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Abstract

:

Floods have become more and more severe and frequent with global climate change. The present study focuses on the Black Sea’s immediate riparian area over which the Danube Delta extends. Due to the accelerated increase in the severity of floods, the vulnerability of the deltaic areas is augmenting. Therefore, it is very important to adopt measures to mitigate the negative effects of these phenomena. The basis of the measures to limit the negative effects is the activity of identifying areas prone to flooding. Thus, this research paper presents a methodology for estimating flood susceptibility using the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) and Fuzzy-Analytical Hierarchy Process (FAHP) models. To determine the susceptibility to these natural risk phenomena, the following eight flood predictors were taken into account: slope, elevation, altitude above channel, land use, hydrological soil group, lithology distance from the river, and distance from water bodies. Furthermore, the weights that each flood predictor has in terms of determining flood susceptibility were determined through the previously mentioned models. The results revealed that the slope is the most important predictor, followed by elevation, distance from the river, and land use. These weights were used in the GIS environment to evaluate the susceptibility to floods from a spatial point of view. The areas with a high/very high value for these phenomena occupy over 70% of the surface of the Danube Delta.
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1. Introduction


Due to their impact on dynamic hydraulic hazards that cause widespread damage on a variety of scales, floods have caused enormous socioeconomic losses and environmental devastation around the world [1,2,3,4]. It is a global challenge to reduce the risk of floods and manage water resources under changing environmental conditions. In addition to their complexity, floods are prone to varying damages depending on the geography in which they occur. For this reason, it is important to use advanced methods and tools to identify the areas susceptible to flooding.



Floods have also been intensifying and becoming more powerful due to climate changes, causing severe damage to property and human lives [5]. There has been an increase in the global temperature and the intensity and frequency of rainfall due to changing climate conditions. Due to these climatic changes, there has been an augmentation of peak discharges, runoff, and flood events. Instead, according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), flood impacts will also vary depending on the climate scenarios’ variability and the environment’s state in the affected regions [6]. Several studies have demonstrated that climate variability can potentially increase the vulnerability of the natural and human ecosystems to events such as floods, droughts, cyclones, heat waves, and wildfires [7,8,9,10]. As a result of this level of warming, the runoff trend for some of the countries in the north latitudinal zone, such as Romania, East Africa, Northeast Europe, Hungary, China, and the Scandinavian countries, will be significantly higher as well. Around 2.3 billion people worldwide have been affected by flooding, which accounts for about 47% of all weather-related disasters [11].



In most parts of the world, deltas and flood plains are sensitive to the erosion of river banks as well as floods from rivers. In order to estimate floods from rivers, hydraulic modelling and flood susceptibility indices are widely used across the world. The nature and trend of rainfall, river discharge, and frequency of cyclonic events over the past few years have radically changed due to changes in the nature and trend of rainfall. As a result, we must study environmental issues and manage complex risks to maintain a healthy environment. It should be mentioned that river deltas are regions that are highly vulnerable to the effects of environmental changes and are extremely vulnerable to natural disasters, especially floods, due to their high vulnerability to climate change. The delta floodplains are extremely important to maintain the dynamics of the entire natural system. Due to this reason, it is very important to study the natural hazards that can affect the natural system of deltaic regions and coastal regions and to highlight especially the surfaces that are prone to these natural disasters. Floods are essential to both alluvial processes in deltaic lakes as well as to supplying water to them [12]. Flooding frequency is important because it flushes the water from the deltaic lake system, ensuring that both the terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems can evolve normally [13]. For human communities, however, floods can be regarded as a potential source of harm, causing physical and psychological distress, as well as causing material damage. An accurate and appropriate susceptibility analysis can help decrease the severity of these consequences. Scientists and government officials must produce accurate flood models to help them make informed decisions. Literature has used a variety of hydrological approaches over the years to understand the hydrological process [14]. Several traditional hydrological techniques are incapable of comprehensively analyzing rivers and inundation areas, such as physical model-based rainfall-runoff analysis and data-driven analysis. A considerable contribution has been made to flood modeling and prediction through remote sensing techniques (RS) and geographic information systems (GIS) [15]. The RS and GIS techniques provide a variety of data sources, a high level of data quality, tracking capacity during the day and the night [16,17], and the capability to analyze data quickly.



Several multi-criteria decisions making (MCDM) models have been successfully combined with geographic information systems (GIS) for flood susceptibility mapping, especially the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) and Analytic Network Process (ANP) [18]. To make an optimal decision, AHP assists in quantifying the relative importance of flood causative criteria using the user’s decision parameters, and it is one of the most widely used methods of MCDM for identifying flood-prone areas [19]. The main disadvantage of the AHP, however, is that the results are subject to uncertainty and imprecision when compared due to inconsistencies or biases in the pairwise comparison. To address this limitation, a fuzzy algorithm has been integrated into medium-complexity decision-making models (MCDMs) [20]. In this model, the criterion weighting and alternative selection are made more accurate to modify the original AHP for more accurate weighting and alternative selection. The high precision of fuzzy AHP has been used in different geohazard scenarios for GIS modeling because of its compatibility with GIS. Therefore, the present paper aims to develop an accurate flood susceptibility mapping procedure using the Fuzzy-AHP model for the Danube Delta region. Eight flood predictors are considered and integrated into the GIS and Fuzzy-AHP model.




