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Abstract

The most suitable window size for the assessment of shallow landslides caused
by heavy rainfalls was estimated using 2 m resolution LiIDAR DEM. The study area
lies in the mountains of Tertiary sedimentary rocks distributed from Izumozaki town
to Nagaoka city of Niigata Prefecture. Linear discriminant analysis was done in order
to determine the most suitable window size for 2 m grid landslide data. Explaining
variables were the slope gradient and convexo-concave index calculated by variable
sized kernels (from 3 X 3 to 47 x 47). As the results, the most suitable window size
for the study area is around 30 m, and the most suitable window size is essentially
proportional to the mean size of target landslides. Moreover, to obtain the most
effective window, it is ascertained that the expansion of kernel size is better than
the resolution-reduction of DEM.
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I A ST &7 (B2 13288, 1985 B B, 1985, 1999 ; Ohmori and Sugai,
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fiLze L — & (LIDAR) |24 o THFE N7 — 5 H 5 m HALOREE D DEM % 1B
AWM EL, TNEHWIHIEHTOMEL L2 D0H % (McKean and
Roering, 2004; Sato and Sekiguchi, 2005; Glenn et al., 2006 7z &).

L% L, Sgrensen and Seibert (2007) 7%EdH L CT\v»% X 912, DEM DD < 7%
I EDNTRTENTBIZT L0 TIE R, DEM 225 EFO & 5 R HEREZ Ko 512
12, 3x 3EHEOSMENH LN S Z L% {, ArcGIS ® Spatial Analyst (ESRI) <
GRASS D L 9 LMD GIS v 7 P TLHHE 3 x 3B OEEM TIIEIThbIL TV 5.
LoL, RO FETH 2 REHRIED L2, BT m £ TOREZFOMIZHR % FET S
B7290121%, m BALOBEE O DEM X [fMi3 X 5] BARMIZIE, 3 x 3EBEOZEEE
THWTHRZ EoMIEEE KD A &, fEIdFha Lo T /MRS Lzb 0k &
D, HIEFIHER O L L CEHMT 213 L T2 WAL VLA L TH L.
DOREZ RS 5720121%, 3x 3EHELD b o L L VHIFOEEE L Ay CHiEE O
BEITH NN EL LD,

FHHIA 7 — VS EL MUTHIEE R Z D8y — VLT 5 Z &R0, AKSCHIERAT D5 F12
R x5 2 52 £1X, Armstrong and Martz (2003), Deng et al. (2007), Wu et al. (2007)
X L&, KBRS TS, 3x 3EELLED D — 2 vaMdb i /- I O se6] & L
Tix, DEMDOLT —%2fGITA5HN T2 B TH A2, Albani et al. (2004) 2% 5.

W) RLHIEZIILD, HWIRICHED AT — V3 500 L) BFEIZ DWW T,
Evans (2003) 25i LT\ 5. ZOMBEIZOWT, #BIZIE T T2 2 VIS H ) FED A
F=WVIIHFELRWE W) RS, FEERDEORE ERFHEORSIZERE - VRS S
UL, BEDAT = VIEFEAET B E W) BAFH 505, O Tid Evans (2512
WoTWna, WMEBINICBTAmELR AT — IV aifl~<7%l & L CIiX, Zhang and
Montgomery (1994) 3% 5. K 5iE, 2~90m > 7)) v FREEO DEM # W T4 L T
YIMBLOA) T2 V=T O 2 00WIBICOWTHIE - KL TFuoEADYI 2L -V
YEATW, 10m D7) v FREBEIPRETH L ERE L7, —7F, Claessens et al. (2005)
E, 22—V = FtEF—7 7 Y FERKOMIBIZOWT, 10~ 100 m OFEGEE D
DEM % HwC, #), SKE R, FERED AT & OBIRZ TR, KRR
BRI D7 B4 R BRI T & 5 [the ‘perfect’ DEM resolution] (7P L 2\ 725
) LRI TV AE, ZOLHIZ, WhWwA AT — VREICE, WIREFIZL->T, Ak
RIS 5.

