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Abstract: In recent years, there has been a notable advancement in the sophistication of numerical, physical,
and other models used to simulate natural hazard events. This progress has led to the development of high-
resolution models that better capture the physics underlying these events. However, the improved modeling
capabilities have been accompanied by increased computational demands. Simultaneously, statistical and
machine learning techniques have been increasingly employed across a wide variety of applications, including
the development of hazard prediction models. The widespread availability of user-friendly, open-source
software resources has facilitated the adoption of these techniques. Within the context of predicting hazards to
which nuclear power plants may be exposed, it is crucial to acknowledge that many general-use machine
learning techniques have been focused on applications requiring the building of efficient models that perform
well on average. This emphasis is evident in the metrics and methodologies employed for assessing model
performance. This paper, along with its associated presentation, explores the evolution of machine/statistical
learning techniques that have been implemented in natural hazard assessment in recent years. Furthermore,
some general constraints of implementing machine learning in assessing natural hazard events are discussed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Physical, numerical, and other process models are used to estimate characteristics of external hazard events to
support applications ranging from deterministic and probabilistic hazard assessments to real-time event
forecasting (e.g., predicting the depth of water levels and spatial extent of flooding during coastal surge events).
As the degree of sophistication of these models has increased, the computational demands have also grown.
Practical resource constraints often restrict the number of high-fidelity simulations (e.g., [1, 2]). This problem
may be particularly acute when a high degree of spatial resolution is needed to understand the impacts of
hazard events on infrastructure [3].

A range of strategies have been used to address these practical considerations. For example, in the context of
real-time tropical storm forecasting applications, techniques have included software-based execution strategies
[4] as well as multiple downscaling approaches that have been developed to derive model results at a refined
spatial scale [3, 5]. Other strategies include relying on lower-fidelity or empirically-derived regression models
in lieu of high-fidelity models (e.g., [6, 7, 8]). Such approaches are commonly employed to assess seismic
hazards in both risk assessment and real-time contexts [6, 9, 10].

To support probabilistic coastal hazard assessments, techniques have been proposed that use response surface
approaches based on physically-informed interpolation approaches (e.g., [11-13]) and Kriging methods (e.g.,
[11,14]) that seek to interpolate values of response quantities (e.g., storm surge) based on the results of a
limited number of model runs. Optimal sampling techniques have also been employed that aim to sufficiently
“cover” the storm parameter space through the selection and weighting of a small number of parameter values
in a manner that minimizes the number of storms required to produce a hazard curve [15]. Other response-
based sampling selection strategies have also been used for efficient hazard analysis [16, 17].

Recently, machine (ML) or statistical learning methods have been increasingly used to emulate sophisticated
physical, numerical, and other process models. ML has been used to build models using recorded data such as
from strong-motion databases [18-20] or meteorological records [21]. However, surrogate models are
increasingly being developed using synthetic input/output from high-fidelity models for training, validation,
and testing [22-25].

2. GROWTH IN THE USE OF STATISTICAL AND MACHINE LEARNING APPROACHES

ML models provide an opportunity to balance efficiency and accuracy by using parametric or nonparametric
models to emulate more resource-intensive computational models. Figure 1 (a) shows the rapid growth in
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literature from 1990 to 2023 related to the general application of ML methods. This data was obtained from a
search of the Web of Science! using the topical search? criteria outlined in Table 1 and filtered to include only
articles, proceedings, and review articles with a known final publication date between 1990 and 2023.

Figure 1 (b) shows how the growth of application-specific ML-focused literature compares with this overall
trend using data obtained from a similar topical search of the Web of Science using the criteria shown in Table
1. Specifically, the figure shows the growth trend of literature published between 1990 and 2023 focused on
nuclear power and natural hazards applications compared with the growth of the general application of ML
methods. This comparison of growth trends is performed by identifying the percentage of the total number of
articles® published under each topical domain each year between 1990 and 2023.

