R 28 8L kv ? 3 ply -8
L
Master's Program in Statistics

Center for General Education

National Taiwan University
Master Thesis
B S R R R RS L
— R FIE F L b
The Effect of Sampling Method to Land Use Land Change

Modeling—the case study of Taoyuan area

E2 %@&

Sing-Yi Wang

fh S R B L
Advisor: Yu-Pin Lin, Ph.D.
PEAR- - - #F )

February, 2023

doi:10.6342/NTU202300647



v R IAR G ERF L F ol ER o AT g E

TR AP R A FERARARFEF DAL ER R T Y

B#TH &5 @A ds o
F BB e LR g o
ZAFALBH o

P

3 ;‘gfr s K

H & _covid-19 e R FE

USTEAE N EIE R
bk fF w51 B e T o A F g

LA R EA L d * 2

PASEUMEE EE s o

eI oo

- ETPAETE > A
o AL LR RA RS AdERk o AL T L

T RREHAMLD TS AR 2 ek 4 k2 ehs 70 F

o

\’;’E’_

B2 BRI
BAfF AERAT NI RFIFLRORER P % R A H gL s
AL ERORE S P P FR I ROReA s B BEEE S BRpr g P R p AL
PR EEfFLE LY LS o

BAR B BB EAPRA o A

2 44
7

U A R niE T

hlé—«f »:-:J\,Eﬁ__[ §]ﬂ O&E\
BimE g R BT AR RRERDHY 0 R f A el R R e |
WA A A - g g

FEEE 5 A A AR E Ry

et 2 2 1w kS
R muz Nadd LR bbb AP HiGy o FiF RS 3 - MEEZRF
FoA{ @@z

%fi’a 2022.02.15

doi:10.6342/NTU202300647



Il BB EEAY B FEAREE I mE AR Y PR EE Y
RA Ao EE 2 BF A PR EFFTREAEESH 0 2R
WA R FEFRD AEF > FREFERFF S ER 4 o R d 303 = 0 Tl ot - 4
CRAFTHREFZE AN FERELSAEERIIAL BN IV AZERALAGAY RO
AU s B A o Ftdele ook OB R G B R AR B0 E MR R SERIFCA] Y hih R
(bias)E 2= = #-3] ¥ g & AL o

AFET R ER ® AT T YRk S R (systematic sampling) ~ %E 4 44 % (random
sampling) & 4 & "L #% 4 % (stratified random sampling,) &% Fe 3 514 7 5 * B{ERTIR b
(logistic regression) ~ & & ¥ 4v 14 #-74| (general Additive Model) ~ “f % # +k(random forest) = &
HE 2 CLUEs - end 2 BB 52 B B 22 el ipnl2 hidigd
i G & B BN $Y CLUE-s #5538 4.7 3 46 B %5 & (overfitted)shRf 4 o gt #h » AfT g 7r 4+
WHER 3 prh eI * 2 B2 FHN7 R ERE 2 RBERL 222 o

FrasEr FHEPFCALEHEHTCLUESH 2 s s T agF sy Ra i
Pl EREHARENF REFRE L ASAEFEE Y Y 100%F B0 G A BB
0%k & >> JAERTE §F > 60%>T R HV S A & 2 90%3 M8 Atk 2. CLUE-s 058 B 5 &
Eorg 2 kbl e B B2 1% AUC a7 52 208 £ 03] % & x &2 CLUE-s #
NAe i RpREEER  F A RER s el Ry AL L o M AT 2 EET QRS
W 122 22 1% BIFES L e i o R I TR RS 2R i

B3 £ U 2RI AR AR RIS R 2 R AR e
P

MatF: 2 % FBH ~CLUEs 55 ~ 2 I* Rk~ Z B~ SFFF ~ 2+ 41

¥ ﬁ_-ml 5@—73

il

doi:10.6342/NTU202300647



Abstract

The process of land use change contains multiple complexities and uncertainties. Therefore, it
is viewed as an important issue for global environmental change. As data science has advanced, the
resolution of raster data has become higher, but this also makes the workload heavier. Additionally,
land use data have spatial autocorrelation, which can cause bias in classification algorithms and
prevent the model from representing the real land use. Thus, it is crucial to efficiently control the
autocorrelation in land use and land change research.

This study used Taoyuan as the research area to compare the differences between three
sampling methods (systematic sampling, random sampling, and stratified random sampling) in
different sampling ratios (100%, 90%, 80%, 70%, 60%, and 50%) with three classification
algorithms (logistic regression, general additive model, and random forest) in CLUE-s model
performance. Furthermore, it explored the overfitting problem in the mixed model which combined
the best suitability of each land use type. Additionally, the research proposed a method that can
completely calibrate and validate the model for the situation where only two periods of land use
maps are used.

First, the results show that there is no significant difference between the sampling methods. It
shows a significant difference in sampling ratios, with the 100% sampling model having the highest

accuracy in all three algorithms. However, the 90% sample rate in logistic regression, the 60%
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sample rate in GAM, and the 90% sample rate in random forest are the most efficient modeling

methods in the Taoyuan area. Second, the mixed model could not improve the accuracy of the

CLUE-s model; instead, the mixed model reduces the allocation of other land use types. Lastly, this

research shows a stable and solid method of validating a LULC model by separating the period 1

land use data into a training dataset and a testing dataset with spatial sampling methods and

validating the LULC model with the period 2 land use data. The procedure can ensure that the

LULC model conforms to the real land use situation.

The results of this research could provide a viewpoint on the effect of grid sampling in land-

use modeling and land-use land-change research.

Key Word: land-use modeling, land use land change, CLUE-s model, grid sampling, Three map

comparison, Figure of Merit, LULC model validation
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7 i£ + (Dhaka)-:# A= S S BEINE R LT A1k CLUE-s e04 = 4
PR B 2R+ A 1988 & % 1999 & g end B ) # 459 CLUE-s
FoApEoT 2o 230 3 BT (agent-based model) it B b+ B Readgie s B 41 (75

21 %835 42 o Peng & 4 (2020) M g8 B4R (T 5 4 S 0w B 72 3% CLUE-s $£5 ##8 Wuhan ¥+ %
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(w,

Al R TERI2015 8 3 2040 2 3EA B HFAE TS BT ER R B

ArE BT 0 SFRF AR R 4 > Wuhan 2 T 0% JRUER S fE0 BR E D o

hl

~ -4 ¥ i+ ¥ %% Calibration and Validation

METLHEL I RBRNFATPEAIER - TV R ESAFET R RY
ZWRIERE S R A RFEFER LR PRI B RRFAT G M PL &g UREHET
ROC ¥ st d 807 & 4 (AUC) ~ kappa #ci& > @ 1T & % Pontius B|# ) TOC & 4% ~ 4 3 f1*
fie ¥ 4 ¥ (disagreement) 2 & F F] % (Figure of merit) ¥ L4 { & fmikit o d & )% B H50 2

FEREE -

ROC(Receiver operating characteristics )4 1’(% BFEHEELI SR AREFRE X275
FEL > 2 (S PIA R 3T IEL 1 P I2 35 (signal detection theory) o B o S F ARG * AT A 4718

B & ¥ (machine learning) % « 32 3~ 72 & (psychophysics) % 4f ## o Pontius ¥¥ Schneider 3% 5% 2

I REFTEBFRENF LA R AATL I E AR FP R BT REVRE AT
B iz o WiPGRs ROCH &SGR # REFR VAL FENKRERIEF LR OIS - 2

FrRrafgFFgiapd &2 o @ TOC(Total operating characteristics)# 4% 5 Pontius #7 Si (2014)
A S AROCHERF TP B AI* 2y 2472 428 BERFLEUS P

TOC ¥ M % & 4 ROC o &2 44 5 4e 2 Bt 3 1% el B % o

Kappadp#ics 2 & f1% BAEE 7 > JL¥ R 3| fe B B9 hdpifz - - BBEEH A
fez getepe v o 3R E A3 e % BB A0 ch kappa BB o Pontius 22 Millones (2011)#73%
Hem~ IR 5 0 kappa dp B S B S AR T g RN B PR B R R
I S kappa:}ﬁﬁg:m*L 2T EPGAFN 0 A IR LA 72 3 o T Pontius &2

b B

Millones # 1 £ %" 5 (quantity disagreement)¥? € /4 & (quantity disagreement)! B~ % kappa 3p %t -

FRER L B I AR % ik
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= B #&(three map) = Pontius & 4 (2011)** The Annals of Regional Science 74 ! 2. 3 &
FEHRESE HRBESEIDFYOZEFIE T BE QP nZ BT 21 2 H -
G)FH nz FFpI 2 % B EDL R ZERBIZZEFAT LR o ¥ R¥ 1246 LUCC fids
R LU P ZRDRT UE- R A DB I $BHA P R F o Pontius 7
Pecthambaram 12 4% s ChoDon % 5 A 3 % & » B * = B A 171 BfE47 R 304 2
RS2 FA R 2P g ) R 514 (Figure of Merit) (7 3 HoAl s 2 dp 1% - A7 4 B %
Ap 2 BV RT A e FHEARRIR T 2 R AR 0 2 g 0 E B2 v g o Varga
% A (2019)R1 4245 Pontius & 4 (2008 ~ 2011 ~ 2018)#% 71 2 = @] +* =22 Figure of Merit #£ 4 >

NN

FREENG SR BRSO FFFFEOM) 2 B A% 2 FOM2 355 3 34 e

10
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% A i, /é -ﬁ 'f#-/n'-

AFTREFIRRFE N R F G2 FE 22 BN R PR T

IZQ):;/\”K?H;L?\: 5{Eﬂi%fzj€°
F-8 I RS

LEmRHEPE SRR P G S B AR R TR AF ] RepE 3R
FLROeREFE - IP P FOREITEF REI LI B ERF R b
SHER G E A0 G A 5 12209540 T 2 22 5 3 1960 £ K A- B B i~ 1 K0 £ R
PR RN RAREEE B R SHFBERFEL T2 kT
W TRET S ARG BT E A CALE A FIEE L S SR BB RE O P L

AFTE AR AR R

ARG IR R 1995 & (B 1) > M2 G A 2007 & (B 2)2 4 8 )% FoplaE = 4 g )
JPERFR L AR R & 2014 £ (B 3)2 4 = I FollRES & JIF FBH o AF
TR 2 BIEA G P ARINEL R SRR R I RIRA A2 A% 0 ed A d o

1995 & ~ & 22007 # 2§ ~ 2014223522 2 HREFEHF > wAFL RRFAY

FRB\ZEH eI LRSS OB R X e sk HE TR S
.:iLA;FTO
11
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Landuse

: barren land
: pond

: open water
: construction
: grass land

: forest area

: fram land

mm
O=_2NWHrhOO

B 1 FE % 1995 & 4 1 % &%

Landuse

6: barren land
5: pond

4: open water
3: construction
2: grass land
1: forest area
0: fram land

B2 44 B % 2007 & 2 3 % A F

12
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Landuse

6: barren land
B 5: pond

4: open water
B 3: construction

2: grass land
B 1: forest area

0: fram land

B3 FE %2014 & 3 3 1% & F

FEFE R Y %lf] % 1220.9540km? » 3% e t28c s 120398 2 > 42 < -] 5 100m*100m 2_
G o fFIE Bl B RN A RERRLLET AL 03 64F 0 A A4 L (farm
land) ~ +# (forest area) ~ % ¥ (grass land) ~ 2 ¥ (construction) ~ -k %8 (open water) ~ 3 3 (pond) ~

Fo# (barren land) » FFim 3 3= % R FALE L Bldod 2 AT o

FAR 2 FEF R 2 B A TR

: : : : 4: : :
ST W EE g am mm  pa  RRRE
1995 32994 43988 2742 28064 5806 1214 5590 120398(#%)
27.40% 36.54%  2.28% 2331% 4.82% 1.01% 4.64% 100%
2007 40276 41703 4587 21657 5691 2684 3800 120398(#%)
33.45% 34.64%  3.81% 1799%  4.73% 223% 3.16%  100%
2014 33749 44132 4474 26022 5691 1411 4919 120398(#%)

28.03% 36.66%  3.72%  21.61% 4.73% 1.17%  4.09%  100%

13
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(- ) HEK

9

TR RS SRR SRR SRR R S Rl B
BB P AR T ERF Rt I R O N2 SRR
o MY R Y RF T st £ 2 (Pebesma, 2018) %t 4 Fl 2+ ¥ e £ BLAE (7 5 15 48 1% ( random
sampling) ~ % 3i4d R (systematic sampling) ~ A & ST #4¢ t&(stratified random sampling) % = f&

B R 0T R SR R P S g

L83

AFA Y @ % 3k 5 48 % (Sphere Point Picking)e77 ;8 A8 7 T P MRS Bo gL o MR VR
KA L TP PTG R BE Y 003k ARk (Spherical Coordinates)dy it > T JRjEIDG A~
(uniform distribution) » & FF 7 F % - R P THEFIIL R c RBES AT RES

