHO 55 2,650 0,5 (aseine gulis (F JSE) avo co lid co i 0 1) a0 Slae &,08  a8ly oo

¥ Jpa2) ol 22505 i @ ol 3olie o i 3 o9 sl 3,SLee (MAE=0.165 5 RMSE=0.277)

Errors

Test DataSet Errors Plot (CNN-HHO)
RMSE=0.28 , MAE=0.17

0.6
0.4
0.2 j
0.0
-0.2 {\
-0.4
-0.6
Figure 4. Test error plot
- 0 20 40 60 80
Sample Number
Jows Sl s oJg

13



270
271
272
273
274
275
276

277

278

290

291

292

293

294

295

aib oo adgr sle anis b ol ool Jlasl ArcMap 10.5 1581 o 5 4y el Jaoxe 5l oads con (i polie al> o (ol 5o
o i 4 Sl askine a5 jghiles ams oo Lis |y CNN-HHO o 631 51 oolanl b ool adgs acis & JSUo 09 (g
S oolainl Sl als o aib (gl By, ax 5l aSl ol ool (goiy el 0L (LB 5 0L chawgie (oS (oS L
Equal Interval Jols o (oIS slo og, aed adlllas ol 10 .0l 0925 alad bg) g aily alisee Jalse a4y Sy
e 1 ol okl Qauntile g, Lol ¢ o olesl Geometrical Interval 4 Natural Breaks «Quantile
Yelo¥ ool b oS ams o plad |y oSy slo oSy olaws (ildgy auo 0 & IS0 uizmen w0l lis 095 5l 0 Slee

Slely e (pyieS ae 3 WA Jlade b oS LS oS ioren a0 oo by |y adhaie jlas

51°10'0"E 51°20°0"E 51°30'0"E

35°50'0°N
35°50'0"N

Flood susceptiblit
map

— Rivers

C2Q District
CNN-HHO

I very low

[ Low

[ IModerate ‘ 288

35°40°0"N
35°48'0"N

Figure 5. Flood susceptibility map

14



25.00

20.00
15.00
10.00
5.00
0.00

Very low Moderate High Very high
B CNN-HHO

302
Figure 6. Percentage of classes

303

308 ¥ Jour i ooliial oS 5 Joe 330 oyl skt 4 oylel gle ol glgl iy ol o A 4S5 i o5 jshailen
305  euumo lis oo 5 4 specificity 4 Sensitivity .aes o oyLis |, accuracy g specificity sensitivity asls aw zls
306 5 Sensitivity a5 ams o lis sl s 4 bt sl aBly hie 550 g (2Bly Cadie o)lge slwlid jo w6l SUlgs
307 oLis ], AY/00 aie mbi 55 ACCUTACY asls gl il ool olaisl sgs 4 1, AV 5 AV olie o 5 4, Specificity
308  ROC logas pj zlaw & S il oo asdllas 0,90 didlaie oy IS 8o 10 Joo 0o Jlaws 5 Slae 5l Sl a5 a0 o
309 loged i pelans yokz s A 43S 4S5 jslailan bl o ZAO/A Jl5ga 15 ebans o o] asiis 4 jslilan wms s LS
310 ouel s @ lade .l gio G 5o Jde e 0,Shes saies ylid (il atsls iy, bas 5l g i alold) wil 55
311 3,00 CNN-HHO Jas ooldl 358 o ,Slos 51 S

