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Abstract. The erosion of and depositions on channel bed surfaces are instrumental to understanding debris

flow processes. We present an overview of existing field methods and highlight their respective advantages and
disadvantages. Terrestrial laser scanning (TLS), airborne laser scanning (ALS), erosion sensors, cross sections
(CS) and geomorphological mapping are compared. Additionally, two of these approaches (i.e. TLS and CS)
are tested and applied in the channel reaches of the torrent catchments. The results of the comparison indicate
that the methods are associated with variable temporal and spatial resolution as well as data quality and invested
effort. TLS data were able to quantify small-scale variations of erosion and deposition volumes. While the same
changes could be detected with CS and geomorphological mapping, it was only possible with lower precision
and coarser spatial resolution. The study presents a range of potential methods that can be applied accordingly
to address the objectives and to support the analyses of specific applications. The availability of erosion data,
acquired mainly by TLS and ALS, in combination with debris-flow monitoring data, provides promising sources
of information to further support torrent risk management.

1

Introduction

Debris flows and related processes are complex phenomena;
thus, the occurrence and the varying characteristics of channelized debris flow events pose several challenges to both the
scientific community and stakeholders of risk management.
Moreover, in the last few years, an amplification of debrisflow activity in the Alps is increasingly related to climate
change or to general environmental changes (Harris et al.,
2009; Keiler et al., 2010; Sattler et al., 2011). Consequently,
improving the physical-based understanding of debris-flow
processes is needed to integrate these insights into modelling
approaches and comprehensive risk management (Jakob and
Hungr, 2005; van Westen et al., 2006; Deubelbeiss and Graf,
2013). Erosion and deposition of channel bed material by
debris flows are important aspects of the process dynamic
(Iverson, 2004). However, these processes are still poorly understood as they are rarely observed and quantified to date
(Schürch et al., 2011a). Most studies focus only on the factors influencing erosion and deposition, or provide average

erosion depths (e.g. Weber, 2004; Hungr, 2005; Iverson et
al., 2011), rather than on compiling detailed quantitative data
on erosion and accumulation within the different channel
reaches. The lack of detailed observation data on channel
modifications due to debris flows has been mentioned and
criticized in literature (Fagents and Baloga, 2006). Nowadays, a broad range of methods supports the measurement
of erosion and deposition; however, none of them was determined to be the definitive method for any particular application. This paper provides an overview of existing field
methods to estimate and quantify erosion and deposition by
debris flows. Their respective advantages and disadvantages
are evaluated, based on the applicability of the methods on
an active mountain torrent. The study focused on a comparison of five main types of surveying methods, which were
evaluated to determine how to optimize their use to detect
channel changes. Due to certain limitations, two of the methods – cross sections (CS) and terrestrial laser scanning (TLS)
– were tested in the transport-dominated reaches of the Dorf-
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bach torrent (Randa, Switzerland). Furthermore, this paper
provides information on data collection in the field with a
laser range finder (for CS) and TLS.
Review of field methods to detect erosion and deposition

Rickenmann et al. (2001) distinguished between three
methodological focuses in debris-flow research: field observations, laboratory studies and numerical simulation models.
Research on erosion and deposition were conducted by focusing on each of these methods. In this study, we focused
on describing relevant field methods and their respective applications. During field investigations, erosion and deposition are usually detected by monitoring changes in channel
morphology by observing and comparing channel conditions
for a minimum of at least two different time steps. Different methods are considered with respect to the period of investigation (i.e. event, season, year) and area of interest (i.e.
entire torrent, transit area, point-based sites). This paper provides an overview of currently used field methods for erosion
monitoring.
Geomorphologic mapping is frequently used (e.g. Theler
et al., 2010). Nowadays, various approaches including field
work, aerial photo- and/or digital terrain model-based mapping are applied to acquire and present geomorphological
forms and processes (Smith et al., 2011). With geomorphologic mapping, patterns of channel changes and structures
(e.g. levees or debris-flow lobes) are clearly identifiable.
James et al. (2012) used a different map generation approach
to detect changes in fluvial systems by reconstructing and
comparing digital terrain models (DTMs). However, this approach is only appropriate for the detection of large-scale
changes over long time periods. After debris-flow events,
pre- and post-event field photographs are compared for event
documentation and analysis. Field photographs are used in
the daily business of hazard and risk analysis and management (Rimböck et al., 2013).
Cross section (CS) analysis is one of the most frequently
used quantitative methods in debris-flow and torrent research
(e.g. Santi et al., 2008; Wasklewicz and Hattanji, 2009). CS
supports the recording of channel geometry and its changes.
Additionally, it can identify the tendencies of erosion and deposition at a specific location (Fagents and Baloga, 2006).
CS are suitable for selective point-based and rough channelwide analysis. Several types of instruments are applied to
determine the cross sectional geometry, including tape measures, levelling boards and levels (Stock and Dietrich, 2006),
slope profilers (Santi et al., 2008), theodolites and total stations (Theule et al., 2012) or terrestrial laser scanners (TLS)
(Wasklewicz and Hattanji, 2009). In areas with deep water, echo sounding combined with a geo-referencing system
are suitable. Radio detection and ranging (RADAR) systems
or laser scanners mounted over the channel bed represent
more elaborate systems that are usually combined with other
debris-flow monitoring devices (Graf et al., 2011; McCoy et
Geogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015
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al., 2011). Breien et al. (2008) based their cross section calculations on photogrammetric and light detection and ranging
(LiDAR) data. In various studies, selective cross-sectional
measurements are interpolated to estimate the debris yield
of a channel section or to calculate erosion volumes (Theule
et al., 2012) and lag rates (Hungr et al., 2005).
The availability of new measurement devices have been
linked to increased uses of DTMs (Rumsby et al., 2008) to
measure pre- and post-flow topography of torrent channels.
In recent studies, TLS are applied to produce DTMs and for
event-based detection of channel changes. In debris-flow research, TLS is used for extensive (i.e. multiple square kilometres) and refined detection of complex channel topography
(McCoy et al., 2010; Schürch et al., 2011b). Overviews and
discussion on TLS data quality and measurement techniques
in this context were presented by Schürch et al. (2011a). Airborne laser scanning (ALS) is suitable for the analysis of
large areas such as an entire catchment, but often at low temporal resolution (Bühler et al., 2012). Scheidl et al. (2008)
have used ALS data to analyse debris-flow events in Switzerland and to quantify volumetric sediment budgets and channel changes. Scheidl et al. (2008) showed that their calculations mainly correspond to the volume estimates by experts
in the field and concluded that ALS is a practical, but expensive method for erosion and deposition analyses. The range
imaging cameras (Nitsche et al., 2010, 2012) or photogrammetric cameras (Berger et al., 2010) were applied for smallscale analyses in easily accessible areas. Their application in
debris-flow studies is very limited to date. Photogrammetric
analysis of orthophotos enables variable large-scale analysis to be conducted (Breien et al., 2008). While range imaging cameras are mainly applied for event analysis, orthophotos also support retrospective analysis if different data sets
are available. A recent, affordable and user-friendly alternative is close-range photogrammetry (field photographs) with
structure from motion (SFM), which is used to obtain highresolution spatial data that is suitable for modelling meso-and
micro-scale landforms and generating DTMs. The approach
requires multiple overlapping photographs, camera parameters as well as its orientation and the image-matching algorithm. However, the necessary equipment is easy to handle in
steep terrain due to low bulk volume (cf. James and Robson,
2012; Westoby et al., 2012).
In situ methods directly detect channel changes during an
event and were developed as an alternative to the comparative approach described above. Measurements are conducted
using scoured sensors to identify maximum erosion changes.
Tracer stones consisting of radioactive, magnetic, fluorescent tracers or colours were tested in various studies (McCoy et al., 2011). The radio frequency identification (RFID)
technology was developed to monitor fluvial debris transport in mountain torrents (Schneider et al., 2010). Berger et
al. (2010) designed and applied erosion sensors made from
individually erodible aluminium elements in the Illgraben
torrent (Switzerland). This technique enables selective pointwww.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/
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Figure 1. Map and photos of the study area Dorfbach torrent (Randa) in the Zermatt Valley, Switzerland (pixmaps© 2015 swisstopo (5704
000 000)). Photos (a)–(c) showing different sections of the measurement area (© Ch. Graf, WSL).

