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              The use of mapping units therefore is common in landuse or hazard assessment purposes 

(Pasuto and Soldati, 1999). They can either be derived automatically from a combination of geo-

environmental factors or semi-automatically using expert knowledge based on the requirement and 

purpose. In present study mapping units were derived semi-automatically on the basis of landslide 

occurrences and the four geo-environmental factors. This is because of the nature and ruggedness of the 

terrain that automatic method resulted in numerous homogenous mapping units that did not control the 

landslides. As a rule of thumb each landslide should be confined to a particular mapping unit. For this 

mapping units are derived on the basis of landslides occurrences (Pasuto A and Soldati, 1999), slope, 

lithology, aspect, drainage (Guzzetti et al. 2005). These geo-environmental factors are obtained from 

NRSC. It was observed that almost all the landslides are following the similar trend throughout the 

terrain. All the landslides are on the individual aspects which directly give a conclusion that all the slope 

failures are on the individual aspects only. So, all the geo-environmental factors are integrated and 

carefully all the mapping units are demarcated manually satisfying all the conditions. In this way 120 

mapping units were generated in the study area as shown in (Fig 4-5). 

 
Figure 4-5 showing various mapping units for the road corridor 

 

4.1.2.6. Landslide Data Preparation 

 

              The collected field data from various organisation and public interviews are not in a condition 

for direct processing to achieve expected result. All the collected data are processed as per the 

requirement of this research. The landslides data are arranged in format of different columns, containing 

date of occurrence, type, location and amount of material on the road. This arrangement was done for 

individual landslide types as recorded from BRO register which was shown in (Appendix 1-A and 1-B). 
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Landslide information obtained from field (Fig 4-6) and public interviews was interpreted properly with 

experts in IIRS and different conclusions are drawn on the basis of material released, length of the 

landslide, frequency and its damage done to the road to categorise into different magnitudes for hazard 

calculation. 

 

 
Figure 4-6 showing different type of landslides in different location of the study area during field survey  

 

4.1.2.7. Landslide Extraction 

              Landslide map was prepared by extracting the landslides from registered satellite images. 

Initially GPS point location is taken on the road corridor for measuring the kilometre mark during the 

field survey. These GPS locations are digitized on the road corridor. On basis of these point locations 

and prepared landslide data the landslides polygons are digitized on the satellite imagery. This extraction 
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process was done by comparing the kilometre mark of landslides from BRO record and landslide 

signatures in different years of satellite imagery. 

 
Figure 4-7 showing the extraction of landslides in satellite imagery by identifying the signatures and 

correlating the GPS point locations with BRO record. 

 

4.1.2.8. Traffic Data Preparation 

 

              Traffic information collected for vulnerability calculation from various organizations and field 

survey was analysed properly. To determine the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) for different type of 

vehicles on the road a daily chart was prepared by counting the vehicles in both directions and average 

number of vehicles on the road corridor was obtained by computing the number of vehicles. Counts are 

done per day, per month and for three month for different type of vehicles passing the selected road 

corridor. This traffic information has been observed two times in this research, initially data is collected 

before monsoon on daily basis (i.e. morning, day, evening, night) for one week and same process is done 

during the monsoon which show change as compared to the pre-monsoon status. Only August, 

September and October traffic data was taken for the calculation of vehicle density because occurrence 

of landslides in this road corridor takes place in these three months which is due to monsoon. And as 

these months are regarded as festive months the traffic density for different vehicles is also very high. 

Details of ADT from Bhatwari to Gangnani for two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles are given 

in the following (Table 4-3). 
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Peak Months Two Wheelers Four Wheelers Big Vehicles 

Aug 35465 2185 845 

September 45764 3760 732 

October 40156 3059 788 

Sum 121385 9004 2365 

ADT 1319.4 97.8 25.7 
 

Table 4-3 showing the Average Daily Traffic for the road corridor 

4.1.2.9.              Cost of Road 

              For estimation of cost of road, various data was collected from BRO during the field survey 

including the cost for making a new road per km, cost for maintenance of a road per km and removing 

cost of debris per m3. All the information above was obtained directly from BRO, except the cost of 

removing the debris which was actually combined from various data. A detail of cost information 

regarding the road was given in the (Table 5-3) and (Table 5-4).   

 

4.1.2.10. Profit Details 

              For in-direct loss estimation various shops are interviewed during field survey. It was observed 

that the shops in Gangnani, Harsil and Sukhi top are the main distributing dealers for the area. So, a 

details investigation was carried out in terms of daily profit done by a particular type of shop, loss of 

profit in terms of blockage and no of shops of a particular type. The time taken for this investigation is 

around 2 weeks. Details of various shops in Gangnani, Harsil and Sukhi top are given (Table 5-11) and 

(Table 5-12). 

  

4.1.2.11. Software 

              The use of software in this research was one of the key factors as the software is used as tools 

in every step of this research. Details of software used in this software are as follows: 

 

i) Arc-GIS 9.2 

ii) Erdas Imagine 9.0 

iii) R software 

iv) Microsoft Office  
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4.2. Methodology           

4.2.1. Landslide Inventory 

 

              For any kind of landslide study a correct landslide database is the pre-requisite (Varnes, 1984). 

Detailed landslide inventory for risk assessment requires mainly the following data inputs: location of 

landslide, frequency of landslide, causes of landslide and type of landslide etc. (van Westen et al. 2006). 

For the precise landslide identification, accurate landslide mapping and collection of landslide data from 

reliable sources plays an important role. In India the occurrence of landslides are predominant on the 

steeper terrains of Himalaya. The major organization which keeps the updated record for landslides in 

these terrains is Border Road Organization-Uttarkashi (BRO) and Geological survey of India (GSI). 

The historical landslide records during 1994-2008 of the Border Roads Organization (BRO), India, 

were highly used in preparing the inventory. Some of the historical landslide records which has been 

used in this study for generation of landslide inventory is previously obtained by senior researchers 

(Chakraborty, 2008; Sahoo, 2009) and recent landslides are updated in the study by collection of data 

from the BRO-Uttarkashi. Multiple satellite images acquired by Cartosat-1, Resourcesat-1, IRS-1C and 

1D were also used for deriving morphometric signatures of landslides. In addition extensive field 

verification was carried out using a GPS survey. Interviewing people residing in the area and visiting 

professionals working in the area was also a part of the inventory.  

 

              For location of landslides a kilometer mark was given starting from 56.5 km to 67.9 km has 

been given to the National Highway-108 (NH-108) as per the record of BRO-Uttarkashi. To get the 

kilometre locations more accurate and precise each kilometer is again divided into 100 mts. The 

demarcation of landslides is done on available satellite images for 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2006, 2007 

and 2008 satellite images and these satellite images are also considered for digitization of landslides for 

alternative years (1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2005) as landslides can be traced 

upto 3 years from its occurrence.  

 

              All the landslide events according to the inventory were mapped at the 1:10,000 scales, which 

were clearly recognizable from the remote sensing images. Old and inactive ones are included in the 

inventory of this study as they can activate any time. The old landslides are included because it was 

observed that some of the portions of the road are sinking due to down cutting action of river along the 

road in the study area. On the basis of BRO record, degree of slope and field investigation the landslides 

are categorized into Debris slide and Rock slide (Fig 5-2).  

 

              Landslide bodies were mapped from crown to toe of rupture as they are the true susceptible 

areas leaving aside the run-out zones. These landslides were characterized according to their modes of 

occurrence. This was done to understand the different geo-environmental factors that control different 

slope movement types.  

 

4.2.2. Landslide Magnitude 

              Landslides area or volume can be considered as a proxy for magnitude (Guzzetti et al. 2005). 

Landslides having smaller magnitude possess less threat to the vehicles, people, buildings and roads 

than the landslides having larger magnitude .The risk from larger magnitude landslides can be  
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Magnitude 

Scale 
Landslide type 

Criteria used to define magnitude 

Characteristic features 
Damages and human 

Perception 

I Rock Slide 

Area < 1000 m
2
; Shallow translational; 

Occurrence on moderate slopes; Shallow 

slides; run-out distance depend on the slope; 

initiated from joints and fractures; occurrence 

probability is high; rapid downhill movement; 

multiple occurrence; fragmented materials. 

Minor damage to the road, 

vehicles, and infrastructure, 

can be escaped, controlled by 

cutting of hanging walls. 

II Rock Slide 

Area 1000-10000m2; deep translational, 

occurrence on steeper slopes, run-out distance 

depends on slope, initiated from highly 

fractured zones,  probability  of occurrence is 

more, accumulated on a flat land, single 

occurrence, material size=2-3m 

Major damage to the road, 

vehicles, and infrastructure, 

cannot be escaped, 

controlled using improved 

stabilization method. 

III Rock Slide 

Area > 10000m
2
, deep translational occurrence 

on very high steeper slopes, initiated due to 

high infiltration of water into bedding or joint 

planes (weak-zones), occurrence probability is 

less, single occurrence, material size=8 m. 

Full damage to the road, 

vehicles, infrastructure, 

difficult to escape, sure 

death, cannot be controlled. 

I Debris Slide 

Area < 1000 m2; occur in low weathered 

zones; run out distance = 20m; Shallow 

translational slides; occurrence probability 

less; 

Only blockage of road; minor 

damage to the vehicles, 

infrastructure; easy to 

escape; controlled by making 

retaining walls. 

II Debris Slide 

Area1000-10000m
2
; occur in low vegetation; 

shallow translational slides; run out distance = 

220m; occurrence probability moderate; 

Partial damage to the road, 

vehicles, infrastructure; not 

so easy to escape; controlled 

by retaining walls. 

III Debris Slide 

Area > 10000m2; occur in high water content 

and high weathered zones; deep translational 

slides; run out distance = 320m; occurrence 

probability less; 

Full damage to the road, 

vehicles, infrastructure; sure 

death; cannot be escaped; 

controlled by spreading wire 

sheets (Jaiswal et al. 2009) 

 

Table 4-4 showing the magnitude separation of different types of landslides on the basis of field 

investigation and damaging potential 

 

comparatively higher than the smaller magnitude landslide depending upon the proximity of the elements 

at risk. Due to time constraint a semi-quantitative magnitude classification is done in this study. 

According to (Jaiswal et al. 2009) landslides are divided into different magnitudes on the basis of 

volume of materials of different slides. The division of different landslides magnitudes is based on the 

historical landslide record received from BRO, field investigation and available data. The landslides 

observed in the field and from BRO record show various characteristic. The slides have different 

characteristic on the basis of type or style of failure, slope amount, run-out distance, frequency of the 

slide, zone of sliding (i.e. weak-zones in form of joints or fracture), material released due to sliding, 

human perception on damaging potential of a particular slide. On the basis of above characteristics the 

landslides record from BRO record and public interviews, it was found that landslides which have 

higher magnitude (i.e. > 10000m2) has more damaging record than smaller magnitude landslides which  

have only covered the road surface with a magnitude <1000m2. So the data is arranged in a format such 

that, 3 types of magnitudes is determined by taking the minimum and maximum value and divided it into 

3 ranging from Magnitude I (Less Destructive) to Magnitude III (Highly Destructive) depending upon 

the data. 
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4.2.3. Landslide Hazard Assessment 

              A hazard in simple terms can be described as “A natural phenomenon which possesses threat 

to life, property and infrastructure”. Physical scientists defines hazard as the probability of occurrence 

of a natural phenomenon with a given place and given time (Varnes 1984; Vandine et al. 2004). This 

definition was widely accepted for long period. Later this definition was modified on the basis of 

magnitude of the natural phenomenon where various researchers proposed that landslide destructiveness 

depends mostly on magnitude of an event (Hungr 1997). In recent years, (Guzzetti et al. 1999) describe 

a hazard as the “The probability of occurrence of a natural phenomenon in a given place and given time 

with a given magnitude”.  

 

                                                            mtPsPtsH ××= )()(),(                                  (Equation 4-1) 

 

Where; 

         P(s) = Landslide hazard as the conditional probability of landslide magnitude. 

         P(t) = Landslide occurrence in an established period. 

         m    = Landslide spatial occurrence 

 

             So, in this study landslide hazard assessment is done on the basis of qualitative landslide 

magnitude classification, landslide type and expected return period. Due to incomplete landslide 

inventory, magnitude probability is not calculated. So, hazard is expressed as follows: 

 

i) The probability of occurrence of a particular type slide of particular magnitude in an expected 

time period in a mapping unit. 

 

             To obtain this parameter initially the landslide types are classified into different magnitudes on 

the basis of historical record and field investigation. Then poison probability model is applied for 

different mapping unit to determine the temporal occurrence of different magnitude type landslides on 

expected return period and direct method is applied to determine the spatial probability of different 

magnitude type landslides in each mapping unit. All these maps are finally integrated in GIS 

environment for hazard estimation. 18 scenarios are generated on the basis of 2 landslide type, 6 

landslide magnitudes in 1 yr, 3 yr and 5 yr return periods.  

 

4.2.3.1. Spatial Probability 

              According to Joint Technical Committee - 1 (JTC-1) spatial probability distribution of an area 

is highly dependent on two assumptions: 

i) The past and present is the key to the future (Varnes, 1984), so the area which have 

experienced landslide in the past will experience landslide in the future. 

ii) Area with similar set of geo-environmental conditions as that of landslide area will experiences 

landslides in the future.   

              In general terms the spatial probability is done basically to calculate probability of occurrence 

of particular type of landslide with a particular magnitude in a particular place. The separation of 
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mapping units on different faces has already done the choice of place of occurrence. The probability for 

occurrence of landslides in these mapping units is highly dependent on the past landslides occurrences. 

During inventory preparation a total of 178 landslides events are found in 15 year time period (1994 - 

2008) occurring in 96 spatial locations. These 96 spatial locations are not evenly distributed which give 

rise to some mapping units without landslides. From field investigation and public interviews it was 

found that these “empty” mapping units have not encountered any landslides in past which directly gives 

the conclusion for stability of those empty mapping units. In this study the total area is about 2.62 km2 

so the landslides dependent variables i.e. lithology, landuse-landcover and geomorphology have less 

classes due to small area.  Applying indirect methods in this kind of terrain will give almost same weight 

of landslide occurrence almost through out the terrain which will lead to an erroneous result. So, 

according to (Guzzetti, 2005) direct method is applied to estimate the spatial probability. 

             The spatial probability of landslides involves the characterization of type, location and 

coverage of landslide area. The spatial probability is calculated for each mapping unit, where 

probability of occurrence of a landslide type with particular magnitude is evaluated in a GIS 

environment. The overlapping landslide polygons of a particular magnitude are merged to get the total 

effective area in a mapping unit. Spatial probability of landslides in a mapping unit is estimated by the 

following equation: 

                                                                       
M

L

A

A
sP =)(                                             (Equation 4-2)  

Where; 

          P(s)   = Spatial Probability of landslide in a mapping unit. 

          A
L       = Area of particular landslide type and particular magnitude in a mapping unit. 

          AT
       = Area of that particular mapping unit.  

 

               The spatial probability of landslides is done on the basis of magnitude classification (Table 4-

4) and for landslides types. Various scenarios are generated like (i) Debris slide-Magnitude I, (ii) Debris 

slide-Magnitude II, (iii) Debris slide-Magnitude III, (iv) Rock slide-Magnitude I, (v) Rock slide-

Magnitude II and (vi) Rock slide-Magnitude III.  

 

4.2.3.2. Temporal Probability 

              Landslides occurrences are very much uncertain in nature. Landslides hazard zonation requires 

both spatial and temporal probability estimation. Especially temporal probability determination involves 

a huge amount of reliable information on exact dates of occurrence for each slides event on the road 

corridor. In this study temporal probability is determined by Poisson probability model. 

 

Poisson Probability Model 

 

               The Poisson model is a continuous-time model consisting of random-point events that occur 

independently in ordinary time, which is considered naturally continuous. 

Assumptions of the Poisson model 

• The numbers of events (landslides) which occur in disjoint time intervals are independent.    

• The probability of an event occurring in a very short time interval is proportional to the length 

of the time interval. The probability of more than one event in such a short time interval is 

negligible. 
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The probability distribution of the number of events remains the same for all time intervals of a fixed 

length. The probability of occurring n number of slides in a time t is given by 

  

                                                       [ ] [ ])exp(1)( ttNP λ−−=                                         (Equation 4-3) 

 

Where 

N = Total number of landslides occurred during a time t 

λ  = Average rate of occurrence of landslides. 

