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Full integration of geomorphological, geotechnical,
A-DInSAR and damage data for detailed
geometric-kinematic features of a slow-moving
landslide in urban area

Abstract The reconnaissance, mapping and analysis of kinematic
features of slow-moving landslides evolving along medium-deep
sliding surfaces in urban areas can be a difficult task due to the
presence and interactions of/with anthropic structures/
infrastructures and human activities that can conceal morpholog-
ical signs of landslide activity. The paper presents an integrated
approach to investigate the boundaries, type of movement, kine-
matics and interactions (in terms of damage severity distribution)
with the built environment of a roto-translational slow-moving
landslide affecting the historic centre of Lungro town (Calabria
region, southern Italy). For this purpose, ancillary multi-source
data (e.g. geological-geomorphological features and geotechnical
properties of geomaterials), both conventional inclinometer mon-
itoring and innovative non-invasive remote sensing (i.e. A-
DInSAR) displacement data were jointly analyzed and interpreted
to derive the A-DInSAR-geotechnical velocity (DGV) map of the
landslide. This result was then cross-compared with detailed in-
formation available on the visible effects (i.e. crack pattern and
width) on the exposed buildings along with possible conditioning
factors to displacement evolution (i.e. remedial works, sub-ser-
vices, etc.). The full integration of multi-source data available at
the slope scale, by maximizing each contribution, provided a
comprehensive outline of kinematic-geometric landslide features
that were used to investigate the damage distribution and to
detect, if any, anomalous locations of damage severity and relative
possible causes. This knowledge can be used to manage landslide
risk in the short term and, in particular, is propaedeutic to set up
an advanced coupled geotechnical-structural model to simulate
both the landslide displacements and the behavior of interacting
buildings and, therefore, to implement appropriate risk mitigation
strategies over medium/long period.
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Introduction
Studies and investigations pursuing the characterization of land-
slides represent the necessary background to identify the trigger-
ing factors and the possible causes within risk assessment activities
aimed at predicting and mitigating the associated consequences.
The in-depth knowledge of geometric-kinematic features, corrob-
orated by the analysis of the behaviour of the exposed elements
interacting with the landslide mechanism, can help in developing,
when necessary, more sophisticated numerical analyses given that
the mechanical soil properties and the groundwater regimen are
adequately defined (Cascini et al. 2006; Cotecchia et al. 2016;
Merodo et al. 2014). As for slow-moving landslides evolving along
medium/deep slip surfaces in urban areas, the detection, mapping

and analysis of kinematics may be often hampered by the presence
of anthropic structures (e.g. buildings or any kind of facility) and
infrastructures (e.g. road network, bridges) and human activities
(Gullà et al. 2017; Peduto et al. 2016, 2018b). Urbanization, indeed,
can limit or make it difficult the recognisance of geomorphological
features (via both conventional image interpretation and in situ
surveys) that usually help in landslide mapping (Guzzetti et al.
2012; Antronico et al. 2015; Jaboyedoff et al. 2019). Furthermore,
both topographic and geotechnical monitoring equipment is not
easy to be installed when the landslide-affected area is densely
built up (Gullà et al. 2017). Conversely, it is exactly the presence of
the exposed elements that identifies the unstable slopes as at risk
areas (Borrelli and Gullà 2017; Fell et al. 2008; Corominas et al.
2014; Cigna et al. 2014; Ferlisi et al. 2019; Peduto et al. 2019b;
Winter et al. 2016). Therein, more sophisticated numerical analysis
can be developed—if soil mechanical properties and the ground-
water regimen are adequately defined—for appropriate hazard
and vulnerability assessment, which is necessary to plan and
design reliable control works and risk mitigation strategies.

In such contexts, several scientific papers proved the effective-
ness of multi-sensor monitoring plans. These latter rely on the
combination of conventional and innovative technologies to over-
come the limits of a single technique (Abolmasov et al. 2015;
Antronico et al. 2015; Bianchini et al. 2014; Casagli et al. 2017;
Calò et al. 2014; Di Maio et al. 2018; Frattini et al. 2018; Gullà
et al. 2017; Peduto et al. 2016; Nappo et al. 2019; Wasowski and
Pisano 2019). Among recent techniques, the processing of synthet-
ic aperture radar images via advanced differential interferometric
techniques (A-DInSAR) is a well-established non-invasive cost-
effective option for surface displacement monitoring of natural/
anthropogenic benchmarks (persistent scatterers) even over large
areas with mm/year accuracy (Nicodemo et al. 2017a; Peduto et al.
2018a, 2019a) and precision (Crosetto et al. 2016; Hanssen 2001;
Wasowski and Bovenga 2014) on the velocity and sub-centimetre
accuracy of the single displacement measurement (Herrera et al.
2009; Peduto et al. 2017a;). Indeed, many authors showed that
these data can be helpful in detecting, mapping and defining the
state of activity of (very to extremely, according to Cruden and
Varnes 1996) slow-moving landslides (Cascini et al. 2009, 2010;
Cigna et al. 2014; Colesanti and Wasowski 2006; Crosetto et al.
2013, 2018; Frattini et al. 2018; Gullà et al. 2017; Auflič et al. 2018; Lu
et al. 2014, Raspini et al. 2017, 2018; Tofani et al. 2013; Wasowski
and Bovenga 2014). Most of these works were carried out at basin
and municipal scales with very few examples referred to the single
slope scale (Castaldo et al. 2015; Frattini et al. 2018; Herrera et al.
2013; Hilley et al. 2004; Peduto et al. 2016; Wasowski and Pisano
2019). More recently, the contribution of A-DInSAR data was
demonstrated also for what concerns the analysis of the behaviour
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of structures (Bianchini et al. 2015; Cascini et al. 2013; Del Soldato
et al. 2019; Frattini et al. 2013; Nicodemo et al. 2018; Peduto et al.
2016, 2017a, b, 2019b) and infrastructure (Infante et al. 2018; Nappo
et al. 2019; North et al. 2017; Wasowski et al. 2017) interacting with
slow-moving landslide mechanisms. As for the role played by the
exposed elements in the analysis of built-up unstable slopes,
buildings, roads, bridges and any kind of man-made structure
can play as movement indicators (Borrelli et al. 2018; Cascini
et al. 2013; Di Maio et al. 2018; Ciampalini et al. 2014; Palmisano
et al. 2016). Therefore, they can contribute to outline the evolu-
tionary model of a given landslide and, more in general, its
geometric and kinematic features.

