NHO30 - Landslide Life Cycle: From Hazard Analysis to Risk Assessment

Do better satellite precipitation algorithms improve landslide hazard asseSSMeNnt? m s
Thomas A. Stanley!2, Jessica R.P. Sutton’2, Rachel Soobitsky32, Pukar M. Amatyal2 wpace Adminstater

(1) University of Maryland Baltimore County, GESTAR-II, Baltimore, United States, (2) NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Hydrological Sciences Laboratory, Greenbelt, United States, (3) Science Systems and Applications, Inc., Greenbelt, United States

new algorithm, the Scheme for Histogram Adjustment with Ranked Precipitation

A b St r aCt Estimates in the Neighborhood. Combined with many others, these changes to DO eS L HASA m ake b etter p red I Ctl O n S g I O b al Iy?
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A version of the LHASA model was retrained using each rainfall product, holding all other variables and
parameters equal. The overall distribution of outcomes is very similar, although specific data points differ in
outcome. Both models have an AUC of 0.98 and an accuracy of 99%.
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