Here time t is specified, whereas rate λ is estimated. 

 

              The temporal probability calculation is done for individual mapping unit on the basis of 

individual type and magnitude of landslides, where a value for each unit is counted on the basis of 

particular magnitude type landslide occurrences for the duration of 15 years (1994 - 2008) from 

landslide inventory. 36 hazard scenarios are developed on the basis of 2 landslide type and 6 magnitude 

class in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return period in each mapping unit. As the record is not enough for the study 

and incomplete, we have tried to find out the risk in normal conditions using these small return periods.  

 

4.2.4. Vulnerability 

              Vulnerability is a fundamental component in the evaluation of landslide Risk (Leone et al. 

1996) which is defined as the level of potential damage, or degree of loss, of a given element (expressed 

in scale of 0 to 1) subjected to a landslide of given intensity (Fell, 1994; Leone et al. 1996; Wong et al. 

1997). But the main obstacle in the risk assessment is the calculation of the vulnerability for the 

movable elements at risk and the cost due to the damage of those elements. The vulnerability of static 

elements can be calculated by making an assessment on the basis of their structure, design, proximity 

etc (Finlay 1996). But for the movable elements like vehicles, population the assessment of vulnerability 

needs to have a good historical record for landslide events and related damages (Dai et al. 2002). 

 

              In this study an effort has been given by referring various literatures to find out the 

vulnerability value for different road sections and different types of vehicles on the basis of different 

types of landslides, different magnitudes and return periods. The direct loss calculation is somewhat 

subjective more difficult to predict because the extent of damage to any element for a particular 

landslide. But in logical estimation e.g. if the rock slide of magnitude I hits the car, then the vulnerability 

of the car will be 1. Again if the same volume of debris slide will hit the car then the car has 

vulnerability < 1. The vulnerability of vehicles mainly depends on the type of vehicles and magnitude of 

landslide and density of vehicle in a particular time for a particular section of road (Dai, et al. 2002). 

       

                The risk of any communication route is concerned with the road and vehicles on the road or 

with any permanent structures along the road corridor. Due to landslide occurrence in every year the 

permanent structures i.e. buildings and small shops are removed from this road stretch. In this present 

study the road corridor suffers from serious landslides every year during monsoon. The damage done by 

the landslides in this route is mostly on the road. Sometimes damage is also observed for vehicles 

passing on the road as mentioned by public interviews. Various types of data have been collected for the 

vehicles passing on the road per day. This temporal variability of elements at risk along any road will 

help to determine the vulnerability by comparing with the density of vehicles on the particular section 

road.  
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4.2.4.1. Vehicle Vulnerability 

              Vulnerability of a vehicle on the road depends on its relative position with respect to a hazard 

at a specific time (Guzzetti, 2005). Temporal variability of different types of vehicles on the road is 

determined by dividing the road into different sections on basis of mapping unit. Only those mapping 

unit are taken which contain landslides. Exact length of the road section is obtained by clipping the 

mapping unit from total road corridor in Arc-GIS 9.2. The length of the road section was calculated to 

find out the travel time taken by a vehicle to cross a particular mapping unit on the road. The vehicle 

speed was taken as 45km/hr, 30km/hr and 20km/hr for two wheeler, four wheeler and big vehicles 

respectively. For each unit the density of different types of vehicles was estimated on the basis of time 

taken by a vehicle to cross the mapping unit, average speed of vehicle and ADT. We calculated the 

expected number of vehicles at any given time on the part of road section as suggested by (Guzzetti, 

2005) 

                                    TimeTravel
VehicleofSpeedAverage

TrafficDailyAverage
Nv ×=                      (Equation 4-4) 

 

where,  

         NV      = Expected number of vehicles at any time on road section. 

 Travel time = Time taken by vehicles to travel unit distance on road. 

 

               To assess the vulnerability of vehicles in present study a concept was adopted from (Liu, 

2006). Similar concept was applied to assess the population vulnerability in this literature where the 

author obtained the coefficients derived from the relationship between expected population in a 

particular portion of land at any time and landslide distribution.  

 

                                                      [ ]NvCvV ×−−= )(exp1)(                                       (Equation 4-5) 

  

where,  

         C    =    Coefficient obtained from different type of landslide with relation of expected number of   

                     vehicles. 

        Nv   =   Expected number of vehicles at a time particular portion of road. 

        V(v) =    Vulnerability value for different types of vehicles for different types of slides and different  

                     types of magnitudes in expected return periods. 

 

              The method for estimating the vehicle vulnerability was on the basis of Poisson curve which 

works with average density of vehicles on a particular road section to coefficients of the individual 

landslide types. For obtaining the coefficients for different vehicles on effect of different landslides, a 

programme was developed in R software for doing the positive non-linear regression, which was 

actually done with the help of M Tech student. The data given to software was in the form of absence 

and presence of individual magnitude type landslides for individual road sections with the vehicle 

density of different type of vehicles on each road section as proposed by the author of this method. 

 

4.2.4.2. Road Vulnerability 

              Vulnerability for road is highly depends on the type of slide, magnitude of slide and volume of 

material on the road. The data obtained from BRO for landslides is highly used in estimating the 
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vulnerability of the road. Details of cost for making a new road, maintenance cost and details of cost for 

removing the slide materials from the road is also obtained from BRO. Vulnerability of the road for 

various slide types and different magnitude are obtained by the equation used by (Jaiswal, et al. 2009). 

  

                                                   
)(

)()()()(
)(

nrC

cRrLvlClV
rV

×××
=                               (Equation 4-6) 

 

where;  

            V(r)   =  Vulnerability of road for a specific type of slide and particular magnitude in a  

                          particular portion of road.    

            V(l)    =  Volume of debris on the road in (m3). 

            C(vl ) =  Cost of removing debris ($/m3). 

            L(r)   =  Length of the road damaged by particular type and magnitude of slide (km). 

            R(c)   =  Repair cost of the damaged road ($/km). 

            C(nr) =  Cost of making a new road ($/km).  

 

4.2.5. Direct Risk Assessment 

             The impact of landslide directly on the exposed elements like road and any vehicle on the road 

can be estimated by direct risk assessment. In this study a direct risk assessment is done in the term of 

economic loss at different locations. The direct risk calculation will be based on the equation below: 

 

                                                     [ ] AdVmtsHeSp ××××= )()()(                             (Equation 4-6) 

 

 where, 

                  Sp(e)      =  Specific risk for different kind of elements at risk.  

              H[(s,t,m)]    =  Spatio-temporal occurrence of particular slide and particular magnitude in    

                                    road  section. 

                  V(d)       =  Vulnerability of different type of elements at risk to a specific landslide. 

                   A           =  Amount in terms of monetary value of a particular element at risk. 

  

             The cost estimation for vehicles, we assumed that all the vehicles are manufactured in India. 

So, the estimated cost was totally done according to the Indian Standards. 

 

             Direct risk assessment in this study was developed for various scenarios on the basis of 6 

magnitude classes, 2 landslide types, in particular section in different 1 yr, 3 yr and 5 yr return periods 

and for two wheeler, four wheeler, big vehicles and road as an element at risk.  

 

4.2.6. In-direct Risk Assessment 

              Occurrence of landslides on a road corridor not only possesses direct risk to the elements 

which are in direct contact with the landslides, but also possess in-direct risk to the business in the 

associated area and to the travellers and tourist on the road. The selected study area is one of the major 

life-line of northern Uttarakhand which touches Gangotri at the end. Every year during the month of 

August, September and October, the occurrence of landslides due to monsoon cause high damage to the 
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road and infrastructure and blocks the communication link for numerous tourist making an indirect loss 

to local peoples and business. Local business in Gangnani, Harsil and Sukhi top which are major station 

for tourist and local business suffers a lot.  

 

              This road corridor is one and only route for this region. In-direct loss due to occurrence of 

landslide is only by the loss of local business in this route. In this section in-direct risk estimation is 

done for loss in profit of the local business. In-direct loss is estimated on the basis of time during for a 

road blockage and profit done by a particular type of shop. The blockage time during an occurrence of 

landslide is estimated by estimating the time taken for BRO team to reach the landslide site and time 

taken for removing the slide materials using an excavator. The cost for removing slide materials using 

an excavator was given in (Table 5-4). Daily profit done by various shops in Gangnani, Harsil and 

Sukhi top is given in (Table 5-11) and (Table 5-12). In-direct loss for these places due to road blockage 

is estimated by the equation given by (Jaiswal, et al. 2009). 

 

                                                          )()()( sNpDdRIDL ××=                                 (Equation 4-7) 

 

where:  

           IDL = In-direct loss due to road blockage. 

           R(b) = Road blockage days. 

           D(p) = Daily profit done by a  particular shop in a day. 

           N(s) = Number of shop of a particular type. 

  

Indirect risk assessment was done on the basis of all landslide types, road blockage days, and loss in 

profit for shops in Gangnani, Harsil and Sukhi top. 
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5. Results and Discussion 

5.1. Analysis of Landslides 

              A landslide inventory is a record of frequency of landslide occurrences with its location, 

various types, date of occurrence and its intensity. In this study a multi temporal landslide inventory 

map was prepared using a 15 year (i.e. 1994 - 2008) historical record from BRO and satellite images of 

1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2007 and 2008.  

  

               The total study area is around 2.65 km2. The area covered by landslides is about 0.59 km2 

which is 22.3 % of the study area as shown in (Fig 5-1). Among this 22.3 % area of total landslides, the 

area of rock slides is about 0.5 km2 (18.52%) while the area of debris slide is about 0.1km2 (3.7 %) of 

the study area. The smallest landslide that was mapped from the satellite image and subsequently 

recognizable in the field had an extent of 144 m2, while the largest one was 0.052 km2. The separation 

of different type of slides was done on the basis of BRO records, field investigation and the steepness of 

slope obtained from the available DEM. Total distribution of landslides was divided into rock slides and 

debris slide as shown in (Fig 5-2), where debris flows are also included in debris slides which is due 

very small in number. It was observed that around 17.2 % of total landslide area is in between 450 to 

750 slope class while other 4.4 % of area of landslides is in between 00 to 450 which mainly separates 

the landslides into rock slides and debris slides (Fig 5-1) and (Fig 5-2). The higher number of rock slides 

in the terrain is due to the geological condition prevailing in the terrain, which forms a continuous 

deformation of structures in the terrain and resulting steep slopes throughout the terrain and large 

number of road cuts in weathered and fractured rock. This highly steeping zone with combination of 

hard rock type lithology and various anthropogenic activities with rainfall have given a high chance to 

trigger slope failures in form of rock slides.  

 

 
Figure 5-1 showing the percentage of type of landslide in total study area (A) and percentage of slide in 

different slope unit (B). 
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Figure 5-2 showing the different landslides in different slope units (A), landslide inventory map (B) and 

landslides of different magnitude (C) 
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               The total number of landslides occurrences is 178 during 1994 to 2008. The maximum no of 

landslide occurrence was found in the years 1994, 1998 and 2008 in which, 1994 is having maximum of 

60 slides in the road stretch where as 1999, 2001 and 2005 are not having landslides (Fig 5-2 and Fig 5-

3). The maximum number of occurrences belongs to rock slides as discussed earlier (Fig 5-1), occurring 

in 140 different locations from 1994 to 2008 at 67 different spatial locations where as number of debris 

slides are very less around 38 events in 11 spatial locations (Fig 5-4). The landslides affecting the area 

are mainly shallow translational rock slides and debris slides which was investigated during field survey.  
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Figure 5-3 showing the occurrence of landslide from 1994 to 2008 
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Figure 5-4 showing the landslide distribution on stretches of 200 meters for different kilometer location  

             

            The highest frequency of debris slides is 18 in the 60.5 kilometer location and the lowest 

frequency of debris slide is found to be 1 in 5 different locations throughout the road stretch (Fig 5-4). 

The highest number of debris slides in kilometer 60.5 is because of the anthropogenic activities done for 

widening of road and stabilizing the slope (Fig 3-5). Highest frequency of rock slides is found to be 7, 

observed in kilometer 63.4 location and the lowest frequency is found to be 1 in various locations of the 

road stretch (Fig 5-4). The northern portion of road stretch has the highest density of rock slides as 

compared to the southern part which has very less debris slides. This higher density of rock slides is due 

to the steepness of the highly fractured terrain in the northern part. The highest length of landslides was 
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found for rock slides of 465 meters and smallest of 19 meters whereas highest length for debris slides is 

325 meters and smallest is 31 meters. 

 

               The distribution of landslides in various road stretches is not even. It was observed that from 

120 mapping units 68 units have no slides and in the remaining 52 mapping units only 10 units have 

debris slide and other 40 units have rock slides in which the occurrence of both debris slide and rock 

slide was found in 2 units i.e. 84 and 72nd unit (Fig 5-5). Absence of occurrence of landslide in different 

years and in different mapping units justify that landslides are temporally discrete and spatially random 

events which are very difficult to predict.       
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Figure 5-5 showing the relation between the frequency and kilometer location of landslides in different 

mapping unit 

 

           Landslides vary in size, and were classified into various magnitudes based on their size. 

Depending on the size of the landslides they are classified into various magnitudes. In this study 

landslides area divided into 3 magnitude class for rock and debris slide on the basis of area derived 

during extraction of landslide from satellite image and field investigation as described in (Section 

4.1.2.7). This extraction was also done by (Sahoo, 2009) for landslide susceptibility using SSPC, he 

derived the landslides form Cartosat image for year 2008 and 2007 and only found 76 slides for these 

two years. The main objective of his research was to compare the relation between the results 

susceptibility from logistic regression and SSPC model, so majority of work was done analysis of slope 

faces and different geo-environmental factors. A temporal hazard scenario was developed using an 

inventory of 5 years by (Chakraborty, 2008), which was for bigger stretch than this study area, and 

found out more than 200 landslides. Landslides of 2007 and 2008 are easily identified in the satellite 

imagery as well as in field but landslides which are not identified in the field (i.e. from 1994 to 2006) 

and are traced by matching the signatures on a satellite imagery and historical record obtained from 

BRO. In this study, the area of landslides varies differently according to the magnitudes and type of 

landslides. Rock slide of magnitude I, II and III covers 13%, 31% and 36% of the total landslide area 

respectively in this study while debris slide of magnitude III covers 11% of the study area and 

magnitude II and I cover 6% and 3% respectively of the total landslides (Fig 5-6). Area of rock slide is 

the higher than the area of debris slide is because of more no of occurrence of rock slide in the study 

area.  
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          The distribution of landslide magnitudes of rock slides and debris slide in various mapping unit 

reveals that, the occurrence of Debris I is very low, occurring only in 72nd unit while the occurrence of 

Rock II is dominant throughout the terrain occurring in almost 41 mapping units (Fig 5-8), which is due 

to higher occurrence of rock slide through out the terrain as discussed earlier. The highest number of 

occurrence is found for Debris II on the 66th unit (Fig 5-8) while the lowest number of occurrence is 1 

for both rock and debris slides. Rock III is having highest frequency of 8 for 55th unit. It was also 

observed that landslide of four different magnitude of landslides are found in 72nd unit (Fig 5-8).  

31%

3% 6%

11%

13%

36%

Debris I Debris II Debris III Rock I Rock II Rock III

 
Figure 5-6 showing the area of different magnitude type landslide  
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Figure 5-7 showing the dependency of landslide area on probability density function (PDF)  

 

              The distribution of all the landslide areas with the probability density function (Fig 5-7) shows 

the incompleteness of the inventory, due to lack of smaller landslides which was not recorded in BRO. 

The incompleteness of the inventory was also because this inventory was only for 15years. The present 

inventory in this study was considered partially complete. It was analysed that all the area of landslides 

in this multi temporal inventory have a good correlation with the power law scaling exponent, where the 

smaller landslides are following the exponential rollover and bigger landslides are showing the power 

law decay tail in this probability density model as (Malamud, et al. 2003).   
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Figure 5-8 showing occurrences of different magnitudes of rock and debris slides types in different 

mapping units 

5.2. Spatial probability 

              Spatial probability determines the location where the occurrences of landslides are frequent. 

