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RESULTS - MODELING

INTRODUCTION: The hydrological processes associated with slope stability are
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RESULTS - MONITORING
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Figure 1: The Hobgl River, Norway (photos: T.Kerkhof & D.Krzeminska)
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- Vegetated buffer zones has mostly mechanical effect on slope stability.
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Figure 3. Hydrological monitoring results: fluctuation of ground water level (GWL) above the riverbed and soil treatment, while trees cover is necessary to protect steeper slopes. simulated with the minimum (24.7°) and maximum (54.0°) slope angle. The threshold linef are indicated to the
water content (O) at four depths within the grass plot (a), the trees plot (b) and the shrubs plot (c). graphs: red - Fs=1, ‘unstable slope’ and yellow - Fs=1.3, ‘conditionally stable slope
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