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DEVLOPMENT OF SLOPE STABILITY EVALUATION MODEL BASED
ON RISK EVALUATION INDICES

Sadayuki KAMIDE, Hiroyasu OHTSU, Satoshi TAYAMA and Kenji TAKAHASHI

Expressways and other roads in the country repeatedly and nearly annually suffer earth and soil
disasters triggered by rain hazards such as a torrential downpour, which inevitably results in the long-term
suspension or regulation of traffic. In order to prevent such disasters caused by rain hazards, priority
should be given to the implementation of reinforcement and remedial works. The present study aimed to
develop a slope stability model including the prioritization of remedial measures, using risk evaluation
indicators e.g. hazard level and social loss. The present study managed to present a comparative analysis
in terms of such factors as the priority order for remedial measures by evaluating the hazard of slopes
using risk indicators.
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