Spatial probability of landslides in this study is calculated on the basis of area of the landslides of 

different types and magnitude with respect to the area of the mapping unit as described in (Section 

4.2.4.1). For this only those mapping units are taken which have landslides in it. A total of 53 mapping 

units are considered which have debris and rock slide with all magnitudes. 
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Figure 5-9 showing the spatial probability of Debris slide magnitude I, Debris slide magnitude II and 

Debris slide magnitude III 

 

              As shown in the (Fig 5-9) the occurrence of debris slide I is only in the 72nd unit of the study 

area. Due to the small area of landslide of this particular magnitude type i.e. 0.00035km2, w.r.t to the 

area of mapping unit, the probability of occurrence for this particular magnitude type landslide is very 

less in this particular unit. Debris slide magnitude II is having 9 different spatial locations as shown in 

(Fig 5-9). The area of landslide in 66th unit is the maximum for this type i.e. 0.018km2 but shows less 

probability because of the bigger area of the corresponding mapping unit. While other landslides in 20th 

unit shows higher probability of occurrence which is due to the small area of the mapping unit. The 

lowest occurrence of landslide is shown in 90th unit of the study area i.e. 0.16. In case of debris slide 
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magnitude III the landslides are occurring in two spatial locations i.e. 66th and 84th unit (Fig 5-9).The 

probability of occurrence of debris slide magnitude III is having a well distributed pattern as shown in 

(Fig 5-9) where the bigger landslides is having higher probability of occurrence and smaller landslides 

are having lower probability. The increase in probability of occurrence of landslides in this case is due 

to the area of mapping unit, which is comparatively low w.r.t landslide area but high in the other debris 

slide magnitudes. The biggest landslide in this type is about 0.038km2 and probability is 0.8 in 66th unit, 

while the area of smallest landslide is 0.014km2 and probability of occurrence is 0.2 in 84th unit (Fig 5-

9). 
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Figure 5-10 showing the spatial probability of Rock slide magnitude I, Rock slide magnitude II and Rock 

slide magnitude III 

 

              The occurrence of rock slide magnitude I is in 5 spatial location where the highest area of rock 

slide is found to be in 16th, 84th and 114th unit of the study area i.e. 0.0009km2 approximately, but the 

highest probability of occurrence of landslides is only found in 114th unit i.e. 0.009 as shown in (Fig 5-

10). In the 84th unit of the study area the area landslides is bigger but the area of the mapping unit is 

comparatively much more than the area of the landslides due to which the probability of occurrence of 

landslide is low in this unit. The lowest probability of rock slide is found to be in 72nd unit of the study 

area i.e.0.0001 (Fig 5-10). The spatial distribution of rock slide magnitude II is high in the study area, 

occurring in about 41 spatial locations (Fig 5-10). The larger area of landslide of this type is in 9th unit 

of the study area i.e. 0.017km2 and highest probability was found to be in the 14th unit i.e. 0.78 (Fig 5-

10). The smallest area was found to be in 54th unit i.e. 0.001km2 and lowest probability was found to be 

in 96th unit i.e. 0.04. Some units like 9, 91, 92 and 95th are having low probability of occurrence but the 

area of these landslides are high which directly indicate that the area of the mapping unit is very much 

bigger than the landslide area. The rock slide magnitude III in this study is occurring in 8 different 

spatial locations (Fig 5-10). In this case the biggest landslide was found in 55th unit i.e. 0.1km2 having 

the highest probability of 0.78. The smallest landslide is found to be in 9th and 93rd unit i.e. 0.01km2, 

where the probability of occurrence is quite high because of the small area of the mapping unit. In unit 

98 the area of the landslides is bigger as compared the other unit except unit 55 i.e. 0.07km2, with an 

probability of 0.56, which is quite high as compared to other units in this study. The higher probability 

in this unit is also due to the smaller area of the mapping unit. 

 

 



Landslide risk assessment on a major road corridor based on historical landslide inventory and traffic analysis 

60 

5.3. Temporal probability  

              Temporal probability is estimated in this by using Poisson probability model. This is done 

basically on the basis of the number of occurrence of a landslide in a particular mapping unit which is 

estimated on the basis of different magnitude type landslides in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return period as 

discussed in (Section 4.2.4.2). The estimation of temporal probability was done for small return periods 

because it was observed that by taking bigger return periods like 10yr and 15yr the probability of 

occurrence of landslide is 1 for maximum landslides in this study which can give erroneous result, so in 

this study the temporal probability was estimated on small return periods. 
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Figure 5-11showing the temporal probability of Debris slide magnitude I, II and III for 1yr, 3yr and 5yr 

return period 

 

             As shown in the (Fig 5-11), debris slide magnitude I is in the 72nd unit of the study area. The 

occurrence of this particular type landslide is about 6 times during 15 years from 1994 to 2008 (Fig 5-

8). The temporal probability of this particular type of landslides in 1yr, 3 yr and 5yr return period are 

given in (Fig 5-11), where the 5yr return period is having the highest probability of occurrence i.e. 0.87 

as estimated from Poisson Probability Model. The temporal probability of debris slide magnitude II 

shown in (Fig 5-11) is having 9 spatial locations where the highest frequency of landslide is located in 

66th unit of the study area (Fig 5-8). The lowest frequency of this type of landslides is located in 4 units 

(i.e. 20, 25, 90 and 108th unit) which also have the same temporal occurrence in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period. Debris slide magnitude III is having the two spatial locations in 66th and 84th unit of the study 

area (Fig 5-8). The landslide in the 66th unit of the study area is having the highest frequency (i.e. 12 

times) because of the blasting operations performed for this road corridor weakens the terrain causing 

slope failures frequently in this particular section of road. It was difficult to analyse the temporal 

probability of landslide in these situations (blasting operations), but it was observed that these blasting 

operations only weakens the terrain where slope failures initiates was recorded only during the monsoon 

as like other landslide occurrences in the terrain. Due to the higher frequency the temporal probability of 

debris slide III is also higher i.e. 0.6 in 1yr and 0.9 in 5 yr return period. 

 

            The temporal occurrence of rock slide magnitude I was found in 5 different locations in various 

frequencies (Fig 5-12). The highest number of occurrences of these slides is found to be in 65th unit of 

the study area i.e. 5 times (Fig 5-8) occurring with a temporal probability of 0.3 in 1yr and 0.8 in 5yr  
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Figure 5-12 showing the temporal probability of Rock slide magnitude I, II and III for 1yr, 3yr and 5yr 

return period 

                           

return period (Fig 5-12). The lowest of all frequency for these slides was found to be 1 in 15 years 

occurring in 16, 84 and 114th unit of the study area. The low frequency indicates the stabilization of 

slopes which reduces the occurrences of rock slides in the study area from 1994 to 2008. Rock slides 

magnitude II is having the higher number of landslides in this study. Slides of this type occupy almost 

all the units of the study area. The occurrence of rock slide II in found to be in 41 units of the study area 

leaving only 9 units (Fig 5-12). The highest number of rock slides II in the study is because of the highly 

fractured steeper rocky terrain present along the road corridor where the un-stability generates due the 

precipitation in the fissures like joint, bedding, fractures or discontinuity in the terrain. The highest 

number of rock slide was found to be in 7th and 92nd unit where the temporal probability was 0.9 in 5yr 

return period (Fig 5-12). The rock slides of magnitude III are found in 8 units. These are most 

catastrophic events occurred very less as compared to other magnitudes of landslides in the study area. 

The highest number of these kinds of landslides is found to be in 55th unit of the study area occurring 

with a temporal probability of 0.9 in 5yr return period and lowest in 96th unit having a temporal 

probability of 0.3 in 5yr return period (Fig 5-12). 

 

5.4. Landslide Hazard Analysis 

             Landslide hazard assessment is basically the product of spatial probability and temporal 

probability of different landslide types and magnitudes. In this study the spatial probability obtained 

from the area (Section 5.2) of landslides and temporal probability estimated from frequency (Section 

5.3) of landslides during 15 years was multiplied on the basis of different magnitude classes and 

individual return periods. A total of 18 hazard scenarios are developed in this study by using 2 types of 

landslide, 3 magnitude class of each landslides type occurring in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr different return 

periods as discussed in (Section 4.2.3).  

 

              The hazard for debris slide magnitude I is having in only one unit i.e. 72 unit of the study area. 

The probability of occurrence of this category of landslide in very low i.e. 0.0045 in 5 yr return period 

and 0.002 in 1yr return period (Table 5-1). It was observed that the temporal probability of this 

particular landslide is quite high as shown in (Fig 5-11) i.e. occurring 6 times in 15 years from 1994 to 

2008 with a probability of 0.8 in 5yr return period, but the spatial probability of this landslide is quite  
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Mapping 
Units 

Debris Slide I Debris Slide II Debris Slide III Rock Slide I Rock Slide II Rock Slide III 
1yr 3yr 5yr 1yr 3yr 5yr 1yr 3yr 5yr 1yr 3yr 5yr 1yr 3yr 5yr 1yr 3yr 5yr 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.13 0.31 0.41 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.11 0.26 0.35 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.03 0.05 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0.04 0 0 0 
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.06 0.10 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.12 0.24 0.29 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.10 0.25 0.34 0.09 0.21 0.28 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.08 0.12 0 0 0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.06 0.10 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.15 0.33 0.42 
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.22 0.46 0.57 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.14 0.36 0.50 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.04 0.07 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.03 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 
17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0.04 0 0 0 
19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.08 0.12 0 0 0 
20 0 0 0 0.03 0.10 0.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
22 0 0 0 0.04 0.11 0.17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
25 0 0 0 0.02 0.05 0.07 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.07 0.12 0 0 0 
43 0 0 0 0.05 0.12 0.17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0.13 0.19 0 0 0 
53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0.12 0.18 0 0 0 
54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.07 0.09 0 0 0 
55 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.29 0.58 0.69 
65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.22 0.32 0 0 0 
66 0 0 0 0.12 0.26 0.32 0.43 0.72 0.77 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.07 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.08 0 0 0 

74 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.14 0.20 
78 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0 0 0 
79 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.01 0.02 0 0 0 
81 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.05 0.08 0 0 0 
82 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.10 0.15 0 0 0 
83 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.09 0.24 0.33 0 0 0 
84 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.10 0.13 0 0 0 

86 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.07 0.11 0 0 0 
88 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.08 0.12 0 0 0 
90 0 0 0 0.01 0.03 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
91 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0.16 0.22 0 0 0 
92 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.08 0.16 0.19 0.04 0.09 0.14 
93 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.14 0.21 
94 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.09 0.14 0 0 0 
95 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.08 0.19 0.24 0 0 0 
96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.08 0.13 
97 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0 0 0 
98 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.13 0.31 0.41 
99 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0 0 0 
100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0.15 0.22 0 0 0 
107 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.04 0.06 0 0 0 
108 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
111 0 0 0 0.03 0.07 0.11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
114 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.05 0.07 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Table 5-1 showing 18 hazard scenarios for 6 magnitudes of rock and debris slide for 1yr, 3yr and 5yr 

return period in different mapping units 

 

low i.e. 0.004 (Fig 5-9) because of the smaller area as compared to the mapping unit which result low 

hazard. The hazard for debris slide magnitude II is having landslides in 9 different locations of the road 

study area as shown in (Table 5-1), where 66th unit is showing the highest probability of 0.32 in 5yr 

return period and lowest probability obtained in 108th unit as 0.02 in 5yr return period (Fig 5-11). The 

hazard probability in 108th unit for 3yr and 5yr was found to be same 0.2 (Table 5-1), which is because 

of the same spatial probability which equalize different temporal probability. The variation of hazard 

particularly in these landslides is because of the spatial probability which differ in these units. Among 

these units 20th unit is having high hazard in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr scenario due to high spatial probability 

(Table 5-1). As shown in (Table 5-1) the hazard for debris slide magnitude III is obtained in 2 units i.e. 

in 66 and 84. The hazard for this category of landslide in these units is highly different from each other. 

The 66th unit is having high hazard of 0.77 in 5yr return period while the hazard probability in 84th unit 
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is 0.06 in 5yr return period. High hazard in 66th unit for this category of landslide is because of high 

spatial probability i.e. 0.78 (Fig 5-9) and high temporal probability i.e. 0.98 (Fig 5-11), which is quite 

less in 84th unit of the study area. Both of these locations have bigger magnitudes of landslides but show 

different hazard values which show the uncertainty with occurrence of landslides. 

 

                Rock slide magnitude I in this study has been observed in 5 units of the study area (Table 5-

1). The highest hazard value was observed in 114th unit i.e.0.07 and the lowest value was observed in 

84th unit i.e. 0.004 (Table 5-1). Unit number 65 and 72 has high frequency of occurrence (Fig 5-12) but 

show less hazard due to smaller area of the landslide as compared to the mapping unit which it belongs, 

resulting low spatial probability (Fig 5-10). Low spatial probability in 84th unit also decrease the hazard 

value which have the same frequency of occurrence during 15 years as compared with 16th and 114th 

unit of the study area. The hazard scenario in rock slide magnitude II is totally different from other 

category of landslides in this study. As discussed above in the (Section 5.3) this scenario have landslides 

in 41 mapping units and only 9 units have no landslides. The highest hazard for this category of 

landslides is found in the 13th unit i.e.0.58 in 5yr return period which has high temporal probability of 

0.87 (Fig 5-12) and high spatial probability of 0.79 (Fig 5-10). Lowest hazard value is shown by many 

units which show a frequency of 1 in 15 years due the variation in spatial probability changes the value 

for hazard. The hazard value for rock slide magnitude III has landslides on 8 locations of the study area 

(Table 5-1). Rock slide magnitude III show an equal distribution of hazard probabilities in all landslide 

containing mapping units except the 92, 93 and 96. Among these units 92 and 93 have same frequency 

of occurrence for landslides while landslides in 96th unit have occurred once in 15 years (Fig 5-8). The 

variation in hazard of both the units i.e.92 and 93 is because of the area of the landslides which changes 

the value for spatial probability (Fig 5-10). The highest hazard was found in 55th unit of the study area 

i.e. 0.69 in 5yr return period and lowest was found in 96th of 0.14 in 5yr return period. 

 

                By analysis of various hazard scenarios it was found that the hazard value for landslides in 

this research is highly dependent value obtained from the area of the landslides w.r.t. area of 

corresponding mapping unit i.e. spatial probability.  

 

5.5. Vulnerability Analysis 

              The fundamental definition of physical vulnerability is the estimation of damage of an element 

at risk due to a hazardous phenomenon. In this study a quantitative vulnerability assessment was done 

for various vehicles using the traffic information and road damage by using historical landslides data as 

discussed in (Section 4.2.5). The vulnerability for various elements i.e. different vehicles and road was 

estimated on the basis of hazard scenarios obtained in the (Section 5.4).  

 

5.5.1. Vehicle Density 

              For calculation of vulnerability for vehicles, initially vehicle density was calculated on different 

landslide containing road sections. Vehicle density for different types of vehicles was estimated on the 

basis of road length of those units which have landslides, average speed of different type of vehicles and 

average daily traffic (ADT). ADT was calculated from daily traffic data as shown in (Table 4-3), where 

it was observed that the daily movement of two wheelers are maximum as compared with the four 

wheelers and big vehicles. The movement of big vehicles was only done for public transportation and 

supply of food materials for day to day life, which was quite less (i.e. 25.7 per day) due to the low  
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population density in the study area. The movement of two wheelers is maximum (i.e. 1319.4 per day) 

as it is the most convenient and economic for movement of population staying in the area. The high 

density of two wheelers is also due to the neighbourhood visitors who pay maximum visit to this place 

for its scenic beauty and picnic locations and prefer to be in two wheelers. The density of four wheelers 

is moderate (i.e. 97.8 per day) as it is used only for the private and tourist transport which came from 

long distance. From detailed field survey it was observed that the average speed of two wheeler, four 

wheeler and big vehicles are 45 km/hr, 30km/hr and 20km/hr respectively. The speed of two wheelers is 

maximum because of the size and easy handling capacity. The road corridor is narrow and the big 

vehicles are always loaded and occupy more space on road so to avoid accident on road they runs with 

minimum speed.  