A further contribution to the use of multi-sensor multi-source
data for landslide characterization is provided by the present work
with reference to the slope scale. For this purpose, a procedure that
combines geological-geomorphological features, ancillary data (i.e.
characteristics of geomaterials, landslide inventory), conventional
geotechnical monitoring (i.e. inclinometer measures referred to
the geomaterials), A-DInSAR data and the results of damage
surveys, also taking into account the presence of possible anthrop-
ic conditioning factors on the slope stability, is proposed. The
procedure is tested with reference to the historic centre of Lungro
(Calabria region, southern Italy), which has been severely affected
by very slow to slow-moving (Cruden and Varnes 1996) landslides
for many years, as highlighted by both conventional and innova-
tive monitoring data available since early 2000s (Guerricchio et al.
2012; Gullà et al. 2017; Peduto et al. 2017b, 2018b).

The present study takes advantage of previous researches car-
ried out at the municipal scale in Lungro area and, starting from
the full integration of the above-mentioned data available at the
slope scale, by maximizing each contribution, provides a compre-
hensive outline of kinematic-geometric landslide features that are
used to investigate the distribution of damage to buildings in the
affected area. An original product of the present work is the A-
DInSAR-Geotechnical velocity (DGV) map that, starting from a
joint analysis of inclinometer measurements and A-DInSAR data
(examples in literature are provided by Tofani et al. 2013; Calò
et al. 2014; Del Soldato et al. 2018; Wasowski and Pisano 2019),
carries out a novel quantitative comparison allowing for the as-
sessment of the prevailing local velocity versus/direction and the
related projected modulus that are jointly represented as easy-to-
read velocity vectors (at the ground surface) over the landslide-
affected area. The followed approach helps in distinguishing those
portions of the landslide that exhibit either mainly rotational or
translational displacements. Furthermore, the quantitative infor-
mation provided by the projected velocity values is synergistically
analyzed with respect to the severity and distribution of the dam-
age recorded to buildings located in different portions of the
analyzed landslide. Finally, a few detected locations with anoma-
lous damage severity level are investigated taking into account
possible additional conditioning factors of the building perfor-
mance associated with the presence of buried sub-services whose
interaction with landslide mechanism is not yet adequately
proved.

The gathered insight into kinematics, the geometric features
and associated (anomalous) damage severity distribution within
the landslide-affected area represent the necessary background for
the definition of subsequent coupled geotechnical-structural
models useful for sophisticate quantitative analyses aimed at

managing the landslide risk over medium/long period under sus-
tainable social-economic conditions.

Materials

Geology and geomorphology: urban area and historic centre
The north-western portion of the study area presents the Lungro-
Verbicaro Unit (Fig. 1), consisting of metapelites and
metacarbonates (Iannace et al. 2005; Antronico et al. 2015). Close
to the urban area, the upper portion of the Diamante-Terranova
Unit (Lower Jurassic-Cretaceous), made up of phyllites and slates,
crops out. Both lithotypes form a “melange structure” made up of
blocks and fragments of different nature (e.g. phyllites, slates and
metacarbonates) in a prevalently clayey matrix, originating from
phyllites degradation (Antronico et al. 2013, 2015). An Upper
Tortonian–Messinian sequence composed by coarse sandstone
and shale interbedded with gypsiferous sandstone and gypsum
overlays the Diamante-Terranova Unit metasediments. The Early
Miocene succession then ends with deposits dating back to the
Middle Pliocene-Pleistocene, represented by sandy and conglom-
eratic beds. Colluvium and landslide debris covers, with a maxi-
mum thickness of approximately 10 meters, mantle the phyllite
bedrock on the slopes (Fig. 1) (Antronico et al. 2013; Gullà et al.
2017; Peduto et al. 2016). Using multi-temporal aerial photographs
dated 1955 (at 1:33,000 scale), 1980 (at 1:25,000 scale), 1991 (at
1:33,000 scale) and 2001 (at 1:15,000 scale), and field surveys,
previous studies provided the landslide inventory map of the study
area (Antronico et al. 2013; Gullà et al. 2017; Peduto et al. 2016)
(Fig. 1). The area is affected by a number of landslides of various
types that were classified according to Varnes (1978). Subsequently,
Gullà et al. (2017) based on some of the elements that concur in
defining the landslide geotechnical model (i.e. the depth of the slip
surface, the width and the length of the landslide body, the in-
volved geomaterials and the landslide type) proposed four land-
slide groups (“typified” landslides, hereafter) as shown in Fig. 1. In
particular, category A landslides, whose type can be ascribed to
complex (slide-flow) landslides, are shallower than 10 m and affect
detrital-colluvial covers; category B landslides, extending to depths
between 10 and 20 m, affect deeply weathered and chaotic phyllites
and belong to the complex (slide-flow) landslide type; category C
landslides, extending to depths between 20 and 30 m, affect deeply
weathered and chaotic phyllites and belong to the so called land-
slide zone (Antronico et al. 2013), representing an area where
clustering of mass movements is so tight that it is difficult to
distinguish the different bodies (mainly including landslides of
the slide-flow type according to Sorriso-Valvo and Sylvester 1993;
Antronico et al. 1996; Greco et al. 2007); and category D landslides,
extending to depths between 20 and 30 m, affect weathered and
chaotic phyllites and belong to the slide type. A summary is shown
in Table 1 (modified from Gullà et al. 2017).