2. Study Area


The present research study is focused on the Danube Delta from Romania (Figure 1). With an area of 5640 km2, the Danube Delta is one of the largest ecosystems of the humid zones in Europe, taking up the most significant portion of the area. In terms of liquid and solid parameters, it measures the state of the environment at both a local and regional level, but it also ensures a steady water supply at both the local and regional levels so that the local economy and community can thrive.



In the last 5200 years, the Black Sea’s level has been stabilizing since the Black Sea’s region was carved into a gulf by the delta, running between Bugeac Plain and the Dobrogea Plateau, at which point the delta is enclosed within a gulf. A morphological analysis of the area associates the Danube Delta with that of a developing alluvial plain, which can be defined as a region with reduced hypsometry (with no greater than 13 m difference in elevation in the emergent area and a difference of 64 m between the height of the Letea fluvial-maritime levee and the depth of the Tulcea Branch). As the average and maximum annual flows increased between 1945 and 2007, as well as did the average monthly distribution of maximum water flows between March and June, the average monthly distribution of maximum annual flows had a general tendency to rise relatively. Several major floods occurred along the Danube in 1895, 1926, 1942, 1970, 1975, 1981, 1988, and 2006 [21].




3. Data


Choosing the geographical factors that are most relevant to describing a flood’s impact is one of the most important factors in determining flood susceptibility values in a given area. It is important to note that this is another step towards arriving at an accurate estimate of flood susceptibility values across a given spatial area. The following rows provide descriptions of the eight flood predictors used in this analysis. Three predictors are derived from the Digital Elevation Model: slope angle, elevation, and altitude above the channel. The Digital Elevation Model was extracted from the Shuttle Radar Topographic Mission (SRTM) 30 m database [22]. The other five flood predictors were achieved from vectorial databases: distance from rivers and channels, land use, lithology, hydrological soil groups, and distance from water bodies.



The slope angle plays an important role not only in terms of flood severity but also in the amount of water that accumulates due to runoff processes [23]. In light of this phenomenon, slopes with a high precipitation amount determine the flow of water to low-sloped areas, where water tends to accumulate since slopes with a high amount of precipitation cause a high amount of rain to fall. In the present research, the slope classes are the following: 0–1°, 1.1–2°, 2.1–3°, 3.1–4°, and >4° (Figure 2a).



The elevation of a particular region plays a significant role in determining the likelihood of flooding in a specific area as it is a morphometric factor that promotes a specific geographical feature [24]. The elevation was split into eight classes: 0–1 m, 1.1–2 m, 2.1–3 m, 3.1–4 m, 4–5 m, 5–6 m, 7–8 m, and >8 m (Figure 2b).



Floods are more likely to occur in areas that are less than 50 m from rivers because of the proximity to rivers [25]. The distance from rivers and channels factor was derived with the help of Euclidean Distance procedure implemented in ArcGIS 10.5 (Esri, Bucharest, Romania) software. In order to create the distance from the river map, the following eight classes were established: 0–50 m, 50.1–100 m, 100.1–150 m, 150.1–200 m, 200.1–400 m, 400.1–700 m, 700.1–1000 m, and >1000 m (Figure 2c).



Due to the different values of Manning roughness coefficients, land use is one of the most important predictors of floods due to its influence on the velocity of surface runoff. The land-use map of the Danube Delta was derived using the Corine Land Cover database. According to this database, eleven land use categories could be determined in the Danube Delta region (Figure 2d).



The altitude above channel refers to the altitude difference between the closest channel network and the surrounding region [26]. The regions which are characterized by a low difference in terms of altitude will have a high exposure to flood occurrence. The altitude above the channel was split into eight classes: 0–1 m, 1.1–2 m, 2.1–3 m, 3.1–4 m, 4–5 m, 5–6 m, 7–8 m, and >8 m (Figure 3a).



In the Danube Delta, the water bodies are present in large areas. Any increase in the water level of these water bodies represents a dangerous phenomenon for the regions within proximity. The distance from water bodies factor was also derived using the Euclidean Distance procedure. In order to create the distance from water bodies, the following eight classes were established: 0–50 m, 50.1–100 m, 100.1–150 m, 150.1–200 m, 200.1–400 m, 400.1–700 m, 700.1–1000 m, and >1000 m (Figure 3b).



The lithology significantly influences the shape and morphology of river valleys, just as it controls how water infiltrates [27,28]. Lithological categories of the study zone were obtained from the Geological Map of Romania, 1:200.000. Eight lithological categories were selected for the present research according to Figure 3c.



Water infiltration velocity is also influenced by the type of soil group and can drastically affect the amount of water that accumulates at the ground surface [29]. Romanian Soil Map in Digital format, 1:200.000, was used as a data source for the present study. According to Figure 3d, all four hydrological groups are present in the Danube Delta.