 

              The vehicle density for various vehicles is given in (Fig 5-13). The travel time for small 

vehicles to the individual road section is minimum as compared to the four wheelers and big vehicles in 

each road section, which is because of the average speed of the two wheelers is more than the speed four 

wheelers and big vehicles. The highest length of the road was found to be in on 98th unit of the study 

area i.e. 321.7 meters, while the lowest road length was found in 114th unit i.e. 45.8 meters. The highest 

vehicle density was also found in the 98th unit i.e.23.6 for two wheelers, 3.43 for four wheelers and 1.83 

for big vehicles per length of mapping unit. The highest vehicle density was because of the maximum 

length of the road section. The lowest vehicle density was found to be in 114th unit i.e. 3.36 for two 

wheelers, 0.46 for four wheelers and 0.23 for big vehicles, which is because of the small road length in 

this unit. The vehicle density in some road sections was found below one. These decimal values is 

considered as no vehicle in the road section, but actually the road unit length is small and average speed 

is enough to cross the unit quickly so that not a single vehicle will present at particular time. It was also 

observed that the longer the road length, higher is the travel time and higher is the vehicle density in 

every road section of the study area. In whole it was observed that the vehicle density for two wheelers 

is maximum while the vehicle density for big vehicles for is minimum, which is due to high ADT of two 

wheelers as compared to the big vehicles on the road sections of the study area.  

 

5.5.2. Vehicle Vulnerability 

              Vulnerability of vehicles is highly dependent on the magnitude and proximity to the landslides. 

From various literature reviews it was analysed that the vulnerability of vehicles due to landslides are 

very much difficult to estimate due to dynamism of the vehicles in different time. A quantitative 

estimation of vulnerability in this study was attempted referring various literatures, which was done on 

the basis of absence and presence of particular landslide type on the different road section as discussed 

in (Section 4.2.5.1) with the vehicle density of different types of vehicles on different road sections.  

 

 
Debris Slide I Debris Slide II Debris Slide III Rock Slide I Rock Slide II Rock Slide III 

Two Wheeler 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.07 

Four Wheeler 0.22 0.27 0.29 0.22 0.26 0.28 

Big Vehicles 0.19 0.25 0.30 0.24 0.31 0.38 

Table 5-2 showing the coefficients obtained from non-linear regression of landslide with ADT of different 

vehicle type 

 

               The result obtained from the non-linear regression as discussed in (Section 4.2.5.1) was 

shown in the (Table 5-2). The values obtained for various categories of landslide follows an increasing 

trend with increase in magnitude of different type of landslide.  
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Figure 5-14 showing the vehicle vulnerability curve of two wheelers for all type of landslide 

                

 

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4

Vehicle Density (in number of vehicles) for four wheelers

V
u

ln
e

ra
b

il
it

y

Debris slide I Four wheelers Debris slide II Four wheelers Debris slide III Four wheelers

Rock slide I Four wheelers Rock slide II Four wheelers Rock slide III Four wheelers

 
Figure 5-15 showing the vehicle vulnerability curve of four wheelers for all types of landslides  
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Figure 5-16 showing the vehicle vulnerability curve of big vehicles for all types of landslides 
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               The vulnerability value of two wheelers due to all the landslides was given in (Fig 5-15). The 

result shows a higher value for the all magnitudes of rock slides while lower value for all magnitudes of 

debris slides. The maximum value for vulnerability of two wheeler due to rock slide magnitude I is 0.41 

(Fig 5-15) which is almost equal to the highest vulnerability value of debris slide magnitude III for two 

wheelers. This reveals that the damage potential for rock slide magnitude I is almost same as damage 

potential of debris slide magnitude III. Logically, if we compare the vulnerability of a two wheeler due 

to a magnitude I (0 - 1000m3) of debris slide and same magnitude of rock slide, the damaging potential 

of a rock slide will be higher due to its bigger material size and momentum due to the material size as 

compared to the material size of debris slide, also it is possible that, if a magnitude I of rock slide hits a 

two wheeler then the vulnerability should be 1. But in this study the vulnerability values for rock slide 

magnitude III (> 10,000 m3) was not showing 1(Fig 5-15), which may be due to the limitation of the 

model to reach the expected accuracy. The highest vulnerability value for two wheeler due to rock slide 

magnitude III was found to be 0.82 (Fig 5-15), because of the high density of rock slide in the study 

area. 

 

              The vulnerability values for four wheelers are shown in (Fig 5-16). Comparing the results for 

four wheelers due to rock slide magnitude I, II, III and debris slide magnitude I, II, III in (Fig 5-16) it 

was observed that the vulnerability values has very less change for both the scenarios. The highest value 

obtained for four wheelers due to rock slide magnitude III is 0.63 and value obtained for debris slide 

magnitude III is 0.62 which is almost same while the highest value for rock slide magnitude I and debris 

slide magnitude I is 0.54 and 0.53 respectively. The small change in vulnerability between these two 

magnitude type landslides is because of the change in vehicle density. 

 

              The results of vulnerability for big vehicles shows an appreciable difference in rock slide 

magnitude I, II, III and debris slide magnitude I, II, III (Fig 5-17). It was observed that the vulnerability 

curve for rocks slide magnitude II and debris slide magnitude III are almost same, which results in the 

same damaging potential capacity of these types of landslides. The same was also observed for rock 

slide magnitude I and debris slide magnitude II. Highest vulnerability of big vehicles for rock slide 

magnitude II is 0.53 and the lowest value is 0.09, while the highest vulnerability value of big vehicles 

for debris slide magnitude II is 0.37 and lowest value is 0.07(Fig 5-17). This low value of debris slide 

magnitude II is because of the low density of landslides as compared to the rock slide magnitude II (Fig 

5-9). Decrease in vulnerability value of big vehicles was also observed for debris slide magnitude III as 

compared to rock slide magnitude III (Fig 5-17). As a whole it was observed that the vulnerability of 

different magnitude of rock slide is high for any different vehicles than different magnitudes debris slide, 

which is because of bigger material size and high damaging capacity of rock slide. This gives the high 

vulnerability of two wheelers due to rock slides than compared to the four wheelers and big vehicles 

rather than all magnitudes of debris slides. 

 

5.5.3. Road Vulnerability 

              Vulnerability of the road is associated with the magnitude of landslide which is responsible for 

the damage of the road or in simple terms what is the damage to road by particular type of landslide?. In 

this study a direct vulnerability of road was estimated on the basis of length of the road damaged, slide 

materials on the road, cost of removing debris from the road and cost of making a new road as discussed 

in the (Section 4.2.5.2). For this a details of cost for making a new road, its repairing cost, excavation 

of slide materials was estimated during field survey. 
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Cost Details INR US $ 

Cost of New Road Per Km 7000000 175000 

Cost of New Road Per M 7000 175 
Repairing Cost of Road Per Km 700000 17500 

Repairing Cost of Road Per M 700 17.5 
Table 5-3 showing the cost details of making a new road and repairing cost 

 

               Basically the cost of road includes road cutting and surfacing. It was very much difficult to 

obtain the details of every cost for cutting and surfacing due to shortage of time. So, cost of making a 

new road per km was directly obtained from BRO i.e.70 lakhs, as shown in (Table 5-3). Repairing cost 

was also obtained from BRO which is only 10% of the construction cost of the new road i.e. 7 lakhs as 

shown in (Table 5-3). All these amount are then converted to US $.    

 

Details                                                                                   Cost 

Cost of PC-200 excavator for 1-hour 1100 INR 

Bucket capacity of PC-200 1.8 m3 

Actual Bucket of PC-200 during work 1.5 m3 x 2 bucket per min 

Time taken for evacuation of 3000 m3 in min 1000 min 

Time taken for evacuation of 3000 m3 in hours 16.66 hours 

Cost for 16.66 hours for PC-200 in INR 18333.33 (INR) 

Cost of 2 labours for 16.66 hours in INR 173.70 (INR) 

Cost of 1 supervisors for 16.66 hours in INR 208.33 (INR) 

Total cost for removing 3000 m3 in INR 191415.33 (INR) 

Total cost for removing 3000 m3 INR 467.88 ($) 

Cost of removing for 1m3 in US $ 0.16 ($) 

Removal time for 1m3 in min 0.33 min 

Table 5-4 showing the excavation cost time for removing 1m3 of slide materials using PC-200 excavator 

 

               I found it very difficult to estimate the cost of removing 1m3 of slide material. So, for 

estimating the excavation cost of 1m3 of slide materials, evacuation cost of 3000 m3 of slide materials 

calculated as data collected from BRO. Initially a total cost of single PC-200 excavator i.e. 1100 INR 

per 1 hour including the operator, fuel and hydraulics was obtained. The use of a PC-200 is highly 

suitable in these roads because the road width is very narrow and highly unstable, big machines like PC-

500 and PC-700 occupy more space and cannot work with full flow. The bucket capacity of the PC-200 

machine was observed to be 1.8 m3. But the actual bucket load during operation of the machine is 1.5 

m3. The bucket doesn’t get full capacity because of size of the material is not flexible to occupy the 

space inside the bucket leaving an empty space. It was observed that in 1 minute PC-200 can make two 

runs i.e. loading and unloading. So, for evacuation of 3000m3 of slide materials it will take1000 

minutes. 1000 minutes is also equivalent to 16.66 hrs. So, the cost of running a PC-200 excavator is 

about 18333.33 INR. Apart from that, minimum of two labours is appointed on the spot for some 

manual operation which is 125 INR each in one day, so for 16.66 hours the cost of 2 labours is be 

173.70 INR. To organise the work in full flow 1 supervisor is also appointed, which cost 300 INR per 

day. So, for 16.66 hours the supervisor cost around 208.33 INR. The total cost for this work force 

including a single PC-200 excavator for excavating 3000m3 of material was around 18356.25 INR or 

458.91 $ where, 1$ = 40 INR, and finally the cost of evacuating 1m3 of material is 0.15 $ as shown in 

the (Table 5-4). 
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             The vulnerability in this study needs a record of accumulated material on the road due to 

landslides. Observing the record of landslides from BRO it was found that, on every occurrence of 

landslide, there is a record of slide materials. These are the slide material released form individual slide 

which accumulated on a portion of road.  Majority of the material falls into the high flowing Bhagirathi 

River. The accumulation of the material on the road is highly depending on the speed with which a 

landslide triggers, width of the road to hold the material and the magnitude of the slide which 

momentum accelerates the material to fall downward due to high slope. Some time higher magnitude 

slide accumulates larger amount of material which stops the communication link for couple of days. 

Material which falls on the road due to particular slide or evacuated was recorded by BRO officials. 

BRO officials also record the length of the road which was damaged by a particular slide. So, with the 

help of these records we found out the cost of removal of different accumulated slide materials on the 

road for different landslide types with the help of our prepared data (Table 5-4). It was observed that 

almost every slide accumulates slide material on the road. So, naturally the estimation of vulnerability 

will be for different road sections, but logically vulnerability of road due to a particular landslide is a 

single value (i.e. from 0 to 1), for example the vulnerability (damage) of road due to rock slide 

magnitude III (> 10,000m3) is 9 (i.e. 90% damage). So, we take the average value of all the deposited 

slide material and all the road length for particular magnitude type landslide. This average value gives 

overall idea of deposited slide material and road length affected by a particular magnitude type 

landslide. From these collected and processed data about the cost of road, removal cost of slide 

materials (m3), length of road damage and repairing cost we estimate the vulnerability of different slides 

using (Eq.4-6) as discussed in (Section 4.2.5.2). 

            

Landslide Types Vulnerability Road length (km) Material (m3) 

Debris slide magnitude I 0.07 0.02 250 

Debris slide magnitude II 0.6 0.04 927 

Debris slide magnitude III 0.9 0.11 600 

Rock slide magnitude I 0.3 0.03 567 

Rock slide magnitude II 0.7 0.06 837 

Rock slide magnitude III 0.9 0.07 1007 

 

Table 5-5 showing the vulnerability of road for different magnitude type landslides 

 

              The vulnerability estimated for different slides types with the average road length and average 

material accumulated was shown in (Table 5-5). It was observed that the vulnerability of road for debris 

slide magnitude I is lowest i.e. 0.07 (Table 5-5) as compared to the other type of landslides. The low 

damaging capacity of this particular type of landslide was due to the low magnitude which can only 

covers the road with the slide materials of 250 m3 (Table 5-5). The low damage potential to this 

particular slide also surveyed from BRO office. The highest vulnerability value was obtained for debris 

slide magnitude III i.e. 0.9 (Table 5-5). This reflects that this particular slide can damage the road upto 

90% , which is due to the speed of the bigger magnitude  landslide and huge material. The vulnerability 

of rock slide is highly different from debris slides due to the difference in size of the material. The result 

of the vulnerability road due to rock slides was shown in (Table 5-5). Rock slide magnitude I shows a 

vulnerability of 0.3 for the road, which shows the damage to the upper portion of the road only, while 

rock slide magnitude II shows a vulnerability of 0.7 for the road and the highest for this category was 

observed for rock slide magnitude III i.e.0.9, which is because of the bigger size than other slides. 
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5.6. Direct Risk to Vehicles 

             Risk to any element is directly related to the spatio-temporal component of a damaging 

phenomenon and the effect of the natural phenomenon on that particular element at risk. Landslide risk 

assessment for individual element in this study is done by multiplying individual scenarios of landslide 

hazard for different landslide type, vulnerability of the elements at risk and amount of those elements at 

risk i.e. different vehicles and road. Direct risk for different vehicles and road is estimated on the basis 

of (Eq.4-6) as discussed in (Section 4.2.6). Initially it was considered that all the vehicles passing on the 

road are manufactured by India. The cost of various vehicles was estimated for different vehicles 

passing on the road as shown in (Table 5-6).  

 

Type INR  US ($) 

Two Wheeler 45000 1125 

Four Wheeler 650000 16250 

Big Vehicles 1,500,000 37500 
Table 5-6 showing the cost of different vehicles passing on the road corridor 

 

Type 
Debris Slide I         Debris Slide II                Debris Slide III 

Total 
1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 

Two wheeler 0.6 1.3 2 71 169 231 161 272 300 1209 

Four wheeler 13 28 35 1812 4309 5908 3628 6114 6747 28596 

Big vehicles 17 35 43 2374 5626 7693 5426 9147 10094 40456 

Total 31 65 80 4258 10105 13833 9215 15533 17141 70260 

Table 5-7 showing specific risk ($) of two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles due to Debris slide I, II 

and III in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return periods for the road stretch 

 

                Observing the columns in (Table 5-7) we can analyse that the specific risk for two wheelers 

due to debris slide magnitude I in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return period was very low as compared to four 

wheeler and big vehicles for the whole road stretch. The highest value of specific risk was observed for 

big vehicles in 5yr return period i.e.43 $, for four wheelers 35$ and for two wheelers 2 $ as shown in 

(Table 5-7). The occurrence of debris slide I is small in size and has occurred in only one location i.e. 

72nd unit as discussed earlier in (Fig 5-9). The low value of risk is because of the low hazard (Table 5-

1). The risk for two wheelers is very less as compared with the four wheelers and big vehicles, which is 

because of the low cost of two wheelers as compared with the four wheeler and big vehicles (Table 5-7). 

The risk for all the vehicles due to debris slide magnitude I was found to be 31 $ in 1yr, 65$ in 3yr and 

80$ in 5yr return period (Table 5-7). The risk estimated for two wheelers, four wheelers and big 

vehicles due to debris slide magnitude II was high for the whole road stretch as compared to the debris 

slide magnitude I as shown in the (Table 5-7). The highest value obtained for two wheelers due to debris 

slide II is 169 $, for four wheelers 5908 $, and for big vehicles 7693 $ (Table 5-7) in 5yr return period. 

It was observed that the debris slide magnitude II possesses higher risk than the debris slide magnitude I 

which is because of two reasons; (i) high vulnerability of two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles 

due to debris slide magnitude II (Fig 5-14; Fig 5-15; Fig 5-16) as vulnerability increases with increase 

in magnitude of landslide, (ii) higher hazard for debris slide magnitude II in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return  
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period as compared with the debris slide magnitude I (Table 5-1). Total risk due to debris slide 

magnitude II for all the vehicles in the road stretch was observed 4258 $ in 1yr, 10105 $ in 3yr and 

13833 $ in 5yr return period, which was more than 100 times higher than debris slide magnitude I. The 

specific risk of two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles due to debris slide magnitude III is highest 

among the debris slides in this study (Table 5-7). The highest value of risk for two wheelers is 300 $, 

for four wheelers 6747 $ and for big vehicles 10094 $ (Table 5-7) in 5yr return period. The increase in 

value of risk for debris slide magnitude III is because of the size of landslide which increases the spatial 

probability (Fig 5-9), with increase in hazard value. Apart from hazard values, the increase in risk 

values is also due to increase in vehicle density for different vehicles in the road sections which has 

increase the vulnerability values (Fig 5-14; Fig 5-15; Fig 5-16). The increase in vehicle density is 

because of the increase in length of the road (Fig 5-13) which is quite higher for debris slide magnitude 

III with comparison of other debris slides. The risk value for different vehicles in other return periods 

i.e. 1yr and 3yr has also increased upto greater extent which is also due to the above reason. The low 

risk value of two wheelers was due to low cost of two wheelers as compared to the four wheelers and 

big vehicles (Table 5-9). Total risk for all the vehicles in the road stretch was observed 9215 $ in 1yr, 

15533 $ in 3yr and 17141 $ in 5yr return period, which was more than 200 times higher than debris 

slide magnitude I in all return periods and double of debris slide magnitude II. The total risk for two 

wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles was found to be 1209 $, 28596 $ and 40456 $ respectively for 

all magnitudes of debris slides in all return periods. Combining all the values we found that overall risk 

due to all magnitudes of debris slide for all the vehicles was 70260 $ (Table 5-7). The details of all 

individual risk values are shown in the Appendix 2-A, 2-B, 2-C. 