Geomorphological and geotechnical landslide features
The present study focuses on the Lungro historic centre, where,
based on geological-geomorphological criteria and monitoring
data, previous studies (e.g. Antronico et al. 2013, 2015; Peduto
et al. 2016; Gullà et al. 2017) distinguished and mapped an active,
medium-deep and slow-moving landslide of slide type, typified as
T_D (Fig. 1 and Table 1). Starting from the literature data, a new
mapping of this landslide was produced (Fig. 2a).
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Fig. 1 Geological and Geomorphological classification of landslides: (1) Alluvian Deposits (Holocene); (2) Detritical Carbonate Deposists (Holocene); (3) Detritical-Colluvial
Cover (Holocene); (4) Middle Pliocene-Pleistocene Succession; (5) Middle Tortorian-Messinian Succession; (6) Diamante-Terranova Unit (Lower Jurassic-Cretaceous); (7)
Lungro-Verbicaro Unit (Anisian-Lower Burdigalian); (8) Tectonic contact. For the typified landslide categories the reader can refer to Table 1 (modified from Gullà et al.
2017 and Peduto et al. 2016)

Table 1 Typified landslides

Typified landslide Width
[m]

Length
[m]

Depth
[m]

Involved soil Kinematic type

T_A1 25–100 ≤ 180 About 6 Detritic-colluvial covers (COV) Complex landslide

T_A2 15–100 ≥ 80 About 10

T_B1 90–260 130–550 10–20 Deeply weathered and chaotic phyllites (CHAOT) Complex landslide

T_B2 80–220 > 300 10–16

T_C 830 1500 20–30 Deeply weathered and chaotic phyllites (CHAOT) Landslide zone

T_D 100–250 350–550 20–30/10–15 Weathered and chaotic phyllites (CHAOT) Slide

COV stands for Cover and CHAOT stands for Chaotic (see description in section Geology and geomorphology: urban area and historic centre) (modified from Gullà et al.
2017)
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The landslide upgrade was performed, following geomorpho-
logical criteria proposed by Cruden and Varnes (1996), through
interpretation of traditional aerial photographs, Google Earth sat-
ellite images, coupled with analyses of a high-resolution DTM (i.e.
DTM with 1-m ground resolution, deriving from LiDAR scanning
on an aerial platform acquired during 2012 by the Italian Ministry
for the Environment, Land and Sea), and detailed multi-temporal
field surveys.

The landslide involves large part of Lungro historic centre,
where most buildings are located (Fig. 2a). It extends over an area
of about 7 ha and occurs on a slope gradient of about 15°. The
landslide, which is about 440 m long and 180 m wide, ranges from
an elevation of 594 m (in the upper part of the slope) down to 488
m (at the valley bottom). Two distinct bodies (Fig. 2a) form the
landslide: a western active landslide body (~ 1.3 ha) and an eastern
active body (~ 5.3 ha), which overlaps with the previous one. The
landslide has a crown with an irregular shape (400 m long), and
the main scarp is not evident; the eastern body shows a semi-
circular minor scarp with smoothed and eroded morphology. The
right and left flanks (the latter one well defined) are similarly
incised and sub-rectilinear in shape with nearly straight traces
and coincide with two ephemeral stream channels that drain
water towards the Tiro River. Two active secondary landslides
typified by Gullà et al. (2017) as T_A1 and T_A2 mask these flanks,
in their terminal sector (Fig. 2a). In this area, the emergent toe of
the failure surface was only locally found (Fig. 2a). Here, some
temporary springs, characterized by an aligned drainage pattern
whose flow rate increases during the rainfall period, have been
observed.

The observed geomorphological features of the landslide indi-
cate that the two bodies can be classified as translational landslides
with minor rotational components. Particularly, the landslide mo-
tions are mainly translational, with slight rotational character
immediately downstream of the two escarpment sectors.

As for the involved geomaterials, the six available geotechnical
boreholes, equipped with inclinometers, allow recognizing the
geomaterials that characterize the stratigraphic sequence of the
landslide site (Fig. 2b). At the top of the stratigraphic sequence, it
is observed 12–24 m of colluvial and detrital soils (named COV)
and then 22–68 m of soils from degraded phyllites (named
CHAOT). Along the S01 borehole, at 40 m below the ground
surface, it is observed the presence of carbonate rocks (i.e.
dolostones and limestones).