ROC Curve

CNN-HHO =959

0o 02 04 06 08 10

1 - Specificity

Figure 6. ROC curve

320

321

15



322

323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336

337

338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353

b Joo 1 Raag5 B o9t (o Sl g9dge (nl itad (onlae 5 Lo sl s sl raghy )0 a3, )10 slo Joe (oles
S50l wied ;a8 g, 3l gt ol Ho auS el 5 60 )8 g alllS adly sla aiai b aies aewgi |y gaas sle oS 5
il Ul 4 15 (o CNN wiile Gaos S0k sl (ds, gblje 5l o ool HHO (o5 )sSIT L ] o575 5 CNN Gooe
o,Lalbus 5l gl poe> alewy 40 YU mhaw )3 (33900 g b ools (slo Fg 2l peial ;0 YU &8 oamy sla)lisle aas o
s 0 Shos g ais, IS 4 alisee slo imgh jo s, 90 ol (Sagi and Rokach, 2018; Romero et al,2015) » 5
SrSob s g, b ol avslie s CNN Gse (5,500 5l Youssef et al, 2022 ( Jlo 51y sl ools oylis 093 51 o5
G 350 s ol o azis g aiils 55 SVM 4 cos CNN ols lias il bt .aioges ssliw! SVM o ils
Ll il 03905 daali LR 3 RF SVM (slo 39, 1, CNN o2, ,SJ1 Fang et al,2020 « S0 (ol aalllas o iS5 oo ags
oo LENN s 5 wsols lis bl cuimed )10 (65 0 opiile (6,050l sla g, ;500 5 CNIN o0 )61 a5 w30 ges (4,155
Gl a5 00508 S 6,08 la o ST L 1) CNN (I Simgsy 5l (S izped 950 (o0 @l Sgute 2l b o 65!
ICA 5 GWO (5, I55l15 sl i o801 b o1 S 5 3 CNN 5l ool L Hakim et al, 2022 ¢ iz (g1, ol aidly s gyl
Sl sl 10 )5S L Broe (655 0h S 5 5500 Gl ) CNN Llie o (65540 0 Shas (oS 5 Joo a5 widgad 355
oolal 398 o Slae HHO (5,101,812 )6 L CNN oS5 0,5 (aseinn 5 adllas ol ol ojle o 5 aied ;08 (gl aSis

el Cows 4 7208 15 ROC Jloges 5z lade aSs j5b a5 0,ls (&

o dulgl ol (gl AlE oy

i 550 3blie 1 5 T A 50 F ¥ LY o) blie o pes 5 VY sblie o 5 ol mseion 4255 (55, 5 45 johailen
Sl S5 gl adhails j15 Cudgl jo 5 (Sliom @bl 1) aasls 518 LTy 0l 5 0l (et Sl (WD g0 Lo (V" JS2)
plsiey S ol sl g Jad slo 0,0 35, 5l s ol b 45 ol 03l Lk 1o i dzme b oS 05 bgel 3
Jlods slo 055 (50 B amb cplcidls wialys 1) o b agrlge Gdol VY 500V ) bl Jlodh 005 (o Cagly
o 908,5 &S > Ol b e Jlad la 0,0 89, 40 Taml a5 canl ools yLias 5 oolo 7 s Jw atls ol ol b g
aloz jlans (oo JSts Silam 5 (51 T 5l oy 50 o5 58 Ol 0 Jled sl end )l cess Gl 4 o
el bl cnl alo (Vb emily 5 30 Jlad 5 Jlod il (wlslyy (reizrads Consl 2y ] Jlonny a5 sl ibLio
WWEF Jlo Juw 45 ()15 (o0 03905 (l j0 0010 ) (slo s 51.08b oo 0T ls g St caS 10 0,0 O g 0y slo 0,0 o9,
oaid )15 Bblie (nl yo Jow 3l slo Lo (b 4z ST1.09) ol e (S Jbo 5 Gl DLl L &S 3505 0 L1 (2 125 (lase
2555 ool (s g yst (gl olSay) 3l o0l b a5 o wiliog, 5l 0 ol Bl (o0 4 bgrpo o e ledbl Lol
plozl Lasgi b 409, (b dg0une by 5 o ailsog, (g Y pas Cosl spad gl () plSi )0 O Ll saims ol ol
Jlail 5008 p2dy o SlS” (1305 10 Sl o 5 b ail50, ol (Lt gl odlay b dals anzld S 4y e (2>
5 S3lo rizmen 5 b aleog) SLb o YU (smez (ST izpen )0 3525 SLSU 5 wad b 5L plSn Ll Lk
Sl (SSU o S jop Djge 50 wes (o0 LS oS Sl alse S5 5l e Jrns e 3 jlre 8 g Jgol 28 slajle
S Olpae ol sl s 30 60,8 Il G plsie 4 il o oud A Akl 09 s 5 g, s G L oan] o