based measurements of time, duration and erosion depth as a
result of debris flows or fluvial processes. The sensors measure up to 1 m of erosion at a resolution of 0.05 m. However,
it is not designed to measure deposition.

2

Research area

Inhabitants and visitors in the Matter Valley (Switzerland,
Valais) are threatened by various natural hazard processes;
moreover, an observed change in the frequency of debrisflow events enhances this peril (Graf and McArdell, 2005;
Stoffel et al., 2011; Graf, 2013). The Dorfbach torrent case
study is based on the assessment of one of these hazardous
torrents in the Matter Valley (Fig. 1). The steep and sustained catchment of the Dorfbach torrent covers an area of
5.8 km2 , ranging from the Dom (4545 m a.s.l.) to the confluence with the Matter Vispa (1440 m a.s.l.). The Festi glacier
in the upper part of the catchment contributes to a perennial
discharge in the Dorfbach torrent channel (GHO, 2004). The
catchment is dominated by debris material from weathered
bedrock and rock fall events. Additionally, permafrost soils
above 2500 m a.s.l. and the rock glacier Grabengufer supply
debris material and additional water to the Dorfbach torrent.
Thus, the dynamics of the rock glacier affects the amount
of material and water supply that is available, which are –
apart from topographical features and climatic factors – preconditions for the initiation of debris flows. In recent years,
increasing flow velocities at the Grabengufer rock glacier
www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/

have been observed (Delaloye et al., 2013). During spring
and summer, small debris flows develop in the steep (mean
slope angle 33◦ , maximum slope angle 39◦ ) talus below the
rock glacier (Graf et al., 2013). Very large debris-flow events
have also been recorded in this area in the past (Graf and
McArdell, 2005). The Dorfbach torrent channel is characterized by an average bed slope of 26◦ (GHO, 2004) and surface
roughness by grain sizes between 0.5 and 1 m. Thus, occurring debris flows are mainly granular with a small amount of
cohesive material (Graf and McArdell, 2005). In the transit
area, erosion, as well as deposition, occurs during a single
event (Graf et al., 2013).
The focus of this study is on processes within the transit zone that is characterized at the beginning of the study
(June 2011) by a 2–4 m deep eroded channel in loose material and a clearly detectable generation of levees (see photos
Fig. 1). Recent events occurred after a longer period of inactivity (Fig. 2), whereby three larger debris flows reached
the deposition area situated on the distinctive debris cone of
the Dorfbach (Graf et al., 2013). Many other subsequently
smaller debris flows terminated and deposited material in the
transit zone. Part of these depositions were remobilized by
larger events, resulting in highly variable and changing channel bed topography.

Geogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015
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Figure 2. Recorded debris-flow events in the Dorfbach torrent

channel since 1900 based on Graf and McArdell (2005) and Graf
et al. (2013). Most recent events from 2010 to 2014, which reached
the deposition area (fan apex or fan or receiving river), are added.

3

Methods and comparison approach

An overview of field methods for quantifying erosion and
deposition by debris flows are based on two (pre- and postevent topography) approaches, which were tested in the field
(Fig. 3). Furthermore, geomorphological mapping based on
an orthophoto-map was conducted to provide a comprehensive overview of the change processes in the transit area and
to relate this with the results generated by cross section measurements and TLS. In addition to these approaches, two further methods presented in the literature were considered in
the overall comparison (Sect. 3.3).
3.1

Cross sections

Cross sections (CS) (see Px Fig. 3) were measured for key
sites, representative locations within homogeneous channel
areas. At least one CS per homogeneous channel area is
needed to interpolate information between the sampled locations. A further criterion for the selection of CS sample
locations is to find stable position where the instrument will
be installed on both channel banks. While these locations are
proximal to the channel, there is a high probability that they
are unaffected by the in-channel processes. In this study, geomorphological mapping, aerial photos and details about previous events provided information to select for representative
CS locations in the transit zone of interest. Seven CSs were
measured once a month from June to September 2011.
Cross-sectional measurements were conducted by combining the TruPulse 360B Laser Rangefinder from Laser
Technology, Inc. (LTI, 2009) on a tripod with a differential GPS (dGPS) GeoXH6000 from Trimble (Trimble, 2011).
The measurement accuracy of the TruPulse is ±0.3 m in distance, ±0.25◦ in inclination and ±1◦ in azimuth to high quality targets (LTI, 2009). The Trimble dGPS measurements
have a root mean square error of 0.1 m + 1 ppm after postprocessing. Further information about the measurement prinGeogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015
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Figure 3. Overview of measurement locations (CS and TLS

scanned channel area) in the study area of the Dorfbach torrent.
A longitudinal profile of the channel is added, showing slopes for
channel sections overlaid a polynomial (swissimage and pixmaps©
2015 swisstopo (5704 000 000)).