TAHE N UVA SRS AF(O)F T e BB EE d 2T AN 1o g

F‘“ 9(\ 20
0 =2nu ;01
¢ =cos 1(2v—1) P
S AR ABEID S W A F NI A G S2 o R)F 42 88 4 (Solid Angle)B~F#k L N 3 o
dQ = sin¢ d8d¢ = —dOBd(cosd) 3
I o & & (polarangle) P #y it 2 55 4> ¥ 22 P, =14 » 5549 TR @A4EEP AN 5o
£ #du =singdpF » 3855 P|FF IR AN 60
p dv|d ;4
¢ v d¢ ¢
14
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Py = lsindb a5
*72

x =+/1—u?cos0O
y =+/1—u?sinf 76

Z=U

)

ERAE R & 3 S LI

HPO€e[02r) ue[-11]1 3=

Landuse

barren land
5: pond

4: open water
3: construction
2:
1:
0:

o

grass land
forest area
fram land

B4 FFI T3 A0 e T LW

15
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2.4 B

AR RS PR RS PoAR A S 115 i | AT R U RE P T R AR s
YeBE G P IR RRRLE B o d 2k S X U IR ) R BRIk A B
BT O Pl e AT FL I PR AGE S 100m*100m 2 B 7 o Flt g

RS e S

Landuse

6: barren land
B 5: pond
[ 4: open water
B 3: construction
2: grass land
B 1: forest area
0: fram land

BSHFS T 6% 5 ad s 3B
3.4 K ST R
AR B LTI T B I R R R 1T TN A S 0~GHT > F - i
OISR A B Tt G A A B 0 B s AR AR 2 B )T TN B8R R
GIAR I o P IR AT S ()R E BKAT 2 1 S fe A3 5 1Pt 615 k% S

Q)% B len Q) EW RS NP IEK I B I AP k0B 4 B R AEL o
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Landuse

6: barren land
B 5: pond
[ 4: open water
B 3: construction
2: grass land
B 1: forest area
0: fram land

BI6FHIS T2 17 Ak 3047 4 W

(= ) £ 4§ $ & (permutation)

B0 RN B R G gt 2 2 e U FERG R A B R DR
AZ B RERILEFEWE- L v TAHPHR 100K o By A - 0t * g
FRFETOCY 7T & ff AUCE » == 100 =X #Fkfs » ¥ 238 7~ 3% 83 5324 A
FAUC chT dag BB 4 > L3100 3 AUC T3a@ 2 {28 1 A uld ] X 5] > B 5 25

B #P, s % 975 F A m#kcPyys i 95%1 ¥ % B (95% confidence interval)en ™ B 2+ R o

n
E}wa &7
1

AUC =

SR

n
1 _— :
AUC, = mZ(AUCl — AUC)Z ;'8
1

17
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LY

FIE -FIERAE
ARt o Ay Ad SR 2 4 e ) B EG R > iR E 2 2 CLUE-#

R WAL R S 1Y SRS PR R I SRS R RS R R R B8

i

DR BB RS AT 2 A bh o B AT T R ALSHE CLUE-s B2 B s 0 A

2,

AABGTREIEPREABIEG 1L LGS BELERERT 0 LA LR

BREMHERFRL E%RE > RS EFREAHE I &I SEBHEN DR 2 HPEATE T A

i R # £ (overfitting) » A7 F R ARR T RF Ao B T T EHER

MR T A RSB A R VR %

l

iR PR S B oy SRR B A SR Bl R

l

METER S AE(T

l

TR R A o B R AR SR [ BR

Y y

HEA R 2 EE i IR RS 2 2R
it R HEEEEN SR B timF REENEE

l

mmﬁ”aﬁTuﬁm

Y

BRARELLHFARERBR
1B N Z BB

W75 % % 15

18
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S B AT E
I =2 s f)r 857 - CLUE-s 5% ~ & 7T 5 f# AUCZ B * ~ 4 & 1
T AR ERN L &
2. FTRASL: EIZPFE F 1995 F ~ 2007 £ ~ 2014 & 2 B FOR T S -
3. EAFREPER T A AR B R R A R R R 6] 100% ~ 90%
80% ~ 70% ~ 60% ~ 50% ; FHEATIE GF ~ F & F o150 AP AR R 2 0 & 48
AR HREEMFRF ®AFLF o F B AR RER 100 = -
4. CLUE-s H3% ik 8 48 ' 5 i & 4 47 2007-2014 & 2. 3 3 i % By 2 % » 3+
Bple2 2RI Y AME ST
5. RPBAUCKS: » 44517 b 2 3 JI % S| Peagsnd 2 U0 fFul2 B G A 5w 52 o
£ ik B A SR B 2% 58 i 7 CLUB-s #5558 & 03] A 47 -
6. E* 5 FFRBEL T BT R LR 2 By
Pl Fde T
ARTEE AR R SR o Bl 2 ] RBHG AP Y g TR A W
A3 A1 FAL TS CLUE-S $o78 2 85 » T o 0 3485 B %~ 6840 R0t b ~ 3464 41
WEE > R AR LEFFSE B EAFE% o £ 2 CLUE-s #5512 (7 48 B FlH 7 2 #
1 BT o B ihp AUC v 2. B % o 44473 2 b 1% 2g w3 aE 73 2 1% fgu 2
Bk A ST B 2 o i R 2 2 SNie 7 CLUE-s 558 20 & WER1 3R & » B fs 47 5 6 % 4o 1
FE3T o ot thPYE S d R AR 8 100% K0 pE - DI - chd w1 Rl o 3

NE A URFT 2RI A ks WA EH

19
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(- )CLUE-s #-3%

CLUE-s i3 (Verburg et al., 2002)4c ] 8 » 5 & #ehrd 3 1% B3] > p 58 fEd 2463
SERETEE 30 SUREACE SN RN R g IE SR & - £ S SR T A i A
CLUE-s ' AR L G227 R ARz B otr > 29 AP L2 Fo475 R 5
¥ % 48 (markov chain) &7 7 PP end g 4% F Rgppe 3 = 1% g L4 H B
FEAPRERIFAFHET > RRABI AP H I T REFIRF R BB
RIS LA E A DR

¥ % 4#&(Markov chain) 3k # = ] * g % 5 {8318 4% (stochastic process ) » & T4 = | #

B PR EAR N SRR T ARG M T T e S g

ﬁfﬂ‘%é 5 ¥ % ga(Markov chain)ig # B L s & - P 2 2 2 1% o0 Lo ff o

4 ™ 4 )
THUF AR RSN ERAPRSISEHGR
. TR . SHEE, KE
. TR . BEREE
o ,/ \- /
CLUE-s
AR EEA T,
4 ) 4 N
THFIASE®R ERSH
« RIS TinF| - BT
. EEEE REE - +07)5
. BETER & EUET ==
Ny J o /

Bl 8 CLUE-s #5257 % BI(#2 #x p Verburg et al. (2002))

R RGNS HREIEJIY R REEDAT R AN 0D 1 2F BT 127 ESE

AR > T 0N A mEHEPARG o 2RI AMEFRREPFT U AF ST ApEE
YekE T HEB S HE AR PETEITER > TR TES PR o A UL e

20
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WA LR g e 4 s U RABS] (D5 R 5 #2488 5 Q)5 i 528

L
«
& =

hrw

B ERAF AR EZIE T @E T ERTERLE R

CLUE-s #5¢ ¢ ez @A ¢ 37 B2 ")~ it 2R REBF U2 T
Aﬂﬁﬂl A S8V R B bb’#'@’ F]ot CLUE-s $ic38 ¢ #-m 2 B3 e g 4 = % R Bl
(R RO B~ RAEE T8 b2 E AR PRRE S AR REE Y HAIRS

Wi MpE R AR B SR LR RIS A A R BT i

12

pe 2 R A1 G E R S TSRE Y P BIRE S R RGO Y b

FOBML AR BRI B REPFLER T B LG At B BN A

CLUE-s =54 # 1 3 = 4% 3¢ & & (land use suitability map ) 5 3% cn® 2454 o 5 7 22

DREF R R E R AT EEEORE SFRN AT R B EREE R LA

LR NSRS TG L AR RIE o DU E e ) (F LRI BT
1

B~ R&EF Ao 2 g b 2 2 0 0 i w AR -

21
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()~ EFE 2

B {E 273w Eﬁ:“ (Logistic Regression ) ~ B & ¥ 4c 14 $i-5% (Generalized Additive Model, GAM) » 12
% “§ 1% & 1k(Random Forest, RF)= #87 Fr enA g3 5 4 = % SBT3 ¢ S ¥ 418 * oh=

A e
L. &4E 872 & (Logistic Regression, LR)

MRS A s AAMRAl AR BB TSR T UG E Bk 2yl
R F A A4 ¥ A HA(Linetal 2011; Chan et al. 2015) o
BIEATE F T R BTN = Xy, e X = R T Y = L gL

exp(Tf-1Pixi)
1+ exp(Xf_1Bix:)

Pr(Y =1|X; = x4,..... Xy =2x,) =

BRIy R CPr(Y =15 RRY chd By S £4 k BERE TS
Xp» fefe? % i BIRE TS o Bos il ¥ o B s BHEATIREE Y K 1B SRE F]F 2 Tl e

KR LY RiEs M2 Im()s e 7 it it -
2.8 &7 4 87 (General Additive Model, GAM)

Bo&F Aot 037 ot BT iF 0 Y Sofes QBT F o Kk RE LR

1“‘\“

G i LR AT R P PR BRI LR B RS R RE R s
Y] % o [% ;&—1 Y r&f*m = {2 T ar'ii;ﬁ‘—"—r ;t :

E(Yle = Xqyeenn- Xk = xk) = ﬁO +f1(xk)+ ..... +fk(xk)
FRFEY D AREF O RAT AR AEY U H

exp(Bo + fi(x) +--. . +fie(xi))

Priv = 11X, =2, X = ) = T exp(Bo + fi(xi)+..... +fi(xi))

22
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GBI G E AR PPV = DR RRY P R BT 0 £ k BHRERT
xp b Bt 0T BERE FIS 0 BoR e  K G i) B A AT B HCA Y B i B SRS S 8

M e AT R REFZTY GAM & 27 chgam()d V& 2 B & ¥ 4o fHfd] o
3.4 # #+k(Random Forest, RF)

W HAR G W LB EE Y - Ao 8w s 2 0 BB E 2 (bootstrap aggregating/bagging) £ 4F
12 2 SE T 2 B (random subspace) ¢ 4 5 AL $R B S Bihant SSAERIA R R
(Liaw and Wiener 2002) o d *>*5g# &tk 5 BE B BEHF 2 B2 2 7 K & KA
A i g, 5 $ad L GENKBRGT)SAFZEE SN B R nT e
SR > Fl R AR AR D A B A 4 B A K & (overfitting) 2 H7) o @ SEES Bt
BRLIFEHEFPAEEIPFRI R ) B E % RSN - A7 50 RAEB &
ZEEsF > 8% RFZ ¢ dhranger £ 2 ¢ dhranger()d 3V iE (TS AR E o
ranger(Wright & Ziegler, 2017) 5 ™ C++% B2 RF 3 £ » Hip®k 3% &2 R

* ¢ RandomForest() & 3% 48 f¢ » {2 3& ¥ »% & # RandomForest() 3% #-ig > ® jF B % % &

RandomForest() & 3% 4p f& o

23
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(2)2 » #:8 Kt &2 5% Calibration and Validation

e BB T FEOTHEAET 2 2 I g eIEplae 4 > A8 7 & * Total operating
characteristic(TOC) ~ & & T & #i (area under curve, AUC) 7 3%z = ~ & 8 #3241 > 2
FHEREA eSS ¥ b * = B fi(three-map comparison) 2 3 3 [ fe ¥ A

(disagreement)z™ 1z + = | * B3| cofie B IR RIS % o
1.Total operating characteristic ¢ % (TOC)

TOCW &R 5 LB A1 8 > Fihs AR AT B L DliclE > 5ihs 44
AKEFHBELETEE7 L E i o TOC o M e — 8L 5 - XA BHA RS
BIEAENRE > P FHRREAELE S F 2 FARRIE) R ER T

MRS S 0T w BN 0 4o d 4 3 TOC

# 4 3 TOC & 4

%% & (Reference) Lo g
R =R Diagnosed

Presence Absence Total

R #0 Exid
H+F
Ze¥riE Presence (Hits, H) (False Alarms, F)
Diagnosis ZINERS 325 T FEIER
N+C
Absence (Misses, M) (Correct Rejections, C)
£ ER
H+M=P F+C=Q P+Q
Reference Total
24
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# 1 4 TOC & 3¢ % #c %

RS 21

Hit A LET B E
False Alarm AR EEREER ZE
Misses AR AEREEEE
Correct Rejection A AETEEA GE

2.4 BT & f§ (Area Under Curve, AUC)

AUC 3 TOC & 87 i 44 + # @4 05 1 27 « AUC 3 356 A s Bent R £ 7 5%
R A e T o 3 AUC BAREIT 10 & 7 A A Bioa AR B 5 F 2 > ARBIT 0 A
B ARZ o BP9 5 F TOCW M5 - #&MPpFAUC B 5 0.5 N & KA 7T 589 5 3 s 5
& 50%  BREH A AR P e Al R N K o F TOC o ﬁlfﬁ Tzt 4R ATFHATREAES