4. Methods


The Fuzzy-Analytical Hierarchical Process (FAHP) aims to improve the quality of the analysis through the combination of fuzzy set theory with the AHP algorithm, which aims to reduce subjectivity in calculating the judge’s weights and increase the rigor of the analysis. Using the FAHP model, we calculate the weights for each flood conditioning factor within the equation of flood susceptibility. The main aspects of fuzzy set theory and the AHP algorithm will be presented in the following section along with the combination of these two models as a whole.



As a semi-quantitative algorithm, the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) is frequently used to assess an area’s susceptibility to natural hazards. Using the AHP model, the main objective is to compute the weights of different criterion map layers based on the expert knowledge gathered during constructing the pairwise comparison matrix. To solve the hierarchical fuzzy problems arising from a hierarchical structure, FAHP, an extension of the AHP algorithm that is fuzzy was used in place of the conventional AHP algorithm, since the conventional AHP algorithm cannot reflect the human thinking style. As part of the FAHP model, it is possible to determine the weights of the various criteria based on the following two steps:



	(i)

	
During the construction of the pairwise comparison matrices, all flood conditioning factors were taken into account. A linguistic term was assigned to the pairwise comparison so that we would be able to determine which element/criteria is more important to the individual. The following linguistic terms were assigned:


    A ′   =  [       1 ′         a    12  ′     ⋯       a    1 n  ′           a    21  ′       1 ′     ⋯       a    1 n  ′       ⋮   ⋮   ⋱   ⋮         a    n 1  ′         a    n 2  ′     ⋯     1 ′       ]  =  [       1 ′         a    12  ′     ⋯       a    1 n  ′        1 /    a    21  ′       1 ′     ⋯       a    1 n  ′       ⋮   ⋮   ⋱   ⋮      1 /    a    n 1  ′      1 /    a    n 2  ′     ⋯     1 ′       ]   



(1)




where a′ij shows a pair of criteria i and j.







Let 1′ be (1, 1, 1), when i = j, if 1′, 2′, 3′, 4′, 5′, 6′, 7′, 8′, and 9′ measure that variable i which has a higher relative importance in comparison with variable j, whereas 1/1′, 1/2′, 1/3′, 1/4′, 1/5′, 1/6′, 1/7′, 1/8′, and 1/9′ measure that variable j which is relatively more important.



	(ii)

	
Through the Buckley method, the weight and fuzzy geometric mean of each criterion were calculated by:


   r i ′  =    (   a  i 1  ′    ⨂      a    i 2  ′    ⨂ … ⨂      a    in  ′   )    1 / n   ,  



(2)




and then


   w i ′  =  r i ′  ⨂   (  r 1 ′    ⨂ … ⨂    r n ′  )   − 1    



(3)




where    a  i n  ′    represents the value of fuzzy comparison among the pair criterion n and criterion i,    r 1 ′    represents the value of geometric mean associated to the fuzzy comparison values for criterion i compared to each of the other criteria, and    w i ′    is the fuzzy weighting of the ith criterion, which can be also represented by a TFN;    w i ′    = (  l  w i  ,   m  w i  ,   u  w i   ), where   l  w i   ,   m  w i   , and   u  w i    are the lower, middle, and upper values, respectively, of the fuzzy weighting of the ith criterion.







Using the extent analysis algorithm, it was possible to determine the final values of the corresponding flood predictor weights that would be used in the flood prediction model. In order to construct a fuzzy triangular comparison matrix form at the beginning of this algorithm, we have to construct the following:


   A ′  =    (   a  i j  ′   )    n x n   =  [       (  1 , 1 , 1  )      (  l  12   ,    m  12   ,  u  12   )    ⋯    (  l  1 n   ,    m  1 n   ,  u  1 n   )       (  l  21   ,    m  21   ,  u  21   )      (  1 , 1 , 1  )     ⋯    (  l  2 n   ,    m  2 n   ,  u  2 n   )      ⋮   ⋮   ⋱   ⋮      (  l  n 1   ,    m  n 1   ,  u  n 1   )     (  l  n 2   ,    m  n 2   ,  u  n 2   )    ⋯     (  1 , 1 , 1  )       ]   



(4)




where    a  i j  ′  = (  l  i j   ,    m  i j   ,  u  i j   ) =  a  i j   ′ − 1   = ( 1 /  l  i j   ,   1 /  m  i j   , 1 /  u  i j   )   for i, j = 1, …, n and i ≠ j.