ciples can be found in Oguchi et al. (2011). Measurement
positions on both sides of the channel are geo-referenced by
dGPS and highlighted with coloured markers and spikes to
ensure experimental repeatability. The dGPS measurements
were repeated during every field session because of low
dGPS data quality, especially for the first measurement. Only
high quality measurements were retained for further calculations. A straight line between two corresponding positions
is scanned with a minimum of 60 single distance measurements. Data on inclination and distance are directly transmitted to the dGPS to be recorded and to calculate the coordinates of each point measurement within the CS. Additionally, for each measurement, the height of the above ground
laser rangefinder is registered to enable the comparison of
repeated measurements to be undertaken. Two measurement
procedures were tested (Fig. 4): (a) measurements were taken
from both side of the channel to minimize shading effects and
(b) hidden parts are indirectly measured with a prism on a
levelling pole, so that measurements could be recorded from
just one side of the channel. A clearly detectable and systematic misalignment due to high inclination inaccuracy (precision of 1◦ ) and azimuth measurement (precision of 0.25◦ ) by
the rangefinder required data correction, illustrated in Fig. 5.
This error favours measurement procedure (b). After data
correction, two and more data sets from the same CS were
gathered in different time slots. These were plotted together
to visualize, localize and quantify changes in channel geometry. The maximum width, bed width, maximum height and
the CS area are quantified and compared with results of the
other applied methods.

www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/
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Figure 4. Schematic illustration of the two measurement princi-

ples with laser range finder and dGPS for cross sections. Numbers
describe the measurement steps. (a) Direct measurement from two
sites. (b) Direct measurement from one site with indirect measurement of the hidden parts of the cross section with a prism on a levelling pole.

3.2

Terrestrial laser scanning

Terrestrial laser scanning (TLS) is a method that enables the
efficient acquisition of a large quantity of 3-D information
of a surface. The channel is surveyed using Leica ScanStation C10 with five Leica High-Definition Surveying (HDS)
600 targets, which ensures a horizontal and vertical precision of 0.1 m in 100 m (Leica, 2012). Measurement planning
and data acquisition were conducted according to Schürch et
al. (2011b). Two channel areas that were ∼ 70 m in length in
the upper and lower transit zone are surveyed on three occasions between June and September 2011 (see details Table 1,
Fig. 3 and Fig. 6). Each survey was conducted with three to
five scan stations. Scan stations were positioned to minimize
shadows in the scanned area and the scan grid spacing was
0.1 m for a range of 100 m from the scanner. Target positions
were measured with dGPS to georeference and register the
point clouds in the post-processing procedure.
All point clouds from one scan area and different epochs
are registered together to ensure relative comparability (cf.
Schürch et al., 2011a). Data filtering was conducted manually, whereby point clouds were visualized, and dispensable or erroneous points (either due to vegetation, people,
instruments, artefacts) were excluded. Raster data with a
grid width of 0.1 m were calculated from the filtered point
clouds for each scan area and epoch by applying inverse
distance weighting (IDW) for DTM interpolation. The three
DTMs corresponding to the epoch of each scan area were
analysed to visualize height differences between two raster
data sets/epochs. Mean vertical changes, maximum erosion
and deposition heights, as well as the affected area were calculated and relocated sediment volumes were then estimated.
www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/

Figure 6. TLS measurement in Dorfbach torrent (Foto© Ch. Willi,

WSL/GIUB, 9 September 2011).

3.3

Comparison of different methods

The comparison of different, key methods focuses on information about the usability, advantages and disadvantages
with respect to channel change detection. CS, TLS, geomorphological mapping, erosion sensors and ALS were considered for this comparison. The main requirements by which
each of these five methods for localizing and quantifying
changes in the channel were assessed against, were formulated based on the overall research interest and customized
to the specific characteristics of the Dorfbach torrent transit zone. Considering the following requirements, methods
were compared with respect to location and process-related
aspects, data accuracy and quality and/or organizational issues based on multiple criteria. The collected data corresponded to experience gained during fieldwork at the Dorfbach torrent, were extracted from relevant literature (derived
primarily from Scheidl et al., 2008; Berger et al., 2010, 2011)
and from personal communications with B. McArdell and
C. Scheidl (cf. categories and sub-categories in the supplement).
Geogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015
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Table 1. General information about the extent and quality the two TLS scan regions as well as the calculated difference models.

Altitude
Total 2-D area
Length
Width
Interpolated area (due to
missing data points)
Calculated difference models

Lower scan region

Upper scan region

1600–1630 m a.s.l.
1072 m2
∼ 70 m
12–17 m
104–231 m2
10–22 %
10.06.2011–04.08.2011
04.08.2011–16.09.2011
10.06.2011–16.09.2011

1730–1760 m a.s.l.
1388 m2
∼ 63 m
19–27 m
189–204 m2
12–14 %
12.07.2011–04.08.2011
04.08.2011–16.09.2011
12.07.2011–16.09.2011

Table 2. Results of the cross sectional measurements before and after flooding of 23 August 2011 (CS = cross section, * = data of the
eroded channel inside CS P6).
CS

Altitude
(lowest point)
(m a.s.l.)

Local channel
bed slope
(◦ )

Approx. CS
width
(m)

Approx. bed
width
(m)

Max. height
before event
(m)

Approx. CS area
before event
(m2 )

1782
1743
1724
1615
1598
1571
1531

40
24
24
15
16
15
14

17*/ 34
21
28
12
20
17
11

4
15
9
2
10
6
5

4*/6.3
2
3.8
3.8
3.4
5
5.5

44*/124
28
60
25
33
47
44

P6
P7
P4
P1
P0
P14
P13

4

Results

In June 2011, shortly before field investigation started, a
small debris flow (< 1000 m3 ) reached the debris retention basin in the upper deposition area. However, no debris flow was monitored during the field investigation between June and November 2011. Consequently, channel
changes detected during this period corresponded to continuous changes, or to changes attributed to a small flood on 23
August 2011.

4.1

Cross sections

The main information and overview of results derived from
the seven representative CSs are presented in Table 2. During
the observation period, erosion and/or accumulation within
the channel of five CSs could be detected. In one CS, no
change was detected (P6 in Fig. 3, Table 2), whereas in another CS, a strong misalignment prevented reliable results
from being obtained (P7 in Fig. 3, Table 2). Thus, detailed
results are only presented for two examples. Figures 7 and
8 each present a CS with data collected data from all three
epochs. Two epochs (B, 14 July 2011 and C, 4 August 2011)
present results of the situation before the flood that occurred
during the last epoch (D, 21 September 2011) and afterwards.
CS P1 (Fig. 7) is located in the lower transit area below
a narrow gorge section (cf. Fig. 3). The u-shaped cross secGeogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015

Tendency of changes
within meas. period
No change
No change
Channel erosion
Deposition
Channel erosion
Channel erosion
Deposition