In addition, all inclinometer data show well-defined sliding
surface positions (Fig. 2b) of which the deepest ones are located
approximately 18–27 m below ground surface. Inclinometers S19
and S20 show a second sliding surface approximately 10–15 m deep
(Fig. 2b).

The longitudinal section of Fig. 2c shows that the landslide
mass moves along a low angle (i.e. approximately 15°) mainly
translational surface almost parallel to the ground surface. The
total volume of the failed material is about 2 million cubic meters.

The COV and CHAOT geomaterials that are involved in land-
slide movements have similar grain size distributions (Fig. 3a). In
particular, the COV geomaterial has a variable particle size ranging
from sandy silty gravel to sandy gravelly silt with clay; for the
CHAOT geomaterial, the grain size varies from sandy silty gravel
to sandy silt with clay. Although the COV and CHAOT geomateri-
als present wide grain size variability, we can observe in Fig. 3a a

significant presence of grain size distribution curves with a cumu-
lative percentage of clay and silt greater than about 50%,
pertaining to samples taken at depths varying from about 5 to 35
m below ground surface. In particular, the finer samples are
prevalently located from 15 to 25 m below ground surface; within
this latter depth range, the inclinometer measurements identify
the positions of the sliding surfaces as shown in Fig. 2b by the
available geotechnical logs. This issue indicates, as expected, that
the sliding surfaces develop where the COV or CHAOT geomate-
rials present grain size fractions mainly consisting of clay and silt.

The COVand CHAOT similarity and their general heterogeneity
are confirmed by the distribution of the test points in the activity-
plasticity charts (Fig. 3b). In particular, the finer fraction of COV
geomaterial is classifiable as prevalently inorganic clays with
medium-low plasticity; the finer fraction of CHAOT geomaterial
is an inorganic clays with medium-low plasticity. In Fig. 3c, some
index properties are shown. In particular, for the volume of geo-
materials involved in the landslide bodies (i.e. COV and CHAOT
geomaterials above the sliding surfaces), the representative values
of the natural and saturated unit weight can be assumed 22 kN/m3

and 24 kN/m3 with reference to the average values of all COV- and
CHAOT-tested samples (Fig. 3c).

Geotechnical and remote sensing displacement monitoring
Within Lungro historic centre, deep ground displacement mea-
surements were performed using a network of six inclinometers
(Gullà et al. 2017), Fig. 2. Measurements were carried out from
April 2006 until May 2014. The measured cumulative deep dis-
placement moduli are generally constant with depth, and show
sharp and well-defined slip surfaces (Fig. 2b). Figure 4 shows the
velocity values of inclinometer measurements along with their
azimuthal directions with reference to the period September
2006 to March 2010 (Fig. 4a) and October 2011 to May 2014 (Fig.
4b) as recorded within the landslide body.

A-DInSAR data available for Lungro historic centre were proc-
essed according to the SAR tomographic analysis (Fornaro et al.
2009, 2014). The A-DInSAR dataset, whose spatial velocity distri-
bution along the Line of Sight (LOS) sensor-target direction is
shown in Fig. 4, consists of 35 ENVISAT images acquired on
ascending orbit (from August 2003 to February 2010; see Fig. 4a)
as well as 39 Cosmo-SkyMed (CSK) images acquired on ascending
orbit (from October 2012 to April 2014; see Fig. 4b). In Figs. 4a and
b, velocity values measured by inclinometers and A-DInSAR data
are shown with reference to the overlap periods.

Damage to buildings
The buildings in the analyzed portion of Lungro historic centre
belong to a rather homogeneous urban fabric composed by ma-
sonry low-rise structures (i.e. 2–3 floors), mainly made of disorga-
nized stones (pebbles, or erratic/irregular stones), on shallow
foundations with ages ranging from 70 to 300 years (Nicodemo
et al. 2020; Peduto et al. 2017b).

As for the damage, the available dataset resulted from a survey
carried out in October 2015 over the entire urban area (Peduto
et al. 2017b, 2018b). In particular, building damage fact-sheets
(Ferlisi et al. 2015; Nicodemo et al. 2017a) were filled in and the
damage severity levels of the surveyed buildings were classified
according to Burland et al. (1977). In particular, five classes (D0 =
negligible, D1 = very slight, D2 = slight; D3 = moderate; D4 =
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Fig. 2 a Landslide map with localization of geotechnical logs and inclinometers. b Geotechnical logs and inclinometer measurements from 2006 to 2014. c Cross-section
of the landslide
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severe; D5 = very severe) were identified that, based on the width
of cracks on building facades and their distribution as well as the
easy of repair, mainly reflect the attainment of damage affecting
the building aesthetics (D1–D2), causing a loss of functionality
(D3) or even compromising their stability (D4–D5). Figure 5 shows
the damage distribution and some pictures of damaged buildings
within the landslide affecting Lungro historic centre.

Method
The followed procedure consists of two phases pursuing respec-
tively: (i) the retrieval of both geometric and kinematic features
from multi-source monitoring data and information on related
effects (i.e. damage) on buildings and (ii) a synoptic analysis of all
available data aimed at pointing out the factors conditioning the
evolution and the interaction with the exposed elements (Fig. 6).