H2 % 2 AUC & g7 1 -
3.= B+ #&(Three-map comparison)$? & % ¥] & (Figure of Merit, FoM)

PR R FBEAERR S R RBBH LT - R AR Y Z B RGE
(Three-map comparison)(Pontius et al., 2004):& (7% 7% - = Bl #2 5 B()FFE 1 et = J| %
LR QD 2 hd B 2 HEQ)EY 2 hd B FRBE D - AZB TR o

EPIERIRZ IR AGR R BE MRS AR S

115 Z B RA R HA

LS 2

Hit(H) 2 AUF G 2 R R BRI R R
Wrong Hit(WH) A g e R R EIERIRES 7 B
False Alarm(FA) A T R IER R

Misses(M) 2B g e RARRIATH

Correct Rejection(CR) F A meT o ¥ IR E T

25
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HiEZ B h B A 0 kA & 1S F F14 (figure of merit) (Pontius et al.,, 2011) o &

FFT XK 90 P TR S I AL EI S FAPHILT - Rtk

FRFEACOR L2 > FEFHAZOLTFERLFRFLLBRF AL F 2
EEFFE L PAT RS SRR T RIS
H
FoM = 9

4.3 B9 ¥ A RELM

A A U FERBGEIER A e % 0 AT % * Pontius and Millones(2011)#% 1 2. & st
/& 4% % (disagreement approach) £ i* 3 3+ | #* % B #°7) 77 F£ 24 o Pontius and
Millones(2011)r4 4 #,ﬂ} 1gﬁ_‘aulﬂ,ﬁmiﬁaﬁv%%g-§y =3} J-k,lfn]’;r TR AFLBE RS

45 (confusion matrix) » 4r& $ 60 £ N 103 E R FEE Y F - AF s B hodk

B 7o
Pu'=(]” )(,l ) 10
Yo ) \Xj= Ni
246 2 B A1 8RB
%+ i (Reference) .
3%, 4-(Total)
i=1 i=2 i=]
]
i=1 nqq Ny n1] NIZZ. lnlj
i=
J
4 E’: i=2 Nyq Nyo n2] NZZZ an
=1
(comparasion)
J
i =] Tl]l njz n]] N]:Z 11’1]]'
i=
26
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R NFEEIER T YR Eor

%% {& (Reference) o B fo
(Comparison
i=1 i=2 i=]
Total)
J
i=1 P11 P12 P1y . 1Plj
i=
_ J
W E [=2 P21 P22 D2 . 1Pz;’
i=
(Comparison)
J
i=] P Pj2 Py . 1in
i=
4 B J J J
z. Pi1 P2 by 1
(Reference Total) =1 =1 =1

B R T AR RS EEY T RAND B 2 R A u R A
(total disagreement, TD)3% 16 ~ & 4 ¥ (quantity disagreement, QD)5% 12 £2 fic ¥ 4 % (allocation
disagreement, AD);% 14 - ZiEF A E A B ERRE Ak > 7 o0t d = ) SBH P gt L
Ko FAEABANEREAB  RAPEAY HWL AR B I TR TR F
Afed AR AN EAB O PR AT B BEFFI TR AN EREZ RS2 0§

Lo

J J
%%ZA%_Z-% 11
i=1 =1
21—1 dg N
Q 2
J J
i= =
]
AD = Zg=179 14
2
]
j=1
TD=1-C= QD+ AD * 16
27
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E-EyRR2HG

ARG G FR R ST R BT ML R (SRS) ~ kR H(SYS) 2 A K i 1
(STS) > &2 A T 4 +v* ] 5 90% ~ 80% ~ 70% ~ 60% ~ 50% » #fie CLUE-s $i-5% & & B igdriw

FLR) ~ B &7 4 i (GAM) 2 £ A Fk(RF) » “TH 2 5% 525 2 4 - 2457 F 4 152

T2 TOC ~ & 8T & fH(AUC) ~ 2 3 1% fie B A st & 5 1% (FoM) % 4782 £ B

F-F P 8%
CIRERDSHTFp MR E
A 2 Moran’s [ #iE 325 FY Bl Fecnd 2 JU* e B p Ap B ML o Moran’s [ #iciE /i »t-1 3|

12 B -1 R&2F R 05 RBZFpARM IRERZ2FHpAPM o

Moran's | result of random sampling

0.6

Moran's |
o
i

0.2

100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio

landuse 0: Agriculture ¢ landuse 3: Build-up land
Landuse type ¢ landuse 1: Forest

¢ landuse 2: Grass

* landuse 6: Barren
landuse 4: Water body

landuse 5: Pond

B 9 “E 454 2 4 ¢ 5% Moran’s T #ic i@ % i §

28
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0.6

Moran's |

0.2

Moran's | result of systematic sampling

100% 90%

80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio

landuse 0: Agriculture ¢

landuse 1: Forest 4

+ landuse 2: Grass .

landuse 3: Build-up land *
landuse 4: Water body
landuse 5: Pond

landuse 6: Barren
Landuse type *

Bl 10 % %udd $% 2 34 4% ¢ 5% Moran’s T #ic (g % (- )

Moran's | result of stratified random sampling

0.6

Moran's |

0.2

100% 90%

Landuse type =

80% 70%
sample ratio
landuse 0: Agriculture =
landuse 1: Forest "
" landuse 2: Grass "

60% 50%

landuse 3: Build-up land =
landuse 4: Water body
landuse 5: Pond

landuse 6: Barren

B 11~ K AE4s 4 12 3 0t b4 Moran’s I #cie % i &

29
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BO~B102 B 11 4% 5 FFl Bend B3 o % fw BTt bl5d SRk -
Bodh o~ A K L84 R 15 o Moran’s [ #icE n% 1Y B] o %¢h 5 Moran’s [#cfE 1 #hi] A 3
B ood 3 Moran’s [ #cie 5 3% e 2 B2 % B3 B F andpih > Bty 2 3 1% efeib Ry

PlE 5 RRAFTHEEE > Moran's [ BciE i~ 2 4B% o AP FE %P Bl HRE ~ B g 22
%

i

\;
v

g

.
b

PRI R RE o = #F N2 Moran’s [ #cE 2B 9~ B 10 2 B 11 % P
B A

&=
J4m

BT A o pteh s KR VE) 5 AT R 6 2 R AR BR

&
Sy

2e

-

R B AIH o] o e Moran’ [ #iriEdi & 2 A% o SFELA 3 o 0 M= Blendb i R

-

BIARE T IER A o B 2B TR 2 o KM T o S B Sl d o 0
BETPEG S PR AT TGN R M B RS SRS AP FLL
FF 8P A A FHHFES N E J R b2 Moran’s [ BciE 7|85 4 o o P & 7 50 100%3d (> %
)T & B A% g ul e Moran’s [ B2 X 5 50%3é % PF e Moran’s [ #icig 12 & o Moran’s

iR IR R RS ) R4 0.1053 3] 0.6238 0 H PR udke g B4

i+ 0.2835 ] 0.6229 » 3 3E L £ B0 43 0.1053 ] 0.1906 » o+ — AF R+ P kg5 )

Moran’s [ #cig &2 2 3 1% chfetedic 5 FAa bl > &2 1 i AB$p it o

DRE G kS E G e KRR RS PRIk o ] S L PR R R RS o A
SRR T A 1A R T
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2R 82 REDEZ HE 6|2 Moran’s | #ic &

FEH PBEIN R Lihe 2:XE 3y 4:R ¥ S:E B 6:F B

100% 0.4848  0.7324 0.4164  0.4681 0.3488 0.2426 0.2450

90% SRS 0.4181 0.6238 03738  0.3946 0.2974 0.1906 0.2200
SYS 04214  0.6236  0.3675  0.3922 0.2951 0.1916 0.2191
STS 0.4219  0.6229 03764  0.3969 0.2914 0.2016 0.2227

T EE 0.0038  0.0009 0.0088  0.0047 0.0060 0.0110 0.0037

80% SRS 0.3660  0.5273  0.3261  0.3372 0.2616 0.1715 0.2002
SYS 0.3594  0.5246 03325  0.3415 0.2631 0.1778 0.1910
STS 0.3593  0.5256 03273  0.3382 0.2583 0.1598 0.1963
e 0.0067  0.0027  0.0064 0.0044 0.0047 0.0180 0.0092

70% SRS 0.3004  0.4371  0.2952  0.2904 0.2218 0.1433 0.1626
SYS 0.3042  0.4392 0.2868  0.2919 0.2275 0.1422 0.1708
STS 0.3037 0.4362  0.2835  0.2899 0.2249 0.1444 0.1671
e 0.0038  0.0031 0.0118  0.0020 0.0057 0.0022 0.0082

60% SRS 0.2570  0.3588  0.2565  0.2371 0.1882 0.1243 0.1455
SYS 0.2520 03613  0.2511  0.2433 0.1881 0.1342 0.1438
STS 0.2523  0.3554 0.2477 0.2414 0.1903 0.1255 0.1431
e 0.0050  0.0059  0.0089  0.0062 0.0022 0.0099 0.0025

50% SRS 0.1989  0.2876  0.2121  0.1875 0.1681 0.1053 0.1325
SYS 0.2059  0.2859 0.2131  0.1981 0.1667 0.1255 0.1188
STS 0.2027  0.2835 0.1956  0.1954 0.1570 0.1279 0.1151

= BE 0.0070  0.0042 0.0176  0.0106 0.0111 0.0226 0.0174
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EH)REIHLFRE 2SR PR

Ao AR RS N E ] T Moran’s [#ciE R § % 0 & & P 2 RES 4 $R(SRS) -
i S HR(SYS)E A SE 4840 PR (STS) A B 2 4804 B 5 90% ~ 80% ~ 70% ~ 60% ~ 50% 3 4
B4tk 100 =02 23 X SR EAFH ik & 0 £ L BHEATE F(LR) ~ ST e (050 (GAM) £

K B HR(RF) 953 F 2 3 1% 5705t (74 51 > % 45 % A 715 ch TOC # 4 e AUC & -
£3X5X3EFFEHEA 0 F 2L 100 B AUC & > 2 4500 B AUC & 5 A 47 T4 o ik
B4 B I r s o F e EAT R A2 95% 2 4 B 4o R 12 I H] 18 #1o% o

AUC value of landuse 0

SRS STS SYS

0.86

0.84
(&)
=2
<

0.82

Fre--—-—&---® - - F- --¥--- re - -—E---F--F --F-—— - — - -~~~ — —e— —

90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio

Leaend 7 " 95% C.1 of GAM ¥~ 95% C.I of RF /i 100% AUC mean of LR
g / 95% C.l of LR 100% AUC mean of GAM -  100% AUC mean of RF

B 12 B = AUC95% 3 #f % FF &~ # 8]
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AUC value of landuse 1

[ SRS STs sYs
IR S SRR SRR SN 20 RS SRR SR SN 20 B ISR SN SN SR Ao
0.9701
S
e e T i R e I e e I . X SR S B e i I ey e e
< 0.9651
0.9601
R A el e it B e e S e e R e it e S

90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio

" 95% C.l of GAM ~~ 95% C.l of RF ,+” 100% AUC mean of LR

Legend . ,
98N~ 95% C.lof LR+  100% AUC mean of GAM -~ 100% AUC mean of RF

Bl 13 +h# AUC 95% 12 4 % & &~ # )

AUC value of landuse 2

SRS sTs sYs
0.80
._'.___.'___._'___.___:_"_'f__.____.____.___:""—'."——.————.—————.———.—_.
I R e e e R NI e S ik R R AR ANE LR
[ ]
2
2
<078
0.77 {
0.76

90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio

" 95% C.1of GAM ~ 95% C.I of RF _+” 100% AUC mean of LR

Legend . ,
9 95% C.l of LR - 100% AUC mean of GAM - 100% AUC mean of RF
7 4

Bl 14 53 AUC95% T4 % & 4 7 B
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0.86

0.84

0.82

0.80

0.78

0.95

AUC

0.90

AUC value of landuse 3

SRS STS SYS
R R R e I L T T
® 3 ® Py L}
F - - - - - - - - - - - - - —F - - - - F- - -G - - F— - - = = - — — = — — — o
-i———:{———:{-——i———}:——- (B S o I ik XA B ST TR R S T
90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio
" 95% C.1of GAM * 95% C.I of RF +” 100% AUC mean of LR
Legend ’

B 1522 5 AUC 95% 1 4 % /¥ & % )

AUC value of landuse 4

~ 95% C.I of LR

_~~100% AUC mean of GAM

_~" 100% AUC mean of RF

_________ SR 4y S 4y 8 |
[ ) [ ] [ ]
[) & (]
[y [ =
® [ 3
Py ¢ .
e - — e - -~ - F- = - = |~ = - m = B - - B = —F = [~ = - = — = = — = — = —
o ———— < - — 9 - —W— - - —— - — < — — B — —F—— [ G- ———— < — — o — —&— — -
90% 80% 70% 60% 50%  90% 80% 70% 60% 50%  90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio
" 95% C.Iof GAM ~ 95% C.I of RF +* 100% AUC mean of LR
Legend ’

~ 95% C.I of LR

_~" 100% AUC mean of GAM

Bl 16 k4 AUC 95% 1% #f % ¥ & ¥ )
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0.74