 

Type 
Rock Slide I      Rock Slide II        Rock Slide III 

Total 
1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 

Two wheeler 6.5 16 24 760 1835 2538 557 1263 1659 8658 

Four wheeler 135 342 493 7863 18976 26224 5623 12757 16769 89183 

Big vehicles 186 469 673 12316 29704 41033 10028 22762 29928 147101 

Total 328 827 1191 20939 50514 69795 16208 36783 48357 244942 

Table 5-8 showing specific risk ($) of two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles due to Rock slide I, II 

and III in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return periods for the road stretch 

 

                Specific risk for different vehicles due to rock slide I, II and III in different return periods for 

the whole road stretch was shown in (Table 5-8). The value of risk was found to be low for this 

category of landslide due to low density of rock slide magnitude I occurring only in 5 locations of the 

study area (Fig 5-10). The highest value for two wheelers was 24 $ in 5yr return period (Table 5-8). 

Risk values in this category of slide increases for four wheelers and big vehicles i.e. 493 $ and 673 $ 

respectively. The higher risk value for four wheelers and big vehicles was because of the higher cost 

(Table 5-6). Total values of risk for all the vehicles was found to be 328 $ in 1yr, 827 in 3yr and 20939 

in 5yr return period (Table 5-8). The specific risk of two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles due to 

rock slide magnitude II was found to be high (Table 5-8) the whole road stretch of the study area, 

because of the higher density of rock slide magnitude in this study (Fig 5-10). The risk values for 

different vehicles in this category of landslides are higher as compared with rock slide magnitude I. The 

highest risk value for two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles was found to be 2538 $, 26224 $  



Landslide risk assessment on a major road corridor based on historical landslide inventory and traffic analysis 

72 

 

and 41033 $ (Table 5-8) respectively in 5yr return period for the whole road stretch. The higher risk 

value was because of increase in vulnerability which was due to the higher vehicle density as shown in 

(Fig 5-13). The lowest value for two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles was found to be 760 $, 

7863 $ and 12316 $ respectively for the whole road stretch (Table 5-7), in 1yr return period, which is 

because of the low hazard as shown in (Table 5-1). Overall risk values of different vehicles for rock 

slide magnitude II was found high than other categories of landslides in this study, which is because of 

the high hazard and high vulnerability of higher magnitude type landslide. Total values of risk for all the 

vehicles due to rock slide magnitude II was found to be 20939 $ in 1yr, 50514 $ in 3yr and 69795 $ in 

5yr return period (Table 5-8). The specific risk of two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles for rock 

slide magnitude III was shown in (Table 5-8). This category of landslide possesses highest risk to 

different vehicles than any other category of landslide individually in the study area. The occurrences of 

these landslides are very low (Fig 5-10) i.e. occurred in only 9 mapping units of the study area as 

compared to the rock slides magnitude II (Fig 5-10) which has occurred in 41 mapping units, but the 

area occupied by these landslides is quite high because of the higher magnitude as shown in (Fig 5-10). 

The highest value observed for two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles in 5yr return period was 

1659$, 16769$, and 29928 $ respectively. The highest value for risk is obviously because of the higher 

magnitude, which results in higher hazard value (Table 5-1) and also due to higher vulnerability value 

which results from higher vehicle density (Fig 5-13) for this particular category of landslide. Total risk 

for all the vehicles in the road stretch was observed 16208 $ in 1yr, 36783 $ in 3yr and 48357 $ in 5yr 

return period, which was more than 40 times higher than debris slide magnitude I. It was also observed 

that the combine risk of rock slide magnitude II is 1.5 times higher than rock slide magnitude III in all 

return periods. The total risk for two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles was found to be 8658 $, 

89183 $ and 147101 $ respectively for all magnitudes of rock slides in all return periods. Combining all 

the values we found that overall risk due to all magnitudes of debris slide for all the vehicles was 

244942 $ (Table 5-8). The details of all individual risk values are shown in the Appendix 2-D, 2-E, 2-F. 

 

              Comparing the combine risk values for whole Debris slide magnitude and Rock slide 

magnitudes it was observed that overall risk to different vehicles was quite high for rock slides than 

debris slides, which was mainly due to the high occurrence of rock slide in the terrain.   

 

5.7. Direct Risk to Road 

              Direct risk for road was estimated on the basis of different hazard scenarios for individual 

landslide type for different return period, vulnerability of the road estimated for different landslide 

magnitudes and repairing cost of the road as discussed in (Section 4.2.6). 

 

Type 
       Debris Slide I      Debris Slide II     Debris Slide III 

Total 
1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 

Road 19 41 51 36767 91061 129239 62744 106139 117567 543628 

 

Table 5-9 showing the Specific risk ($) of road due to Debris slide I, II and III in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period for the whole road stretch 

 

              The specific risk of road due to debris slide magnitude I, II and III was shown in (Table 5-9). 

The risk for road due to debris slide magnitude I increase with hazard for 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 
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period. The highest value of risk has been observed 51$ (Table 5-9) due to single occurrence of 

landslide for this type as mentioned earlier in (Fig 5-9). The overall risk value for this unit is low 

because of the low hazard (Table 5-1) and also due to low vulnerability (Table 5-3). The risk of road 

due to debris slide magnitude II was quite high (Table 5-9) which was almost 2000 times higher than 

debris slide magnitude I. The high value is because of the increase in number of occurrences of 

landslides which was found in 9 units of the study area (Fig 5-9). Risk values for this category were 

higher than the debris slide magnitude I, because of the higher magnitude which possesses higher hazard 

and higher vulnerability. The highest value of risk was found to be 129239 $ for the whole road stretch 

(Table 5-8) for 5yr return period for the whole road stretch. Debris slide magnitude III generates highest 

risk among all magnitudes of debris slide for the road as it has high hazard and high vulnerability. 

Debris slide magnitude III has occurred in only 2 units of the study area as shown in (Fig 5-9). The 

highest value of risk was found 117567 $ in 5yr return period for the whole road stretch which was due 

to high hazard (Table 5-1) i.e. 12 number of occurrences. The higher vulnerability is due to higher 

occupancy of road length (Fig 5-13) which is basically due to the bigger size of the slide. This category 

of slide possesses more than 2000 times risk as compared to debris slide magnitude I and a couple of 

times more than debris slide magnitude II. Overall risk was observed to be to be 543628 $ for all 

magnitudes of landslides and all return periods for the whole road stretch. 

  

Types 
Rock Slide I Rock Slide II Rock Slide III 

Total 
1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 1 yr 3 yr 5 yr 

Road 3012 7806 11495 205572 493944 681099 126413 288702 381911 2199955 

 

Table 5-10 showing the Specific risk ($) of road due to Rock slide I, II and III in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period for the whole road stretch 

 

                The specific risk of road due to rock slide magnitude I, II and III for the whole road stretch in 

1yr, 3yr and 5yr return period was shown in (Table 5-10). The rock slide magnitude I found in 5 units 

of the study area as shown in (Fig 5-10).  The highest value of risk was found to be 11495 $ (Table 5-

10) in 5yr return period for the whole road stretch, which is much higher than debris slide magnitude I. 

Specific risk of road for rock slide magnitude II shows the highest value of risk among all the landslides 

categories in this study (Table 5-10). The high risk value is due to the more occurrences i.e. 41 units of 

the study area (Fig 5-10). The highest risk value was obtained as 681099 $ for 5yr return period for the 

whole road stretch (Table 5-10). Risk possesses by this particular category of landslide is more than 60 

times higher as compared to the rock slide magnitude I which is because of the higher occupancy of 

road due to high density of landslide. Rock slide magnitude II also possesses higher risk than rock slide 

magnitude III as shown in (Table 5-10). Specific risk of road for debris slide magnitude III was for the 

whole road stretch was shown in (Table 5-10). The risk value of road due to rock slide magnitude III 

has low value, than risk due to rock slide magnitude II due to less number of occurrences as compared 

to the rock slide magnitude II. The highest risk value for whole road stretch was found to be 381911 $ 

in 5yr return period. Overall risk for whole road for all magnitudes of landslides in all return period was 

estimated to be 2199955 $ (Table 5-10). As a whole it was observed that the risk for road was much 

higher due to rock slides in the area than debris slides. The total risk for all return periods with all 

magnitudes shows almost 4 times higher risk than debris slides in the study area. The detail of risk for 

road was provided in Appendix 3-A, 3-B, 3-C, 3-D, 3-E, and 3-F. 
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5.8. Indirect Risk Analysis 

              The risk generated due to the indirect impact of landslide which affects the normal life of the 

neighbouring society in terms of money and time is termed as “Indirect risk”. In this study indirect risk 

was calculated for loss of profit for different business in Gangnani, Harsil and Sukhi top, which are the 

end stations after the study area in National Highway 108 as discussed in (Section 4.2.7). For estimation 

of indirect risk initially, field survey was done on different business type in Gangnani, Harsil and Sukhi 

top. Due to time constraint in this study only those business type are considered which affects the daily 

life of small population staying in the area i.e. different shops, restaurant, religious vendors, liquor shop, 

medicine store and variety store. Details analysis of loss to profit was estimated for various business 

types due to blockage of road which was due to removal of accumulated slide material for individual 

magnitude type landslide in peak season (Table 5-11 and Table 5-12).  

 

    

 

Types 
Number 

of shops 

Daily Profit Per 

Shop Peak Season 

(INR)- 
(DPPSPS) 

Daily Profit Per 

Shop Peak 

Season ($)- 
(DPPSPS) 

Daily Profit all 

Shops Peak 

Season (INR)- 
(DPASPS) 

Daily Profit all 

Shops Peak 

Season ($)- 
(DPASPS) 

Profit 

loss for 1 

hour ($)- 
(PFH) 

Sweets Shop (SS) 33 900 22.5 29700 742.5 61.87 

Normal Restaurant 

(NR) 
45 1200 30 54000 1350 112.5 

Fruit Shop (FS) 39 700 17.5 27300 682.5 56.87 

Religious Vendors 

(RV) 
96 1100 27.5 105600 2640 220 

Grocery Shop (GS) 28 500 12.5 14000 350 29.16 

Vegetable Shop 

(VegS) 
27 1000 25 27000 675 56.25 

Variety Store (VS) 48 300 7.5 14400 360 30 

Medicine Store 

(MS) 
8 500 12.5 4000 100 8.33 

Liquor Shop (LS) 3 1300 32.5 3900 97.5 8.12 

Total 327 7500 187.5 279900 6997.5 583.1 

 

Table 5-12 showing the profit details of various business types in Harsil and Sukhi Top 

                         

Type 
Number 

of shops 

Daily Profit Per 

Shop Peak 

Season (INR)- 
(DPPSPS) 

Daily Profit 

Per Shop Peak 

Season ($)- 
(DPPSPS) 

Daily Profit all 

Shops Peak 

Season (INR)- 
(DPASPS) 

Daily Profit all 

Shops Peak 

Season ($)- 
(DPASPS) 

Profit 

loss for 1 

hour ($)- 
(PFH) 

Sweets Shop (SS) 3 200 5 600 15 1.25 

Normal Restaurant 

(NR) 
10 500 12.5 5000 125 10.41 

Fruit Shop (FS) 4 250 6.25 1000 25 2.08 

Religious Vendors 

(RV) 

8 900 22.5 7200 180 15 

Grocery Shop (GS) 2 400 10 800 20 1.66 

Vegetable Shop (VegS) 5 200 5 1000 25 2.08 

Variety Store (VS) 4 400 10 1600 40 3.33 

Total 36 2850 71.25 17200 430 35.81 

Table 5-11 showing the profit details for various shops in Gangnani 
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As shown in (Table 5-11 and Table 5-12), it was found that various business in Gangnani was quite 

less as compared to the Harsil and Sukhi top because Gangnani is a small station which have very less 

population and only meant for small break during journey to Gangotri, which is one of the holiest places 

and attract different visitors and tourist from India and various part of world. Harsil and Sukhi top are 

the main stations after Uttarkashi which provide food and materials for daily living of the population 

and tourists residing in Gangotri. The highest numbers of shops are normal restaurants in Gangnani 

i.e.10 (Table 5-11), while 96 religious vendors in Harsil and Sukhi top (Table 5-12). The high number 

of religious vendors in Harsil and Sukhi top is due to the visit of many tourists and pilgrims who pay 

visit to Gangotri for offerings, for which they require religious materials. Daily profit for different 

individual business type per shop was given as DPPSPS (INR) in (Table 5-11 and Table 5-12) which 

was obtained by a field survey of 7 days. For estimation of profit for all shops the numbers of shops are 

multiplied with there corresponding DPPSPS (INR) to obtain DPASPS (INR) as shown in (Table 5-11 

and Table 5-12).  DPASPS (INR) is then converted to US $ i.e. DPASPS ($) as shown in (Table 5-11 

and Table 5-12). During field survey it was found that the business was only done for 12 hours in a day 

i.e. 9.00 A.M to 9.00 P.M and rest of the time the shops are closed. So, profit done by different 

business types in 1 hour was given by PFH ($) for both the places (Table 5-11 and Table 5-12).  

Indirect risk for different magnitude of landslide type in this study is generated due to loss in profit of 

the local business. The loss in profit for local business was due to the accumulation of slide materials on 

the road corridor due to different landslide which blocks the communication link for this route. As this 

National Highway 108 is the only way for this route, visitors and tourist has to wait for hours for the 

removal of slide materials from the road which results in loss for local business. The time taken for 

removal of 1 m3 of slide materials was 0.33 min as discussed in (Table 5-4). Total time taken for 

removal of various m3 of slide materials for different landslides type was estimated and converted in 

hours as shown in (Fig 5-17 and Fig 5-18). Extra 4 hour was added for the time taken by an excavator 

and workers to reach the landslide spot as investigated during field survey. It was observed from the 

(Fig 5-17) that the accumulation of slide materials for debris slide I is the lowest i.e.250 m3 in 72nd unit, 

which takes 5.3 hours to evacuate. The highest time taken for evacuation of debris slide material was 

observed for magnitude II of debris slide i.e.12.30 hours for evacuating 1275 m3 materials in 111th unit 

(Fig 5-17). Debris slide magnitude III didn’t have any high accumulation of slide materials because of 

the high magnitude the speed of releasing material is high which normally doesn’t get accumulated in a 

road of small width, but leave some material on the road. The highest time taken for rock slide 

magnitude I is 8hours for 1200 m3 of material in 12th unit as shown in (Fig 5-18). The highest time 

taken for rock slide magnitude II was observed in 6th unit i.e. 12 hours for 1800 m3 of material. It was 

observed that rock slide magnitude III takes highest time for removal of slide materials among all 

categories of slides i.e.15 hours for 1950 m3 slide materials as shown in the (Fig 5-18). 

                

5.8.1. Indirect Risk for Gangnani 

             Gangnani is the northern end of the study area. Numbers of local business are very less because 

of less consumption of materials. Only normal restaurants are considered as main business type for the 

particular place, which also runs in less profit. This place is mainly used by the local people residing in 

the area for general activities. Indirect risk of various local businesses for different landslide type was 

estimated on the basis of number of particular shops and its profit loss due to road blockage in hours 

which was estimated in (Section 5.8).  