AR T, ZEWICILREMBOT LA AL MIRBER T4~ FUH 4 X (MEED
FIEICH B #iPH) %, LIDAR @ 2 m f#{%% DEM & W THEE L. A —F 04X
AEZ RO MBELREEL, Bl Y 1 Y Ny A Xl L7z, Ao i iH
(Fig. 1) &, W#Hi~THEo#k & WA E TR S 7z 20 km® O #i3 T (kI
26, 1993), WILEBEO—ETH 5. B 30m ~360m TH O, FisBHEGT & &
BCE 2255 T d. ZOMIBTIE, 19614 8 HEEM B L UF20044F 7 HEM OB, T
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DB X C\w5 (Yamagishi and Iwahashi, 2007). REEIX, SEITOSFmH
2, SHHOBEIZZHELTEY (Fig 1), JoHBOREOHRE LTid, BRICET S
boix, pHHoOMEFEMNLE (F28ESR) O200BFEETHARFHFETELIDEEZ
Ls CEREIEA, 2008).

MY 4 Y Py 420, KDL HIZKRD, £, 2mDEM 225, 3x 355
ATXATEFTCOH—ANEHWT, BEREMNMELRD. 22 TO R 47 x 47

Y5
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Fig. 1. The study area. Black dots indicate scarps of shallow landslides since 1961
August heavy rainfalls. The lower-right image is a closeup of a part of the study
area (surrounded by a black border in the upper-right image). The background of
the lower-right image is a shaded-relief from 2 m DEM.
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(4m) £ L7=0, D) 7TOERORMMEBIZVWIINICTE20THS. EEE
MY ONRT % HHAZER, 2m 7)) v FORE - EFEL VT -y 2 BEKE LT, IE
W BT 24TV, O BWVIEEENEONL Y 4~ P4 X2l

2. M BOEE

2.1. &5

AWFSEICI, 2007 4 11 A OFEKEFICHE S /2 LIDAR OES7— % 2F L7z HE
HERODLIZHIZ->T, AL HIES, IHORME, HEEIERERE, 97— HeT
WIBFTIZOWTIE, HE)Z7 4 vy ) O 77215 T, FRICHRE SN HZEETY y v
A T OHE{ER° DEM 2 bER SN 2ERKE VT, FETBIEEE I TS, 2
DEICLTESNZESEY, 2 200N T, # IR THEZ 100 S EoEHR
& L2 R, B OREOFHES T UBEERAZI I m T Tho72. - T,
1 : 25,000 HIZHEE, EROESHH P SERTE S DEM £ D32 DB ED W —
FTHDHEFTHo TR, FHMlSNEZESERLS, TINFMICE->T2 m 2 v FO DEM
wVERG L7z

Fig. 21%, M) 7 O—F D, M7V 7 VI AT OHF IV VEHE, LiIDAR © DEM
I SRR L 72X T4 5. LIDAR @ DEM 13, IRREOBWVHITIE, Zo Ly, #ED
TOFEMLZHIEEZELZTHWAZ ENDRNDS.
2.2. RKELHh—IWVZEHVW/-BABEMERICL3EROEE

KEFFETIE, FHEOOMERIE LT, Qu+1D)x2r+1) 7Y v FNOERT—F 12K L <
G FHOEFZ Fv, 22 Trid, FLEPOBAEER TCHS. ) v FHEL
D (m) &9 5&, FHAOEFA o 1,

Fig. 2. An orthophotograph captured with Digital Mapping Camera (left) and a
hillslope image from 2 m LiDAR DEM (right; the darker the cell, the steeper the
slope) in a part of the study area.
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180 JIH? +JH*
« (degrees) =— tan ' ————~} (1)
T kE(n)D
THzZbNhA, 22T

n(n-l—l) (2n+1)2
3

k(n) =

IHBLUJHZ, TRROD—ANVIZESoTDEMZ 74 V5 ) Y7 L72bDTH 5.