Max. channel
change 1h
(m)
0
0
−1.6
1.4
−0.5
−1.0
0.7

tion has a small bed of about 2 m deep, a maximum width of
12 m and is limited to the right side by two levees (Fig. 7).
The cross sectional area amounts to circa 25 m2 with a maximum height of 3.8 m. The local channel bed slope is 15◦ .
Only small height differences of 0.1–0.2 m were detected between the two epochs (B and C) before the flood event. These
differences correspond to measurement-based uncertainties
that are mainly due to the low quality of the dGPS data.
Consequently, it was not possible to provide any definitive
remarks about continuous changes. Figure 7 clearly shows
that in this part of the channel, deposition occurred due to
the small flood event. Maximum deposition amounts were
1 m deep and the flow path was elevated by 0.5 m. Furthermore, erosion occurred on the knickpoint between the channel bed and the slopes. Consequently, channel changes in this
CS were the most distinctive.
CS P4 (Fig. 8) is located up-stream of the gorge section in
the upper transit area (cf. Fig. 3). This CS is more than twice
as wide (upper profile width 28 m, channel bed width 9 m) as
the gorge located downstream (cf. P1). In addition, its runoff
capacity is higher with an area of approximately 60 m2 . The
local channel bed slope is 24◦ . Based on the channel geometry of this location, erosion by flooding is expected. The mismatched data collected from the left and right slopes complicated data interpretation. The horizontal and vertical offsets
amount to more than 1.5 m. Continuous changes were undetectable. The roughly estimated channel changes due to the

www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/
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flood amounted from several to 0.1 m of erosion along the
whole channel bed. The right slope remained stable. An estimation of changes could not be provided for the left slope
due to missing data.
Table 3 provides information on possible sources of error
associated with the acquisition of cross sectional data with
the applied methods. dGPS measurements were accurate to
0.1–0.2 m. In more narrow parts of the torrent channel, accuracy is low (0.5–0.8 m), mainly due to a lack of reception
of satellite signals. When considering the TruPulse measurements, considerable errors were caused by the measurement
device itself because of the low azimuth and inclination precision of 1 and 0.25◦ . While the horizontal error was corrected (Sect. 3.1), neither quantification nor correction is possible for the inclination error due to the lack of a height reference. In the data, the effect of the distance measurement precision (0.3 m) and other effects (see Table 3) were not clearly
detectable. Only single outliers were easily identifiable but
these were rare.
4.2

Terrestrial laser scanning

Table 4 presents the results of the TLS measurements of
the two scan regions. For each scan region, channel parameters and changes for three time steps (difference models)
are presented. Each scan consists of 10–17 billion measurement points. Scans are registered with a maximum deviation
of 0.02 m. Errors due to artefacts, objects, or vegetation are
not quantified. In the lower scan region, 10–20 % of the area
was interpolated due to missing data points. The root mean
square error (RMSE) of all interpolated raster data amounted
to 0.08 m (Table 3). The estimated precision in the vertical difference in the difference model amounted to ±0.25 m.
Consequently, the resolution was defined accordingly.
Figure 9 is an example of the difference model that shows
channel changes due to the occurrence of a small flood between 4 August 2011 and 16 September 2011. Erosion is
marked in red and deposition in blue. In the parts marked
in light ochre, no significant changes (exceeding ±0.25 m
based on the estimated vertical precision of the model) could
be detected. Roughly, 50 % of the scanned area was affected
by changes. Erosion width amounted to between −0.5 and
−3 m, and a maximum erosion height of up to −2 m was
measured. Erosion occurred mainly on the right side of the
inner levee and partly at the bottom of the left bank. In a
downstream section, in-channel deposition was predominant.
In the upper part, more than 2 m of deposition was measured. The deposition height continuously decreased towards
the lower part of the section, however strong local variations
are also observed. Mean height change amounted to 0.6 m
(Table 4). In the lowest part of the section, erosion and deposition varied locally. In total, over 290 m3 of material was
deposited in and 160 m3 was eroded from the channel section.

www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/
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4.3

Comparison of methods

Detailed results of the comparison are presented in the Supplement with respect to the main requirements. The main results were described in the following section; for information
on erosion sensors, refer to Berger et al. (2011, 2010) and on
ALS, refer to Scheidl et al. (2008).
4.3.1

Location and process

Erosion sensors cannot be applied to torrents with high surface roughness, such as the Dorfbach channel. If the bed
or banks are unstable, measurements taken with a TLS or
laser range finder are hindered. ALS flight are not affected
by channel conditions, however the channel must be open
and visible from above. If erosion exceeds 1 to 2 m in depth,
erosion sensors are systematically destroyed by the erosion
process. CS, as well as TLS, are also limited when depths
have a difference of around 10 m, due to restricted visibility, unstable banks or channel inaccessibility. Only airborne
ALS and geomorphological mapping remain applicable after large events; however, these methods are constrained by
steepened banks and slope. In general, greater efforts are required as accessibility becomes more difficult, especially for
sites characterized by uneven topography.
4.3.2

Quality criteria

The applicability of the methods described differs significantly. CSs and erosion sensors provide selective point-based
data, TLS enables measurements to be made within confined
areas and ALS and geomorphological mapping are suited for
investigations over entire torrent channels. TLS and erosion
sensors measure with precision in the 0.01 m range, while
laser range finders, dGPS and ALS take measurements with
0.1 m of precision. Depending on the mapping basis position, the accuracy of geomorphological mappings is a few
metres. The spatial sampling resolution of erosion sensors is
very low (i.e. with five measurement sites over 20 m2 ). The
cross sectional sampling resolution is 0.1 m, but decreases to
50–150 m for interpolated data between two CSs. If there is
good areal coverage of the location of interest and there are
few shadows, the TLS raster resolution is 0.1 m or lower. The
raster resolution of ALS data is 0.5–5 m. The mapping resolution is estimated to several metres. Height differences can
only be estimated. The results of the TLS survey showed that
the temporal resolution may be relatively low, as continuous
changes are negligible in comparison to event based changes.
Only erosion sensors are capable of making continuous measurements, if the erosion depth of the sensors is not exceeded
and data logging starts with the onset of an event. For frequent and short-term measurements, field methods are more
suitable compared to the more cost-intensive ALS approach.

Geogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015
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Figure 7. Cross section P1 (view in flow direction): channel changes after flooding of 23 August 2011.
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Figure 8. Cross section P4 (view in flow direction): channel changes after flooding of 23 August 2011. Measurements B (14 July 2011) and
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light ochre areas.