While the absolute number of articles published under each domain differs, the growth of hazards-focused and
nuclear power-focused literature is actually outpacing the overall trend in recent years. (though it is noted that
the total number of published literature in the nuclear power domain remains small). Highlighting potential
research needs, an attempt to perform a topical search intersecting the nuclear power- and hazards-focused
domain yielded less than ten articles, with only a fraction appearing to be directly relevant.
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Figure 1. (a) Growth in literature related to machine and statistical learning methods; (b) Percentage of
total published literature (by year) for selected topical areas

0

! Certain data included herein are derived from Clarivate™ (Web of Science™). © Clarivate 2024. All rights reserved.
[Search performed May 29, 2024]

2 Topical searches within the Web of Science consider an article title, abstract, author keywords, and Keywords Plus®.
3353,305, 231, and 10,695 articles were identified for the general, nuclear power-focused, and hazard-focused area,
respectively, using the specified date range and topical search criteria shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Web of Science Search Criteria

Topic of Interest Web of Science Topical Search (TS) Criteria*

Use of ML in general TS=("statistical learning" OR "machine learning")

Use of ML in nuclear | TS=(("statistical learning" OR "machine learning") AND ("nuclear
power-focused applications | power"))

Use of ML in hazard- | TS=(("statistical learning" OR "machine learning") AND ("external
focused applications hazard*" OR "natural hazard*" OR earthquake* OR seismic OR
"ground shaking" OR "ground motion" OR hurricane* OR "tropical
storm*" OR "tropical cyclone*" OR typhoon* OR "cyclonic storm*"
OR cyclone* OR "tropical depression*" OR rain* or precipitation
OR "wildfire*" OR drought* OR heatwave* OR landslide* OR
tsunami* OR seiche* OR "storm surge*" OR "storm tide*" OR hail*
OR avalanche* OR blizzard* OR snow* OR volcano* OR volcanic
OR tornado* OR mudslide*))

3. COMMENTARY

The rapid growth in ML applications has been enabled by advancements in software resources, which have
substantially lowered the barriers to implementing ML approaches. Many ML methods and software resources
have been developed with a focus on “big data” applications and ensuring models perform well “on average.”
This scale and objective may not reflect the context of natural hazards risk assessment for nuclear power plants,
which seeks to capture the contributions of severe hazards to risk. This issue may be particularly acute given
the range of return periods of relevance. The subsections below highlight several potential considerations of
relevance to applying ML within the context of external hazard risk assessment for nuclear power plants. This
commentary is augmented by presentation content and is intended to elicit discussion among researchers and
practitioners.

3.1. Variability in Predicted Quantities

From the perspective of statistics, a regression model prediction (whether the regression uses conventional or
ML-based approaches) returns the best estimate of the response, often represented as the conditional
expectation of the response quantity given the predictors. However, this “expected prediction” derived from
an algorithm that targets to minimize loss function, tends to reduce variability when compared to the actual
response. To preserve this variability, error terms can be leveraged. In probabilistic hazard assessment such as
probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (e.g., [26]), the error in the predictive regression model, which is typically
developed through statistical analysis of observational data, is integrated into the hazard curve as a reflection
of variability. In other applications (e.g., [2]), the error is used to develop confidence or other error bounds. In
recent applications, ML approaches have been used in conjunction with synthetic training data derived from
numerical models (e.g., [27]). In this case, there are errors associated with both the numerical model and the
surrogate ML model, and these errors may or may not linearly superimpose.

ML-derived regression models have also been developed for applications beyond the prediction of response
quantities. For example, the challenge of limited and incomplete historical storm datasets has been addressed
by leveraging ML techniques to impute missing data [1, 2, 28]. As demonstrated by [28], this can reduce the
variability within the imputed data. Moreover, if the imputation model is built using multiple variables within
a dataset, the use of an imputation model can enhance the correlation between imputed variables and other
input variables in the dataset. This can impact subsequent statistical assessments performed using the imputed
data, especially in joint probability analysis [29].