O LCHREOEE 2 RO - EENE, ko To#iE (Fig. 3) O#EDE
L ROIAEFHIE LV, 22T, BREEOER LI, HREOESErS =T LA NS
AN—FETHIFELZDDOTHA. EoT, 742 KA XADEFEILFg 30LB)TH
5.2mAY TV aAaDDEM% 3X3DHA—RIWVTTANT ) T LIS ED T 4 v oA
RE6meib.

TANY) Y ZRRPREAEE THY), TSI ATERNES THL. BHEOTAY
B GIS v 7 MR B Y 7 P DL ITE, THFAPTEVWLZT — ANV T itkic
ATIRPERIER 2179 B, BEEE-LOEE 1T XD 5.

T4 Y RO A XEPERT BRI A TH DA, A% TIE, DEM DS Y v FEE
FEELT, A—FNHA X2 RELTEHE (B—FANVIKE) &, DEM % M5\,
H—=ANH A X1E3 x 3THEETSHE (DEM M5 &E:) o 2 fE% w72, Fig. 41%,
X (1) 12ETE, #—A Ik s DEM M5 & ECTEFZEE L2GAICOWT,
FOFIEL L OEEREZOZILERLZODTH DL, T4 Y 7L APFREVITE,
EHEEe, EROEBFEEIINELS D, Y Py APARETHIUL, EH5
DFETSH, FHEFIEERFREIIZEAEEDL R, 2720, e omEslahil bz 8l
B35 L, BESPHRTEHROCETENKEL LD, TURTH LD, 7 —F VLK

0 e} O T
Target Window
point e N size

O o] O L

Fig. 3. The window size definition in case of 3 X 3.
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Fig. 4. Average and standard deviation (SD) of slope gradient in variable kernel size
or in variable grid interval.

EOFTHEE T, HOEBBMEADL D50 TH A,
2.3. KEhHD—IVERAVWERAABEMERICS ZMOE
R EB2HHNTE, HH50VEMMOEAVERD 5121, 3 (] 2 1 Evans,
1980 ; Zevenbergen and Throne, 1987 ; Schmidt et al., 2003) % H\V 5 O —#HTH 5.
LoL, RELRT74 Y N7 A X THELRD L I121E, #EEE kA TELL T/
FETHERDD ZEDPLETHY), ZHOI—FNVE, BHLFEDPLEL LS.
HFERMASM 7 ? &) ayEld, LOG (Laplacian of Gaussian) 77— V& D% H
WO RFTERNEE 217 ) AL 2 FETRATE % (Iwahashi and Pike, 2007). LOG 7 1
VEZOarte 7 ML, FOZO@ED Gaussian 7 1 V72 L BHFiE L L Laplacian 7 1 )V %
LR OERTHD, RFEANESEICL VMY OESZIEEOEETERT
(Marr and Hildreth, 1980). LOG 7 4 V% &, 3 RICEMFULE O4E T LIE LIXEESE
WCHWHENTWS, LOG 7 4 vy OFEREATN (2) THAS (BAR - TH, 2004).

x2+y2

20

x2+y2_202

2nc®

G, y)=— (2)

exp

o lZH I ANHOEBERETH L. H— Vi, FLOEEZESE LT, Gl y) OfH
BPOICHEST A CAHELZFT bYW -7 0 THY, Y1 AEBLZ6/20TH 5
(Chen et al, 1987). K#HTIX, o% Qn+1)/6I2 L& EL, B XOIZRA L HIZH
BwL, EEE LAV EERFIB L.