4.3.3

Organizational aspects

The suitability of the chosen measurement device significantly influences the amount of time and effort that is reGeogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015

quired to conduct field work. Instruments for mapping and
cross sectional measurements are easily to manage by a single person, compared to multiple pieces of TLS equipment
that has to be carried by at least three people. Erosion sensors are uniquely installed with a digger. Based on the findings of this case study, the total amount of time and effort
to acquire data from one single event differs significantly.
In particular, 2–3 days are required for geomorphological
mapping, 8–9 days for CS measurements to be made (postprocessing is relatively intensive, requiring an additional 3–4
days) and 9–10 days for the acquisition of ALS data if a professional conducts the work. In general, the overall amount
of resources that need to be invested decreases with each subsequent measurement with respect to or with greater levels of
experience or expertise. Initial costs associated with the installation of erosion sensors is very high. These costs include
the development, construction and installation of the sensors.
Yet, almost no post-processing is required and sensors can
be used for multiple events. With 14–15 person-days, TLS
measurements require the greatest amount of resources, particular with respect to the conditions of our case study. Field
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Table 3. Possible sources of errors applying CS and TLS measurements (including further data processing).

Method

Data

Error source

Error amount

CS

Laser rangefinder raw data

Distance accuracy
Inclination accuracy
Azimuth accuracy
Root mean square error
Horizontal and vertical offset
Horizontal and vertical offset

±0.3 m
±0.25◦
±1◦
0.1 m + 1 ppm
< ±0.1 m
> ±1.5 m

Position accuracy
Distance accuracy
Inclination accuracy
Modelled surface accuracy
Target registration accuracy
Root mean square error
Registration accuracy
Raster resolution
Root mean square error
Vertical error

0.06 m
0.04 m
60 µrad
0.02 m
0.02 m
0.1 m + 1 ppm
< 0.2 m
0.1 m
0.08 m
±0.25 m

dGPS data after post-processing
P1 post-processed and data
P4 post-processed and data
TLS

TLS raw data

dGPS data after post-processing
TLS point cloud
Raster data
Interpolation raster
Difference model

Table 4. Erosion and deposition parameters for three time steps (difference models) for the lower and upper TLS scan region. Erosion is

indicated with negative numbers. Italic marked data describe continuous changes, the others describe changes due to the flooding of 23
August 2011 (Ø = mean; SD = standard deviation).
Difference
models

Ø vertical
change
(m)

SD of Ø
vertical change
(m)

Max. deposition
height
(m)

Max. erosion
height
(m)

Deposition
volume
(m3 )

Erosion
volume
(m3 )

Absolute
volume change
(m3 )

Area with
deposition
(m2 )

Area with
erosion
(m2 )

Area without any
changes (±0.25 m)
(m2 )
(%)

−0.02
0.15
0.12

0.14
0.59
0.59

1.37
2.14
2.13

−1.5
−2.19
−2.24

30
300
290

60
140
160

−30
160
130

25
354
352

51
167
190

996
551
529

93
51
49

−0.03
0.01
−0.02

0.09
0.87
0.86

2.24
2.87
2.84

−2.26
−3.79
−3.81

20
430
410

60
420
430

−40
10
−20

11
422
407

20
391
401

1357
574
579

98
41
42

Lower scan region
04.08.11–10.06.11
16.09.11–04.08.11
16.09.11–10.06.11
Upper scan region
04.08.11–12.07.11
16.09.11–04.08.11
16.09.11–12.07.11

work requires a least two people and post-processing is time
intensive (i.e. an additional 5–7 days). Furthermore, financial expenses differ between the different methods. While
mapping is very inexpensive, the assessment of a single highalpine catchment such as the Grabengufer/Dorfbach (approx.
2.5 km2 ) costs around CHF 15 000 and includes approx. 2.5 h
of helicopter flight time, as well as an entire day dedicated
to processing the acquired data, based on estimates provided
by Bühler and Graf (2013). Erosion sensors, described by
Berger et al. (2010), are an exclusive version that can be constructed with more affordable materials (cf. McCoy et al.,
2012).
5

Discussion

New measurement devices and further development onto
lighter, faster, and more inexpensive laser scanners has led
to an increase in the application of relevant methods in geoscience (cf. James and Robson, 2012; Westoby et al., 2012).
www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/

However, publications that specifically focus on geomorphological methods, especially debris-flow erosion and the related challenges, are still scarce. Knowledge about the different characteristics and limitations is essential for effective
selection of appropriate methods with respect to the objectives of the research questions.
5.1
5.1.1

Applicability of laser range finder and TLS at the
Dorfbach torrent site
CS – inexpensive and simple measurements

To the authors’ knowledge, no other studies based on the CS
approach (e.g. Comiti et al., 2014) has described CS data
collection using a laser range finder and dGPS. An optimized approach was developed to address the highlighted research questions based on results from fieldwork. We recommend the consideration of technical factors and applicability when choosing representative measurement sites. These
sites should also be marked properly. GNSS (global navigaGeogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015
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tion satellite system) reception is necessary to geo-reference
measurements, otherwise only relative position-based comparisons would be possible. Furthermore, the placement or
installation of measurement equipment must not interfere
with the study area. Additional identification marks along
the cross section line ensure comparability. In this study,
measurements are conducted with a handheld dGPS placed
on the surface; improvements to signal reception is possible with the use of an external antenna. Separate measurements of the ground point and tripod height is advisable to
ensure the comparability of data from different epochs. A
heavy monopod with supporters provides more stability and
can be placed more precisely at the measurement site. It is
also necessary to fix the horizontal axis to prevent misalignment due to human error. Such errors are clearly detectable
in the data set during the post-processing stage (cf. Table 3).
Considerations of the data quality led to the application of
measurement principle b) (cf. 3.1 and Fig. 4). Both principles
are associated with respective advantages and disadvantages
(Table 5). Principle (a) is more time-consuming but can be
conducted by one person. Principle (b) is only applicable to
easily accessible channels, but enables relative comparisons
to be made, which is especially essential when GNSS reception is weak. Both measurement principles are limited when
the channel of interest is rugged and the banks are steep. Additionally, for both approaches, at least two data sets are necessary to counter shading effects.
Representative CS locations are essential to guarantee that
relevant data are collected for every homogenous channel
section. Apart from this requirement, practical issues like site
accessibility, stability, the position of the instrument relative
to expected flood levels along the channel banks and good
visibility into the channel are also crucial factors to consider.
A comparison of the aforementioned methods revealed
that CSs can be considered as an inexpensive and simple alternative to TLS and ALS-based investigations. In many situations, the required equipment is handy, quickly deployable
and easy to operate. Therefore, in situations where the precision requirements are low (> 0.5 m), traditional measurement devices such as tape measures, levelling boards or slope
profilers can be used as more affordable alternatives to laser
range finder and dGPS.
5.1.2