0.73

0.72

AUC

0.71
0.70

0.69

0.72
0.71
So.70
0.69
0.68

0.67

AUC value of landuse 5

SRS sTs SYs
'"‘"'.'"'."':"':" Y T T 1T "'."'.'"'.""'. """

L J L ] s
It ® ® * 3 ' It g * * ® ! e TI?T
R SRINENARAR
90% 80% 70% 60% 50%  90% 80% 70% 60% 50%  90% 80% 70% 60% 50%

sample ratio
" 95% C.1of GAM * 95% C.I of RF +” 100% AUC mean of LR
Legend ’

B 17 # 3 AUC 95% % 47 % ¥ & % ]

AUC value of landuse 6

~ 95% C.I of LR

_~~100% AUC mean of GAM

~" 100% AUC mean of RF

SRS

STS

SYS

® * ®
L 4 L ] [ ]
90% 80% 70% 60% 50%  90% 80% 70% 60% 50%  90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio
" 95% C.1of GAM ~ 95% C.I of RF +” 100% AUC mean of LR
Legend ’

Bl 18 73 AUC 95% 13 4f % & 7 ]

~ 95% C.I of LR

_~” 100% AUC mean of GAM
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Blengighs AUC & i dhs 4o 000 6] o d 2020 807 8 32 fF 127 > s st ihdiiatie i
(LR)Z B & 7 e 055 (GAM) « &) 12 2 B 18 7 1 8 1 > 2 BSE 4 H(SRS) ~ 2
P4 K 4 $R(STS) ~ % B % 5edd $:(STS) % 4 1514 &) 90% ~ 80% ~ 70% ~ 60% ~ 50%F LR &2
GAM £ 95% 13 g % ¥ (confidence interval, C.I) 'y & 7 100%AUC L 32& » 2 g % F # F4E
FREV G T AR o BY o F RN L 2 X S5 Mg 6 TR P
AR R ] SE R e R GRS 0 B 228% ~ 3 3E 1.01% ~ Bk 4.6490 0 i gt =

BB R R R AR E B 2 e ] R > RO PR FR P BT A BB o

RFEMZLRZ GAMP 57 Irerdf$ o At s I* 55w 5 00 B 31228 40k
ZHH? AL RRIN IRV RFAIS%ERREETT A= 2>e 7 1000AUC BT 32E >
2 AUC T35 E g F Rt b3 4em + 2 702 100%AUC BT 32E B if > 485 4 3 1 4
BPu] 5 AURREPER S PBT o 2 B A1 AEN L 1B 6 FREE S BREFREAR D
¢ 7 100%AUC ie-T 35/ > v AUC ET35E 12 50%5 B & > "EF PR )7 % @ 4 o §

FEAIT AR 2 K S HERE S BB RRF S F 100%AUC T0E 0 T B E R

.

KEF AR 6T A R

YT R ] AR e A SR R 2 b I SRR R D Y AUC g R e e 41

REAETFFREELSY A AR A SRR E 2B I SN 2T 0 RS N R R B

% AUC B2 4 o

RE R AR 0 B s T dRE N2 R N30 ER c 4 KBNS HE 6 B
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Li§4E 73 B (LR)

9 BARSTIE F AUC B 715 % 8 i 15 4

B 3 :landuse 0

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 2.6030E-07 1.3015E-07 5.57 0.0039 *x
ratio 4 3.7609E-07 9.4023E-08 4.03 0.0030 *x
Residuals 1493 3.4859E-05 2.3348E-08
#k3* :landuse 1

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 3.5390E-07 1.7695E-07 20.58 <0.0001 otk
ratio 4 8.9170E-08 2.2293E-08 2.59 0.0350 *
Residuals 1493 1.2836E-05 8.5973E-09
¥ 3 :landuse 2

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 6.3820E-06 3.1910E-06 0.37 0.6910
ratio 4 7.8641E-04 1.9660E-04 22.78 <0.0001 oAk
Residuals 1493 1.2885E-02 8.6305E-06
2% J# :landuse 3

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 2.2662E-08 1.1331E-08 0.04 0.9621
ratio 4 7.3298E-07 1.8324E-07 0.62 0.6453
Residuals 1493  4.3834E-04 2.9360E-07
-k %8 :l1anduse 4

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 2.9777E-06 1.4888E-06 17.80 <0.0001 oAk
ratio 4 5.3319E-06 1.3330E-06 15.93 <0.0001 otk
Residuals 1493 1.2489E-04 8.3653E-08
# 3% :landuse 5

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 5.7478E-06 2.8739E-06 0.20 0.8196
ratio 4 6.8584E-05 1.7146E-05 1.19 0.3146
Residuals 1493 2.1565E-02 1.4444E-05
%3 :landuse 6

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 1.8743E-06 9.3713E-07 0.33 0.7191
ratio 4 1.6215E-04 4.0539E-05 14.27 <0.0001 *oxk
Residuals 1493  4.2419E-03 2.8412E-06

Al Gt RS fF (T A LR) 5 4 03 2 ANOVA #4755 % > &R 97 7 1

T A S0 RE LR ~40RHE =R Y 0 R RS dhp-value ] T B FE K

3 (p-value=0.05) » B+ # 36 4% > Xt = 78] e AUC T 2

A 4k 2L
[E RIS

bR T

Bt Al S 0RE Lk ~ 208 S 40REE 67 BT 8NP 0 R B g p-value /)
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¥ B oK (p-value=0.05) » A7 3 4o 500 DI T S AUC T30 it B

N o
&

2 10 ST FE 3 R RS F R

BIE#@ F(LR)

PRI ELA Y do R B
groups AUC groups AUC
0:  3» SYS 0.8085 90% 0.8085
; STS 0.9589
aiiag SRS 0.9589 null
90% 0.7674
2:% 8 null 70% 0.7670
80% 0.7669
RE =32 null null
70% 0.8611
4:-K 4 SYS 0.8611 90% 0.8611
80% 0.8610
5:3 3% null null
6:7- 3 null 90% 0.7155

AR WA Tk daen o null R A A STUR TS PN LR AEEFE

G R 10 BHEATIR R S e e FILAT v £ 2 1T EON R RS 52 R AR
EuTIHAUC 4 e E B o {34 T3 % Scheffé Test +“ 1 7 o b = 74 % F 4R B2
AUC T3oficL B - d ANOVA#RZ © w3V abr 2 kY s EF LR > L d F 124
TEHEER T R P SN R E A RN RO THAUCHKERS » B¢ faREaTs
AUCHHERE - PRV LTS TN EREE ~ X ~ KA~ 57 5990%T 35 AUC #ciE
BB EE S KRT0% ~ 80%T B AUC H B F - d 007 o BB FT 0 RS 5

LR AUCHE R LI BF > Rk o g cnew B s P i -
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2R A7 4 B (GAM)

Z2H 11 B &7 4o 408 AUC 75 % 8 il 47 4

B 3 :landuse 0

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 9.3900E-07 4.6955E-07 5.08 0.0063 *x
ratio 4 4.0640E-06 1.0159E-06 10.99 <0.0001 otk
Residuals 1493 1.3805E-04 9.2460E-08
#k3* :landuse 1

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 4.8110E-07 2.4055E-07 13.00 <0.0001 otk
ratio 4 1.4522E-06 3.6305E-07 19.62 <0.0001 HoAk
Residuals 1493 2.7630E-05 1.8510E-08
¥ 3 :landuse 2

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 1.3700E-05 6.8420E-06 0.71 0.4899
ratio 4 4.7740E-04 1.1935E-04 12.45 <0.0001 HoAk
Residuals 1493 1.4311E-02 9.5850E-06
2% J# :landuse 3

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 1.2200E-06 6.0984E-07 6.37 0.0018 *x
ratio 4 2.6760E-06 6.6901E-07 6.99 <0.0001 HoAk
Residuals 1493 1.4292E-04 9.5730E-08
-k %8 :l1anduse 4

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 1.5000E-06 7.4760E-07 3.03 0.0485 *
ratio 4 2.7300E-06 6.8248E-07 2.77 0.0261 *
Residuals 1493 3.6802E-04 2.4650E-07
# 3% :landuse 5

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 6.5000E-05 3.2410E-05 0.74 0.4782
ratio 4 1.5450E-03 3.8631E-04 8.80 <0.0001 otk
Residuals 1493 6.5562E-02 4.3910E-05
%3 :landuse 6

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 1.2200E-04 6.0974E-05 2.47 0.0853
ratio 4 3.1700E-04 7.9226E-05 3.20 0.0125 *
Residuals 1493 3.6918E-02 2.4728E-05

O

ANOVA ~ 47 3 5 dod $2 2 9777 o & 87 ¥ U5

piu)

VR AT A BN (0T AL GAM) R A SRR 2 B 0 B2 ] ATy

Moo A eI S 0RE LR 3

F 4K REE e FR P 0 iR N g p-value /) Y EE F K B (p-value=0.05) > AT F K4

S Nt e g AUC T30 E 4%l

P EEDP

39
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b hr p-value % /| % B % K 3 (p-value=0.05) » BF 7 &4 AT H-3] 5 GAM éfafs 27 7 gy i

Bl¥ATF 2 B 1 Rl AUC T35E et 3 HEFR L -
AR DRBEAT HBHSE SR UL ER
R &7 455 (GAM)
Fyvp ELA e R b
groups AUC groups AUC
90% 0.8240
0: B 3 SRS 0.8239 80% 0.8240
70% 0.8239
1k STS 0.9658 90% 0.9658
’ SRS 0.9658 80% 0.9658
2: ¥ ¥ null 90% 0.7974
0
st sks 05048 s0% 08048
0 .
4:-K 18 STS 0.8784 null
) 90% 0.7228
S:% % null 80% 0.7224
6: 7 3 null null

AR WA Tk dahen] o null BRI A A TERIE A P ENF IR AENYE

PHEFRRAETHPEN TR TS FERN T U ag 2 2 2 1 0 2 B
Whlen] T35 AUC A RZ B o d ANOVAFR A @ w2 5V A B b~ Ry ~ 28 k88
PHIEEFALAR LA TR EALERT O SRR EE SRR ROTIORERS o MR G
ERBRTAETREE k¥ s T 2 S HBBEDI%TIHAUCHERE o d 7

RBRETAMENT » FaR KR ADAUCHER L » 23R )< e n 5 AUC #iE
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3.50 8 & H(RF)

¥ 135 54k AUC 75 % B A 7 4

B 3 :landuse 0

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 1.9109E-05 9.5545E-06 37.68 <0.0001 ok
ratio 4 2.0350E-03 5.0874E-04 2006.30 <0.0001 ook
Residuals 1493 3.7858E-04 2.5357E-07
#k3* :landuse 1

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 6.0448E-07 3.0224E-07 7.90 0.0004 ook
ratio 4 3.4296E-05 8.5741E-06 224.17 <0.0001 ok
Residuals 1493 5.7103E-05 3.8247E-08
¥ 3 :landuse 2

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 1.6886E-04 8.4428E-05 2.68 0.0689
ratio 4 4.0370E-04 1.0093E-04 3.20 0.0124 *
Residuals 1493 4.7024E-02 3.1497E-05
2% J# :landuse 3

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 3.6657E-05 1.8328E-05 35.09 <0.0001 ook
ratio 4 5.4011E-03 1.3503E-03 2585.15 <0.0001 ok
Residuals 1493 7.7982E-04 5.2232E-07
-k %8 :l1anduse 4

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 9.9471E-07 4.9736E-07 0.44 0.6453
ratio 4 2.0522E-01 5.1304E-02 45203.65 <0.0001 ook
Residuals 1493 1.6945E-03 1.1350E-06
# 3% :landuse 5

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 7.9303E-06 3.9651E-06 0.08 0.9244
ratio 4 3.7967E-04 9.4918E-05 1.88 0.1113
Residuals 1493 7.5337E-02 5.0460E-05
%.3* :landuse 6

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
sample 2 3.1781E-05 1.5891E-05 1.01 0.3637
ratio 4 1.3966E-02 3.4915E-03 222.36 <0.0001 ook
Residuals 1493 2.3443E-02 1.5702E-05
Kol 5 % AR T AERE) S A ML B % BB # {17 5] ANOVA A 4

BRAe R IT o HAR 3P T UF A A2 BT 3 0L E LR 3 % gy

® oo k> Ve p-value () 2T EE F K B (p-value=0.05) > &2 T A K4 R 2 SN 2 g s e AUC

J

\!