 

             Indirect risk for debris slide magnitude I for various shops in Gangnani was shown in (Table 5-

13). The highest value of indirect risk for this particular landslide type was observed for RV i.e.81 $  



Landslide risk assessment on a major road corridor based on historical landslide inventory and traffic analysis 

77 

 

(Table 5-13). It was observed that the number of RV was found to be 8 (Table 5-11), which was not the 

highest among shops but the profit done by this category of shop was quite higher than other shops 

which result in higher loss. RV is the shops which provides materials for religious offerings to god and 

is used by maximum people going to the area, increasing the sell with increase in profit. The lowest 

value of indirect risk for this category of landslide was found for SS (Table 5-13), due less consumption 

of sweet which results in less profit. Total indirect loss was observed to be 193 $ (Table 5-13). 

 

Types 
Debris 

Slide I 

Debris   

Slide II 

Debris 

Slide III 

Rock 

Slide I 

Rock 

Slide II 

Rock 

Slide III 
Total 

Sweets Shop (SS) 7 97 18 40 469 101 732 

Normal Restaurant (NR) 56 811 153 333 3909 840 6101 

Fruit Shop (FS) 11 162 31 67 782 168 1220 

Religious Vendors (RV) 81 1168 220 479 5628 1210 8786 

Grocery Shop (GS) 9 130 24 53 625 134 976 

Vegetable Shop (VegS) 11 162 31 67 782 168 1220 

Variety Store (VS) 18 259 49 106 1251 269 1952 

Total 193 2789 526 1145 13445 2890 20988 

Table 5-13 showing the summarised Indirect loss ($) for various shops in Gangnani for all landslides 

types 

 

             The indirect risk generated due to debris magnitude II for various shops in Gangnani was 

shown in (Table 5-13). The highest value for indirect risk was obtained for RV i.e. 1168 $ because of 

the higher profit done by this particular shop as discussed above. It was observed that the loss in profit 

for NR (Table 5-13) due to debris slide magnitude II was also high i.e. 811 $ (Table 5-13). Loss for this 

slide is high due to the high number of these kind of shops and because of the high material 

accumulation in the road stretch (Fig 5-17), which block the road for maximum time resulting loss in 

profit. Other shops like SS don’t make any big loss as profit done by these shops in normal situation is 

low (Table 5-13). Due to less dependency of low population on this particular station profit done by 

other shop like VegS, GS, and VS are very less resulting low indirect risk. Total indirect risk due to 

debris slide magnitude II was found to be 2789 $ which is 14 times higher than indirect risk generated 

by debris slide I. 

 

              Indirect loss due to debris slide magnitude III was not so high as compared to the debris slide 

magnitude II which is because of the low accumulation of the slide materials on the road (Fig 5-17), 

results in less time. Low accumulation of slide materials for this particular type of landslide was due to 

high magnitude of landslide as discussed in (Section 5.5.3). The vulnerability of debris slide magnitude 

III for the road was 0.9 (Table 5-3). So, if the road has vulnerability of 0.9 then the damage will be 

90% which results in major destruction of road and will take around 4to5 days for repairing. But in 

context of indirect risk, only time for removing slide material was considered as there is no such record 

of full preparation of road. Overall it was found that the indirect risk due to debris slide magnitude II 

was the highest among debris slides for RV (Table 5-13). Other shops suffer less from road blockage 

due to less profit. Debris slide magnitude I have the lowest indirect risk because of less time for road 

blockage (Fig 5-17). The total indirect risk for this kind of landslide for all shops in Gangnani was 

estimated as 525 $.    

 

               Indirect risk due to rock slide magnitude I for all shops in this study was shown in (Table 5-

13). It was observed that indirect risk for this particular category of landslide due to accumulation of  
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slide materials in 114 and 84 for all the shops are same which is because of the same removal time (Fig 

5-18) of slide material in these units. These values are also lowest value of indirect risk for this category  

of landslides in the study. Highest value of indirect risk was observed for RV (Table 5-13) i.e. 479 $ for 

all the rock slide magnitude I occurrences. This is due to the high accumulation of slide materials which 

take more time for removal of slide materials as shown in (Fig 5-18). Total indirect risk for rock slide 

magnitude I for all shops in Gangnani was estimated as 1145 $ (Table 5-13).  

 

              Rock slide magnitude II has high values of indirect risk for all kind of shops in this study as 

shown in (Table 5-13). The high values of indirect risk is due to numerous landslide occurrence rock 

slide magnitude II which results in high accumulation of slide materials on the road and takes longer 

time for removal (Fig 5-18) of slide materials. For this category of landslide the highest value of indirect 

risk was observed for RV i.e. 5628 $ (Table 5-13). The highest value was due to high loss in profit 

(Table 5-11) for RV which was due to more time for road blockage (Fig 5-18). The lowest value was 

found for SS i.e.6.42 $ (Table 5-13), which is due to lowest profit income by SS in the area. The loss of 

profit to the NR (Table 5-13) was also high for this category of landslide due to high profit (Table 5-11) 

by these shops which was comparatively higher than other shops in Gangnani. Total indirect risk was 

found to be 13445 $ for various shops in Gangnani due to rock slide magnitude II (Table 5-13). 

 

             The indirect risk for rock slide magnitude III has also high values as shown in (Table 5-13). 

Indirect risk was due to road blockage of 9 landslide occurrences which blocks the road corridor for 

hours (Fig 5-18). The highest value of indirect was found for RV i.e. 1210 $ for accumulation of slide 

materials in 96th unit of the study, because of high accumulation of slide materials which takes longer 

time for removing from the landslide site as shown in (Fig 5-18). The lowest value was observed for SS 

i.e. 101 $ (Table 5-13). The low value was because of the low profit done by the shop as shown in 

(Table 5-11).  

 

             Overall, value for indirect risk for rock slide was found to be highest among two types of 

landslide which is because of the higher density of rock slide as compared to debris slide in the study as 

discussed in the (Section 5.1). The indirect risk in Gangnani was observed mainly for RV (Table 5-13), 

as these shops makes maximum profit during the peak seasons and also necessary for the visitors who 

buy the require materials for offerings in Gangotri. Other shops only used by the local people in the 

study area which are very less. The highest total indirect risk for individual shops due to all landslides in 

the road stretch was found for RV i.e.8786 $ (Table 5-13), and total indirect risk for all the shops in 

Gangnani and for all the magnitude type landslides was estimated to be 20988 $ as shown in (Table 5-

13). The details of indirect risk in Gangnani was provided in Appendix 4-A, 4-B, 4-C, 4-C, 4-D, 4-E, 

and 4-F.   

 

5.8.2. Indirect Risk for Harsil and Sukhi Top 

              Harsil and Sukhi top are bigger stations than Gangnani for this route. The concentration of 

various business types was also high in these places as investigated from field survey. Tourist and 

visitors from various places takes rest during there long journey because this place is nearer to 

Gangotri. So, naturally during peak seasons this place is highly populated and the profit done by 

various business types was also high. As National Highway 108 is the only way to reach Harsil and 

Sukhi Top. The landslide occurrences in the road i.e. Bhatwari to Gangnani blocks the communication 

link creating high loss to the various business in Harsil and Sukhi Top. Indirect risk for various 
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businesses in Harsil and Sukhi top was estimated on the basis of profit done by a particular kind of shop 

and profit loss due to road blockage in hours.    

 

Types 
Debris 

Slide I 

Debris 

Slide II 

Debris 

Slide III 

Rock 

Slide I 

Rock 

Slide II 

Rock 

Slide III 
Total 

Sweets Shop (SS) 333 4817 908 1977 23217 4990 36240 

Normal Restaurant (NR) 606 8758 1650 3594 42212 9072 65891 

Fruit Shop (FS) 306 4427 834 1817 21340 4586 33312 

Religious Vendors (RV) 1186 17126 3227 7028 82548 17741 128854 

Grocery Shop (GS) 157 2270 428 932 10944 2352 17083 

Vegetable Shop (VegS) 303 4379 825 1797 21106 4536 32946 

Variety Store (VS) 162 2335 440 958 11257 2419 17571 

Medicine Store (MS) 45 649 122 266 3127 672 4881 

Liquor Shop (LS) 44 632 119 260 3049 655 4759 

Total 3142 45393 8553 18628 218798 47023 341536 

Table 5-14 showing the summarised Indirect loss ($) in profit for various shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top 

for all landslide types 

 

              Indirect risk for various business types in Harsil and Sukhi Top due to debris slide magnitude I 

was shown in (Table 5-14). Occurrence of landslide for this particular type was found only in 72nd unit 

of the study area (Fig 5-9). As the numbers of shops are more in this place, indirect risk for various 

business types was also high as compared to debris slide magnitude I in Gangnani (Table 5-13). The 

highest value of indirect risk was found for RV i.e. 1186 $ (Table 5-14), due higher number this kind of 

shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top (Table 5-12). The lowest value was found for LS i.e. 44 $ (Table 5-14). 

As this place is near to the Gangotri (i.e. holy place), consumption of alcohols are also less (Table 5-

12). Total indirect risk estimated for various shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top due to debris slide 

magnitude I was 3142 $ (Table 5-14). 

 

              The indirect risk for various shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top was quite higher due to increase in 

accumulation of slide materials of the landslides. The indirect risk of SS was quite high (Table 5-14) 

due to higher number of shops in this place (Table 5-12). Consumption of medicine from MS (Table 5-

36) was also observed in this place due to high concentration of people. The highest value of indirect 

risk was observed for RV i.e. 17126 $ (Table 5-14). High indirect loss was due to the more number of 

shops (Table 5-12) and higher profit done by this particular type. The lowest was observed for LS i.e. 

632 $. The total indirect risk for all the business types was found to be 45393 $ for this category of 

landslides, the increase in value for this category of landslide was due to the increase in removal time of 

the accumulated material.   

 

              Debris slide magnitude III has lower value of indirect risk as compared to the debris slide 

magnitude II because of less accumulation of slide material as shown in (Fig 5-18). The highest value of 

indirect risk was found for RV i.e. 3227 $ (Table 5-14) and lowest value of indirect risk was found for 

LS, 119 $ (Table 5-14). The low value for this kind of shop was because of the low number and less 

profit (Table 5-12). Total indirect risk obtained for various shops due to this particular landslide was 

8553 $ (Table 5-14). 

 

               Indirect risk for rock slide magnitude I was shown in (Table 5-14). The results shows that GS 

and VS has almost same indirect loss but have different number of shops in the area. The same value  
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for these shops was due to the same profit loss per hour as shown in (Table 5-12) and also due to the 

same slide material accumulation resulting same removal time. The highest value of this category of 

landslide was found to be 18628 $ for RV (Table 5-14). This value of indirect risk for this kind of shop 

was quite high as compared with rock slide magnitude II in Gangnani (Table 5-13), which was due to 

high number of these kind of shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top (Table 5-12). The lowest value was 

observed for LS, which was due to less number of shops as discussed in (Section 5.8.1). Total indirect 

risk obtained for various shops due to this particular landslide was 18628 $ (Table 5-14). 

 

               Indirect risk of various shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top for rock slide magnitude II was found 

due to 41 locations in the study area because of higher density of landslide in this category. The 

summarised result reveals that this category of landslide also possesses high indirect risk to all the 

business types in the study area. The high value of indirect risk was found for RV, i.e. 82548 $ (Table 

5-14), due to high accumulation of landslide materials in the road section which results in more removal 

time (Fig 5-18) and high loss in term of profit. The lowest value was observed for LS i.e.3049 $ (Table 

5-14). It was observed that GS and FS have almost same value of loss to profit (Table 5-14), because of 

same profit done by both these shops for 1 hour (Table 5-12). The total indirect risk obtained for 

various business types was found to be 218798 $ (Table 5-14). 

 

               Indirect risk for different business types due to rock slide magnitude III was shown in (Table 

5-14). It was observed that indirect risk to various business types for this particular category of 

landslide was lowest as compared to rock slide magnitude II, because of less accumulation of materials 

as compared to the rock slide magnitude II. The highest indirect risk was observed for RV i.e. 17741 $ 

(Table 5-14) due to high material accumulation, which has high removal time (Fig 5-18). The lowest 

indirect risk was observed for LS i.e. 655 $ (Table 5-14). The total indirect risk obtained for various 

business types was found to be 47023 $ (Table 5-14). 

 

           The indirect risk observed for Harsil and Sukhi Top due to slide material accumulation from 

various types of landslides was higher for RV as the number of this kind of shops are more and lowest 

was observed for LS which has less number of shops results in less consumption and less profit. Overall 

it was observed that the total landslide risk various shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top for all landslide type 

magnitudes was found to be 341536 $ as shown in (Table 5-14). Comparing the result of indirect risk it 

was observed that the indirect risk value for Gangnani was much low than indirect loss of Harsil and 

Sukhi Top which was mainly due to the higher number of shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top. But highest 

value of indirect risk was possessed by RV in both the areas because of the religiousness of the area. 

 

5.9. Final Direct Risk 

              Final risk was estimated only for the direct impact of landslides on different vehicles and road 

as indirect loss was because of whole road. To obtain a final direct risk, all the specific risk of 

individual elements at risk (i.e. two wheelers, four wheelers, big vehicles and road) for all the 

magnitudes of debris and rock slides are individually added on the basis of 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period as shown in (Fig 5-19). The final map was classified as Low (< 20000 $), Moderate (20000 - 

40000 $), High (40000 - 60000 $) and Very High (> 60000 $) on the analysis done for combine risk as 

shown in (Fig 5-20). High risk for all the elements in 5yr return period was observed because of the 

high hazard probability as compared to 3yr and 1yr return period. The combine risk for all the elements  
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Figure 5-19 showing the final risk ($) of two wheeler, four wheeler, big vehicles and road for all 

magnitudes of debris and rock slide in 1yr (A), 3yr (B) and 5yr return period (C) in different mapping 

units 
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Figure 5-20 showing the histogram for all the final risk ($) obtained for two wheeler, four wheeler, big 

vehicles and road 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return period in different mapping units 

 

 (i.e. two wheelers, four wheelers, big vehicles and road) was observed in unit 66th of the study area as 

shown in (Fig 5-19), i.e. 170000 $ for 5yr return period, 150000 $ for 3yr return period and 105000 $ 

for 1yr return period, because of the high hazard probability for debris slide magnitude III in this unit. 
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6. Conclusions 

 

6.1. Conclusions 

              Landslides are natural processes which have a high uncertainty with respect to their time and 

place of occurrence and their expected volumes and types. During the preparation of the landslide 

inventory from 1994 to 2008 it was observed that almost all the years have landslide occurrences on this 

particular road stretch except for the years 1999, 2001 and 2005.A total of 178 landslide locations were 

observed during the preparation of the inventory, in which the occurrence of rock slides was found in 

140 locations and debris slides were found in 38 locations. Division of the terrain into different mapping 

units gave the overall surface observation of different landslides in the terrain i.e. on which face? or 

which slope? or in what type of terrain? the landslides have more occurrence. Separation of two types of 

landslides into 6 distinct magnitudes revealed a higher number of rock slides with magnitude II while the 

lowest was observed for debris slides with magnitude I. Hazard assessment in this study was done for 

18 scenarios on the basis of two types of landslide (i.e. rock and debris slide), three type of magnitude 

for individual landslides type in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return period. This estimation was done for smaller 

return period because higher return periods show a probability of 1 for maximum slides. Hazard 

assessment of landslide phenomenon was controlled by two components i.e. spatial probability and 

temporal probability. It was observed that the landslide hazard for magnitude III slides have the highest 

value of all categories of slides in this study. Landslide susceptibility for debris slide magnitude I is very 

low due to the limited number of landslides which was not found in BRO records and neither they are 

interpreted from the images. The hazard for rock slide magnitude III shows the highest value in the area. 

It can be concluded that the landslide hazard in this study is controlled by temporal probability of 

landslides, also area of the landslide to the area of the mapping unit which determines the degree of 

spatial probability in this study. The vulnerability estimation was based on traffic information of 

different vehicles i.e. two wheelers, four wheelers and big vehicles and expected number of different 

vehicles on different sections of the road which contain landslides and the vulnerability of road was 

calculated in the basis of the length of the road that might be damaged and cost for making a new road. 

For vehicle vulnerability it was concluded that number of two wheelers was maximum as compared 

with four wheelers and big vehicles which is due to the easy handling and affordable cost without 

considering the people inside different vehicles. High vulnerability was found for two wheelers as 

compared with four wheelers and big vehicles with increase in magnitude of landslide on the road 

corridor. Vulnerability to the road was found to be maximum in case of rock slide magnitude III and 

debris slide magnitude III in this study which was due to the higher magnitude of landslide and direct 

impact of landslides on the road. Direct risk was estimated for the road and the vehicles on the road with 

respect to different magnitude type of landslides. Risk of different vehicles increases with increase in 

magnitude of the landslides. Direct risk for different vehicles due to all magnitudes of debris slide was  
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found to be 70000 $ which is lower than the values for all magnitudes of rock slides i.e. 245000 $. 