A oM 53 SLSL lo L £3589 4 olu 3blie & 4z g5 b ailed (6,05 ool (55 (2ETL G 0,5 )18 loaige

16



354
355

356

357

358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367

368

369

370

371

372

373

374

375

376

377

378

379

380

g;‘.z.wLuoa\.\i;.S.;)’loeLé.‘;wll.g)nlQ.g.lafop.;élée.';\QU.\.a.gsa\.a.?l.é@.'ég)'lJ,;él)raﬂ5w‘5uw5ﬁ|&qibw\)@

SN ro

2 DI Sol 15 31 6 S5k yslie & o Byme 5 Bolio 51 s28ls ST 5 SIS 2l S e il 51 S
099y Gigs el 50 008 ot s i T ] ioliEl o b aS el 60,15 Il SO e Colus 4 .l sus ]
5 095 0 Y cBs b ols b O sl o 4l S5 6wl oS5 HHO 2,801 b CNN Geae (650500, aies j
RMSE, MAE, Sensitivity, Specificity, Accuracy and ls bl jasls pais 5l solaiwl b Jow o, Sles sl
G o lgie a4 ailg oo andllae (ol ol ol o Jle o, Sles glyls CNN-HHO wi s Woles 5 0l ob 3, ROC
iblio 3l AT rizman g, HIS s e g aiads)| (o)l Glsie 4 5 48,5 )18 abgy e sl ol Lz o aelr
5l aSnl s ogdle g ol 05 Ol (5550 goz Slo w5l o0l sy Wilgs o 8,10 95z 5 LiT 40 Juws £485 Jloi>l a5
6, S S 5 Jam ol s 0l aallle S (sl gz 1y o Sl 50l > 5 o S (oo STl s by
sle oy, b g oo solaiwl o 5l o] Slalllas ;o a5 59 oo dlion 5.5 )18 colaiul 0590 35 00 3ble o Wil e

17



381

382

383

384

385
386
387

388
389
390

391
392
393

394
395
396

397
398
399

400
401
402

403
404
405

406
407
408

409
410
411

412
413
414

References

Afsari, R., Nadizadeh Shorabeh, S., Kouhnavard, M., Homaee, M., & Arsanjani, J. J. (2022). A
spatial decision support approach for flood vulnerability analysis in urban areas: A case study of
Tehran. ISPRS International Journal of Geo-Information, 11(7), 380.

Al-Kindi, K. M., & Alabri, Z. (2024). Investigating the role of the key conditioning factors in flood
susceptibility mapping through machine learning approaches. Earth Systems and
Environment, 8(1), 63-81.

Arabameri, A., Seyed Danesh, A., Santosh, M., Cerda, A., Chandra Pal, S., Ghorbanzadeh, O., ...
& Chowdhuri, 1. (2022). Flood susceptibility mapping using meta-heuristic
algorithms. Geomatics, Natural Hazards and Risk, 13(1), 949-974.

Arora, A., Pandey, M., Siddiqui, M. A., Hong, H., & Mishra, V. N. (2021). Spatial flood
susceptibility prediction in Middle Ganga Plain: comparison of frequency ratio and Shannon’s
entropy models. Geocarto International, 36(18), 2085-2116.

Bordbar, M., Aghamohammadi, H., Pourghasemi, H. R., & Azizi, Z. (2022). Multi-hazard spatial
modeling via ensembles of machine learning and meta-heuristic techniques. Scientific
Reports, 12(1), 1451.

Cao, C., Xu, P., Wang, Y., Chen, J., Zheng, L., & Niu, C. (2016). Flash flood hazard susceptibility
mapping using frequency ratio and statistical index methods in coalmine subsidence
areas. Sustainability, 8(9), 948.

Costache, R., Tincu, R., Elkhrachy, 1., Pham, Q. B., Popa, M. C., Diaconu, D. C., ... & Bui, D. T.
(2020). New neural fuzzy-based machine learning ensemble for enhancing the prediction accuracy
of flood susceptibility mapping. Hydrological Sciences Journal, 65(16), 2816-2837.