Phase I is twofold. In Phase Ia, the landslide map, inclinometric
data andA-DInSARdata are used to validate the kinematicmodel of the
landslide defined on geological-geomorphological basis. Then, A-

DInSAR and inclinometric data are fully integrated to derive the A-
DInSAR-Geotechnical Velocity (DGV) map, which provides 3D velocity
vectors (with assigned moduli, direction and versus) of the landslide
based on the joint analysis of landslide boundaries and slip surfaces
derived from geomorphological criteria and inclinometers together with
information on the digital elevation model (DEM), the orbit and the
acquisition geometry of DInSAR data. In particular, the direction of the
3D velocity vector and its angles in the horizontal and vertical plane are
described by the three types shown in Fig. 7 (Type I, Type IIa, Type IIb,
hereafter). The background idea is that inclinometer and A-DInSAR
data (constrained by their respective 1D measurement directions, i.e.
horizontal along the azimuth for inclinometers and along the LOS for A-
DInSAR), if properly combined, can help in reconstructing the “real”
velocity vector of the landslide. This is of key importance when quan-
titative analyses concerning both the kinematics and related effects on
structures/infrastructures are to be performed. In previous works car-
ried out at the basin scale (Bianchini et al. 2012; Cascini et al. 2010),
projections of A-DInSAR data from the LOS to the steepest slope

Fig. 3 Geotechnical properties of geomaterials. a Grain size distribution curve of the colluvial soils (COV) and degraded phyllites (CHAOT). b Activity chart and Casagrande
Plasticity chart. c Natural, dry and saturated unit weight and porosity index of COV and CHAOT geomaterials
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direction were adopted; in this study, a procedure at the scale of the
single slope is proposed to accomplish the full integration of A-DInSAR

and inclinometer data to reconstruct roto-translational displacements.
In particular, firstly, A-DInSAR data and the available inclinometric

Fig. 4 Geotechnical and remote sensing velocity monitoring in Lungro historic centre represented during the overlap periods: (a) inclinometers (September 2006–
March 2010) and Envisat (September 2006–February 2010) data; (b) inclinometers (October 2011–May 2014) and Cosmo-SkyMed data (October 2012–April 2014). A-
DInSAR velocity is provided along the line of sight (LOS) direction. The black arrows indicate the azimuthal direction of the inclinometer measurement

Fig. 5 Distribution and severity level of damage to masonry buildings in the historic centre of Lungro (modified from Peduto et al. 2018b)
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measurements (relevant to the most superficial measurement carried
out at 1-m depth) are projected along the same directions, which are
identified as the ones pertaining to the specific portion of the landslide
where both measurement points are located (see Fig. 7). Then, the
representative velocity direction is defined as the direction providing
the best cross-fitting in terms of (minimum)ΔV between the projected
A-DInSAR and inclinometer velocity moduli. To this aim (see Fig. 7),
adapting the procedure proposed by Cascini et al. (2010, 2013), the
representative velocity vector has an inclination with respect to the
vertical plane equal to the angle of either the steepest slope direction
(β) or the sliding surface (in some cases considering either the lower (γ1)
or the upper (γ2) slip surface should both of them be detected along the
inclinometer vertical). As for the reference direction on the horizontal
axis (α), it is assumed as either the inclinometer azimuth direction or the
aspect slope angle derived from the digital elevationmodel (DEM). This
allows defining three different types of projections. When both incli-
nometer and PSs are located within the landslide body (where the
translation movement is assumed to prevail), both measurements are
projected along the steepest slope direction (Type I in Fig. 7) with the
aspect (α, in the horizontal plane) and the slope (β, in the vertical plane)
angles both derived from the DEM. Then, for measurement points (i.e.

inclinometers and PSs) both located in the head of the landslide—where
the rotational movements prevail—measurements follow Type II (Fig.
7) projection for which α (the angle in the horizontal plane) is assumed
equal to the azimuth angle of the inclinometer and γ represents the
inclination angle (in the vertical plane) of the sliding surface. In this
latter case, where the inclinometer shows the presence of two sliding
surfaces, two angles are considered (i.e. γ1 or γ2) representing the
inclination angles (in the vertical plane) of the lower or upper sliding
surface respectively. In particular, in case of projections along the lower
sliding surface (see Fig. 7) the landslide movement is mainly transla-
tional evolving along a sliding surface sub-parallel to the ground surface;
thus, the angle γ1 is approximated to the slope angle derived from the
DEM. Instead, in case of projections along the upper slip surface, the
rotational component prevails and the γ2 angle is equal to the inclina-
tion angle of the upper sliding surface detected by the inclinometer (Fig.
7). It is noteworthy that, for the case study at hand, the above assump-
tions are cross-checked and the projection type providing the best fitting
between A-DInSAR and inclinometric measurements within different
portions of the landslide is finally adopted to project each A-DInSAR
LOS velocity to the representative velocity directions represented in the
DGV map. Furthermore, taking into account that the projection

Fig. 6 Framework of the procedure

Fig. 7 Sketch of the conceptual models (kinematic types) used for A-DInSAR data projection based on the inclinometer data, the digital elevation model and the position
of the PS with respect to the cross-section of the landslide
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operations of A-DInSAR data from the LOS to the representative
direction can be biased by errors (see for instance Cascini et al. 2010;
Colesanti andWasowski 2006;Wasowski and Pisano 2019) related to the
sensitivity of SAR sensor acquisition geometry with respect to the
topography (slope and aspect angles) as well as to the movement
direction provided by the azimuth inclinometer (Wasowski and
Pisano 2019), A-DInSAR projected velocity vectors considered in the
DGVmap are selected among those for which the projection coefficient
from the VLOS modulus to the representative direction are below the
threshold value of 3.33, as proposed in literature by some authors
(Cascini et al. 2013; Herrera et al. 2013; Plank et al. 2010).