T30E A FREFRE VR0 R e ke 20X s 3ud e 4k 65Tk
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B = I FgN Y o H R B dhp-value ¥ 0] 3T R F K B (p-value=0.05) 0 B m A SEHA] G

RFeniE 27 2 o4 vt bl AUC L3508 Gt 3 BF R o

AR AP EHFER TSR FL

"L % 1+ (RF)
T R g
groups AUC groups AUC

0: 3 SYS 0.8620 90% 0.8634
1:4kd SYS 0.9724 50% 0.9726
2:% 8 null 90% 0.7900
RE =32 SYS 0.8589 90% 0.8612
4:-k 18 null 90% 0.9896
5:3 3% null null

6: 7 null 50% 0.6863

AR WA ok dae s o null BRI A ASFURILE IR T LR AT
BERIAZPHEHRE LR TSR FERT o &2 0 1 #5303 5 552 W50t bl
TIAUC 2L B o d ANOVA#R L @ o > Ay - HEr? jHFL 8 L4
TURTEEN T JANBEDTORERS " RPEVHPTER TR EIREE X
EE R H190%T 39 AUC SicEdi g o Hhed ~ £ 8 a1 50%T 35 AUC e B g o o ) 7 4o
ANEH AHRT 0 kg R ehik A AUC BB iE 0 90%27 50%3 4 b4 AUC #ic & 7] 2

AN A RA G AR o
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(2)## > 8 CLUE-s 83 5 %

® & B2t A E S 4 4R (SRS) ~ 4 S B(SYS) L 2 A K SE 1 $E(STS) » 2 B 230 46 0% 6l 5
90% ~ 80% ~ 70% ~ 60% ~ 50%fs * CLUE-s % & & i #tie [F(LR) ~ A & 7 e L3t
(GAM)Z “E 48 B Hh(RF) 2 3 4% fel £ B o & & 912 5 5|5 % B A 17 48 &2 CLUE-s #©

SUEREETE I S N

L2 W47 e Ay

oo EAUTE R 0 A7 R A SR A T o RS Rt AUC B nB e F 2
WA A G AR 0 Bt IR R 0t GIRE s ] i § L AUC T 5 R

B e o AUCHCIE & 3% W03l 2 S E AR <Pip h o BCILARR RIA  % 40 5 b o Bt

AT > T AR E R RO BlERE o] e Hﬂf ,‘ﬁc,_E_ln\l,L* % T R e
Hit versus Quantity Disagreement Hit versus Allocation Disagreement
0.761 0.76
<
¢ ®
D ]
© ® method
o @ LR
e ® ® GAM
® RF
0.74 0.74-
ratio
® 100%
® 90%
= ® 80%
® 70%
® 60%
0,
0.72] 0.72- * 50%
sample
O SRS
O sTs
@ b O SYS
0.70- 0.70-
0.015 0.020 0.025 0.030 0.22 0.24 0.26
Quantity Disagreement Allocation Disagreement

B 19 2 & 1% & B4 B
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Bl19 2 b 1% 2B 4cH B> P BERA b ASFEZE s N b2 53l
,ﬂ ek TR AR HY Gahi D ’ﬁ‘—. Bl o b A\ft,.,t:ﬁba&\ﬁ;g{,g,;y;‘ﬁg ;ﬁ;
FEATSE G~ B SR BV AN T S ARt o AR 19 5 R AR elic B F

Frtblm g AR > BIEATEFA R RV MG EP RS o T RSB A T

EEEIE mﬁaa&m%%¢P7aaoufa@ﬁ%k& B AT SIS 2 RS A
g1t g % e B 2.5 FF R R A8 S o B4 T3 ratio ™ & R B ~ sample B &
P

A4 15 BARATL 4 2 {17 R A0 5 IS R A

7Efe g Correct (C)

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 5.0377E-07 1.0075E-07 2.29 0.1238
sample 2 3.4410E-08 1.7204E-08 0.39 0.6860
Residuals 10  4.3953E-07 4.3953E-08
£ & ¥ Quantity Disagreement (QD)
Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 1.8201E-06 3.6403E-07 13.38 0.0004 *oxk
sample 2 1.0594E-07 5.2970E-08 1.95 0.1932
Residuals 10 2.7216E-07 2.7220E-08
fe &4 1t Allocation Disagreement (AD)
Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 5.9278E-07 1.1856E-07 3.90 0.0318 *
sample 2 2.6840E-08 1.3420E-08 0.44 0.6547
Residuals 10 3.0360E-07 3.0360E-08
d 4 15 ¥ v ratio ehp-value 8 A B & e B A i ® Y o] 3B F K B (p-value=0.05) » #& ¥

FEEDRRE L B ASARE SR NTOL R L RER  BL IS - B R b
Eapsfe s AR EED b5 LT S CBERT fF S AR G e ] RBHY  P

L b2 i_@gﬁ FE LSS ERE L gl o
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L 16 B A7 4B A BT el At

GERT B PR

trEfe § Correct (C)

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 2.9754E-07 5.9508E-08 2.71 0.0844
sample 2 1.6890E-08 8.4470E-09 0.38 0.6903
Residuals 10 2.1958E-07 2.1958E-08
£ & ¥ Quantity Disagreement (QD)

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 4.0140E-08 8.0280E-09 0.61 0.6936
sample 2 6.8300E-09 3.4130E-09 0.26 0.7759
Residuals 10 1.3114E-07 1.3114E-08
fe &4 st Allocation Disagreement (AD)

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 3.5308E-07 7.0616E-08 4.30 0.0239 *
sample 2 4.0100E-09 2.0050E-09 0.12 0.8864
Residuals 10  1.6431E-07 1.6431E-08

d &4 167 4> fie § 4 L P chratio 2 p-value -] > B ¥ -k # (p-value=0.05) > #= 7 833 1
W B IR BT ARG R AR e I REES > PR B2 LR R

B Al -

FRATEBHARBA 2 = I ek A S FlS FR AT A

o 7Epe & Correct (C)

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 2.9971E-04 5.9943E-05 1100.57 <0.0001 *oxk
sample 2 1.7000E-08 8.0000E-09 0.15 0.8607
Residuals 10  5.4500E-07 5.4000E-08
£ & ¥ Quantity Disagreement (QD)
Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 8.1000E-08 1.6000E-08 0.97 0.4806
sample 2 4.2000E-08 2.1000E-08 1.25 0.3270
Residuals 10  1.6800E-07 1.7000E-08
fe B 4 s Allocation Disagreement (AD)
Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 3.0650E-04 6.1299E-05 655.96 <0.0001 ok
sample 2 9.0000E-09 5.0000E-09 0.05 0.9517
Residuals 10 9.3400E-07 9.3000E-08

d 2177 40> EFafied ~ fe® A B P dhratio 2. p-value -] 3t &g ¥ -k & (p-value=0.05) > #=
FiEmB R L B S AR AR e 2 REBE > R LR R

B FEfe Y & el A el o

45

doi:10.6342/NTU202300647



FEMIFTEE  pES N2 LB T PPRIEATR I R AT SN2 s G th e
BT AR o w0 Gl LB ORI R R A M R AT S ek A st
SR St R CREASKEY FREFEL IR IOF FES N R ARan
FEfe B BB P REAEF 4 ot DR o B 0 Fe R A LR RINEF B DR e R 0 E 4

FE SRR G EEL AT LB TS BB AT A L
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2.2 3 4 BRSNS F A

ZRVRAVCRFEI ST EE S NERFGER I BRSNS RETE - R U
AL B A RGN E T R BRI e R o AR S TR s T
B 48 e ) $BHCT 2 & F F1 4 (Figure of Merit)2 B @ #cig2 T30@E A3t b2 R & o
48 s g 4% B A0S 2 55 F] & (Figure of Merit) 2 H @ #icie o i Bl = B 20 % = Hit

& 0 H ik A L Miss ~ Wrong Hit 22 False Alarm & > H ¥ m 2 d *H24B7 5 2 A 5w & 2

2. 100%F % pF 2 H & B o

Hits versus Misses Hits versus Wrong Hits Hits versus False Alarms
0.08/g9 0.08/g9 0.081
@ ) D
o @ o
- % g
0.071 @ 0.071 1= 0.07] @
® & ®
0.061 0.061 0.06
0.051 0.05; 0.05
@ @ @
0.041 < 0.04- o 0.04 )
0.19 0.20 0.21 0.0400 0.0450 0.0500 0.020 0.025 0.030 0.035
Misses Wrong Hits False Alarms
method LR ® GAM ® RF sample O SRS O STS < SYS ® 100% ©® 90% e 80%
ratio

® 70% o 60% * 50%

] 20 figure of merit & miss, wrong hit, false alarm 2_ % i# B

4 B 205 71 LR & GAM erfg A B3 A b 4800 G230 452 580 # @5 R E > RF v~ gt
RIE I g ot B 5 #en™ SURCR A F o x 48 ke 4 3 A% B0 Y 1 RF 9 100%4e % i

A e Hit & ~ > Miss ~ Wrong Hit ¥ False Alarm & % # -] » & ¥ Figure of Merit & 3 & *
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(1) #iEHce F(LR)

* ]

18 #157 o

e 18 ByREr F= B R 5 TS B AT

A5 Y o

W RERTIE (T AL LR) G o4 S HCT] 2 = B i ANOVA &2 47 05 5 e 2

Correct rejection

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 5.8278.E-07 1.1656.E-07 4.56 0.0199 *
sample 2 3.1110.E-08 1.5556.E-08 0.61 0.5630
Residuals 10 2.5556.E-07 2.5556.E-08
False alarm

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 6.9111.E-07 1.3822.E-07 5.34 0.0120 *
sample 2 4.1110.E-08 2.0556.E-08 0.79 0.4786
Residuals 10 2.5889.E-07 2.5889.E-08
Hit

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 3.7778.E-08 7.5556.E-09 0.72 0.6259
sample 2 1.4444 E-08 7.2222.E-09 0.68 0.5266
Residuals 10 1.0556.E-07 1.0556.E-08
Miss

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 3.0278.E-07 6.0556.E-08 2.57 0.0956
sample 2 7.1111.E-08 3.5556.E-08 1.51 0.2674
Residuals 10 2.3556.E-07 2.3556.E-08
Wrong hit

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 1.9833.E-07 3.9667.E-08 2.59 0.0942
sample 2 5.3333.E-08 2.6667.E-08 1.74 0.2248
Residuals 10 1.5333.E-07 1.5333.E-08

d gt 4 > ratio #2 sample fip-value & #7F FE B P W < 3T AL F K (p-value=0.05) 5w ¥ A

IR RS S B R TR P -

5 F) G B A % B WY

LR2Z R AZEAFHA) - R FIFR> DA ENFGHE RV RZEELRLE -
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Q) R &F 415 (GAM)
Aol ESHA BT AN (GAM) & A S HCA 2 = Bl i ANOVA % % o

ZRN9R Z 7T AR = B TS R R A AT

Correct rejection

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 1.5611.E-07 3.1222.E-08 3.16 0.0574
sample 2 8.1111.E-08 4.0556.E-08 4.10 0.0501
Residuals 10 9.8889.E-08 9.8890.E-09
False alarm

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 1.4000.E-07 2.8000.E-08 2.80 0.0779
sample 2 4.0000.E-08 2.0000.E-08 2.00 0.1859
Residuals 10 1.0000.E-07 1.0000.E-08
Hit

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 8.0000.E-08 1.6000.E-08 1.02 0.4547
sample 2 2.3333.E-08 1.1667.E-08 0.74 0.4995
Residuals 10 1.5667.E-07 1.5667.E-08
Miss

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 3.2667.E-07 6.5333.E-08 2.93 0.0699
sample 2 1.3000.E-07 6.5000.E-08 291 0.1009
Residuals 10 2.2333.E-07 2.2333.E-08
Wrong hit

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 1.0667.E-07 2.1333.E-08 1.94 0.1744
sample 2 8.3333.E-08 4.1667.E-08 3.79 0.0596
Residuals 10 1.1000.E-07 1.1000.E-08

d 4%+ ratio % sample ¢ p-value § 4 3% B ¥ K (p-value=0.05) » ¥ 4v4i fi > 3¢ > False
Alarm ~ Hit ~ Wrong hit 22 Miss 2. #c & & & % 2255 > # #1* 64> GAM = Bl o2 #kE
EFFRE 37 RBEAP R B RY GAM 2 R A 84 F 53— R0 k> 542
46 $ v¢ G $+>* False Alarm ~ Hit ~ Wrong hit ¥? Miss 2 #ic@ ¥ & £ 8 -

49

doi:10.6342/NTU202300647



() LB H1HRF)

hof BRI E AR (0T AL RF) A A SR 2 2 B L ANOVA A 45 5 5 de 4 1 20 95

TF o

520 LA At s BV F1S R R e AT

Correct rejection

Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 1.1428.E-06 2.2856.E-07 12.32 0.0005 otk
sample 2 1.3444 E-07 6.7222.E-08 3.62 0.0656
Residuals 10 1.8556.E-07 1.8556.E-08
False alarm
Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 1.1828.E-06 2.3656.E-07 18.84 0.0001 otk
sample 2 1.0111.E-07 5.0556.E-08 4.03 0.0522
Residuals 10 1.2556.E-07 1.2556.E-08
Hit
Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 2.8481.E-04 5.6962.E-05 1241.31 <0.0001 otk
sample 2 1.9400.E-07 9.7000.E-08 2.12 0.1709
Residuals 10 4.5900.E-07 4.6000.E-08
Miss
Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 1.1364.E-04 2.2728.E-05 670.65 <0.0001 otk
sample 2 5.4000.E-08 2.7200.E-08 0.80 0.4748
Residuals 10 3.3900.E-07 3.3900.E-08
Wrong hit
Df  Sum Sq Mean Sq F value Pr(>F)
ratio 5 3.8111.E-05 7.6222.E-06 175.00 <0.0001 otk
sample 2 1.9100.E-07 9.5600.E-08 2.19 0.1622
Residuals 10 4.3600.E-07 4.3600.E-08

d % $ 20 > ratio e p-value B & $FHciE ¥ ¥ -] AR F K B (p-value=0.05) 7 s k1L B

RFrz Bl fdice BEFR R F FF R EA 4708 % <~ RE RF 0= B RBcEHTv

RAEE - %> TR B GHENE Y S F AR
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3.8cF s f g B )