Direct risk of road was found to be 2100000 $ due to rock slide which was quite high than the direct 

risk of road due to debris slide i.e.543628 $.The higher value was due to the dominancy of rock slide 

magnitude II over other slides in the study area.  Total risk of all vehicles and road was also higher for 

rock slide than debris slide, which is because of the higher frequency of rock slide in this study.  Indirect 

risk in this study was calculated on the basis of road blockage time and loss of profit to various business 

types in Gangnani, Harsil and Sukhi Top during peak season. From the analysis it was concluded that 

the highest value for indirect risk was observed in religious vendors for both the places due to higher 

profit done by these shops. It was also concluded that the value of indirect risk also increase with 

increase in magnitude of landslide because higher magnitude of landslide release more materials which 

was take more time for removal. The lowest value of indirect risk was observed for sweets shops in 

Gangnani and Liquor shop in Harsil and Sukhi Top respectively, because of these shops are less in 

numbers and low profit income. Overall indirect risk was very much high for Harsil and Sukhi top than 

Gangnani, which is because of the high concentration of shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top. Finally it was 

observed that the 66th portion of the road section is having highest risk for different vehicles and road, 

which was due to the high hazard probability in this particular road section. It was found that in this 

section the occurrence of debris slide magnitude III was maximum, so for this section prior remedial 

measures should be taken, by stabilization of slopes or spreading sheets on the crown area. 

 

6.2. Limitations in the study 

� Estimation of temporal probability was only for small return period. 

� Limited information on indirect risk for higher areas. 

� Unknown historic damage so very difficult to validate. 

� Dynamic elements of risk area not comprehensibly addressed. 

� Quantitative susceptibility was not carried out because time limitation for the study. 

6.3. Recommendations 

� For estimating quantitative risk a long term observation of different elements at risk should be 

done. 

� Use of probabilistic model for estimating the spatial probability is highly required for estimation 

of quantitative risk. 

� Vulnerability estimation of dynamic elements should be done by using a stochastic modelling. 

� As landslide occurrences are discrete phenomenon rainfall threshold modelling can reduce the 

uncertainty of the event. 

� For validation of risk maps damage records or landslide records should be maintained properly.  
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8. Appendices 

Appendix 1-A: Details of Landslide occurrences obtained from BRO 

 

YEAR TYPE FREQUENCY LOCATION 

1998, 2008 ROCK SLIDE 2 57.1 

1998 DEBRIS SLIDE 3 57.2 

2008 ROCK SLIDE 1 57.35 

1998 ROCK SLIDE 2 57.4 

2004 ROCK SLIDE 1 57.7 

2000, 2004 ROCK SLIDE 2 58 

2008 ROCK SLIDE 1 58.25 

2000 ROCK SLIDE 1 58.8 

1998, 2006 ROCK SLIDE 2 58.9 

2000, 1994 ROCK SLIDE 3 59 

1994, 1998 ROCK SLIDE 3 59.5 

1998 ROCK SLIDE 1 59.7 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 5 59.85 

2008 DEBRIS SLIDE 1 60.15 

1998, 2008 ROCK SLIDE 2 60.2 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 5 60.25 

1996 ROCK SLIDE 1 60.3 

1994, 1995, 1996, 1998, 2008 DEBRIS SLIDE 18 60.5 

1994, 2000 ROCK SLIDE 5 61.1 

1994 DEBRIS SLIDE 2 61.3 

2008 ROCK SLIDE 5 61.5 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 61.55 

2007 ROCK SLIDE 1 61.7 

1998 ROCK SLIDE 2 61.9 

1996 ROCK SLIDE 2 62 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 2 62.05 

1998 ROCK SLIDE 4 62.1 

1995 ROCK SLIDE 1 62.15 

1995 DEBRIS SLIDE 1 62.3 

1994, 2003 ROCK SLIDE 4 62.4 

1994 DEBRIS SLIDE 2 62.5 

1995 DEBRIS SLIDE 6 62.6 

1998 ROCK SLIDE 4 62.7 

2008 ROCK SLIDE 2 62.9 

2008 ROCK SLIDE 1 63 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 63.1 
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Appendix 1-B: Details of Landslide occurrences obtained from BRO 

YEAR TYPE FREQUENCY LOCATION 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 7 63.4 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 2 63.5 

2008 ROCK SLIDE 2 63.7 

1994, 1995, 2008 ROCK SLIDE 6 63.8 

2007 ROCK SLIDE 1 63.9 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 4 64.2 

1995 ROCK SLIDE 1 64.3 

2007 DEBRIS SLIDE 1 64.5 

2004, 2006 DEBRIS SLIDE 2 64.6 

2003 ROCK SLIDE 1 64.9 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 1 65.1 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 2 65.15 

2007, 2008 ROCK SLIDE 2 65.2 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 3 65.3 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 65.35 

2000 ROCK SLIDE 1 65.4 

1994 ROCK SLIDE 2 65.5 

2008 ROCK SLIDE 2 65.8 

2008 ROCK SLIDE 2 66.1 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 66.15 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 4 66.3 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 66.4 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 66.44 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 3 66.48 

2006 DEBRIS SLIDE 1 66.6 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 66.75 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 3 66.8 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 66.9 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 2 67 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 2 67.2 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 67.3 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 2 67.4 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 5 67.45 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 67.5 

2006 ROCK SLIDE 1 67.6 

2006 DEBRIS SLIDE 5 67.8 
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Appendix 2-A: Details of specific risk obtained for Debris slide I for two wheeler, four wheeler and big 

vehicles 

   Specific Risk ($) of two wheeler for Debris Slide Magnitude I 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

72 0.61 1.30 1.61 

Specific Risk ($) of four wheeler for Debris Slide Magnitude I 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

72 13.33 28.26 34.97 

Specific Risk ($) of big vehicles for Debris Slide Magnitude I 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

72 16.55 35.08 43.40 

 

 

 

Appendix 2-B: Details of specific risk obtained for Debris slide II for two wheeler, four wheeler and 

big vehicles 

Specific Risk ($) of two wheeler for Debris Slide Magnitude II 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

20 3.74 10.51 16.43 

22 8.38 22.13 32.67 

25 2.09 5.86 9.17 

43 7.17 17.85 25.01 

66 37.82 80.16 99.18 

72 6.62 17.48 25.79 

90 1.73 4.86 7.60 

108 0.82 2.31 3.62 

111 3.12 8.25 12.17 

Specific Risk ($) of four wheeler for Debris Slide Magnitude II 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

20 101.79 286.12 447.43 

22 219.03 578.45 853.75 

25 56.40 158.53 247.92 

43 192.11 478.16 669.91 

66 932.89 1977.41 2446.72 

72 157.29 415.41 613.11 

90 45.93 129.09 201.87 

108 21.96 61.72 96.53 

111 84.89 224.21 330.91 

Specific Risk ($) of big vehicles for Debris Slide Magnitude II 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

20 124.13 348.90 545.62 

22 278.30 735.00 1084.79 

25 69.24 194.63 304.36 

43 238.16 592.79 830.50 

66 1256.06 2662.41 3294.29 

72 219.83 580.58 856.89 

90 57.44 161.46 252.48 

108 27.33 76.83 120.15 

111 103.67 273.81 404.12 
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Appendix 2-C: Details of specific risk obtained for Debris slide III for two wheeler, four wheeler and 

big vehicles 

Specific Risk ($) of two wheeler for Debris Slide Magnitude III 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

66 156.45 258.33 278.90 

84 4.78 13.43 21.01 

Specific Risk ($) of four wheeler for Debris Slide Magnitude III 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

66 3520.41 5812.99 6275.84 

84 107.26 301.50 471.49 

Specific Risk ($) of big vehicles for Debris Slide Magnitude III 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

66 5265.48 8694.50 9386.79 

84 160.85 452.12 707.02 

 

 

 

Appendix 2-D: Details of specific risk obtained for Rock slide I for two wheeler, four wheeler and big 

vehicles 

Specific Risk ($) of two wheeler for Rock Slide Magnitude I 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

16 1.39 3.91 6.11 

65 2.71 6.04 7.74 

72 0.73 1.72 2.30 

84 0.36 1.01 1.58 

114 1.33 3.74 5.84 

Specific Risk ($) of four wheeler for Rock Slide Magnitude I 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

16 28.18 79.22 123.88 

65 54.39 121.28 155.63 

72 13.85 32.59 43.58 

84 6.91 19.42 30.38 

114 31.84 89.48 139.94 

Specific Risk ($) of big vehicles for Rock Slide Magnitude I 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

16 39.56 111.21 173.91 

65 77.27 172.31 221.10 

72 21.38 50.29 67.26 

84 10.41 29.26 45.76 

114 37.72 106.04 165.82 
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Appendix 2-E: Details of specific risk obtained for Rock slide II for two wheeler, four wheeler and big 

vehicles 

Specific Risk ($) of two wheeler for Rock Slide Magnitude II 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

1 41.18 96.88 129.56 

2 71.40 167.97 224.62 

3 4.42 12.44 19.45 

4 3.19 8.95 14.00 

6 8.04 21.23 31.34 

7 34.74 70.19 84.12 

9 49.76 123.86 173.53 

10 11.38 30.05 44.36 

11 7.73 21.72 33.97 

13 76.53 162.21 200.70 

14 43.75 108.90 152.57 

15 4.81 13.53 21.16 

17 2.35 6.59 10.31 

19 9.45 26.57 41.56 

38 9.05 25.43 39.76 

45 12.35 32.60 48.12 

53 14.30 37.78 55.75 

54 8.35 19.66 26.28 

55 2.74 7.71 12.05 

65 31.52 83.24 122.86 

72 20.60 48.46 64.81 

74 4.25 11.95 18.69 

78 2.05 5.75 8.99 

79 1.91 5.36 8.38 

81 6.61 18.58 29.05 

82 16.93 44.70 65.98 

83 35.09 87.33 122.36 

84 13.63 33.92 47.53 

86 8.55 24.02 37.57 

88 8.83 24.83 38.82 

91 31.27 77.83 109.03 

92 57.25 115.66 138.63 

93 8.36 23.50 36.75 

94 7.14 18.85 27.82 

95 47.70 106.37 136.49 

96 2.69 6.00 7.70 

97 3.53 9.92 15.51 

98 7.35 16.38 21.02 

99 3.24 9.10 14.23 

100 22.67 59.86 88.35 

107 3.12 8.78 13.73 

Specific Risk ($) of four wheeler for Rock Slide Magnitude II 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

1 403.89 950.19 1270.67 

2 757.44 1781.94 2382.96 

3 43.84 123.22 192.69 



Landslide risk assessment on a major road corridor based on historical landslide inventory and traffic analysis 

96 

4 31.54 88.65 138.63 

6 79.08 208.85 308.25 

7 338.93 684.74 820.74 

9 508.88 1266.64 1774.57 

10 112.89 298.13 440.02 

11 76.43 214.84 335.96 

13 755.82 1602.08 1982.30 

14 428.23 1065.87 1493.30 

15 47.24 132.79 207.65 

17 22.83 64.17 100.35 

19 93.07 261.61 409.11 

38 89.19 250.69 392.04 

45 119.54 315.72 465.98 

53 139.97 369.66 545.58 

54 81.43 191.56 256.18 

55 29.06 81.67 127.72 

65 313.54 828.06 1222.15 

72 230.34 541.90 724.67 

74 47.52 133.56 208.86 

78 20.16 56.67 88.62 

79 19.50 54.82 85.72 

81 65.19 183.24 286.55 

82 170.20 449.51 663.44 

83 348.04 866.28 1213.66 

84 296.81 738.78 1035.03 

86 84.39 237.22 370.96 

88 86.78 243.91 381.43 

91 318.33 792.34 1110.07 

92 620.02 1252.63 1501.42 

93 85.40 240.04 375.37 

94 68.48 180.87 266.94 

95 494.93 1103.67 1416.20 

96 26.13 58.26 74.76 

97 35.70 100.36 156.94 

98 83.69 186.63 239.47 

99 32.39 91.04 142.37 

100 226.30 597.66 882.10 

107 30.23 84.96 132.87 

Specific Risk ($) of big vehicles for Rock Slide Magnitude II 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

1 615.07 1447.00 1935.04 

2 1218.36 2866.30 3833.04 

3 67.22 188.94 295.46 

4 48.34 135.86 212.47 

6 120.66 318.66 470.32 

7 514.31 1039.08 1245.44 

9 797.50 1985.02 2781.03 

10 173.25 457.55 675.30 

11 117.06 329.02 514.53 

13 1156.48 2451.35 3033.13 

14 651.21 1620.89 2270.88 

15 71.98 202.32 316.38 

17 34.58 97.21 152.02 
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19 142.09 399.40 624.58 

38 136.31 383.14 599.16 

45 180.49 476.69 703.55 

53 212.82 562.07 829.57 

54 123.48 290.49 388.47 

55 46.71 131.28 205.30 

65 482.08 1273.20 1879.14 

72 385.26 906.35 1212.04 

74 79.44 223.30 349.19 

78 30.80 86.58 135.40 

79 30.57 85.93 134.38 

81 99.65 280.10 438.02 

82 263.65 696.30 1027.69 

83 534.09 1329.38 1862.47 

84 484.53 1206.01 1689.62 

86 129.12 362.93 567.55 

88 157.36 442.32 691.70 

91 497.34 1237.91 1734.31 

92 1012.45 2045.48 2451.73 

93 133.72 375.86 587.78 

94 102.77 271.41 400.57 

95 783.62 1747.42 2242.24 

96 39.51 88.11 113.06 

97 55.54 156.10 244.11 

98 142.02 316.69 406.37 

99 49.99 140.52 219.75 

100 348.83 921.27 1359.72 

107 45.63 128.25 200.55 

 

 

Appendix 2-F: Details of specific risk obtained for Rock slide III for two wheeler, four wheeler and big 

vehicles 

Specific Risk ($) of two wheeler for Rock Slide Magnitude III 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

9 50.98 119.94 160.40 

12 59.99 133.78 171.67 

55 206.34 416.87 499.67 

74 50.81 126.47 177.19 

92 28.37 74.91 110.57 

93 30.63 80.89 119.39 

96 9.25 26.00 40.67 

98 120.73 284.03 379.83 

Specific Risk ($) of four wheeler for Rock Slide Magnitude III 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

9 483.92 1138.45 1522.43 

12 541.91 1208.42 1550.62 

55 2059.07 4160.00 4986.20 

74 545.23 1357.11 1901.32 

92 291.64 770.23 1136.79 

93 290.24 766.53 1131.34 

96 81.53 229.17 358.38 

98 1329.31 3127.33 4182.11 
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Specific Risk ($) of big vehicles for Rock Slide Magnitude III 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

9 838.69 1973.09 2638.58 

12 920.20 2051.99 2633.06 

55 3645.91 7365.92 8828.84 

74 997.68 2483.29 3479.10 

92 523.27 1381.97 2039.68 

93 502.67 1327.56 1959.37 

96 137.08 385.31 602.55 

98 2462.61 5793.50 7747.53 

 

 

Appendix 3-A: Details of specific risk obtained for Debris slide I for road in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period 

Specific Risk $ of Road for Debris Slide Magnitude I 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

72 19.32 40.95 50.67 

 

 

Appendix 3-B: Details of specific risk obtained for Debris slide II for road in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period 

Specific Risk of Road for Debris Slide Magnitude II 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

20 5547.36 15591.87 24382.55 

22 5244.74 13851.89 20444.34 

25 2219.98 6239.66 9757.58 

43 1882.22 4684.95 6563.67 

66 14103.66 29894.81 36990.23 

72 2042.01 5393.16 7959.90 

90 770.84 2166.59 3388.12 

108 869.29 2443.30 3820.83 

111 4087.12 10794.51 15931.88 

 

 

Appendix 3-C: Details of specific risk obtained for Debris slide III for road in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period 

Specific Risk $ of Road for Debris Slide Magnitude III 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

66 60556.54 99992.50 107954.49 

84 2186.99 6146.93 9612.56 

 

 

Appendix 3-D: Details of specific risk obtained for Rock slide I for road in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period 