TLS – efficient and precise data collection

When applying TLS, planning the setup for measurements is
the most important step. Measurement and target sites should
be chosen carefully as data quality is directly linked to this
step. In particular, data accuracy is determined by the amount
and size of data shadows and registering precision. Multiple overlapping areas and increased number of scans lowers the extent of data shadows. Targets that are spatially well
distributed increase target-based registration precision (Heritage and Hetherington, 2007). Elevated positions near the
torrent channel are useful measurement sites; these provide
Geogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015

an overview of the area of interest. For repeated measurements, at least three fixed targets are advantageous and facilitate registration and relative comparison. However, these
target sites, need to be situated outside the influence of torrent processes and remain relatively stable. Accessibility to
the targets has to be considered even in the case of larger
channel changes.
Registering precision in this study (cf. Table 3) is comparable with results from Schürch et al. (2011b). With reference
to their study results, target-based registration was found to
be too imprecise and they optimized the results with the help
of algorithms. In this study, algorithms could been applied
to lower the estimated margin of uncertainty of ±0.25 m in
the difference model. We only used five targets for each of
the two areas of about 1100 and 1400 m2 , respectively. Imprecision during the registration process could have been reduced with the inclusion of a greater number of fixed targets (Schürch et al., 2011b). Additional errors attributed to
the application of the measurement devices have to also be
taken into account. In contrast to the suggested distance between scans recommended by Schürch et al. (2011a), overlapping was significantly higher in this study. The overlapping of three to five scans resulted in a very high point density (∼ 100 points per 0.1 m2 ), which has to be lowered 100
times to calculate a 0.1 m raster. Comparison of raster data
with different point densities indicated that the point density
of the scan could be reduced by half without any significant
loss of data quality. Thus, resources dedicated to field work
and post-processing can be considerably reduced compared
to the recommendations presented in the Supplement. Consequently, too much reduction of the resolution complicates
data processing, as objects (i.e. vegetation, people, features
that should be removed) are hardly visually recognizable in
the point clouds. In summary, the higher the surface roughness in the scan region, the higher the associated scan resolution should be (Schürch et al., 2011a). Nonetheless, if the
problem requires optimization based on finite costs or resources, a low scan resolution is recommended, rather than
working with fewer measurement sites.
5.2

Strengths and weaknesses of the compared
methods

The overview of the aforementioned methods presents a wide
range of applied methods and measurement devices. Geomorphological mapping and CSs are recognized as established methods. When new surveying techniques are transferred to geomorphology – such as TLS and ALS – erosion
research groups have embraced them. In the following section, we discuss the strengths and weaknesses and the applicability of the methods, with respect to monitoring debrisflow erosion and deposition as a result of the Dorfbach torrent (cf. Table 6 for an overview).
Geomorphological mapping is the most simple, affordable
and easily deployable method. It is applicable to any torwww.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/
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Table 5. Advantages and disadvantages of the two tested CS measurement principles. Principle (a): direct measurement from two sites.

Principle (b): direct measurement from one site only with indirect measurement of the hidden parts of the cross section with a prism on a
levelling pole.
Measurement principle (a)

Measurement principle (b)

Advantages

– No work inside the torrent channel,
however crossing necessary
– Measurements conductible by only
one person
– Twice detailed investigation of the
torrent channel: high resolution

– Only one measurement site
– Relative comparison possible
– Georeferencing with only one dGPS
measurement point: reduces errors
– Fast and efficient measurement

Disadvantages

– Both banks need to be accessible
– No relative comparison possible
– It’s hard to harmonize data with the
given data quality
– Measurements from two sites is timeconsuming

– Work inside the torrent channel
– Assistance needed
– Fewer indirect measurements:
punctually low resolution
– Indirect measurement not applicable
in steep banks

Table 6. Advantages and disadvantages of the compared methods to localize and quantify erosion and deposition in the Dorfbach torrent.

Advantages

Disadvantages

Erosion-sensors
(Berger et al., 2010)

– Detects time, duration and amount of
erosion
– Permanent installation
– Very fast data preparation and analysis
– Accuracy: 0.05 m resolution

– Cannot measure deposition
– Measures erosion <1 m
– Only few point data
– Applicable in fine-grained channel
beds

Cross sections
with TruPulse and
dGPS

– Simple method
– Handy devices
– Data collection over the whole transit area

– 3-D data quality ∼ 0.5 m
– Only punctual cross sectional data
– Comprehensive error correction
– Depending on GNSS reception

TLS

– Spatially comprehensive survey inside the
study reach
– Highly precise data and high raster
resolution (0.1 m)

– Heavy, multi-piece material
– Two people necessary for field work
– Time-consuming field work and postprocessing

ALS
(Scheidl et al., 2008;
Bühler and Graf, 2013)

– Spatial comprehensive survey over the
whole study reach
– Precision 0.1–0.5 m
– No access to the torrent channel needed
– Applicable in case of major event

– Raster resolution 0.5–5.0 m
– Expensive method: helicopter
– Low temporal resolution
– Not applicable in steep or overgrown
channels or gorges

Geomorph. mapping

– Simple, handy and very fast method
– Data collection by one person for the
whole study reach

– Qualitative data: only tendencies of
channel changes detectable
– Only major changes detectable
– Low horizontal resolution (several
metres)

rent channel, as long as the channel and banks are accessible or visible from a nearby observation point. While other
qualitative methods are mainly used for retrospective analysis (James et al., 2012), mapping also supports event-based
studies. Mapping is capable of providing a rough overview
of channel changes. Detailed mapping on a small scale may
depict patterns of erosion and deposition that should be re-