SRR O WA R IR F St N 3P Uk RSV PR B
A RN B AR BT RANERS LR E GRS AT T R

PR 100%4 B PR A R 5 B R o 2R YR Sl B {1 BB LY R

B2l 8 5 PR o ] S IR b e AR B )

B 21 ~ 0122 5 BHEATE §F ~ B & T So (B0 2 SR e d 3 1 BB H0R) 4 e 100%
HoAlchd 3 1 BB A B0t F R BT ARR o d TR RS AH R R EREY
G R RS A AR R G2 T T L A o B L L 6] 0 Gh L
100% B3 FeE et s % > Bl 21 ¢ F 4 5 = B #@ ehhit &2 correct rejection £74e 48, »
Ja AP 5 false alarm ~ wrong hit £2 miss #c @ cnde 4y, » R A H AP AL AR 22¢ o F

M2 EAIH op Y ARl o mARA GRS o d B 21 2 B 22F MEE T SEFER R

VBT R o BRI Al E R PR A BCE RN AR AR S AP K

Z 821 B 5 E A enz B o~ 2 1 2 100% B3] S ciE & 0 7 e BT
Eﬁ?v’ T Bd 100% 5 5 90%PF » HHCR ™ *5 0.04% > FA+WH+M *+ 2 0.11% » &+ 7%
Fed T 0.05% » A b 0.13% 0 5 =0 100% A e g R B AR BT 4o it
BN P E L Bld 100%8 0 5 60%FF » H+CR ™ % 0.01% » FA+WH+M 2 0.01% > &t
FEfe s T 0.01% > A A 0.03% 0 & 03 100% R3] cht e R v b AR Atk
¢oE R Bld 100%8 0 5 90%FF » HHCR ™ *# 0.23% > FA+WHAM * 2 0.71% » & Fefie

B TF024% 0 Boas P 0.74% 0 5 W= 100%B0A] et d Rl B o

FHIRBEAVGIEFIAFEFRE » I GRF 6T SR R AR ¥ e R -

RAFEE AL B wA
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1.04

1.02

rate

1.00

1.04

1.00

Three map performance rate to 100% sampling model

LR

GAM

RF

o Ah--A--A-_A__ .4

100%90% 80% 70% 60% 50%

100%90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio

100%90% 80% 70% 60% 50%

method -+~ LR == GAM -»- RF sample - H+CR -~ FA+WH+M

Bl 21 & HA]eh= Bl il & 100% 3] 5

Disagreement performance rate to 100% sampling model

LR

GAM

RF

oAk --A--A-_A__ A

100%90% 80% 70% 60% 50%

100%90% 80% 70% 60% 50%
sample ratio

100%90% 80% 70% 60% 50%

method -+~ LR -+ GAM -+ RF sample -¢- Correct -~ Total Disagreement

Bl 22 & fa] cnd 3 v At
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2R 21 EHCAIENZ R~ 23 A1 2 s gr 100% 00T v S iE £

method  ratio = W R 2R A
H+CR FA+WH+M I FEfe % (C) 4 ¢ (TD)
100% 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
(0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%)
90% 0.9996 1.0011 0.9995 1.0013
(-0.04%) (0.11%) (-0.05%) (0.13%)
80% 0.9994 1.0016 0.9994 1.0015
R (-0.06%) (0.16%) (-0.06%) (0.15%)
70% 0.9994 1.0019 0.9993 1.0017
(-0.06%) (0.19%) (-0.07%) (0.17%)
60% 0.9995 1.0016 0.9994 1.0013
(-0.05%) (0.16%) (-0.06%) (0.13%)
50% 0.9995 1.0015 0.9994 1.0014
(-0.05%) (0.15%) (-0.06%) (0.14%)
100% 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
(0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%)
90% 0.9999 1.0006 0.9998 1.0005
(-0.01%) (0.06%) (-0.02%) (0.05%)
80% 0.9999 1.0001 0.9998 1.0004
GAM (-0.01%) (0.01%) (-0.02%) (0.04%)
70% 0.9998 1.0006 0.9997 1.0007
(-0.02%) (0.06%) (-0.03%) (0.07%)
60% 0.9999 1.0001 0.9999 1.0003
(-0.01%) (0.01%) (-0.01%) (0.03%)
50% 0.9995 1.0014 0.9994 1.0015
(-0.05%) (0.14%) (-0.06%) (0.15%)
100% 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
(0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%)
90% 0.9977 1.0071 0.9976 1.0074
(-0.23%) (0.71%) (-0.24%) (0.74%)
80% 0.9948 1.0165 0.9946 1.0167
. (-0.52%) (1.65%) (-0.54%) (1.67%)
70% 0.9918 1.0253 0.9917 1.0258
(-0.82%) (2.53%) (-0.83%) (2.58%)
60% 0.9880 1.0375 0.9879 1.0379
(-1.20%) (3.75%) (-1.21%) (3.79%)
50% 0.9841 1.0497 0.9840 1.0501
(-1.59%) (4.97%) (-1.60%) (5.01%)
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(= )R & -3 Mix Model

AR S 2 R AT B 2 AR S R 2R SR 0 S e iR A = F
BT 234 B CLUE-s S BE B % 2 B a7l o § 4 A0SR 282 T &

2R OPEL TR REBA RS R U AUC T2 X P ER LR N2

~

PRV T REANIFEE T ERAE N2 2 R S G 2 WA e B BTIE A £ L 22 A

2462230 £ AR L 4

ERREUEE-2

#j‘f ﬁ'f} -3l 0: 1: 2: 3 4: 5: 6:
B e i i ST T

RF RF RF RF RF RF RF RF

modell ~ RF RF GAM  RF RF RF RF

2822 model2  RF RF RF RF RF RF LR
SIT‘S 70%  model3 RF RF RF RF RF GAM  RF
SYS gng) model4  RF RF GAM  RF RF GAM  RF
loov, model5  RF RF GAM  RF RF RF LR
model6  RF RF RF RF RF GAM LR

model7  RF RF GAM  RF RF GAM LR

d 227wt I eI N2 B A MR E 2 RBR I 2 ER S RF~RF ~ GAM ~ RF ~
RF ~ GAM ~ LR ¢ ¥ ¢ modell ~ model2 ~ model3 % (32 % & > model4 » model5 ~ model6
Gz s »model7 B 2 Gz HA| 2 & o T ¥4 G ] &4 Wb JUR & HA 2N Atk oh

FEAT R ARz R L8
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LR &H°F12 4 3 41 St
ROARCAlZ R HEREN 2 R R R AR 23~B 257 c Bl s A
SRS 4 I B dh i Bl > AT P Pl A A BRI R R B <) > H P

i d MR 2 4T BR G 100%: PR 2 s I BB HEN 2 diiE 0 2 R AR R £

N

AARMESZ ARG FARE A B Y RESBRSFTEST o IR RE S
BP D FEfeE 2 ALl E §REF R G A BF 0 L REAMD ST A EM R blA
# o

hit value of mix model boxplot

:E: :K
0.755 [ | v
| | | | | | |
14 4 v .
ratio
\4 * ® 100%
v 0
ne . Y ® 90%
0.750 * 2 ® 380%
v v
E ® 60%
- . *vy * 50%
= - v n
LI\ 4 u
0745 = IV - . . VS sample
= SRS
v v oV + STS
. v " v SYs
n v .’v - v
0.740
v n
= L
RF modell model2 model3 model4 model5 model6é model7

method

W23 & B2l 3 9 1% stz DA R £

d B 23 7 4 R & 0] S AR B BCE W EF 4 PR B Se @ 1AM > £ 2 RF 22 model3 ¢
PREREEEAFT PR HB R A e cE c HY £ KB~ F TILRFE
model3 4p 2 ~ modell £2 model4 4p 2 ~ model2 ¥2 model6 ~ model5 ¥2 model7 % = % £ 258 &
R APAT o
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quantity disagreement value of mix model boxplot

0.0250 .
ratio
E ® 100%
S ® 90%
;:_; ® 80%
§ 0.0225 ﬁ ° T0%
o u- ® 60%
o Ly L 3 * ® 50%
g R -y 2y -y . oy ’
2 sample
€ = SRS
g_0.0200 ¢ STS
v SYS
0.0175
RF model1 model2 model3 model4 model5 model6 model7
method
Bl 248 &8 A2 4 % 22 § 28 KR
allocation disagreement value of mix model boxplot
0.240
[} v
n Yy
ratio
50.235 v v ® 100%
s . I ® 90%
H v - L= ® 80%
% ’V - ® 70%
§ oV ® 60%
©0.230 - ® 50%
T
[ ]
S oY * u sample
= - v
s L DS - v L 2 = SRS
[<] A 4
= v . ¢ STS
v SYS
. v
0.225| | m®V¥ v | .
[ |
i‘: ’
0.220
RF modell model2 model3 model4 model5 model6é model7

method
BI2S R EHEA2 2 54 1% sz ped A g R
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dR24REFA2Z I JI* A2 EAR ERBAELREFEADE LR EE AP L F AR
o £ @A F % I RF ~ modell ~ model2 ~ model3 £2 model4 ch#icie & F s B9 > ¥

model6 ~ model5 &7 model7 ch& & S BciE A F R § IR L B IR o

d Bl 257 i R & Al enfie B A BB YR F B R b |3 e @ YR » ¥4 RF ¥ model3
Aol ABBEA T SR A H B R A el Al o HY £URA GRS ERE
% B4p e ek 23 3% RF 22 model3 ~ modell 7 model4 ~ model2 ¥ model6 ~ model5 &7

model7 & w % A iF o

SRR 2 3 R A ek A2 100% 0 B B R R e R F 23 907 o AR L KR D
FEfe B ol I c@BE ALY LI B Asd I AREAEA X o H P I A4k 100%

AR R LKA model7 b B L o

2R 23R EHANZ 3 =1 oz 100%3 A B E B 5

- R N Lk - BN\ b
BA O OWAUMY sEe R pgen SRR gg SR el
1 RF 100% 100% 0.7575 0.0216 0.2209
2 model3 100% 100% 0.7574 0.0217 0.2209
10 model6 100% 100% 0.7540 0.0223 0.2237
12 model2 100% 100% 0.7537 0.0214 0.2248
18 modell 100% 100% 0.7521 0.0215 0.2264
20 model4 100% 100% 0.7518 0.0216 0.2265
44 model5 100% 100% 0.7489 0.0225 0.2286
46 model7 100% 100% 0.7488 0.0228 0.2284

EREFANEEW AL 2 B I A BRI R 24077 o RREEAZR I | TS PIRE
% model3 ~ model6 ~ model2 ~ modlel ~ model4 ~ model5 ~ model7 » ® jEF 42 + &= J* 5§
B¢ w0 —FI D = Q) oz B8 ) 3 & B 5 Landuse 5:3% 3E< Landuse 6: 7 3 <

]

Landuse 2: % ¥ o
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2R 2408 RSB AL 2 H I AR LR R

b SR R i d e if’ff; . ;%'iuﬁ‘ (p ?“if}lr; ¢
model3 LUS E?()O(;) 10 ;,) ?00260‘;)) ?00(%)"2))
model6 LU5+LUG6 f(')(_)fg;) ?3;(.)202%) ?102072 "i))
model2 LUG6 E?()O5O (ii,) E?OO;)?()) °2A>) ?107073;))
modell LU2 E?(')(_);) 15 oj)) f(ffé)éo) ?2?295;)
model4 LU2+LUS (0005)553) ?00(?89) ?2050:3)
model5 LU2+LU6 E?lofj;)) ?401070 02)) ?30297;))
model7 LU2+LU5+LU6 E?i(.)lo 58;0 ) ?5'(_)5061;) ?3',(_)207;)
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2REFAZ =M REEF TR

RE R 2 B T F Bl e B 26 P77 0 R & HCA) 2 2 B e A Bl 4o R 27 2 W)
314777 Blehidha 7 ol £ 2 3 % FBHT] > b BB o 4TF g ) 3% 2 uR
Toedd RG2S ) 0 BP i d MR 2 4T B G 100%4 B 2 2 ) B0 2 i
B AR AR EA A A KR s = AR5 kSR AR o 8 1R S 4 CLUE-s #
BN REE T EET o WP AR AR EZZ I Y BRSNS T AR 6T

F e A b n B o

Figure of Merit of mix model boxplot

0.24
ratio
0.231 ® 100%
® 90%
= ® 80%
(]
= 0.22- ° 70%
‘s ® 60%
e * 50%
S
=
921 sample
= SRS
¢ STS
v SYS
0.20
0.19/
RF modell model2 model3 model4 model5 modelé model7
method