In Phase Ib, the map of damaged buildings is compared with
the kinematic model of the landslide. In particular, the distribu-
tion of damage severity level is analyzed with respect to the
position of the building within the landslide-affected area. Indeed,
the performance of the exposed building (Palmisano et al. 2016) or
infrastructure (Nappo et al. 2019) on the unstable slope is influ-
enced by its position in the landslide area and its kinematic model
as well as by the interaction between the building foundations and
the unstable soil volumes.

In Phase II, the consistency of the A-DInSAR-geotechnical ve-
locity (DGV) map (resulting from Phase Ia) and the distribution of
building damage severity (resulting from Phase Ib) is cross-
checked also addressing further investigations aimed at deepening
observed discrepancies, if any.

Results

Phase Ia: Kinematic model and A-DInSAR-geotechnical velocity (DGV)
map
As a first step, the integrated analysis of the landslide geomorpho-
logical features, geotechnical logs and inclinometer data allowed
to confirm the kinematic model of the landslide based on geomor-
phological data. In particular, the longitudinal cross-section
shown in Fig. 2c highlights that the landslide mass moves along
a low angle, roughly translational surface (at depths ranging from
18 up to approximately 27 m) with little rotational component.
Particularly, the sliding surface develops with a mainly translation-
al component in the central and lower sector of the landslide and
with slight rotational components in its upper sector immediately
downstream of the two escarpments. In the lowermost sector of
the landslide, the slip surface exhibits a rising toe segment.

As a second step, Envisat and Cosmo-SkyMed data were com-
pared with six available inclinometer measurements (Figs. 2 and
8). For this purpose, assuming that the landslide movement is
homogeneous in areas close to the inclinometers, each inclinom-
eter was associated with the PSs falling within a circular buffer of
20 m.

Subsequently, for each inclinometer and the associated PSs,
displacement data were projected according to both TYPE I or
TYPE II (see Fig. 7) in order to find out which projection provided
the best fitting (Fig. 9). For sake of simplicity, Fig. 9 shows the
results only for inclinometers S19 and S20. For these two incli-
nometers detecting two sliding surfaces (Fig. 2b), having assumed
that the PSs move in the same way as the closest inclinometer, the
angle in the horizontal plane (α) was assumed equal to the azi-
muth of the inclinometer; whereas the angle in vertical plane was
assumed equal to either the ground slope angle (β) or the incli-
nation angles of the upper (γ2)/lower (γ1) sliding surface.

Then, a quantitative comparison among possible projec-
tions for all the inclinometers and the PSs included in the
surrounding 20-m buffer was performed. In particular, ΔV,
which is the difference between the average annual velocity of
the inclinometer and the average A-DInSAR annual velocity
projected either along the steepest slope direction or the
lower/upper slip surfaces of those PSs included in the 20-m
buffer, was computed. The results for both Envisat and
Cosmo-SkyMed data are synthesized in Table 2 showing that
the best fitting projection changes according to the position of
the inclinometer in the landslide body. Indeed, it seems that
when the inclinometer crosses only the lower sliding surface
(S01, S16, S21, S22), the projection operations provide very
similar results either along the (lower) sliding surface or the
steepest slope direction (on the ground surface). This could
be justified by the prevailing translational mechanism with a
sliding surface sub-parallel to the ground surface in this
portion of the landslide body, as it also resulted from the
geomorphological analysis and was validated by the kinematic
model.

As for S19-S20 inclinometers (see Fig. 9), two (lower and upper)
slip surfaces are distinguished (see Figs. 2b and 8) because they
intersect the head of the eastern secondary landslide body and the
main body of the landslide. In these cases, the projection along the
upper/lower sliding surfaces seems to provide the best fitting (see
Fig. 9 and Table 2) revealing, in this portion of the landslide, the
effects of subvertical displacement associated with the rotational
component that also the geomorphological analysis pointed out.

Therefore, based on the above considerations, the DGV
maps within the Lungro historic centre were derived by in-
cluding all A-DInSAR data within both the landslide perime-
ter and a 30-m buffer around the landslide boundaries to
consider the errors related to landslide mapping and the
localization of PSs as well. The three kinematic types shown
in Fig. 7 were considered. Accordingly, the velocity values of
PSs located on the main body of the landslide were projected
along the steepest slope direction (see Table 2) considering
both α and β angles deriving from the DEM (Type I). As for
PSs positioned near either the landslide head/crown or an
inclinometer, the velocity values were projected assuming the
angle (α) in the horizontal plane equal to the inclinometer
azimuth and the angle in the vertical plane equal to the
inclination of the lower (γ1 according to TYPE IIa) or upper
slip surface (γ2 according to Type IIb) in agreement with the
results of the best fitting shown in Table 2.

By implementing the kinematic types for both datasets, two
vector maps were derived (Fig. 10a and b). Then, the point-wise A-
DInSAR velocity data were interpolated via IDW method in GIS
environment using a grid cell of 2 × 2 m for CSK and 10×10 m for
Envisat to account for different average sensor ground resolution
(i.e. ~ 6 × 24 m, respectively, in azimuth and range for Envisat and
3 × 3 m for CSK, Wasowski and Bovenga 2014, Peduto et al. 2015).