Fig. 51%, Fig. 2 & [A UHdl2oWTC, 2m A v ¥ 2 DEM 25 7 — R VIERIEIZ L D 4
PO 4 v Ko A X2 HGTEHE LMNEICOWT, ERomEE5T L, #HEm
OMEEMEE XD L2 DTHD. T4y PP AX2E-T, RATW5E L0034 L
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Fig. 5. Filtered image by 3x 3, 7x 7, 17 x 17, and 47 X 47 kernels using Z m
DEM (window size: 6, 14, 34, and 94 m). Plus cells (convex) are shown in white
and minus cells (concave) are shown in gray.

B> TWbLDON505%.

3. ERiE - FEHRIEEIL T — 2 DIER

HB GO BERE LTHWA72O, BRI Y 702 m A v 22 filE - ERELL
F— & BVER L7z, 19614F 8 AZEM D REEIZ DWW TIE, 19624F 12 E BRI R L 72 €
JZ7ml 120, 000 R EEEZMGHLL. ERHEICE o TB L 20MELEEYT 5 &2,
GIS V7 b (ArcGIS, ESRD) LT, Z2HEEA VY EGRE B\ OB L L7z, 220
BEETANVLEEREETCAF Y Y LT = O EREN 50 cm FEED T — ¥ %{F
L7272, WHEETIERT AL, 1:20,000 2 EHEEZAIRTRS LD IX2 225
Rz %, 20044 7 HEMOREIZOWTI, MERITAIL, FE (2007) ORERT—
T, SROERICETHIBESHE L2 h 5 — 1 120,000 2R EHEE X UE0F )LV mig
FHWT—EBIELZS D2 AWz, BRTTRIZOWTIE, 2004 F22hEE G NV Y H
%% A CHHLICERC L 72,

RIEHIZ DWW TiE, BEMERZ RV REEHO 7 — % (Fig. 1 05T OB 54 fE
L7z, BHPSERL AT h /2720, BEMESHER L7-inrolis AL, BlfE, FE
FLEOTWRV, T, EEICL, FEOMBICL > TEHIEZ & Ko T AT
BHBED, TOX) RO, FIHRP /L. SIS, BEoR) T 7%
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, RE-EREXYLOZ2m 7)) v F2MET A 75 128# 72, Fig. 613, Mo
HEDOEE M EZ/RL TS, 1000 m* Dl EoRERIE, #1757 m*o s Rk e LCqE
1248 - 7275, ZOKTIIERERLTwE. 30mEEE2Y -7 LT, N EOHEED
FEREOIR BRI E A LT b, 30m LT OREO BB AL 2 wold, ZomH
FBUTORBERES Do TIE R, BFEHAFROBRAZRL TWa EEFLITEK L T
L. EHOFET 4 X2 180 mETH A, MEHMOEIX, FTEOWEE2E2 52 L13%
{, BMRKTHL70mUTFTTHo7.

400
350
300
250 {4
200
150 |
100
50 |

Number of landslides

= EE PR

500 750 1000
Class value for the area of landslides (m?)

Fig. 6. Size distribution of shallow landslides in the study area. Large landslides over
1000 m” are omitted.
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2 m Ay 2O JERER L 2 HOER, RS X O A2 RAER L LT, HR5
M aAT -7 F11E T+ _XTOHEMIZOWT, 3x3,5%x5, 7x7,11x11, 17x 17
25 %25, 35%x 35, 47T x 47T D5 —F VA4 A THEHB L OMMNEEZFTE L, HBoH %
Tl EDIEEREZRLTVWE., =2 N A XH/NRNELTHLRELTHEEENK
{, 11 x 11 ~17x 17 DH =2 NH A ADOFEOIELERN E . B - EREL LV TTr
RERIZT B, FEHOAIERT LN TEEREOE -7 ONEBRD LELR >TSS,
SRELT, 30mBEEDOY 4 ¥ FIH A4 A0, RHIEEEFEVE VI HERIZE 72