B 262 £ H-3) = Bz &7 5% £R W

dF 2600 £ BRI Z B R ST IR AREA G T @R SN H I Ak

FEfe B Ap g% > B F1E £k B+ k¥ 4 5 RF 2 model3 ~ modell ¥ model4 ~ model2 £
model6 ~ model5 £ model7 ¥ = 24 - it 5 F& £ ¥ 0 model5 ~ model7 2 4 ffi 4p
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SRR RCARE B o T B E RECEE RS B0t bl e A ULH 0 & L RF
27 model3 2. 100%3% % 5 &= iF °

Correct rejection of mix model boxplot

0.681
m
; |
] :Vv [ ]
’V ad
0.680 v u ratio
"y "y | me ov| | ® 100%
'S ® 90%
.5 . P'S ® 380%
g . v ° 70%
-§0.679 .0 = * 60%
5 - v v, " " e 50%
g u-
= [ ] v - 2 2
o
3 . w . sample
v ¢ = SRS
0.678 ¢ STS
v
v v SYS
n
v L4 ]
v v
*
n
0.677
RF modell model2 model3 model4 modelS5 model6é model7
method

Bl 27 & & #-73) = B+ #i2. Correct Rejection £ 5 ]

d B 272 & 7] = B+ &2 Correct Rejection £ ;% B]% . RF ~ modell ~ model3 ~ model4 4p
BT 4 e A R R EELS FEP 0 T 100%4 $ correct rejection H B T T HEE 2 A
% o £ 2_ > model2 ~ model5 ~ model6 ~ model7 B & FL#ciE & F # 5 A 47 0 F correct

rejection Hec (e E F & $o vt B3 4o @ R 2 ) 0 T 100%4 He 2 BelE B Bk o

d R 287 & 3 = Wl ez Hit £5R RIS R & 3] Sh Hit R B~ 5 & &7 515 2 gk F

ATEAR DL o BRI BeE R E R B 4o BB 0 3 100%0 HE2 B S B o
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0.080

0.075

£0.070

0.065

0.060

0.019

0.018

0.017

False alarm

0.016

Hit of mix model boxplot

LI 4 ratio

100%
90%
80%
70%

60%
50%

sample
= SRS
¢ STS
v SYS

I’v

RF model1 model2

model3 model4 model5 model6é model7
method

B 288 & #-4) = B #az. Hit £k @)

False alarm of mix model boxplot

0.015

ratio

® 100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
* 50%

- PO sample
= SRS
| L2 4 * L 2 ¢ STS
v u v SYS

RF modell model2

B 298 & #

model3 model4 model5 model6é model7

method

4] = B f1 2. False Alarm £ K B
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d )29 & H-3] = B g False Alarm § % B4 91 > R & H03] 2 False Alarm § X §] 4 G
ME T ILA 7 A 25 5 RF ~ modell ~ model3 ~ model4 % 3 False Alarm #c i 4 i # 5
B¢ 5 T 100%3 2 B @417 T 2 A 5 model2 ~ model5 ~ model6 - model7 B & 3R 4
@A S A 47 0 2 False Alarm #c (@ ME F 4 $1 v0 63 40 @ YRR 20 25 0 32 100%4 4k 2

False Alarm /& 5 # ] o

Miss of mix model boxplot

0.194 ratio

® 100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%

ISs

0.190

sample
= SRS
¢ STS
v SYS

0.186

RF modell model2 model3 model4 model5 model6é model7
method

Bl 302 & #7] = B 2. Miss £ 5 B
d B 308 &3] = Bl 2. Miss £ B 7 4o B A H03) 2 Miss 8B % B A F R 6

WAem L2 A 0 T2 modle6 22 100%3# % pF 2. Miss #iciE 5 &)

d B 3178 & 7] = Bl #z. Wrong Hit £ 2 B ¥ v > 2 & -3 2 Wrong Hit eh g 5B A 7 &
A &7 4 &35 5 RF ~ modell ~ model3 ~ model4 5 Wrong Hit #c & 4 fF & 5 4§70 F
BeE T F R B A m L 0 F 02 100%3 2o #icE 5 B ] 5 model2 ~ model5 ~ model6 ~
model7 | & diciE A Ha i B¢ 0 ¥ Wrong Hit Bc@ S F 4 00 b3 4o d L2 F2 3 P

Boo® 100%3 thiiciE i iT T I2E o
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Wrong hit of mix model boxplot

0.0500
a ¥
" ow
= ;v
0.0475 % [
v ratio
® 100%
® 90%
® 80%
E 0.0450 ® 70%
o ® 60%
5 "Iy . 50%
2 .
0.0425 M - Tv s
. - = SRS
.:v “'— ¢ STS
| I 4 v v SYS
[ | [
: z PN\ 4
0.0400 |
v
RF model1 model2 model3 model4 model5 model6 model7
method
Bl 312 & -3 = B+ #22. Wrong Hit £ ;K
2% 258 £ HA = Bl B R, ?ﬁr}‘% 2. 100%3¢ & H- A BB B %
| d
# Y 3 % Correct False Hit Mi Wrong :]'g
B ]| L) Rejection Alarm ! 198 Hit e
FoM
1 RF 100% 0.6781 0.0179 0.0793 0.1848 0.0399 0.2463
model3 100% 0.6781 0.0179 0.0793 0.1847 0.04 0.2463

15 model6 100%  0.6809 0.0151 0.0731 0.1834 0.0475 0.2291
16 modell 100%  0.6785 0.0176 0.0736 0.1915 0.0388 0.2289
17  model2 100%  0.6808 0.0153 0.0729 0.1838 0.0472 0.2284
19 model4 100%  0.6784 0.0177 0.0734 0.1917 0.0388 0.2282
55 model5 100%  0.6805 0.0155 0.0684 0.188 0.0476 0.2141
58 model7 100%  0.6806 0.0154 0.0682 0.1881 0.0477 0.2135

MEFAETWHERL 2B REETF RSS2 R 2597 « Z4 R ERSFTFE
B A A o o e R &Y S Btk 100%4¢ 5 2 model3 100%4 # 5
B RETH2Z A EHT model7 5= EL -
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2R 20 EHE TR HE L =RV RE ETFFLE R

" &
w5 R C(.)rre.ct False Hit Miss Wr(.)ng 54
Y 3 3 Rejection Alarm O B o B Hit ey A

° 2* Wt (U PR+ 0
41 (o) (kb)) Sy o
0 0 0 -0.0001 0.0001 0
model3 LUS5S
(0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%)  (-0.05%) (0.25%) (0.00%)
LUS 0.0028 -0.0028 -0.0062 -0.0014 0.0076 -0.0172
model6
+LU6 (0.41%) (-15.64%) (-7.82%)  (-0.76%) (19.05%) (-6.98%)
0.0004 -0.0003 -0.0057 0.0067 -0.0011 -0.0174
modell LU2
(0.06%) (-1.68%) (-7.19%) (3.63%) (-2.76%) (-7.06%)
0.0027 -0.0026 -0.0064 -0.001 0.0073 -0.0179
model2 LU6
(0.40%) (-14.53%) (-8.07%)  (-0.54%) (18.30%) (-7.27%)
LU2 0.0003 -0.0002 -0.0059 0.0069 -0.0011 -0.0181
model4
+LUS5 (0.04%) (-1.12%) (-7.44%) (3.73%) (-2.76%) (-7.35%)
LU2 0.0024 -0.0024 -0.0109 0.0032 0.0077 -0.0322
model5
+LU6 (0.35%) (-13.41%)  (-13.75%) (1.73%) (19.30%)  (-13.07%)
LU2 0.0025 -0.0025 -0.0111 0.0033 0.0078 -0.0328
model7 +LU5

tLue  (037%) 13.97%)  (-14.00%)  (1.79%) (19.55%)  (-13.32%)

LR A B i 2 2 U AR & R 26 77 o RECE LR A ] B PSS

% model3 ~ model6 ~ modell ~ modle2 ~ model4 ~ model5 ~ model7 » ® jE G462 + &= J1* 5§
IRV —p DS EFE 2 Y ) B4 & A L Landuse 5:# 3E< Landuse 2: ¥ # <

Landuse 6:5° % o Jt 5% 22 4 o {1 % 2 pldriB 2 B % A5 4~ > 4 Landuse 2: % # ~

Landuse 6: 3% e4 $507 B 2 #1302 0 % 8450 2 & Hdp2 PR T - ) &34 o
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oW

Y e I - E N Nl ;ﬁﬂ#gfﬁgqgky BB L i o 11T A LT HA T A
TS R R BEE R PRS2 R FAERE AR AR R

BRSO R R SR AR LS A M R BE L B

)

(= )4 3 S ET L B A1 PR PR T

SR FRALG R ZEAF L hp M TR EAE T S E L TR T AR
Shigdep A PR L B B Rl TS A TRIEAEN o BB % TR L BRI AP M
Mo B A B i EER Lo 2 AR L FRIERER R AR S N
Woin s TG AR M € SEIEMA 4 p LB > FIE AARIE- RUEMLZ B ABT ARG 3 ARMBE

I E - A w el 2 Bk o (Overmars etal., 2003)

AFET AT SR VT RRE I R RN SR A RS SRR SRS
FBB A AT 2 BB A A1 0 RRBHA A0 0 JEd R 2 £ 8 % Moran’s
[#ES 8% > FRIFPRHES N T HMorans [#EF R EF LR » ¥ b S ¢
FEAI AR RR G G e BB AT P RE A R AUC I S
B B AHAUC T E P P rRAEFE 22 R 2 28 flr gy 2 kot £8 A
AL GIR]E  E TR SRR e s AUC T 3@ 3 cdbd o Bois A B AT s
BY o Bl R B A EF R P T A AR E T Y AT )
BRI AT R REEY { PR CRGRBLIREEE TR SR Aen A AR

02 100%( 2 f k) sl G i -
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FR2TIBI ZEFRE AL 3R AR B

Bigsrie jF(LR)

A L B It FEfie ¥ (H) £ 4 5(QD) it % A 5 (AD)
1 100% 0.7024 0.0217 0.2759
2 90% 0.7020 0.0227 0.2753
3 60% 0.7020 0.0223 0.2757
4 50% 0.7019 0.0226 0.2755
5 80% 0.7019 0.0226 0.2754
6 70% 0.7018 0.0226 0.2756

R &7 4 H055 (GAM)

#A o Rt o & Fefe ¥ (H) £ 4 5. (QD) fe & & 5 (AD)
1 100% 0.7096 0.0225 0.2678
2 60% 0.7095 0.0227 0.2678
3 80% 0.7095 0.0226 0.2679
4 90% 0.7095 0.0226 0.2679
5 70% 0.7094 0.0226 0.2679
6 50% 0.7092 0.0226 0.2682

"8 & HR(RF)

E=Y: 3 L B It FEfie ¥ (H) £ 4 5(QD) e % A 3 (AD)
1 100% 0.7575 0.0216 0.2209
2 90% 0.7557 0.0217 0.2226
3 80% 0.7534 0.0216 0.2250
4 70% 0.7512 0.0215 0.2272
5 60% 0.7483 0.0216 0.2301
6 50% 0.7453 0.0215 0.2332
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AR IR ZEFRA AL 2 B RS ST TS R ER A

BiBArE F(LR)
e
¥  Correct il
E . . .
#BAE 5|  Rejection Hit False Alarm  Miss  Wrong Hit F‘ﬂl;\?/[
0
1 100% 0.6626 0.0398 0.0334 0.2152 0.0489 0.1180
2 90% 0.6622 0.0398 0.0338 0.2149 0.0492 0.1179
3 50% 0.6621 0.0398 0.0339 0.2150 0.0491 0.1179
4 60% 0.6622 0.0398 0.0339 0.2152 0.0489 0.1178
5 70% 0.6621 0.0398 0.0340 0.2151 0.0490 0.1178
6 80% 0.6621 0.0398 0.0339 0.2150 0.0492 0.1177
R &7 4 8155 (GAM)
e
¥  Correct =F
E . . .
#BAE 5|  Rejection Hit False Alarm  Miss  Wrong Hit F‘ﬂl;\?/[
0
1 100% 0.6659 0.0436 0.0301 0.2086 0.0517 0.1306
2 60% 0.6659 0.0436 0.0301 0.2086 0.0517 0.1305
3 90% 0.6660 0.0435 0.0301 0.2087 0.0517 0.1303
4 80% 0.6661 0.0435 0.0300 0.2087 0.0517 0.1303
5 70% 0.6659 0.0435 0.0301 0.2087 0.0518 0.1302
6 50% 0.6658 0.0434 0.0303 0.2090 0.0515 0.1299
"L & 1(RF)
e
¥  Correct =F
E . . .
#BAE 5|  Rejection Hit False Alarm  Miss  Wrong Hit F‘ﬂl;\?/[
0
1 100% 0.6781 0.0793 0.0179 0.1848 0.0399 0.2463
2 90% 0.6783 0.0773 0.0177 0.1859 0.0408 0.2403
3 80% 0.6784 0.0750 0.0177 0.1873 0.0416 0.2333
4 70% 0.6784 0.0728 0.0177 0.1889 0.0422 0.2265
5 60% 0.6779 0.0704 0.0182 0.1904 0.0431 0.2185
6 50% 0.6777 0.0676 0.0183 0.1920 0.0443 0.2098