www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/

producible by debris-flow models. Hence, geomorphological
mapping is practical for model validation. Ideally, mapping
is accompanied with volume and height change estimates or
measurements. In combination with debris-flow monitoring,
data mappings contributes to the understanding of processbased developments.
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Cross sectional measurements deliver spatially highresolution data with simple measurement devices. In homogeneous channels, interpolation is an effective way to detect approximate channel-wide changes. In complex channels, such as where the Dorfbach torrent occurred, the application of this method was limited, due to the inability to adequately detect the channel geometry and its changes in key
sections of the channel. CSs enable long-term comparisons to
be made with a reasonable amount of effort. CS-based methods will benefit from more precise surveying technologies
that continue to be developed (cf. e.g. Theule et al., 2012).
Combined with debris-flow and channel parameters, detailed DTMs based on TLS data are valuable to furthering
the understanding of processes. If TLS data are acquired
over a sufficiently large channel section, the patterns and dimensions of channel changes can be analyzed. In comparison to other methods, this approach provides the most precise calculations of erosion and deposition volumes and yield
rates (m3 m−1 ). More data can be applied in a higher number
of contexts ways by increasing surveyed area. The resultant
DTMs are also used to validate debris-flow simulation models; further improvements to models can be expected as a
result. The increase in the number of research projects using
TLS have highlighted the range of advantages and applications with this method.
Erosion sensors (Berger et al., 2010, 2011) produce novel
data about the amount, timing and duration of erosion.
Although in situ methods have been traditionally used to
monitor fluvial sediment transport (Hassan and Ergenzinger,
2003), erosion sensors represent a step forward in debris-flow
research. Sensor data combined with other debris flow and
channel parameters enable further insight to be gained about
the processes involved. In future investigations, erosions sensors should be applied and analysed in torrent channels with
varying type of debris-flows to facilitate the derivation of a
general conceptual model.
The bird’s eye view is the notable advantage of the ALS
data collection method. Based on the comparison of all the
other methods, only ALS enables detailed analyses of inaccessible torrents and steep slopes to be made, as long as visibility from above is possible. Due to the large-scale surveys
involved, DTMs from ALS data are often used to analyse the
whole process area from the initiation zone to the debris cone
(Heritage and Hetherington, 2007; Scheidl et al., 2008) or to
provide an overview of overall changes. The associated spatial resolution is reasonably accurate (0.5 m raster resolution,
e.g. Bühler and Graf, 2013 for the Dorfbach torrent). Therefore, while the higher resolution is more expensive in terms
of costs, it is a more accurate alternative to TLS and is suitable for many applications. ALS data are often used to analyse long-term changes (pre- and retrospective) during one
season, several years or even decades. If pre- and post-event
data are collected, the same data analysis and application is
possible, as with TLS data (see above).
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The five methods were compared based on the costs and
ease of data processing with different spatial and temporal resolutions, as well as the resultant quality of results.
The discussion above illustrates that the applicability of specific methods to analyse the erosion and deposition due to
the Dorfbach torrent varies. There is no optimal method for
event-based analysis of channel changes. However, for further developments to facilitate a better understanding of the
associated processes, for debris-flow model development and
the validation of large-scale study areas, extensive data sets
are recommended. Similarly as important as the selection of
a suitable method, is the availability of a debris-flow monitoring station to combine erosion data with debris-flow and
channel parameters. Furthermore, the combination of different methods such as TLS and ALS or erosion sensors with
comparative methods should be considered to enhance the
collection of different types of erosion data.

6

Conclusions

This paper focused on methodological issues to detect eventbased bed surface changes in torrent channels. A detailed
comparison of selected methods showed that there were significant variations with respect to their temporal and spatial
resolutions, the resultant data quality and the amount of resources that needed to be invested. Hence, the applicability
of these methods for monitoring erosion differs as well. Using the Dorfbach torrent event as an example, TLS was found
to be particularly suitable to quantify erosion and deposition
by debris flows, although the amount of effort is considered
to be the highest of all of the methods compared. The collected TLS data were also capable of illustrating small-scale
variations of changes in the channel bed and supported the
quantification of erosion and deposition volumes. The same
changes are also detectable with cross section measurements
and geomorphological mapping, but with lower precision
and reduced spatial resolutions. Furthermore, the applicability of both methods for the detection of continuous changes is
limited. Continuous changes are considered to be very small,
so they can be neglected when studying event-based changes.
The analysis and discussion of error sources and data quality
associated with laser range finders and TLS data has led to
different recommendations, especially with regards to optimizing the effectiveness of efforts and resources in the field.
The optimum use of dGPS, laser range finder and TLS in a
steep torrent channel depends on various aspects. These include measurement planning and the choice of methods for
post-processing, which are generally accepted to be independent from the channel conditions and research interest. On
the contrary, aspects such as optimal measurements or dGPS
reception need to be newly evaluated for each torrent channel
and with respect to the research aims. The question pertaining to the optimum applicability of methods can only be anwww.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/
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swered when considering a specific use in a particular torrent
channel.
The study presented findings on optimized support for a
specific case and location-based application and provided a
detailed analysis about the effective quality and accuracy of
the different methods. Further research is needed to develop
and adapt erosion sensors to rougher terrain to broaden the
applicability of these methods. To gain a better understanding of the processes involved, the collection of more erosion data are recommended – both during and after debrisflow events – in combination with debris-flow monitoring
data. Such combined data sets could even be used to evaluate the effectiveness of new methods. Various authors have
expressed the need of differentiated, multi-year, extended
data sets on debris-flow erosion and deposition (Hungr et
al., 2005; Schürch et al., 2011b). Furthermore, TLS and
ALS studies were found to be promising and are currently
widely used. Improvements to the understanding of processes, gained from the optimized application of methods,
is nonetheless a benefit to residents in mountain areas, especially with the consideration of these insights to improve risk
management.
Information about the supplement

Table S1 provides guidelines to choose an appropriate
method, based on the aims of the application and analysis.
The comparison is structured in several categories for all five
discussed methods, namely erosion sensors, CS, TLS, ALS
and geomorphological mapping.
The Supplement related to this article is available online
at doi:10.5194/gh-70-265-2015-supplement.

Acknowledgements. The authors thanks the municipality Randa

and the Canton Valais for their support during the study and for
providing different data of previous studies. Two anonymous
reviewers and the editor are thanked for insightful reviews that
helped to improve the manuscript.
Edited by: P. Greenwood
Reviewed by: two anonymous referees

References
Berger, C., McArdell, B. W., Fritschi, B., and Schlunegger, F.:
A novel method for measuring the timing of bed erosion during debris flows and floods, Water Resour. Res., 46, W02502,
doi:10.1029/2009WR007993, 2010.
Berger, C., McArdell, B. W., and Schlunegger, F.: Direct measurement of channel erosion by debris flows, Illgraben, Switzerland,
J. Geophys. Res., 116, F01002, doi:10.1029/2010JF001722,
2011.