The extent analysis method and the priority vector of the triangular matrix will be calculated. Thus, in a first stage, the fuzzy arithmetic function will be employed to sum up each row of matrix   A ′  :


  R  S i  =   ∑   j = 1  n   a  i j  ′  =  (    ∑   j = 1  n   l  i j   ,   ∑   j = 1  n   m  i j   ,   ∑   j = 1  n   u  i j    )  ,     i = 1 , … ,   n  



(5)







Through the normalization of the above relation, the value of the fuzzy synthetic extent in terms of the ith object can be obtained as follows:


   S i ’  =   ∑  j n   a  i j  ′    ⨂    [    ∑   k = 1  n    ∑   j = 1  n   a  k j  ′   ]    − 1   =  (      ∑   j = 1  n   l  i j       ∑   k = 1  n    ∑   j = 1  n   u  k j     ,     ∑   j = 1  n   m  i j       ∑   k = 1  n    ∑   j = 1  n   m  k j     ,     ∑   j = 1  n   u  i j       ∑   k = 1  n    ∑   j = 1  n   l  k j      )  ,   i = 1 , … ,   n .  



(6)







The computation of the degree of possibility of    S i ′    ≥    S j ′    (Figure 4) represents the third step and is achieved through the following formula:


  V (  S i ′  ≥  S j ′  ) =  {      1 ,     i f    m i  ≥  m j  ,          u i  −  l j    (  u i  −  m i  ) + (  m j  −  l j  )     ,      l j  ≤    u i  ,           i , j = 1 ,   … ,   n ; j ≠ i         0 ,     others        



(7)




where    S i ′  =  (  l ,  m i  ,  u i   )    and    S j ′  =  (   l j  ,  m j  ,  u j   )   .



Considering that:


   w ′   (   a i   )  = min { V (  S i ′  ≥  S k ′  ) } ,   k = 1 ,   2 ,   … . ,    n  ;   k   ≠   i ,  



(8)




the value of weight vector will be calculated as:


   w ′   (   a i   )  =  [   w ′   (   a i   )  ,    w ′   (   a i   )  ,   … ,    w ′   (   a i   )   ]     T  ,  



(9)




where Ai (i = 1, 2, …, n) are n elements.



After the normalization process, the weight vectors can be obtained using the following relation:


  w  (   a i   )  =  [  w  (   a 1   )  ,   w  (   a 2   )  ,   … ,   w  (   a n   )   ]     T  ,  



(10)




where w is a non-fuzzy number.



In order to develop the flood potential index using the FAHP stand-alone model, in the first step of the process, an Analytic Hierarchy Process was used to calculate the weights of each of the factor classes and categories within the FAHP stand-alone model. We were able to achieve this in part by utilizing eight comparison matrices that were generated in the Microsoft Excel 2013 software in order to calculate the AHP weights. Several scientific papers have described the entire procedure of the AHP algorithm [30,31,32]. It was necessary to assign weights to each class of factors based on the AHP weights, with ArcGIS 10.5. A second step consisted of building a Fuzzy-Analytical Hierarchy Process evaluation matrix for each factor class/category in Microsoft Excel 2013, which was then used to calculate the weights of each flood condition factor in ArcGIS 10.5.



The final step in computing the flood potential index through the FAHP model was multiplying the flood conditioning factors raster in ArcGIS 10.5 with the weights calculated from the AHP model, and the weights generated by the AHP model were then applied to the raster.



Figure 5 presents the workflow implemented in this study.




5. Results


5.1. AHP Method


There are a number of possible combinations between the geographical factors that affect flood occurrences and their classes and categories, which can be found in Table 1. Each factor or class/category was compared with the others by assigning a dominant relative value. These values were assigned after consulting the specialized literature. Their weights are also included in Table 1.



It can be seen that slope (0.288) is the factor that, from the experts’ perspective, has the most significant influence on the potential for the formation and manifestation of floods, followed in order by elevation (0.239), distance from the river (0.177), land use (0.124), altitude above channel (0.068), distance from water bodies (0.049), lithology (0.038), and hydrological Soil Groups (0.016).



From the viewpoint of the factors’ classes/categories weights, the highest value was obtained by a class of slopes below 1° (0.546), followed by soil hydrological group D (0.534), built-up areas, marsh, river, water bodies (0.474), sandstone (0.469), areas at a distance from channels below 50 m (0.362), and altitudes below 1 m (0.327) (Table 1).



As mentioned in the Methods section, the comparison matrices’ quality was assessed by Consistency Rate (CR) values. According to Table 2, the CR values assigned to all nine comparison matrices are lower than 0.1, which shows a good quality of the analysis. The values of the other parameters of the AHP model were also included in Table 2.



The weights assigned to the factor classes/categories were used to derive new rasters whose cells took these values. This operation was performed in ArcGIS 10.5 software using the Lookup tool in the Spatial Analyst extension. For the derivation of the Flood Potential Index (IPI) values on the Danube Delta, the new rasters were included in the following equation that was implemented in the Raster Calculator tool in ArcGIS 10.5:


PIAHP = 0.288× [Slope] + 0.239× [Elevation] + 0.177× [Distance from river] + 0.124× [Land use] + 0.068×

[Altitude above channel] + 0.049* [Distance from water bodies] + 0.038× [Lithology] + 0.016× [Hydrological

Soil Groups]



(11)







Once the weights for each factor and factor class were determined, the FPI values were derived by applying (11). It should be mentioned that the surfaces of the lakes were excluded from this analysis because there is always water in them. The FPI values were grouped into four classes by using the Natural Breaks classification method (Figure 6a). The very low values of FPI are spread over 12.17% of the total study area (Figure 7).