PSR EC G LR B BN R RRBAFRER Y PSR 2R G
IR MPFIE FARET SR SO0 2R AR Z B RBER AT L AR
272 24280 d 1 DAT WA RS S E B R0 DIRHBRATL G R AT e B
Bl end 2 U R R T LR e XA SR ST A o R B
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Chakir and Le Gallo (2021):2 7 #5857 B4 % > N34 5 & p 49 M 14 (autocorrelation) & & »x+
B g2 B2 pApMEnp e - BRBEE AP 2 8% & 5 d Morans 518 %
Favo FRBET FEMIEAAAME EREC S LBEFAEF S £4 24N K

AUCZ %% > B G > N2 v o|F 2 2 2 F A2 A58 Em 5 T4 8 > 7
PR AT REE PR R 2RI RE AR ETEROREET o MR
NP AEEE > P A BT E 2T 100% Dt ] BB b G VG ES

WRER S ERAZF AT @S np 2 PEAL > Fa {7 LHE B AR RO

Fedipe em @ F 3B SBEARE AR TS o

Foobod 201 BRGNS0 L 27 A TR ALMEZ 3 A% S B
F2BR2820 I 3R FHEALAPZ BV RESFTFRFEREEFT > Vg h AL 25
PRI 100%0 P R EZT IR R D AREERS  AuEo] ik o d
BF R AT FFIE Tt B0 804 0 100%4 1 5 EBoi R A AT R B

1% Fouehgol B A AL

Dorfler and Stierand (2019)® & FAL A £ 45 & 7977 * MAE FHAE SPHES o d Pk
SN R BRI 2T e SRNEE R IR AL - B Pk DR
Ao BT od IR TR IR REIFFFZZIRFZ S CFRARFY 2T RG
7 E(Strand, 2017) » w2 - Stk @ * R A TR FRET SRR L B2 4R o F
rET G ﬂ;g@#ﬂ,ﬁAUca eI BB R R AT BRI R AT i
RO AERE AT E Y 5 100% 2 AUC T30E ~ 2 s % A2 B0 F K
EF L h o R ] o T AP AR Rt B 82T 0 100%4 1E 5

BEG RAMZHEA
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(=)@ PFgp 2 3 1% 3 MABRFBHS R

i\4
Py
2
4
vl

—4
s
At

o+

B
oA

-

)4

‘=

—4

s
=
R

SRR A 2 R RAERERT L R 1

DREEH LA E Y BT A SR SR A K2 B AP 45 R R AR T A

Fd AL RS VEELF R BFY - 22 e 1 B FE 20 RF R (training
dataset)£? ¥ it 7L & (calibration dataset) & " PFHp = 2. 4 2 J|* B F (T2 RFFT AL
(validation dataset) { ¥ f @ ¢t 3 1% B F T 2 S HURE 0 A ETERIE S B R R S
FI*Apis e

1291995 & 2007 #7327 #ic B v i

2 3 I * & (Disagreement)

33
fir wki ﬁﬁ I rEfe & (H) £ £ (QD) fe E 4 3 (AD)
P 3y
GAM 60% 0.6979 0.0750 0.2272
LR 90% 0.6930 0.0750 0.2321
2007 90% 0.6898 0.0749 0.2352
GAM 100% 0.6986 0.0750 0.2265
LR 100% 0.6940 0.0750 0.2310
RF 100% 0.6891 0.0750 0.2360
%% F14% £ = H** #(FoM and Three map)
R o % Correct False Wrong &
N E\‘ > . 0
P Hp ki | Rejection Hit Alarm Miss Hit :‘:]‘1;\%/[
0
GAM 60% 0.6587 0.0392 0.0288 0.2411 0.0322 0.1149
LR 90% 0.6558 0.0372 0.0317 0.244 0.0314 0.1081
1995

o RF 90% 0.6814 0.0083 0.006 0.2945 0.0097 0.0261
2007 GAM 100% 0.6623 0.0363 0.0251 0.2457 0.0305 0.1204
LR 100% 0.6594 0.0346 0.0280 0.2484 0.0296 0.1016

RF 100% 0.6828 0.0063 0.0046 0.2973 0.0090 0.0197

T EF D

10 by 0.6875 0.3125
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MABPT2ZFFE FLbod 2R27I 2 2R FHRAEAEDEET 70 gﬁ_q‘.ﬁ_g’ﬁgﬁr%_,ﬁi

MR AR 90%2 bR Bl 2 iR H0R] 0 R BT 4 SN H5 P 60%R] A 2 2 )
*RBEA o = BEA 2007 E2RFELSFR T I L A 29 d AR 297 ERE D
HiET

B ferrz 22 20 1% FBEGSVE U - hd b 1 B olicE & 100%4 1

D FERe R L K 5 -0.11%~0.15% > A B BB L 5-0.01~0.02 5 fe ¥ A B E L L -0.45%
~0.31% © = R RO B 100% K] chd B U A BER L B H ] > R s R R

VOUBI o 7 R R 100% B3] Hit#ice £ 8 5 -24.1% ~-6.99% > False Alarm #icie £ £

P A 30-23.33%~-11.67% > 4p 3t 4 3 1% 2 fie® 0 = By BB o 7 B R0

BT e R R R A B - (1995)2 U T L BB D ehd B T
B UOTOR T RAE T N R AU RS o R H Y S AR AR R 2 2 2 e 1
SRR el B R PR A PR 2 (2007) 3 PR = (2014) sk R R (R AR 28 2 2 A1 £
RERALd cRRESTFFRHRERFT)  FEITERET o do@a piilpz 1 3
FI¥ B2z 2 40 1 SRR PRI 0T A R B R R R R B Y g

fCfFA, 4 2 h A4S 2B A B MissiE4 -
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(Z)REWINZFER#E

d R & #3] Mix Model e 7 8 % 7 i avig R B4 4 = 1% #5502 08 & #07] model7 & &
By P EARBALAOEA o d LT NFHREFE 222 A RBE N B RS T
A5 o iE B & (overfitting) ¥ A T & S AFFER B F 8 B 3 03] (Ghojogh & Crowley, 2019) -
d > CLUE-s #i£5% 5 & & 2 3 41 * % ¥ & (suitability map) ~ 2 3= )% @482 Ed 2 3 /0

FIEF L % f2 i

(w,

REH o A TR R PR R AR - A

/ﬁﬁ‘r /z\AUCﬁIIE‘ By ’F '/% 23

#4304 2 1 FEBGVEREBE AR

AUC FoM
23 RF model 7 by B RF model 7 .
I # 100% 100% i # 100% 100%
0: B 3» 0.8641 0.8643 0.03% 0: B 3 0.2864 0.2647 -7.6%
1:4ks 0.9720 0.9720 0.00% 1k 0.1081 0.0434 -59.9%
2:% 3 0.7904 0.7976 0.91% 2:% b 0.4527 0.3815 -15.7%
KB 0.8623 0.8623 0.01% 3t 0.0000 0.0000 0.0%
4:-k 18 0.9968 0.9969 0.01% 4:-k %8 NA NA NA
5:% % 0.7095 0.7238 2.02% 5:% & 0.2382 0.1399 -41.2%
6:7 3 0.6756 0.7158 5.95% 6: 3 ¥ 0.6093 0.5576 -8.5%

% model 7 2258 ZR(RE)H-A e 2 2 = 1 * $F w2, AUC#® 2 FoM ¥k fud - H 79 >
i AT ERHER AL ERES > P RBEL S
¥ F] FOMff =@ ¥ 5 NA o d %> model 7 5 %4 & 4 &
Fpt v P A I H AUCHE Y RFHCAI R - 2a » B & & 2 ¥ 1% B i /F X % chmodel 7
2 F T F R (FoM) &bt s 4 40 41 % dw|? F P AR RFHCAI L o 29 FoM B ™ " v 6] d =

) A G o LR 59.9%>5:3 3 41.2%>2:% # 15.7%>6:5 3 8.5%>0: B = 7.6% o o

i

%?:\f\.’".f@é—g %if"f] &ng'] ﬁxli/ﬁﬂ/z‘m/ r,*w‘ql]-r #\nh#ﬁfﬁ’i ij"fﬂ*é;’f‘?ﬂljz‘f’!ﬁaﬁﬁ
FER o Fm BRI gnlafed ST FIRTREMR ST AEREE TR
Fé‘? °
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Parallel Coordinate Plot for the Mix model Figure of Merit by landuse

0.6 s 3
E =3
: =—— =
=04 Landuse type
o landuse 0: Agriculture
§ ® Janduse 1: Forest
o ¢ landuse 2: Grass
.E’ landuse 5: Pond
* landuse 6: Barren
0.2
0.0

numbers of mixed suitiblity map

Bl32 &4 e 1% R 5% %07 EER

BI325 2281 ujz S %4 a? PRI THREIRE - Qs ST FE > s
¥ HeFE 22 4 80 (55 landuse 2, landuse 5, landuse 6 & AL ¥ 3 PR 0 AT P AN
# A4k #4) 5 G 5 landuse 2, landuse 5, landuse 6 # — 4 % $ chlF 5 0 32 < ¢ 5 modell,
model2, model3 ; (3% # - # & #hl 5 > *t A 2 ¥ % model4, model5, model6 ; C3R] % 3%
PAEEZ R EHA] ) ALY 5 model7 o d B 32F &ty 4 I * e FoM #iE
BMSEF i B i em T > B Y TRARR AR X R CHBRIEF o SETE T
PR HERFEEAREEA G ERBREZ G P BARABRERATF IR EIFE E B EH

dedm b o T - SRRt AT FFE B2 R R85 b FIFE 2L A

\\\
5

% 8

ik

'F‘ja_"é"% _g_Ko
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(B)FHFEZ22I P2 RRERE2ZBE

ARt H s 2 g 1 B CLUE-s #1558 2 B3 4 = )% B ende s ppeficse 7 /22 # 11
® Al Fe B 2 % @058 (Verburg et al., 2002) o 4opt e e il S 1A P (AP B N0 A
35 2 AU kM~ 3~ TR D BT G E R R AR o d AT A RO
FHRE) e #4855 > BHEATIE F(LR) ~ A &7 4o 155 (GAM) ™ Al 48 5 L is > 4ot
ERT RS EA R BIRY R GHEATE G R BT S BAER d B] gAA
fe B R RO RS e tRene R o 0T RS RIS B 2 A R AT 2 1Y sl = R

RS S IER 2

FHII KR HE S TR IR g AR AR

landuse2: -k &

Min. Ist Qu. Median Mean 3rd Qu. Max.
LR 0.0002 0.0082 0.0148 0.0213 0.0253 0.6415
GAM 0.0000 0.0058 0.0116 0.0199 0.0225 0.4151
RF 0.0000 0.0020 0.0096 0.0324 0.0247 0.9793
landuse5: # 3%
Min. Ist Qu. Median Mean 3rd Qu. Max.
LR 0.0000 0.0000 0.0025 0.0095 0.0120 0.1918
GAM 0.0000 0.0001 0.0031 0.0099 0.0074 0.3143
RF 0.0000 0.0020 0.0055 0.0189 0.0131 0.8380
landuse6: 73
Min. Ist Qu. Median Mean 3rd Qu. Max.
LR 0.0004 0.0179 0.0464 0.0463 0.0656 0.4322
GAM 0.0004 0.0133 0.0477 0.0453 0.0665 0.6076
RF 0.0000 0.0074 0.0350 0.0694 0.0752 0.9805
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RUTEE 2 2R n ggud B SRR BB BE S EE R L K144 iR
A AHTAARPHE G N E R G205 BT o kBRI ES LR KBS HAIZ 1 #f &
BlicE s ZBRE STFRERERF PR STIETIRL - 2RI R TR

2 £ 3 BAIF e & £ 32 #1oF o

#2132 AEWANLBHRFTF LS

3 1

%‘qi Landuse 2 ¥ 3 Landuse 5 3 3# Landuse 6 73
modell—RF model3—RF model2—RF

e & model4—model3 model4—modell model5—modell

2é model5—model2 model6—model2 model6—model3

model7—model6

model7—model5

model7—model4
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LEHRE 22 3 3 17 Sgu st 2 3 )2 S ehf

B33 oW ARl AARE S BRI AL B E2 Mo s 2 B
BB AER o ghi: X R EciE ; HY % J 5 Landuse 2:¥ ¥ ~ ¥4¢ % Landuse 5:3% 3 - 4
¢ % Landuse 6:7 % o d B33 2 £ 33 F4v> B = | Sutfciecnd & )% ggud /]
|+ & B 5 Landuse 5:% 3E< Landuse 6:7_3 < Landuse 2: ¥ » - T 354 % > # Landuse2 sF
5i2d RF % # GAM » & Fafie ¥ #ci@ ™ "% 0.0042 > fie ¥ A s B @ H# 4r 0.0039 ; #- Landuse 6
g8 xd RFEE 4 LR & Fafie B #ci@ ™ "% 0.0036 > fie B & L #cid 3 4 0.0031 ;5 # Landuse
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R T -0.0081 -0.0013 0.0011
Landuse 2 B -0.0021 0.0013 0.0083
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b Mean -0.0003 -0.0039 0.0003 0.0047 -0.0007 -0.0125
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