The DGV maps (Fig. 10c and d) exhibit comparable velocity
values during both periods (i.e. 2003–2010 and 2012–2014). In
particular, both Envisat and Cosmo-SkyMed velocity maps show
a non-homogeneous distribution of velocities inside the landslide
with higher velocity values concentrating at the head, along the
boundaries and in few areas within the landslide body. As expect-
ed, the results provided by Cosmo-SkyMed are more detailed
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(thanks to the higher ground resolution of this system), thus
allowing an improved zoning of areas with different velocity
values.

Moreover, the eastern landslide body exhibits higher veloc-
ity values than the western one. Accordingly, as an improve-
ment of the landslide analysis carried out by Gullà et al.
(2017), the kinematic model and the interpretation of the
DGV maps allowed typifying the landslide into two different
bodies T_D1 and T_D2 (Fig. 10e). Particularly, for T_D1, the
average velocity values recorded by all Envisat PSs (period

2003-2010) and CSK PSs (period 2012-2014) are both equal to
approximately to 10 mm/year. As for T_D2, the average PS
velocity values recorded are approximately equal to 16 mm/
year during both considered periods. It is noteworthy that
this discrepancy in velocity between T_D1 and T_D2 is also
confirmed by the point-wise information provided by the
inclinometers that show an average velocity equal to 3.2
mm/year for T_D1 (including S01, S16, S22) and 10.4 mm/
year for T_D2 (including S19, S20, S21) over the period
2006–2014.

Fig. 8 Kinematic model of the landslide: (a) traces of the longitudinal cross sections; (b-e) reconstructed cross-sections of the landslide (i.e. kinematic model) with
indication of the detected sliding surfaces (SS1 and SS2) from inclinometers
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Fig. 9 Example of the comparison of A-DInSAR data with measurements from S19 and S20 inclinometers based on three different kinematic types
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Fig. 10 Kinematic types used for the projection of (a) Envisat and (b) Cosmo-SkyMed data (arrows represent velocity vectors; the colours allows distinguishing the type of
projection used); (c) DGV map based on Envisat data; (d) DGV map based on Cosmo-SkyMed data; (e) map of the typified landslide
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Phase Ib: Building damage and their position
The purpose of Phase Ib was shedding a light on the role played by
the position of the buildings within the landslide on both the
damage occurrence and the severity level. To this aim, the avail-
able map of damaged buildings (Peduto et al. 2017b, 2018b) was
analyzed with respect to six sections crossing the landslide area
used to represent its kinematic model (Fig. 11a). In particular, three
longitudinal (Figs. 11c, d and e) and three transverse (Figs. 11f, g
and h) sections were analyzed; these latter were selected in order

to involve as many buildings as possible. Buildings were distin-
guished as being located on either the head, or the main body, or
the boundaries of the landslide. The graph in Fig. 11b shows a
summary for the 65 analyzed buildings. It can be observed that (i)
the buildings with D0 to D1 damage level mainly concentrate in
the landslide main body and they never occur in the landslide
head, (ii) the percentage of D2 and D3 buildings in the main body
is comparable with the sum of those in the head and on the
boundaries and (iii) the number of buildings exhibiting D4 to D5

Fig. 11 a Distribution map of damage to buildings. b Percentage of buildings located in different landslide zones distinguished according their damage severity level. c–
h Cross sections of the landslide with damaged buildings
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damage levels is higher in the landslide heads than in the main
body or along the boundaries (see also Ciampalini et al. 2014).

Phase II: Damage distribution and kinematic aspects
The aim of this stage was to identify possible relationships
between the detailed velocity field of the phenomenon and
both the distribution and the severity of the damage. Thus, a
comparison was made between the map of damage severity
distribution and the DGV maps relevant to both Envisat (Fig.
12a) and Cosmo-SkyMed (Fig. 12b) data. Both Figures show
that buildings with highest damage severity levels concentrate
in the head and along the boundaries of the landslide; herein
the highest velocity values (and their gradients) are recorded.
However, some buildings with D3-D5 damage levels are pres-
ent within the landslide body in correspondence of local
“anomalous” higher velocity values.

Discussion
The results show that beside the fact that A-DInSAR data can
provide an overview of the kinematics of the landslides—as al-
ready pointed out by several Authors (among others, Cascini et al.
2010, 2013; Frattini et al. 2018; Gullà et al. 2017; Wasowski and
Pisano 2019)—their full integration with ground-based geotechni-
cal monitoring data allows deriving the DGV map capable of
spreading the detailed kinematic information (deriving from in-
clinometers) within the boundaries of the landslide at hand. With
reference to inclinometric data, although two inclinometers (S01
and S22) measured extremely slow displacement velocity values
that are below the typical precision of inclinometers (Mikkelsen
2003; Refice et al. 2019; Stark and Choi 2008; Wasowski and Pisano
2019), they were all considered in the analyses (similar cases in
literature are provided by Corsini et al. 2005; Tommasi et al. 2006;
Calcaterra et al. 2010) taking into account the extremely accurate
measurement procedure adopted in the specific case and the
overall agreement with both A-DInSAR data analysis and geomor-
phological landslide features. However, further checks on these
two inclinometers will be carried out.