Fig. 71, 80m’LL F D AiEE D &, 80 ~ 400 m*®D 8, 400 ~ 1000 m*?D F 3, Z L ¢
1000 m*BA_E D FEEIZDWT, gt MMEE VT, 2 m A v ¥ 2 DEM T4 2 — &
WA RN o T 2 ERR AT O IEEE R 75 712 L 720 D THh A, FAYE - JEH
LT CHRNRPPIEHR O LD R ROIEERNTY S 7RI E L > TL B05, Wil
ek, KEOBEmTHHITL, EEXROE—7 MBI, Al (74 Y Fy9 4 XK)
IZFNTWE, Ik, EERPRGERALT A Y R4 X, BRSO 1 XL
A5 B EDDHD.
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Table 1. Hit rates of all shallow landslides using discriminant
analysis by slope gradient and convexo-concave index
calculated in variable kernel size.

kernel size Window Hit rate (%)
size (m) all cells landslide only
3%X3 6 62.5 66. 3
5x5 10 66. 2 67.3
7x7 14 68.0 68. 7
11x11 22 69. 3 70.9
17x17 34 69. 1 72.2
26x25 50 67.5 71.5
3535 70 65. 3 69. 6
47x47 94 63. 4 67.2
All cells Landslide only
75 75 e
L -
| BN
70 1 ‘ 70 A 3
— s i T — ’j( et o]
2 T e M\ N
v St N SN = ™\ i
*fé 65 _c{///g( P i ii‘gﬁ % 65 \\\3 —O—&n%%i}l&r;dshdw
- B AR N = _
= K/ }/ \~\O = N —l—(rggc_iigaotenlzr;dshdes
60 W@/ : ul 60 - ~/—large landslides
; - {400 - 1000 m2)
55 | ' 55 -—o--(\fzrgé%r:ﬁ;andsiides
5 50 5 50

Window size (m) Window size {m}

Fig. 7. Hit rates of shallow landslides for each size.

Fig. 81d, Fig. 7ICBUT A8 FTVIZOWT, BEMHOFEHERE L, EEARSHELAL
Bol2U A Y NUHAZXR T T 71 270y P LD THA. BEROY A XL, HiEH#
DT EARXY MIROZUZT 4 ¥ R4 X2, EOHBETES L2 L% s,

Fig. 9%, I XTOREMIZONT, B — R NVILKE L DEM B5| X3 Tkd -2 8%
HOTBI o RGO IEEFRELZ R LR TH S, TnIZL 5 &, DEM % 5]
K&V, B=FANYFAXEEZTT 42 R4 AL DS, FEENEL
B EWhD.

K10o, REBOESEEIPRLEL LI2DIFIIXITOY 4 Y Ry A4 XCThHD. #
ZTC, 17X 17D 4 Y FyH AL XTI 72HIGHTOERE, S, KLV HE#RTH S
MRz RO 7ZO—H% Fig. 101 27RF. Fig. 10 581, #E50 %L ED 1L & 4507
L. IR ) T L BHEARZLDTH L. BBOLRMEMTIRZ TV, KB, i
Mz, SIS0 0H 58, F72, B L HIW S 72551961 ELLED B3
BONGWHEIAP72 SAHLZ L5095,
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afEilF - A R - iRt

O smalllandslides
o (< 80m2)

A\
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(80 - 400 m2)
A large landslides

(400 - 1000 m2)

% very large landslides
(>1000m2)

500

1000 1500 2000

Mean area of landslides (m?)

Fig. 8. Relation between mean area of landslides and the estimated window size that
gets the highest hit rate for all cells (Fig. 7, left).

Hit rate (%)

70
69
68
67
66
85
64
63
62

e
VARRE

/
/A

- —k—in variable kernel size
——in variable grid interval

50
Window size {m)

Fig. 9. Hit rates of all shallow landslides in variable kernel size or in variable grid

interval.