Dano, U. L., Balogun, A. L., Matori, A. N., Wan Yusouf, K., Abubakar, I. R., Said Mohamed, M.
A., ... & Pradhan, B. (2019). Flood susceptibility mapping using GIS-based analytic network
process: A case study of Perlis, Malaysia. Water, 11(3), 615.

Fang, Z., Wang, Y., Peng, L., & Hong, H. (2020). Integration of convolutional neural network and
conventional machine learning classifiers for landslide susceptibility mapping. Computers &
Geosciences, 139, 104470.

Fu, S., Lyu, H., Wang, Z., Hao, X., & Zhang, C. (2022). Extracting historical flood locations from
news media data by the named entity recognition (NER) model to assess urban flood
susceptibility. Journal of Hydrology, 612, 128312.

18



415
416
417

418
419

420
421
422
423

424
425
426

427
428

429
430
431

432
433
434

435
436
437

438
439

440
441

442
443
444

445
446
447

448
449
450

Ghiasi, V., Ghasemi, S. A. R., & Yousefi, M. (2021). Landslide susceptibility mapping through
continuous  fuzzification and  geometric  average  multi-criteria  decision-making
approaches. Natural Hazards, 107(1), 795-808.

Gu, J., Wang, Z., Kuen, J., Ma, L., Shahroudy, A., Shuai, B., ... & Chen, T. (2018). Recent
advances in convolutional neural networks. Pattern recognition, 77, 354-377.

Hakim, W. L., Rezaie, F., Nur, A. S., Panahi, M., Khosravi, K., Lee, C. W., & Lee, S. (2022).
Convolutional neural network (CNN) with metaheuristic optimization algorithms for landslide
susceptibility mapping in Icheon, South Korea. Journal of environmental management, 305,
114367.

Hashemkhani Zolfani, S., Yazdani, M., & Zavadskas, E. K. (2018). An extended stepwise weight
assessment ratio analysis (SWARA) method for improving criteria prioritization process. Soft
Computing, 22, 7399-7405.

Heidari, A. A., Mirjalili, S., Faris, H., Aljarah, 1., Mafarja, M., & Chen, H. (2019). Harris hawks
optimization: Algorithm and applications. Future generation computer systems, 97, 849-872.

KersSuliene, V., Zavadskas, E. K., & Turskis, Z. (2010). Selection of rational dispute resolution
method by applying new step-wise weight assessment ratio analysis (SWARA). Journal of
business economics and management, 11(2), 243-258.

Khosravi, K., Pham, B. T., Chapi, K., Shirzadi, A., Shahabi, H., Revhaug, I., ... & Bui, D. T.
(2018). A comparative assessment of decision trees algorithms for flash flood susceptibility
modeling at Haraz watershed, northern Iran. Science of the Total Environment, 627, 744-755.

Khosravi, K., Shahabi, H., Pham, B. T., Adamowski, J., Shirzadi, A., Pradhan, B., ... & Prakash,
L. (2019). A comparative assessment of flood susceptibility modeling using multi-criteria decision-
making analysis and machine learning methods. Journal of Hydrology, 573, 311-323.

Li, Y., Osei, F. B., Hu, T., & Stein, A. (2023). Urban flood susceptibility mapping based on social
media data in Chengdu city, China. Sustainable Cities and Society, 88, 104307.

Liuzzo, L., Sammartano, V., & Freni, G. (2019). Comparison between different distributed
methods for flood susceptibility mapping. Water Resources Management, 33, 3155-3173.

Malik, A., Tikhamarine, Y., Sammen, S. S., Abba, S. I., & Shahid, S. (2021). Prediction of
meteorological drought by using hybrid support vector regression optimized with HHO versus
PSO algorithms. Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 28, 39139-39158.

Miraki, S., Zanganeh, S. H., Chapi, K., Singh, V. P., Shirzadi, A., Shahabi, H., & Pham, B. T.
(2019). Mapping groundwater potential using a novel hybrid intelligence approach. Water
resources management, 33, 281-302.