To investigate further the link between building damage and
the geometry-kinematics of the landslide phenomenon, one lon-
gitudinal and one transverse cross-sections were considered. For

these sections, the damage level of the buildings and their position
on the landslide profile as well as the velocity along a selected
section were correlated. These operations were carried out both
for Envisat (Fig. 13a and b) and for Cosmo-SkyMed data (Fig. 13c
and d). The longitudinal section L-L’ shows that damaged build-
ings concentrate between the head of T_D1 and the scarp of T_D2.
Furthermore, the velocity trend along the section shows an alter-
nation of negative (downward along the slip surface or downslope
along the steepest slope direction, depending on the Type of
projection adopted in the specific location) and positive (upward
along the slip surface or upslope along the steepest slope direction,
depending on the Type of projection adopted in the specific
location) values of projected velocity moduli in correspondence
of some sectors of the landslide that can be associated with the
effects of localized rotational movements. The G-G’ cross-section
shows an alternation of negative (downslope/downward) and pos-
itive (upslope/upward) values of projected velocity moduli in
correspondence of the landslide boundaries due to the presence
of a rotational component. Furthermore, the damage distribution
for section G-G’ confirms that the most severe damage is recorded
along (or in proximity of) the landslide boundaries.

The comparison between the damage distribution and the DGV
maps shows that the buildings—of masonry type with shallow
foundations—located in the landslide-affected area exhibit higher
damage severity levels in correspondence of the head, the second-
ary scarp and the boundaries of the landslide where the highest
velocity gradients are recorded and the highest differential settle-
ments may affect buildings located therein (Nicodemo et al.
2017b). However, some local anomalies (i.e. areas with high veloc-
ity values within the landslide body) seem to provide an apparent
mismatch with the overall kinematics of the phenomenon. For this
reason, a more in-depth analysis of the phenomenon was neces-
sary. Knowing that both the geology and soil mechanical proper-
ties, although chaotic, are uniformly distributed within the
landslide, the presence of any possible local conditioning factors
such as sub-services that could interfere with the landslide was
analyzed. This investigation revealed the presence of some buried
channels collecting the runoff water together with the water cap-
tured by a drainage tunnel built uphill (Fig. 14). From the com-
parison of the Cosmo-SkyMed DGV map (Fig. 14a) with the tracks

Fig. 12 A-DInSAR-geotechnical velocity (DGV) map vs. building damage map: (a) Envisat (2003–2010) data; (b) Cosmo-SkyMed (2012–2014) data
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of the channels, it seems that the zones with local changes in
velocities inside the landslide body are in correspondence of the
channels. Furthermore, it also seems that the damage level is
higher for buildings close to the channels (Fig. 14b). Indeed, these
latter may have been damaged by the landslide displacements in
time and the point-wise water losses may have caused the localized
velocity increase and the associated “anomalous” damage severity.

Conclusions
The present work tried to provide a further contribution to the studies
previously carried out in the urban centre of Lungro passing from the
municipal scale (Gullà et al. 2017; Peduto et al. 2017b, 2018b) to the scale
of the single slope. In particular, as a key step forward, innovative non-
invasive spaceborne A-DInSAR data and the results of geotechnical
characterization and conventional monitoring—providing information
on landslide displacements, position of slip surfaces with reference to
the characteristics of the involved geomaterials—were integrated with
the results of building damage surveys in order to detail the kinematic
characteristics of a landslide affecting the historic centre as well as to
address further analyses aimed at clarifying the role of buried services
on both the landslide and the exposed buildings.

The analysis allowed outlining the instability phenomenon affecting
the historic centre of Lungro as consisting of a slow-moving landslide
with two translational sliding bodies with slight rotational character
immediately downstream of the two escarpment sectors. The inclinom-
eters revealed the presence of a medium-deep sliding surface at depths

ranging between 18 and 27 m mainly involving the relatively finer grain
fraction of COV and CHAOT geomaterials. As a step forward with
respect to previous studies, the landslide was typified in two different
bodies T_D1 and T_D2 exhibiting average velocity of 10mm/year and 16
mm/year, respectively. This goal was achieved by using the novel ad-
vanced DGV maps—providing the end-user with a 3D velocity vector
map—that fully exploit the capability of remote sensing data for land-
slide kinematic characterization at the slope scale, especially when
corroborated by the interpretation of geotechnical data dealing with soil
properties (identification of weak bands involving fine-grained soils)
and inclinometric measurements.

The followed approach allowed (i) distinguishing portions of
the landslide that exhibit either mainly rotational or translational
displacements, (ii) checking the distribution of building damage
severity with respect to the kinematic features of the landslide and
(iii) associating both localized anomalous velocity values and
damage with the presence of underground services.

The level of knowledge acquired on the landslide in the present study
can be used immediately to manage landslide risk in the short term and
is propaedeutic to set up and calibrate an advanced coupled
geotechnical-structural model to simulate the landslide displacements
and the building performance over medium/long period and, therefore,
to set up appropriate risk mitigation strategies. These latter, taking
advantage of the identification of the “cause” of the anomalous high
velocity/damage locations, may address the risk mitigation by planning
interventions pursuing the reduction of either the “cause”—by

Fig. 13 Comparison between the damage severity of the buildings and Envisat/Cosmo-SkyMed velocity from DGV map in sections L-L’ (a and c) and G-G’ (b and d)
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maintenance works to the buried channels—or the vulnerability of the
buildings by increasing the “structural strength” of the building and/or
of the foundation system.
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