5. HaRd LU

F12D, ZOHBITBT B REROM T O EESBAL 25T 1 Y KHA 2
i3, 0mEIETH L EHBTESL. Lirl, IR 2METIERV S 21, Fig. 74
SHSTH S, Fig. 7705, BREHHBOESENREGE LD T4 v P4 X, &
HETHHEBEHOY A BB H LT EHPTE S, 30mETfR & WO iEix, BFsEm Y
T ORBERAIED T A 437G (Fig. 6) IZIG LT3 Z L1275, Claessens et al. (2005)
ix, [the ‘perfect’ DEM resolution] {IfFFEL 2\ E BT A7, THIE—MHTIZIEL
{, —H, WMELRIMPOAT — ViR UL, RERESHL L IDOLIELWI E

272 5.
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LiDAR DEM % F\»7=/4JBL & MY FE D R O HETE 25

> 50%
[<50%
£ landslide

(%)

Fig. 10. The probability of landslide by discriminant analysis using the slope gradient
and convexo-concave index calculated by 17 x 17 kernels. A grayscale image (left)
and a twofold image overlaid with landslide polygons (right). The ranges of images
are the same with the lower-right picture of Fig. 1.

Fig. 81%, #—%"v FETHHBHOT A ABRE > TOLEE, Eh{bwnr s v K

A X THEELRIETNIERDIIROL T LAY N TEL00WBELELBZAH
9. F72, F% DEM OfREOHINC O M2 5 EE 2 ons. 21X, 900 m* E D
BHIZOWTHIT LWk S, 79706, @74 ¥ Ny A4 X% 33m 2 & HEH
TE 525 RFBIEREIIBI 2NN -2 VT A X1L3 x 3 THE720, mKE,
IImBEDCTY vy FH A XD DEMPBLELRZI EIZRDL. b bAA, ZEIRKBOMHET
HY, bobiFEMZLDEM ZFHL, K& AN A X CHEXITo 72 HFPEVDIL,
Fig. 9IZ/RT & BV THA.

DEM 235K EZD D D TH 5720, HHIGHIT TRO72 &LV ORERESRIL, F4ETHR
R7zE DI, FLUPRBERTH L2HE, $4bb (1961 FLIEO FRIEM & 12I2F UH
F-BELGTHLIES] 2 EWRT L. L2L, 2004 F7 AEWIZE 5HETIX, K&%
WILZEALZ DL WIS 3 m UNDORBHRIEN RS L o722 EPHL NI o TEY
(F5HE, 2007), BEfFO M & B 7 X 9 e L2 R oML, RIOREIZL - T
X, SHOFRICBVWTDARBRMHE CTH L EE2 TR, it-> T, Fig 101k, A%<k
b, BOWREREORRBELRLITy T ThHLLERS.

Fig. 10 ® BEMESRIL, BIEBIZOWTHSTOESEP TR E LD 1T X 1TDY 1~
R4 X (K1) TROMEFE- IR ZEIZ L TWEHED, Bic WA X0 RREHIZ 0
TAERNLHBW T Ty b THBH, eoT, BMEEHARY) IO KEG I ERE
50 % Lo nicEENLY, FIstS Ao s. WERFHIOY 1 Ry Xk, s
WO A ZXPHEN EoTnnr—AREREEZ 5D, ke LT, BTk -
TOA Y P AXBALEED L) RTFEPEZONLD, MEiBEICELEIE L%
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HE

ERENL L, SHBOMERETH 5.

PLE, RWtger s, RO 7 A XY MIR#ER Y4 v Rotr4 2, ¥—47v b &
THREON A ARRKREVITIERELS AT EDPFEREINS. T2, 4 v R4 X%
K& LT HEI2IE, DEM2HFI LY, M2 DEM Z2FH L CTH— 30 14 XEKEL
L2 RW. =7y FeTEHETA XNIRELT7 4 Y FIF A XTTRARXA Y M %
7928 T, JVBEEROEVRERRE Y 72ERTAZ ENTELTHA ).

o =

TCHTE K AR ZE R AR IE IR R T 1Z, 2004 4F 28T IC & A MEWSH] O gyiE 7 — &
T TR AN, S EHE R ELEY
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