Panahi, M., Sadhasivam, N., Pourghasemi, H. R., Rezaie, F., & Lee, S. (2020). Spatial prediction
of groundwater potential mapping based on convolutional neural network (CNN) and support
vector regression (SVR). Journal of Hydrology, 588, 125033.

19



451
452
453

454
455
456

457
458
459

460
461

462
463

464
465
466

467
468
469

470
471
472

473
474

475
476
477

478
479
480

481
482
483

484
485

Paryani, S., Neshat, A., Pourghasemi, H. R., Ntona, M. M., & Kazakis, N. (2022). A novel hybrid
of support vector regression and metaheuristic algorithms for groundwater spring potential
mapping. Science of The Total Environment, 807, 151055.

Paryani, S., Bordbar, M., Jun, C., Panahi, M., Bateni, S. M., Neale, C. M., ... & Lee, S. (2023).
Hybrid-based approaches for the flood susceptibility prediction of Kermanshah province,
Iran. Natural Hazards, 116(1), 837-868.

Paul, G. C., Saha, S., & Hembram, T. K. (2019). Application of the GIS-based probabilistic models
for mapping the flood susceptibility in Bansloi sub-basin of Ganga-Bhagirathi river and their
comparison. Remote Sensing in Earth Systems Sciences, 2, 120-146.

Pamucar, D., Ecer, F., Cirovic, G., & Arlasheedi, M. A. (2020). Application of improved best
worst method (BWM) in real-world problems. Mathematics, 8(8), 1342.

Prasad, P., Loveson, V. J., Das, B., & Kotha, M. (2022). Novel ensemble machine learning models
in flood susceptibility mapping. Geocarto International, 37(16), 4571-4593.

Pham, B. T., Jaafari, A., Van Phong, T., Yen, H. P. H., Tuyen, T. T., Van Luong, V., ... & Foong,
L. K. (2021). Improved flood susceptibility mapping using a best first decision tree integrated with
ensemble learning techniques. Geoscience Frontiers, 12(3), 101105.

Ramayanti, S., Nur, A. S., Syifa, M., Panahi, M., Achmad, A. R., Park, S., & Lee, C. W. (2022).
Performance comparison of two deep learning models for flood susceptibility map in Beira area,
Mozambique. The Egyptian Journal of Remote Sensing and Space Science, 25(4), 1025-1036.

Romero, A., Gatta, C., & Camps-Valls, G. (2015). Unsupervised deep feature extraction for remote
sensing image classification. IEEE Transactions on Geoscience and Remote Sensing, 54(3), 1349-
1362.

Sagi, O., & Rokach, L. (2018). Ensemble learning: A survey. Wiley interdisciplinary reviews: data
mining and knowledge discovery, 8(4), e1249.

Saravanan, S., Abijith, D., Reddy, N. M., Parthasarathy, K. S. S., Janardhanam, N., Sathiyamurthi,
S., & Sivakumar, V. (2023). Flood susceptibility mapping using machine learning boosting
algorithms techniques in Idukki district of Kerala India. Urban Climate, 49, 101503.

Sargin, B., Alaboz, P., Karaca, S., & Dengiz, O. (2024). Pythagorean fuzzy SWARA weighting
technique for soil quality modeling of cultivated land in semi-arid terrestrial
ecosystems. Computers and Electronics in Agriculture, 227, 109466.

Shahabi, H., Shirzadi, A., Ronoud, S., Asadi, S., Pham, B. T., Mansouripour, F., ... & Bui, D. T.
(2021). Flash flood susceptibility mapping using a novel deep learning model based on deep belief
network, back propagation and genetic algorithm. Geoscience Frontiers, 12(3), 101100.

Songchon, C., Wright, G., & Beevers, L. (2021). Quality assessment of crowdsourced social media
data for urban flood management. Computers, Environment and Urban Systems, 90, 101690.

20



486
487

488
489
490

491
492
493

494
495

496
497
498

499
500

501
502
503

504
505
506
507

508
509

510
511

512
513

514
515
516

517
518
519
520

Swain, K. C., Singha, C., & Nayak, L. (2020). Flood susceptibility mapping through the GIS-AHP
technique using the cloud. ISPRS International Journal of Geo-Information, 9(12), 720.

