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Abstract: Traditional information value models for evaluating geological hazard susceptibility typically involve simply
summing the information values of various evaluation factors, without considering the differences in weight among these
factors. This can affect the scientific rigor and rationality of susceptibility zoning to some extent. To address this issue, this
paper takes Shidian County of Yunnan Province as an example and introduces the random forest model to calculate the weights
of each evaluation factor. After constructing an appropriate evaluation index system, the information value and weight of each
factor are calculated individually, followed by a weighted summation. According to the equal interval classification method, the
study area is then divided into four susceptibility levels--extremely high, high, medium, and low. To verify the accuracy of the
model, the latest geological hazard hidden points identified through detailed investigations and risk assessments over the past 3
a were overlaid with the susceptibility zones. The accuracy was analyzed through hazard point density analysis and ROC curve
comparison. Based on the comparison of research results, after introducing the random forest weighting, the density of
extremely high-risk hidden hazard points increased from 1.754 to 1.926, and the AUC value improved from 0.809 to 0.847. The
research results indicate that introducing random forest for weighting in a single information quantity model can effectively
reflects the weight differences among factors, enhancing the precision of geological disaster susceptibility zoning. This method
shows higher accuracy in practical applications.
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HOBLRE 25, B T Ok A M B ) DX, o AR il Jo

0 3l
VRIS S, 5% MR 9 B DR AT 5 % AU 5 4
WO H AR RS 1R S R A L R . =

0 A T e I e, o 0 MUTURO, RARIT G LR T B 22
WBTGE IR S KRR 4 A | GEiH oy A AR R AR U AR Y . 22 B AR A 2
L PR E SR B 4 2020 Aty TR BRI RIRUOIBTA(ARP)T B 328
(T S WA ILE ), TR M T T e e ) REL IR BRI R BB IR S G52
R 05N AN o (R SRAFRTR AL DR TRIRT AR, 5
W A M M 5 o M T e e TR R PR B, AL P 22 A
BT KESTRICE LA Rt gy, g TR SR PAUREZ SR ELAURIIBEC, A
DRI | e B R0 e B e e 23 HA 250 )& AR R E AT . Feit o i il 32
B LIV IR AR E L R S R ik s R ORHERAGE T, G TR AR O S
e AT E S PR TS, Ak gy B, BEGS RN S At IR R M 5 9 K R e A
B I RS TSR R i B TR ARl (RIS A T R Y BT S
V24N R P R L DX A A 1 o 7 e 2 M AR A, e DO AR R Rk N 3 A R AR 2R LA
T 5 25 B, MR T, R X A R IR RN NIRRT R A A AT S
AR P T, B A A e R CE R, S TR E 0 R . BESUIR
B R T R U R R A RIS PV 2 R 4 L A T %

jilll

REBTIA I — I B T AR,
Ty B AR VE A 2 0N M 36 3 5 kAR B A RS
U5, Ty e DX SR 45 T R M S5 T O 1l A o A 3 T

T T2 X T R RE S 2 R 52 2% 1 U R A L
T, Z R0 B vT DUR m TN AERR I o [RIRE, X287
T BRI AR R K R i I R e, R IR



2025 4 WO, A BT REALARARIRAUS SRR 1 I 5 R MR —— LA s A it ) B 441 - 153 -

RS R B 22, WS HOR I E KR & . TEA F
b I R SR A OL T, T M 75 9 0 o
BATHR LA

TE M I K Ty AR VR of, BB B0 TE A 4 2
Sl SCBHAE TR X A [ ity DCARRAE 8 6 S () frg 452 2L Ay
ko Tt fa) SR M S RS 2, 9 K BOK A A
Z, W5 B AR A4 N A BEAS R B AN R BEAN 1
Z AN AA E RN, DRLMAR SR T AL AR MRS 2 2 LK
BT 1%, BEMEARKARE b SN 5 WL S5 R AN [R) DAY
DAL 0 3t o 0 A R R A T, v T 0 B e P IX
LERMHERRIE, T P XA [ 5 S o3 X STt XS
YRR At -

1 AREXER

it f) B SR @ = p A R T, AL TRV R, mALE
] AR T LL Bk, AR5 BT BB A AR R, S I e
7 LABh e % R B, VG 5 e b B R AT AR YT, b 5 R BH X
FRTE, XN AR 22, MR et . % B = VLT B
2%, LA ol 3, S b3k e A6 E 1), b s I, M
MR, Z BN 2D ER RN, G 2 5% FEW
4. TRFE X R A, LIRS B e B 2 Ay
F, HHEA IR, AR &SRS, RS
3 . B SRR SCRRE, iz B Rl L Ak
b KR TS M SR T A R A, Bl R T —
e E R, R P AW, T ARKY
Az PR AR B, KA DA AR A R, BR a1 X
TRAEFR 3 0 RRARAD, HoR KER 3 8 I A= = Ak,
DN SRR A, AT o N TR AL it f) B
b T AL W R B %, HAL Tl ECEL AT EN e B AL B
TRUAE) 3 1R 2R A28 1) A 3 1R 2R 1) 38 SLIXC, v DA B 4 44 1
7R B, B AR T X A S AR R A S, A
A 15 T 08 REAE 2t — 2R 90305 g b 1 ) v o B R L TR
P DB 58 K LR AR IR — G ZR PG L PG ) L A6 7R )
AR I T SRR S R A T A A, DX T AT A
Wit BkOCHrZe | SRR . KU Tt Y B
Ll — L2 ARl DT 50 K 48— DR 5 46 i ) L TR b ot
ST AN 1 R .

Jit ) L T2 M U U SO R L AT W
Pk N TR G . Ho Do R R 2, kel A
i, HABSERI AR F A 2014 LISk, Jitifa) Bk
A 1l ST O R I I AL 82 A, 1 N ELIE LR AR R 405 U
JT, [P R 5117 ot

it ) B A i ke e 238 Ak, T O A it ) B4

1
B

A

I

o HIBURE R

JZ

TR
ORI R AL R 0 5 10km
YOk I L

Y N S N E o - E P Y e = < |

0 AR e

B ERE AR | W A IR R e e
W EOREARD S B, U R

W ORGSR  UR SR A A

W bR RO N B 2R

1 IREMREGEE

Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of engineering geological conditions
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Table 3 Aera and proportion of geological hazard points in
each evaluation zone using the information value model

BUB AR XA RS X R

B RAEI s fkm? 1% 1% W
e i85 5 K IX. 108 703.01 61.36 34.99 1.754
=5 K IX 36 634.70 20.45 31.59 0.647
5k IX 25 465.71 14.20 23.18 0.613
K IX. 7 205.59 3.98 10.23 0.389
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Table 4 Aera and proportion of geological hazard points in
each evaluation zone using the random forest weighted
information value model
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k5 Kk X 1 248.98 0.57 12.39 0.046
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Fig.5 ROC curve of susceptibility evaluation in Shidian County
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