In these areas, the potential for flooding is reduced due to the higher altitudes, the presence of forested areas, and the greater distance from the Danube arms and canals. The average values of the FPI occupy 16.36% of the study area. The next class is the one corresponding to the high potential for flooding. This is distributed on about 39.66% of the total (Figure 7) and appears in the areas delimited by the canals in the study area and the Danube arms. Areas with very high values of the FPI cover approximately 31.81% of the surface of the study area. These surfaces are generally present in areas with low altitudes of less than 1 m, near the Danube arms and canals. They are generally arranged on soil with a low degree of permeability above which the lack of forest cover is noticeable.




5.2. Fuzzy-AHP Method


A pairwise comparison matrix was created in Microsoft Excel to determine flood susceptibility using the Fuzzy-AHP method. We compared the importance of all eight flash flood predictors in this matrix (Table 3) based on their association with flood genesis.



Calculated using the comparison matrix, these synthesis values were derived using the equation below:


     [    ∑   k = 1  n    ∑   j = 1  n   a  k j  ′   ]    − 1   =    (  78.39   107.85   142.12  )    − 1   =  (  0.007   0.0093   0.012  )   



(12)







As a result of these findings, fuzzy numbers were calculated and assigned to each flash flood predictor in order to assign them a relative importance (Table 4).



Each flash flood predictor was then given fuzzy numbers based on these results. The fuzzy number was used as a next step to determine the degree of possibility (Table 4). The following equations were used to determine the weight of each flash flood predictor:


w’(ai) = {1 1 0.51 0.33 0.22 0 0 0}T



(13)






w(ai) = {0.327 0.327 0.166 0.107 0.071 0 0 0}T



(14)







Additionally, the defuzzification process converts TFNs into crunchy weights that are multiplied by AHP values to create FPIFAHP by adding flash flood conditioning factors to them:


FPIFAHP = 0.328 × [Slope] + 0.328 × [Elevation] + 0.166 × [Distance from river] +

0.107 × [Land use] + 0.072 × [Altitude above channel]         



(15)







Equation (15) was implemented in Map Algebra to derive the FPI values. It should be mentioned that the surfaces of the lakes were excluded from this analysis because they always contain water. Like in AHP, the FPI values were grouped into four classes using the Natural Breaks classification method (Figure 6b). The low values of flood susceptibility can be found on 11.32% of the Danube Delta surface (Figure 7). The medium FPI values are spread on 19.22% of the study area, while the next class corresponds to the high potential for flooding, which is distributed on approximately 38.65% of the study zone. Areas with very high values of the FPI cover approximately 30.81% of the surface of the study area.





6. Discussion


Many natural hazards can cause damage, but flooding is among the most prevalent and destructive. As floods become more common throughout the world, they are causing increased losses of life and socio-economic damage to communities and putting significant pressure on them [33]. Considering this massive burden of flooding on human societies, geophysicists, hydrologists, engineers of water resources, geologists, morphologists, as well as a variety of other scientists have taken up the task of studying this phenomenon from many different aspects to mitigate its financial damages and meet its management requirements [34]. They are faced with the vital task of identifying the areas within a watershed to implement a system that can be used to identify those areas that are highly vulnerable to flooding [35]. They use different tools to perform this. Fieldwork is one option that might be preferred, but it is very time-consuming, cost-prohibitive, and hard to conduct. A high-speed alternative to the fieldwork is represented by the computation of flood susceptibility using many flood predictors. Managing flood risk is more manageable with reliable flood susceptibility maps that give land-use managers and government officials essential tools for managing flood risks. In order for a flood to occur, several factors must come together, including those that are outside the river itself, such as factors related to weather, hydrological, geomorphological, geological, land use, and anthropogenic factors, and those that are inside the river, such as hydrological and hydraulic models [36]. There is no precise agreement on which factors should be applied for assessing flood susceptibility, so it is vital to be aware of this. According to Mahmoud et al. [37], it is recommended that more than six factors be used in order to avoid the production of unrepresentative weights dominated by a single factor, which may increase the risk of overrating some of the flood factors. As well as adjusting the number of flood conditioning factors for the local geomorphologic and geologic conditions (to take into account the area’s topography and geology, depending on the local conditions), it is essential to take into account the climatic conditions of the area [38]. Although some factors are highly interrelated, each factor contributes more information to the model and enhances the likelihood of realistic results being found. Flood occurrence is strongly correlated with low distances to rivers and the density of rivers, which are both correlated with the lowest distances to rivers [39]. Overbank flooding is more likely to occur in these areas when heavy rainfall over a prolonged period happens [40].