3.2. Interpolation and Extrapolation

4 All searches are filtered to include only articles, proceedings, and review articles.
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Unreliable (and physically unfeasible) predictions may arise when seeking to predict responses for input
(predictor) values that fall outside the range of the training data (extrapolation). Given the limited data
generally available related to natural hazards, similar issues may arise when seeking to perform interpolation
if the training data has gaps within the parameter domain of interest. These issues may be exacerbated when
using synthetic data that is not randomly sampled.

There are several strategies that can be used to assess the impacts of extrapolation outside the range of training
data. One helpful strategy is to visualize response functions, which show the predicted value of a quantity
given variation in the input quantities.’ For example, Figure 2 shows an example of a response function for an
ML-derived storm total rainfall (STR) model considering variation in the predictor quantity storm heading
direction () and fixing all other predictor quantities.® An artificial neural network (ANN) STR model based
on one developed by [30] is used here. It is emphasized that this model is intentionally used outside of its
intended purpose for illustrative purposes. It can be observed that when the input 6 falls below -90 degrees
(the minimum value of 6 in the training dataset, as denoted by the red vertical line in Figure 2(b)), the predicted
STR tends to increase disproportionately. Such behavior appears unreliable when considering the coastal
geometry (as depicted in Figure 2 (a)).
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Figure 2. (a) Geometry and coordinate used for 8; (b) ML STR model response function, the red vertical
line indicates the range of training data

In addition to unreliable predictions that may occur as a result of inputs falling outside the range of the training
data, ML models may have difficulty in predicting unseen parameters within the training range. A useful means
of addressing this issue is to perform strategic sampling in selecting training data so that all possible values of
predictors expected for a study region or a specific application are covered. In the case of applying ML models
for predicting storm surges, [31] evaluated the performance of three ML models (ANN, Gaussian process
regression (GPR), and support vector regression (SVR)) for predicting storm surges associated with unseen
values of the parameters Ap and 6. Consistent with many recent applications of ML in coastal hazard
assessment (e.g., [14, 32, 33]), the data used for ML model development in [31] was synthetic and derived
from a series of numerical model runs that did not involve random sampling of the input parameter space.
Certain parameters within the input parameter space were systematically discretized, leading to a limited
number of parameter combinations in the training/testing data. As a result, the application of conventional
validation approaches (i.e., leave one out cross-validation or k-fold cross-validation) would lead to training
and testing sets that may contain similar events and not provide a reflection of the model's out-of-sample
capabilities as would be likely for randomly sampled training/testing data (e.g., as is more likely when working
with observational data). To address this issue, [31] used strategic sampling in which all storms corresponding

5 Partial dependence plots can also be used to show marginal effects of one or two predictors on a response quantity.
® When generating the response, other input parameters are set as “fixed” values that are representative of the mean of
historical storm data
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to a specified value of Ap and 8 are eliminated from the database and used as a testing set while the rest of the
data is used as training (as opposed to randomly holding out a set of storms). Figure 3 (adapted from [31])
illustrates the error of prediction in terms of root mean squared error (RMSE) for the three ML models. For all
models, use of prediction in an entirely unseen quantity may cause significant increases in error of prediction.
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Figure 3. RMSE of ML models at different unseen Ap and 6 (adapted from [31])
3.3. Imbalanced Sample

The distribution of target data is also important as it can affect the credibility of the ML model’s performance
accuracy. Having imbalanced target variables (absence or having too few target variables in a specific range)
can negatively influence the reliability of ML models’ predictions in the range that target training data is scarce.
Furthermore, the presence of many near-zero target values can be problematic when evaluating model
performance. As noted above, [31] comparatively explored the performance of three ML models of ANN,
GPR, and SVR in prediction of storm surge using the United States Army Corps of Engineers North Atlantic
Coast Comprehensive Study (NACCS) synthetic dataset [27]. The majority of surge heights in the NACCS
dataset are small in magnitude (i.e., surge heights are clustered near zero) because the synthetic storm suite is
intended to generate surges along the entire North Atlantic coast. In the assessment of risks from coastal
hazards, larger surge events may be of particular interest. The accuracy of ML models is usually evaluated
using aggregated error metrics (e.g., RMSE). The inclusion of many small magnitude values in the computation
of those metrics will decrease the overall averages, and thus, those metrics may not reflect the performance of
the model under the larger events of interest.