Specific Risk $ of road for Rock Slide Magnitude I 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

16 753.22 2117.05 3310.64 

65 1111.40 2478.37 3180.20 

72 29.20 68.69 91.85 

84 17.30 48.61 76.02 

114 1100.41 3092.89 4836.66 



Landslide risk assessment on a major road corridor based on historical landslide inventory and traffic analysis 

99 

 

 

Appendix 3-E: Details of specific risk obtained for Rock slide I for road in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period 

Specific Risk $ of road for Rock Slide Magnitude II 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

1 18660.44 43900.08 58706.81 

2 17736.54 41726.54 55800.18 

3 1851.71 5204.56 8138.89 

4 1244.41 3497.65 5469.62 

6 3973.71 10494.97 15489.79 

7 10626.49 21469.02 25732.74 

9 15755.95 39217.37 54944.02 

10 4869.06 12859.68 18979.92 

11 2349.80 6604.54 10328.17 

13 33113.46 70188.90 86847.97 

14 4159.33 10352.77 14504.36 

15 1627.43 4574.18 7153.11 

17 423.96 1191.61 1863.45 

19 3159.36 8879.96 13886.47 

38 3316.13 9320.58 14575.51 

45 4208.38 11114.75 16404.54 

53 3500.88 9246.18 13646.67 

54 2723.86 6408.08 8569.42 

55 521.15 1464.80 2290.65 

65 3751.84 9908.99 14624.93 

72 1653.03 3888.89 5200.54 

74 757.29 2128.51 3328.56 

78 604.85 1700.04 2658.52 

79 322.56 906.60 1417.75 

81 2597.20 7299.89 11415.57 

82 476.99 1259.77 1859.32 

83 14534.00 36175.87 50682.85 

84 3296.14 8204.25 11494.26 

86 2428.92 6826.92 10675.94 

88 4081.18 11470.90 17938.18 

91 1501.42 3737.12 5235.75 

92 13198.72 26665.77 31961.56 

93 787.05 2212.14 3459.34 

94 3681.34 9722.79 14350.12 

95 7388.66 16476.33 21142.09 

96 1255.27 2799.19 3591.87 

97 698.50 1963.26 3070.14 

98 980.53 2186.53 2805.71 

99 574.38 1614.39 2524.58 

100 6498.67 17163.64 25332.25 

107 681.84 1916.43 2996.91 
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Appendix 3-F: Details of specific risk obtained for Rock slide III for road in 1yr, 3yr and 5yr return 

period 

Specific Risk $ of road for Rock Slide Magnitude III 

Mapping unit I year return period 3 year return period 5 year return period 

9 14710.08 34606.56 46278.75 

12 20440.33 45580.89 58488.48 

55 42463.37 85790.01 102827.81 

74 9542.11 23750.80 33275.17 

92 5968.38 15763.09 23265.13 

93 8817.64 23288.27 34371.74 

96 5136.24 14436.33 22575.52 

98 19334.80 45486.56 60828.39 

 

 

Appendix 4-A: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Debris slide I for shops in Gangnani 

Indirect Risk for Debris Slide Magnitude I in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV GS VegS VS 

72 6.74 56.13 11.23 80.83 8.98 11.23 17.96 

 

 

Appendix 4-B: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Debris slide II for shops in Gangnani 

             Indirect Risk for Debris Slide Magnitude II in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV GS VegS VS 

20 8.82 73.50 14.70 105.83 11.76 14.70 23.52 

22 12.29 102.43 20.49 147.50 16.39 20.49 32.78 

25 11.46 95.49 19.10 137.50 15.28 19.10 30.56 

43 8.30 69.16 13.83 99.58 11.06 13.83 22.13 

66 12.48 103.99 20.80 149.75 16.64 20.80 33.28 

72 12.64 105.32 21.06 151.67 16.85 21.06 33.70 

90 8.65 72.05 14.41 103.75 11.53 14.41 23.06 

108 8.82 73.50 14.70 105.83 11.76 14.70 23.52 

111 13.85 115.45 23.09 166.25 18.47 23.09 36.94 

 

 

Appendix 4-C: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Debris slide III for shops in Gangnani 

Indirect Risk for Debris Slide Magnitude III in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV GS VegS VS 

66 10.42 86.81 17.36 125.00 13.89 17.36 27.78 

84 7.92 65.97 13.19 95.00 10.56 13.19 21.11 

 

 

Appendix 4-D: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Rock slide I for shops in Gangnani 

Indirect Risk for Rock Slide Magnitude I in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV GS VegS VS 

16 10.00 83.33 16.67 120.00 13.33 16.67 26.67 

65 8.82 73.50 14.70 105.83 11.76 14.70 23.52 

72 7.22 60.19 12.04 86.67 9.63 12.04 19.26 

84 6.94 57.87 11.57 83.33 9.26 11.57 18.52 

114 6.94 57.87 11.57 83.33 9.26 11.57 18.52 
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Appendix 4-E: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Rock slide II for shops in Gangnani 

Indirect Risk for Rock Slide Magnitude II in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV GS VegS VS 

1 9.86 82.18 16.44 118.33 13.15 16.44 26.30 

2 17.50 145.83 29.17 210.00 23.33 29.17 46.67 

3 14.72 122.69 24.54 176.67 19.63 24.54 39.26 

4 15.42 128.47 25.69 185.00 20.56 25.69 41.11 

6 17.71 147.57 29.51 212.50 23.61 29.51 47.22 

7 9.10 75.81 15.16 109.17 12.13 15.16 24.26 

9 12.99 108.22 21.64 155.83 17.31 21.64 34.63 

10 9.79 81.60 16.32 117.50 13.06 16.32 26.11 

11 13.26 110.53 22.11 159.17 17.69 22.11 35.37 

13 12.29 102.43 20.49 147.50 16.39 20.49 32.78 

14 8.82 73.50 14.70 105.83 11.76 14.70 23.52 

15 11.42 95.20 19.04 137.08 15.23 19.04 30.46 

17 8.13 67.71 13.54 97.50 10.83 13.54 21.67 

19 7.57 63.08 12.62 90.83 10.09 12.62 20.19 

38 12.50 104.17 20.83 150.00 16.67 20.83 33.33 

45 10.86 90.51 18.10 130.33 14.48 18.10 28.96 

53 13.89 115.74 23.15 166.67 18.52 23.15 37.04 

54 10.73 89.41 17.88 128.75 14.31 17.88 28.61 

55 10.90 90.86 18.17 130.83 14.54 18.17 29.07 

65 12.71 105.90 21.18 152.50 16.94 21.18 33.89 

72 12.08 100.69 20.14 145.00 16.11 20.14 32.22 

74 13.09 109.09 21.82 157.08 17.45 21.82 34.91 

78 11.60 96.64 19.33 139.17 15.46 19.33 30.93 

79 10.21 85.07 17.01 122.50 13.61 17.01 27.22 

81 13.02 108.51 21.70 156.25 17.36 21.70 34.72 

82 7.43 61.92 12.38 89.17 9.91 12.38 19.81 

83 13.75 114.58 22.92 165.00 18.33 22.92 36.67 

84 10.21 85.07 17.01 122.50 13.61 17.01 27.22 

86 11.94 99.54 19.91 143.33 15.93 19.91 31.85 

88 11.60 96.64 19.33 139.17 15.46 19.33 30.93 

91 6.91 57.58 11.52 82.92 9.21 11.52 18.43 

92 10.90 90.86 18.17 130.83 14.54 18.17 29.07 

93 9.34 77.84 15.57 112.08 12.45 15.57 24.91 

94 10.31 85.94 17.19 123.75 13.75 17.19 27.50 

95 11.42 95.20 19.04 137.08 15.23 19.04 30.46 

96 8.61 71.76 14.35 103.33 11.48 14.35 22.96 

97 9.86 82.18 16.44 118.33 13.15 16.44 26.30 

98 15.94 132.81 26.56 191.25 21.25 26.56 42.50 

99 9.51 79.28 15.86 114.17 12.69 15.86 25.37 

100 13.51 112.56 22.51 162.08 18.01 22.51 36.02 

107 7.60 63.37 12.67 91.25 10.14 12.67 20.28 
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Appendix 4-F: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Rock slide III for shops in Gangnani 

Indirect Risk for Rock Slide Magnitude III in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV GS VegS VS 

9 8.26 68.87 13.77 99.17 11.02 13.77 22.04 

12 13.40 111.69 22.34 160.83 17.87 22.34 35.74 

55 9.10 75.81 15.16 109.17 12.13 15.16 24.26 

74 10.90 90.86 18.17 130.83 14.54 18.17 29.07 

92 15.35 127.89 25.58 184.17 20.46 25.58 40.93 

93 11.42 95.20 19.04 137.08 15.23 19.04 30.46 

96 18.68 155.67 31.13 224.17 24.91 31.13 49.81 

98 13.68 114.00 22.80 164.17 18.24 22.80 36.48 

 

 

Appendix 5-A: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Debris slide I for shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top 

Indirect Risk for Debris Slide Magnitude I in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV VS GS VegS MS LS 
72 333.44 606.25 306.49 1185.56 157.18 303.13 161.67 44.91 43.78 

 

Appendix 5-B: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Debris slide II for shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top 

 

Indirect Risk for Debris Slide Magnitude II in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV VS GS VegS MS LS 
20 436.56 793.75 401.28 1552.22 205.79 396.88 211.67 58.80 57.33 

22 608.44 1106.25 559.27 2163.33 286.81 553.13 295.00 81.94 79.90 

25 567.19 1031.25 521.35 2016.67 267.36 515.63 275.00 76.39 74.48 

43 410.78 746.88 377.59 1460.56 193.63 373.44 199.17 55.32 53.94 

66 617.72 1123.13 567.80 2196.33 291.18 561.56 299.50 83.19 81.11 

72 625.63 1137.50 575.07 2224.44 294.91 568.75 303.33 84.26 82.15 

90 427.97 778.13 393.39 1521.67 201.74 389.06 207.50 57.64 56.20 

108 436.56 793.75 401.28 1552.22 205.79 396.88 211.67 58.80 57.33 

111 685.78 1246.88 630.36 2438.33 323.26 623.44 332.50 92.36 90.05 

 

 

Appendix 5-C: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Debris slide II for shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top 

Indirect Risk for Debris Slide Magnitude III in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV VS GS VegS MS LS 
66 515.63 937.50 473.96 1833.33 243.06 468.75 250.00 69.44 67.71 

84 391.88 712.50 360.21 1393.33 184.72 356.25 190.00 52.78 51.46 

 

 

Appendix 5-D: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Rock slide I for shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top 

Indirect Risk for Rock Slide Magnitude I in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV VS GS VegS MS LS 
16 495.00 900.00 455.00 1760.00 233.33 450.00 240.00 66.67 65.00 

65 436.56 793.75 401.28 1552.22 205.79 396.88 211.67 58.80 57.33 

72 357.50 650.00 328.61 1271.11 168.52 325.00 173.33 48.15 46.94 

84 343.75 625.00 315.97 1222.22 162.04 312.50 166.67 46.30 45.14 

114 343.75 625.00 315.97 1222.22 162.04 312.50 166.67 46.30 45.14 
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Appendix 5-E: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Rock slide II for shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top 

Indirect Risk for Rock Slide Magnitude II in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV VS GS VegS MS LS 
1 488.13 887.50 448.68 1735.56 230.09 443.75 236.67 65.74 64.10 

2 866.25 1575.00 796.25 3080.00 408.33 787.50 420.00 116.67 113.75 

3 728.75 1325.00 669.86 2591.11 343.52 662.50 353.33 98.15 95.69 

4 763.13 1387.50 701.46 2713.33 359.72 693.75 370.00 102.78 100.21 

6 876.56 1593.75 805.73 3116.67 413.19 796.88 425.00 118.06 115.10 

7 450.31 818.75 413.92 1601.11 212.27 409.38 218.33 60.65 59.13 

9 642.81 1168.75 590.87 2285.56 303.01 584.38 311.67 86.57 84.41 

10 484.69 881.25 445.52 1723.33 228.47 440.63 235.00 65.28 63.65 

11 656.56 1193.75 603.51 2334.44 309.49 596.88 318.33 88.43 86.22 

13 608.44 1106.25 559.27 2163.33 286.81 553.13 295.00 81.94 79.90 

14 436.56 793.75 401.28 1552.22 205.79 396.88 211.67 58.80 57.33 

15 565.47 1028.13 519.77 2010.56 266.55 514.06 274.17 76.16 74.25 

17 402.19 731.25 369.69 1430.00 189.58 365.63 195.00 54.17 52.81 

19 374.69 681.25 344.41 1332.22 176.62 340.63 181.67 50.46 49.20 

38 618.75 1125.00 568.75 2200.00 291.67 562.50 300.00 83.33 81.25 

45 537.63 977.50 494.18 1911.56 253.43 488.75 260.67 72.41 70.60 

53 687.50 1250.00 631.94 2444.44 324.07 625.00 333.33 92.59 90.28 

54 531.09 965.63 488.18 1888.33 250.35 482.81 257.50 71.53 69.74 

55 539.69 981.25 496.08 1918.89 254.40 490.63 261.67 72.69 70.87 

65 629.06 1143.75 578.23 2236.67 296.53 571.88 305.00 84.72 82.60 

72 598.13 1087.50 549.79 2126.67 281.94 543.75 290.00 80.56 78.54 

74 647.97 1178.13 595.61 2303.89 305.44 589.06 314.17 87.27 85.09 

78 574.06 1043.75 527.67 2041.11 270.60 521.88 278.33 77.31 75.38 

79 505.31 918.75 464.48 1796.67 238.19 459.38 245.00 68.06 66.35 

81 644.53 1171.88 592.45 2291.67 303.82 585.94 312.50 86.81 84.64 

82 367.81 668.75 338.09 1307.78 173.38 334.38 178.33 49.54 48.30 

83 680.63 1237.50 625.63 2420.00 320.83 618.75 330.00 91.67 89.38 

84 505.31 918.75 464.48 1796.67 238.19 459.38 245.00 68.06 66.35 

86 591.25 1075.00 543.47 2102.22 278.70 537.50 286.67 79.63 77.64 

88 574.06 1043.75 527.67 2041.11 270.60 521.88 278.33 77.31 75.38 

91 342.03 621.88 314.39 1216.11 161.23 310.94 165.83 46.06 44.91 

92 539.69 981.25 496.08 1918.89 254.40 490.63 261.67 72.69 70.87 

93 462.34 840.63 424.98 1643.89 217.94 420.31 224.17 62.27 60.71 

94 510.47 928.13 469.22 1815.00 240.63 464.06 247.50 68.75 67.03 

95 565.47 1028.13 519.77 2010.56 266.55 514.06 274.17 76.16 74.25 

96 426.25 775.00 391.81 1515.56 200.93 387.50 206.67 57.41 55.97 

97 488.13 887.50 448.68 1735.56 230.09 443.75 236.67 65.74 64.10 

98 788.91 1434.38 725.16 2805.00 371.88 717.19 382.50 106.25 103.59 

99 470.94 856.25 432.88 1674.44 221.99 428.13 228.33 63.43 61.84 

100 668.59 1215.63 614.57 2377.22 315.16 607.81 324.17 90.05 87.80 

107 376.41 684.38 345.99 1338.33 177.43 342.19 182.50 50.69 49.43 
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Appendix 5-F: Details of Indirect risk obtained for Rock slide IiI for shops in Harsil and Sukhi Top 

Indirect Risk for Rock Slide Magnitude III in $ 

Mapping Unit SS NR FS RV VS GS VegS MS LS 
9 409.06 743.75 376.01 1454.44 192.82 371.88 198.33 55.09 53.72 

12 663.44 1206.25 609.83 2358.89 312.73 603.13 321.67 89.35 87.12 

55 450.31 818.75 413.92 1601.11 212.27 409.38 218.33 60.65 59.13 

74 539.69 981.25 496.08 1918.89 254.40 490.63 261.67 72.69 70.87 

92 759.69 1381.25 698.30 2701.11 358.10 690.63 368.33 102.31 99.76 

93 565.47 1028.13 519.77 2010.56 266.55 514.06 274.17 76.16 74.25 

96 924.69 1681.25 849.97 3287.78 435.88 840.63 448.33 124.54 121.42 

98 677.19 1231.25 622.47 2407.78 319.21 615.63 328.33 91.20 88.92 

 