The lithology of the flood plain, the deltas, and the coastal zone strongly correlate with unconsolidated sediments, mainly because these materials underlie the surface of the floodplain, delta, and coastal zone. The present research assigned the highest weight to the slope predictor. This result is in total agreement with the research works carried out by Arora et al. [41], Azareh et al. [42], and Bui et al. [43]. In the case of AHP modeling, all the flood predictors received weights higher than 0, while the calculations carried out in the case of Fuzzy-AHP modeling revealed three flood predictors that received a weight equal to 0. Therefore, these three predictors were not considered in the final computation of flood susceptibility. The very high exposed areas to flood phenomena are located within the zones with the lowest altitude and slopes equal to 0°. Other important factors were the low altitude above the channel, the presence of the river network’s proximity, and the presence of built-up and marsh areas [44]. These findings are in total agreement with the works conducted by Ali et al. [45], Bronstert [46], and Chapi [47].



It should be mentioned that the Danube Delta is a region with a poor precipitation regime, with annual precipitation that does not exceed 450 mm. At the same time, it should be mentioned that the floods that occur in the case of the Danube Delta as a result of floods propagating along the Danube, these being the effect of inseminated precipitation that is recorded on the entire surface of the Danube basin, including here its large tributaries such as: Sava, Drava, Tisa, Morava, etc. Therefore, in the case of the study area within the present research, neither the local climatic factor, nor its temporal variation, is the most important for the occurrence of floods. This is the main reason for which the climatic factor (precipitation) was not taken into account in the present study. It should be also highlighted the very important role that GIS and Remote Sensing technique have in these types of studies [48]. The radar products are part of Remote Sensing techniques [49] and have a crucial role in tracking the severe weather and in the flood forecasting and warning.




7. Conclusions


Two multicriteria decision-making models were used in this research to estimate the flood susceptibility of the Danube Delta from Romania. The study’s results showed that slope angle, elevation, and distance from the river were the most important factors in the case of both AHP and Fuzzy-AHP models. Moreover, according to the results of the manuscript, the areas covered by a high and very high flood susceptibility account for around 70% of the Danube Delta.



A significant novelty of the present study is the application of these two models for the first time to estimate the flood susceptibility across the Danube Delta, one of the most important deltaic regions at the European level and worldwide. In the literature, no previous research has approached the subject of flood susceptibility in the Danube Delta. There are several good reasons why these two models have been adopted by other research papers and applied in other areas of study as a result of their very high performance. However, at the same time, as a future direction of research, the study’s authors consider that the methodology for estimating the risk of flooding should be incorporated into a broader methodology for estimating the risk of floods as part of a more comprehensive approach to the estimation of these phenomena. Therefore, it is expected that the socio-economic objectives of the area under study will also be considered in future studies. There is also an effort to conduct detailed case studies on floodplains by considering hydraulic modeling and utilizing digital land models with a high spatial resolution, which will enable detailed case studies to be conducted.
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Figure 1. Location of the study area. 
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Figure 2. Flood predictors. ((a) Slope, (b) elevation, (c) distance from water, (d) land use). 
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Figure 3. Flood predictors ((a) Altitude above channel, (b) distance from water bodies; (c) lithological groups; (d) hydrological Soil Groups). 
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Figure 4. (a) The degree of possibility of    S i ′     ≥    S j ′   ; (b) Triangular fuzzy number corresponding to linguistic variables according to the level of preference. 
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Figure 5. Flowchart of the methodology. 
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Figure 6. Flood Potential Index (FPI). (a) AHP, (b) FAHP. 
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Figure 7. Weights of flood potential index (FPI) classes. 
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Table 1. AHP comparison matrix.






Table 1. AHP comparison matrix.





	
Factors/Classes Categories

	
Pairwise Comparison

	
AHP Weights




	

	
[1]

	
[2]

	
[3]

	
[4]

	
[5]

	
[6]

	
[7]

	
[8]

	






	
Factors

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] Slope

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
5

	
6

	
7

	
9

	
0.288




	
[2] Elevation

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
5

	
6

	
7

	
9

	
0.239




	
[3] Distance from river

	
1/2

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
9

	
0.177




	
[4] Land use

	
1/3

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
8

	
0.124




	
[5] Altitude above channel

	
1/5

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
7

	
0.068




	
[6] Distance from water bodies

	
1/6

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
6

	
0.049




	
[7] Lithology

	
1/7

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
6

	
0.038




	
[8] Hydrological Soil Groups

	
1/9

	
1/9

	
1/9

	
1/8

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/6

	
1

	
0.016




	
Class/categories

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Slope (°)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] 0–1

	
1

	
4

	
6

	
7

	
9

	

	

	

	
0.546




	
[2] 1–2

	
1/4

	
1

	
3

	
4

	
6

	

	

	

	
0.229




	
[3] 2–3

	
1/6

	
1/3

	
1

	
2

	
4

	

	

	

	
0.113




	
[4] 3–4

	
1/7

	
1/4

	
1/2

	
1

	
3

	

	

	

	
0.075




	
[5] >4

	
1/9

	
1/6

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1

	

	

	