Tellman, B., Sullivan, J. A., Kuhn, C., Kettner, A. J., Doyle, C. S., Brakenridge, G. R., ... &
Slayback, D. A. (2021). Satellite imaging reveals increased proportion of population exposed to
floods. Nature, 596(7870), 80-86.

Tinh, L. D., Thao, D. T. P., Bui, D. T., & Trong, N. G. (2024). Integrating Harris Hawks
optimization and TensorFlow deep learning for flash flood susceptibility mapping using geospatial
data. Earth Science Informatics, 1-16.

Ullah, K., Wang, Y., Fang, Z., Wang, L., & Rahman, M. (2022). Multi-hazard susceptibility
mapping based on Convolutional Neural Networks. Geoscience Frontiers, 13(5), 101425.

Vilasan, R. T., & Kapse, V. S. (2022). Evaluation of the prediction capability of AHP and F-AHP
methods in flood susceptibility mapping of Ernakulam district (India). Natural Hazards, 112(2),
1767-1793.

Vojtek, M., & Vojtekova, J. (2019). Flood susceptibility mapping on a national scale in Slovakia
using the analytical hierarchy process. Water, 11(2), 364.

Wang, R., Lu, S., & Li, Q. (2019). Multi-criteria comprehensive study on predictive algorithm of
hourly heating energy consumption for residential buildings. Sustainable Cities and Society, 49,
101623.

Wang, Y., Hong, H., Chen, W., Li, S., Panahi, M., Khosravi, K., ... & Costache, R. (2019). Flood
susceptibility mapping in Dingnan County (China) using adaptive neuro-fuzzy inference system
with biogeography based optimization and imperialistic competitive algorithm. Journal of
environmental management, 247, 712-729.

Wang, Y., Fang, Z., Hong, H., & Peng, L. (2020). Flood susceptibility mapping using
convolutional neural network frameworks. Journal of hydrology, 582, 124482.

https://fa.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D8%B3%DB%8C%D9%84_%DB%B1%DB%B3%DB%B6%D
B%B6_%D8%AA%D8%AC%D8%B1%DB%8C%D8%B4

Yamashita, R., Nishio, M., Do, R. K. G., & Togashi, K. (2018). Convolutional neural networks:
an overview and application in radiology. Insights into imaging, 9, 611-629.

Yariyan, P., Avand, M., Abbaspour, R. A., Torabi Haghighi, A., Costache, R., Ghorbanzadeh, O.,
... & Blaschke, T. (2020). Flood susceptibility mapping using an improved analytic network
process with statistical models. Geomatics, Natural Hazards and Risk, 11(1), 2282-2314.

Youssef, A. M., Pradhan, B., Dikshit, A., & Mahdi, A. M. (2022). Comparative study of
convolutional neural network (CNN) and support vector machine (SVM) for flood susceptibility
mapping: a case study at Ras Gharib, Red Sea, Egypt. Geocarto International, 37(26), 11088-
11115.

21


https://fa.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D8%B3%DB%8C%D9%84_%DB%B1%DB%B3%DB%B6%DB%B6_%D8%AA%D8%AC%D8%B1%DB%8C%D8%B4
https://fa.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D8%B3%DB%8C%D9%84_%DB%B1%DB%B3%DB%B6%DB%B6_%D8%AA%D8%AC%D8%B1%DB%8C%D8%B4

521
522
523
524

525
526

Zhang, H., Nguyen, H., Bui, X. N., Pradhan, B., Asteris, P. G., Costache, R., & Aryal, J. (2022).
A generalized artificial intelligence model for estimating the friction angle of clays in evaluating
slope stability using a deep neural network and Harris Hawks optimization algorithm. Engineering
with Computers, 1-14.

Zhang, P., Jia, Y., & Shang, Y. (2022). Research and application of XGBoost in imbalanced
data. International Journal of Distributed Sensor Networks, 18(6), 15501329221106935.

22



