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Introduction

Landslides occur across the United States, causing billions of dollars in economic losses, including an estimated $10 to $20
million in direct costs annually within Kentucky. These events cause damage to homes, commercial property, and
transportation infrastructure. Indirect costs such as road closures, decreased property values, and utility interruption are also
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Zonal StatIStlcs Histograms were generated for geomorphologic variables including area, aspect, curvature, plan curvature,
elevation, and slope using landslide centroids and the actual landslide polygon extent.

potentially significant but are difficult to quantify. In order to better understand the causes and impacts of landslides, o
inventory maps represent areas that are identified as having failed by landslide processes. The level of detail ranges from
broad reconnaissance to robust inventories of deposits identified with high-resolution elevation data and depict headscarps, : H | nd m a n K|te
flanks, and landslide.
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The resolution and clarity of lidar-derived valuahiesInfenmation te te Inventory:

multi-directional hillshades allowed for the
identification of landslide headscarps, flanks,
secondary scarps, landslide toes, and
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Mean values are -0.13 and -0.22 for Hindman and Kite respectively.
Most of the landslides for both quadrangles were between -0.6-0.4.
Traditional curvature values are similar for both quadrangles.

e Most landslides occur on west-facing slopes, however, there was no
favored aspect direction for landslides in the Hindman quadrangle as
the eastward, southward, and westward directions had total similar
amount of landslide occurrence. 48.7% of mapped slides in the Kite
quadrangle favor the westward directions.
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e Data acquired using the landslide centroid less accurately
represented the inventory because there is a larger range of values for
| | all geomorphologic variables and the histograms all tended to be more
Field checked and confirmed mapped — s w1 equally distributed. The equal distribution was particularly noticeable

landslide deposit S —Feet for the curvature histograms
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