	
0.037




	
Altitude (m)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] 0–1

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
7

	
8

	
0.327




	
[2] 1–2

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
7

	
0.227




	
[3] 2–3

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
0.157




	
[4] 3–4

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
0.108




	
[5] 4–5

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
0.073




	
[6] 4–6

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
0.050




	
[7] 6–7

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
0.034




	
[8] >7

	
1/8

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
0.024




	
Distance from the river (m)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] 0–50

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
7

	
9

	
0.323




	
[2] 50–100

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
7

	
0.221




	
[3] 100–150

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
0.152




	
[4] 150–200

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
0.104




	
[5] 200–400

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
3

	
0.073




	
[6] 400–700

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/3

	
1

	
4

	
6

	
0.063




	
[7] 700–1000

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/4

	
1

	
6

	
0.043




	
[8] >1000

	
1/9

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/3

	
1/6

	
1/6

	
1

	
0.021




	
Land use

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] Forests, sands

	
1

	
1/3

	
1/5

	
1/7

	
1/9

	

	

	

	
0.035




	
[2] Vineyards, fruit trees, shrubs

	
3

	
1

	
1/3

	
1/5

	
1/7

	

	

	

	
0.069




	
[3] Agriculture areas

	
5

	
3

	
1

	
1/3

	
1/5

	

	

	

	
0.136




	
[4] Pastures

	
7

	
5

	
3

	
1

	
1/2

	

	

	

	
0.286




	
[5] Built-up areas, marsh, river, water bodies

	
9

	
7

	
5

	
2

	
1

	

	

	

	
0.474




	
Altitude above channel (m)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] 0–1

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
7

	
8

	
0.327




	
[2] 1–2

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
7

	
0.227




	
[3] 2–3

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
0.157




	
[4] 3–4

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
0.108




	
[5] 4–5

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
0.073




	
[6] 4–6

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
0.050




	
[7] 6–7

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
0.034




	
[8] >7

	
1/8

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
0.024




	
Distance from water bodies (m)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] 0–50

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
8

	
9

	
0.324




	
[2] 50–100

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
7

	
8

	
0.225




	
[3] 100–150

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
6

	
7

	
0.156




	
[4] 150–200

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
4

	
5

	
6

	
0.113




	
[5] 200–400

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
0.069




	
[6] 400–700

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/4

	
1/4

	
1/2

	
1

	
2

	
6

	
0.053




	
[7] 700–1000

	
1/8

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/5

	
1/3

	
1/2

	
1

	
6

	
0.040




	
[8] >1000

	
1/9

	
1/8

	
1/7

	
1/6

	
1/4

	
1/6

	
1/6

	
1

	
0.019




	
Lithology

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] Sands, gravels, river deposits

	
1

	
1/2

	
1/4

	
1/6

	
1/9

	

	

	

	
0.043




	
[2] Loess deposits

	
2

	
1

	
1/2

	
1/3

	
1/4

	

	

	

	
0.090




	
[3] Limestone, conglomerates

	
4

	
2

	
1

	
1/2

	
1/5

	

	

	

	
0.142




	
[4] Clay shale, green shale

	
6

	
3

	
2

	
1

	
1/2

	

	

	

	
0.256




	
[5] Sandstone

	
9

	
4

	
5

	
2

	
1

	

	

	

	
0.469




	
Hydrological Soil Groups

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
[1] A

	
1

	
3/4

	
1/2

	
1/5

	

	

	

	

	
0.108




	
[2] B

	
4/3

	
1

	
3/4

	
1/3

	

	

	

	

	
0.157




	
[3] C

	
2

	
4/3

	
1

	
1/3

	

	

	

	

	
0.201




	
[4] D

	
5

	
3

	
3

	
1

	

	

	

	

	
0.534
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Table 2. Properties of AHP pairwise comparison matrices.
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	Factors
	No. of Factors/Classes
	λmax
	CI
	RI
	CR





	All factors
	8
	8.067
	0.010
	1.41
	0.007



	Slope
	5
	5.223
	0.056
	1.12
	0.050



	Elevation
	8
	8.048
	0.007
	1.41
	0.005



	Distance from river
	8
	8.351
	0.050
	1.41
	0.036



	Land use
	5
	5.223
	0.056
	1.12
	0.050



	Altitude above channel
	8
	8.048
	0.007
	1.41
	0.005



	Distance from water bodies
	8
	8.351
	0.050
	1.41
	0.036



	Lithology
	5
	5.223
	0.056
	1.12
	0.050



	Hydrological Soil Groups
	4
	4.011
	0.004
	0.9
	0.004
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Table 3. FAHP evaluation matrix.
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	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8