As shown in [31], a possible solution would be to truncate the training/testing set so that the error metric is
focused on risk-important events. Figure 4 (adapted from [31]) shows the RMSE and correlation coefficient
(R) values for ANN, GPR, and SVR models through 10-fold cross-validation testing. Upper and lower bars
show the max and min values in 10 folds, and the middle symbol shows the mean. While the models are trained
on data associated with the full range of surge values, the models are tested on a truncated dataset where all
surges below the lower bound truncation threshold (as indicated in the x-axis) are removed so that error
measures focused on model performance over the range of surge heights of interest. For all three models, the
error increases (R decreases) with the exclusion of smaller surge values.
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Figure 4. Max, min and mean of R and RMSE across truncated testing sets. For each testing set, all
surges below the lower bound truncation threshold are removed (adapted from [31])

3.4. Physical Constraints

While ML-prediction models are generally highly efficient, they lack inherent physical constraints, unlike
well-defined numerical models. As a result, it is important to understand the mechanisms of ML models and
avoid using them as “black boxes” (which can be enabled by increasingly easy-to-use software tools).
Response functions can be a bridge connecting the physical phenomena and the ML models and help assess
their physical reasonableness or rationality. Response functions provide a means to graphically investigate the
relationship between input and output parameters [21]. To develop a two-dimensional response function, all
variables are locked at a specific value except for two variables, which are varied over a defined range.” An
ML model calculates the target response corresponding to each pair of variables (which is shown with the
colors on the graph). In the case of the application of ML models to temporally downscale precipitation, [21]
created response functions to explore the different mechanisms of the ML models of ANN and boosted trees
(BT) in predicting target precipitation. Figure 5 (adapted from [21]) shows the response functions of ANN and
BT models for the pair of variables, daily precipitation and 2-hour precipitation, that are used as predictors to
downscale 2-hour precipitation to 1-hour precipitation. As shown in Figure 5, ANN has a smooth transition
between different values, while BT shows sudden changes evident by the plaid or striped patterns. The abrupt
changes seen in the behavior of BT model are due to the mechanism of its learner algorithm, an ensemble of
decision trees that consists of splitting paths upon specific values. It is noted that response functions often
highlight physical considerations that are not captured by conventional error metrics. For example, it may be
possible for a physically impractical result to lead to smaller error metrics, which may be caused by overfitting
or the limited range of applicability of the model. For example, as shown in [21], the BT model shows a good
performance in terms of aggregated error metrics. However, downscaled precipitation predictions occasionally
fall into unrealistic physical domains (i.e., predictions are negative).

7 Two-dimensional partial dependence plots can also be used within this context.
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Figure 5. Response functions for different target precipitation of ANN and BT models (adapted from
[21])

4. CONCLUSION

Over the last decade, there has been a substantial increase in the application of statistical and machine learning
techniques for a wide range of applications, including external hazard assessment. The wide availability of
low-barrier, open-source general software resources has enabled applications of these techniques.

Despite the proliferation of ML approaches/software, evaluations of model performance often overlook the
distinctive characteristics of predictive modeling for severe hazard events. Both the nature of ML algorithms,
aimed at predicting “expected” values, and the constraints of “big data” utilization—where ML models are
trained on assigned data rather than direct physical attributes of hazard events—can potentially impact the
quality of predictions generated. This paper explores the growth in ML approaches in the modeling of hazard
events, highlighting key themes/trends. It further provides commentary on assessing the performance of ML
models for severe natural hazard events.
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