	Slope (1)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	l1
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3
	4
	4
	5



	m1
	1
	2
	3
	4
	4
	5
	5
	6



	u1
	1
	3
	4
	5
	5
	6
	6
	7



	Elevation (2)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	l2
	1/3
	1
	1
	2
	3
	4
	4
	4



	m2
	1/2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	5
	5



	u2
	1
	1
	3
	4
	5
	6
	6
	6



	Distance from river (3)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	l3
	1/4
	1/3
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3



	m3
	1/3
	1/2
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4



	u3
	1/2
	1
	1
	3
	4
	4
	4
	5



	Land use (4)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	l4
	1/5
	1/4
	1/3
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2



	m4
	1/4
	1/3
	1/2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3



	u4
	1/3
	1/2
	1
	1
	3
	3
	3
	4



	Altitude above channel (5)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	l5
	1/5
	1/4
	1/3
	1/3
	1
	1
	1
	2



	m5
	1/4
	1/3
	1/2
	1/2
	1
	2
	2
	3



	u5
	1/3
	1/2
	1
	1
	1
	3
	3
	4



	Distance from water bodies (6)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	l6
	1/6
	1/5
	1/4
	1/3
	1/3
	1
	1
	1



	m6
	1/5
	1/4
	1/3
	1/2
	1/2
	1
	1
	2



	u6
	1/4
	1/3
	1/2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3



	Lithology (7)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	l7
	1/6
	1/5
	1/4
	1/3
	1/3
	1
	1
	1



	m7
	1/5
	1/4
	1/3
	1/2
	1/2
	1
	1
	2



	u7
	1/4
	1/3
	1/2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3



	Hydrological Soil Groups (8)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	l8
	1/7
	1/6
	1/5
	1/4
	1/4
	1/3
	1/3
	1



	m8
	1/6
	1/5
	1/4
	1/3
	1/3
	1/2
	1/2
	1



	u8
	1/5
	1/4
	1/3
	1/2
	1/2
	1
	1
	1
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Table 4. The ordinate of the highest intersection point, the degree possibility for TFNs, and the wright’s landslide predictors.
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	Slope = 1
	Elevation = 2
	Distance from River = 3



	V(S1 ≥ S2) = 1
	V(S2 ≥ S1) = 1
	V(S3 ≥ S1) = 0.51



	V(S1 ≥ S3) = 1
	V(S2 ≥ S3) = 1
	V(S3 ≥ S2) = 0.65



	V(S1 ≥ S4) = 1
	V(S2 ≥ S4) = 1
	V(S3 ≥ S4) = 1



	V(S1 ≥ S5) = 1
	V(S2 ≥ S5) = 1
	V(S3 ≥ S5) = 1



	V(S1 ≥ S6) = 1
	V(S2 ≥ S6) = 1
	V(S3 ≥ S6) = 1



	V(S1 ≥ S7) = 1
	V(S2 ≥ S7) = 1
	V(S3 ≥ S7) = 1



	V(S1 ≥ S8) = 1
	V(S2 ≥ S8) = 1
	V(S3 ≥ S8) = 1



	min{V(S1 ≥ Sk)} = 1
	min{V(S2 ≥ Sk)} = 1
	min{V(S3 ≥ Sk)} = 0.51



	Weight = 0.328
	Weight = 0.328
	Weight = 0.166



	Land use = 4
	Altitude above channel = 5
	Distance from water bodies = 6



	V(S4 ≥ S1) = 0.33
	V(S5 ≥ S1) = 0.22
	V(S6 ≥ S1) = 0



	V(S4 ≥ S2) = 0.69
	V(S5 ≥ S2) = 0.59
	V(S6 ≥ S2) = 0



	V(S4 ≥ S3) = 1
	V(S5 ≥ S3) = 0.9
	V(S6 ≥ S3) = 0.17



	V(S4 ≥ S5) = 1
	V(S5 ≥ S4) = 1
	V(S6 ≥ S4) = 0.53



	V(S4 ≥ S6) = 1
	V(S5 ≥ S6) = 1
	V(S6 ≥ S5) = 0.63



	V(S4 ≥ S7) = 1
	V(S5 ≥ S7) = 1
	V(S6 ≥ S7) = 1



	V(S4 ≥ S8) = 1
	V(S5 ≥ S8) = 1
	V(S6 ≥ S8) = 1



	min{V(S5 ≥ Sk)} = 0.33
	min{V(S6 ≥ Sk)} = 0.22
	min{V(S7 ≥ Sk)} = 0



	Weight = 0.107
	>Weight = 0.072
	Weight = 0



	Lithology = 7
	Hydrological Soil Groups = 8
	



	V(S7 ≥ S1) = 0
	V(S8 ≥ S1) = 0
	



	V(S7 ≥ S2) = 0
	V(S8 ≥ S2) = 0
	



	V(S7 ≥ S3) = 0.17
	V(S8 ≥ S3) = 0
	



	V(S7 ≥ S4) = 0.53
	V(S8 ≥ S4) = 0.16
	



	V(S7 ≥ S5) = 0.63
	V(S8 ≥ S5) = 0.24
	



	V(S7 ≥ S6) = 1
	V(S8 ≥ S6) = 0.57
	



	V(S7 ≥ S8) = 1
	V(S8 ≥ S7) = 0.57
	



	min{V(S7 ≥ Sk)} = 0
	min{V(S8 ≥ Sk)} = 0
	



	Weight = 0
	Weight = 0
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