www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/

277
Breien, H., Blasio, F. V. d., Elverhøi, A., and Høeg, K.: Erosion and
morphology of a debris flow caused by a glacial lake outburst
flood, Western Norway, Landslides, 5, 271–280, 2008.
Bühler, Y. and Graf, C.: Sediment transfer mapping in a high-alpine
catchment using airborne LiDAR, Mattertal – ein Tal in Bewegung, Publikation zur Jahrestagung der Schweizerischen Geomorphologischen Gesellschaft 29 Juni–1 Juli 2011, St. Niklaus,
2013.
Bühler, Y., Marty, M., and Ginzler, C.: High resolution DEM generation in high-alpine terrain using airborne remote sensing techniques, Transaction in GIS, 16, 635–647, doi:10.1111/j.14679671.2012.01331.x, 2012.
Comiti, F., Marchi, L., Macconi, P., Arattano, M., Bertoldi, G.,
Borga, M., Brardinoni, F., Cavalli, M., D’Agostino, V., Penna,
D., and Theule, J.: A new monitoring station for debris flows
in the European Alps: first observations in the Gadria basin, Nat.
Hazards, 73, 1175–1198, doi:10.1007/s11069-014-1088-5, 2014.
Delaloye, R., Morard, S., Barboux, C., Abbet, D., Gruber, V., Riedo,
M., and Gachet, S.: Rapidly moving rock glaciers in Mattertal,
Mattertal – ein Tal in Bewegung, Publikation zur Jahrestagung
der Schweizerischen Geomorphologischen Gesellschaft 29 Juni–
1 Juli 2011, St. Niklaus, 2013.
Deubelbeiss, Y. and Graf, C.: Two different starting conditions in
numerical debris-flow models – Case study at Dorfbach, Randa
(Valais, Switzerland), Mattertal – ein Tal in Bewegung, Publikation zur Jahrestagung der Schweizerischen Geomorphologischen
Gesellschaft 29 Juni–1 Juli 2011, St. Niklaus, 2013.
Fagents, S. A. and Baloga, S. M.: Toward a model for the bulking and debulking of lahars, J. Geophys. Res., 111, B10201,
doi:10.1029/2005JB003986, 2006.
GHO: GHO-Geschiebemessnetz, Bericht Dorfbach VS, Bundesamt
für Wasser und Geologie BWG, Bern, 16, 2004.
Graf, C. (Eds.): Mattertal – ein Tal in Bewegung. Publikation zur Jahrestagung der Schweizerischen Geomorphologischen Gesellschaft 29 Juni–1 Juli 2011, St. Niklaus, Eidg.
Forschungsanstalt WSL, Birmensdorf, 2013.
Graf, C. and McArdell, B. W. Die Murgangbeobachtungsstation
Randa, 6, http://www.wsl.ch/info/mitarbeitende/grafc/download/
Randa_Dorfbach, 2005.
Graf, C., Fritschi, B., Meier, L., Lussi, D., and Stocker,
A.: Dokumentation: Monitoringstationen Dorfbach Randa,
Forschungsanstalt für Wald, Schnee und Landschaft WSL, Birmensdorf; Davos, 2011.
Graf, C., Deubelbeiss, Y., Bühler, Y., Meier, L., McArdell,
B., Christen, M., and Bartelt, P.: Gefahrenkartierung Mattertal: Grundlagenbeschaffung und numerische Modellierung von
Murgängen 29 Juni–1 Juli 2011, Mattertal – ein Tal in Bewegung,
Publikation zur Jahrestagung der Schweizerischen Geomorphologischen Gesellschaft St. Niklaus, 2013.
Harris, C., Arenson, L. U., Christiansen, H. H., Etzelmüller, B.,
Frauenfelder, R., Gruber, S., Haeberli, W., Hauck, C., Hölzle,
M., Humlum, O., Isaksen, K., Kääb, A., Kern-Lütschg, M. A.,
Lehning, M., Matsuoka, N., Murton, J. B., Nötzli, J., Phillips,
M., Ross, N., Seppälä, M., Springman, S. M., and Vonder Mühll,
D.: Permafrost and climate in Europe: Monitoring and modelling
thermal, geomorphological and geotechnical responses, EarthSci. Rev., 92, 117–171, 2009.
Hassan, M. A. and Ergenzinger, P.: Use of tracers in fluvial geomorphology, in: Tools in Fluvial Geomorphology, edited by: Kon-

Geogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015

278
dolf, G. M. and Piégay, H., John Wiley, Chichester; UK, 397–
423, 2003.
Heritage, G. L. and Hetherington, D.: Towards a protocol for laser
scanning in fluvial geomorphology, Earth Surf. Proc. Land., 32,
66–74, doi:10.1002/esp.1375, 2007.
Hungr, O.: Classification and terminoloty, in: Debris-flow hazards
and related phenomena, edited by: Jakob, M. and Hungr, O.,
Springer, Berlin, 9–23, 2005.
Hungr, O., McDougall, S., and Bovis, M.: Entrainment of material
by debris flows, in: Debris-flow hazards and related phenomena,
edited by: Jakob, M., and Hungr, O., Springer, Berlin, 135–158,
2005.
Iverson, R. M.: Debris Flow, in: Encyclopedia of Geomorphology,
edited by: Goudie, A. S., Psychology Press, London, 225–225,
2004.
Iverson, R. M., Reid, M. E., Logan, M., LaHusen, R. G., Godt,
J. W., and Griswold, J. P.: Positive feedback and momentum
growth during debris-flow entrainment of wet bed sediment, Nature Geosci., 4, 116–121, doi:10.1038/ngeo1040, 2011.
Jakob, M. and Hungr, O. (Eds.): Debris-flow hazards and related
phenomena, Springer, Berlin, 739, 2005.
James, L. A., Hodgson, M. E., Ghoshal, S., and Latiolais, M. M.: Geomorphic change detection using historic maps and DEM differencing: The temporal dimension of geospatial analysis, Geomorphology, 137, 181–198,
doi:10.1016/j.geomorph.2010.10.039, 2012.
James, M. R. and Robson, S.: Straightforward reconstruction
of 3D surfaces and topography with a camera: Accuracy
and geoscience application, J. Geophys. Res.-Earth Surf., 117,
doi:10.1029/2011jf002289, 2012.
Keiler, M., Knight, J., and Harrison, S.: Climate change and geomorphological hazards in the eastern European Alps, Philos. T.
Roy. Soc. London A, 368, 2461–2479, 2010.
Leica: Leica ScanStation C10/C5 Gebrauchsanweisung: Version
5.0, 156, 2012.
LTI (Inc., L. T.): TruPulse 360/360B: Gebrauchsanleitung 2. Ausgabe, 20 April 2009, 62, 2009.
McCoy, S. W., Kean, J. W., Coe, J. A., Staley, D. M., Wasklewicz, T.
A., and Tucker, G. E.: Evolution of a natural debris flow: In situ
measurements of flow dynamics, video imagery, and terrestrial
laser scanning, Geology, 38, 735–738, 2010.
McCoy, S. W., Coe, J. A., Kean, J. W., Tucker, G. E., Staley, D.
M., and Wasklewicz, T. A.: Observations of Debris Flows at
Chalk Cliffs, Colorado, USA: Part 1, In situ Measurements of
Flow Dynamics, Tracer Particle Movement and Video Imagery
from the Summer of 2009, in: Debris-Flow Hazards Mitigation:
Mechanics, Prediction, and Assessment, edited by: Genevois, R.,
Hamilton, D. L., and Prestininzi, A., Casa Editrice Università La
Sapienza, Rome, 65–75, 2011.
McCoy, S. W., Kean, J. W., Coe, J. A., Tucker, G. E., Staley, D. M.,
and Wasklewicz, T. A.: Sediment entrainment by debris flows: In
situ measurements from the headwaters of a steep catchment, J.
Geophys. Res, 117, F03016, doi:10.1029/2011jf002278, 2012.
Nitsche, M., Turowski, J. M., Badoux, A., Pauli, M., Schneider,
J., Rickenmann, D., and Kohoutek, T. K.: Measuring streambed
morphology using range imaging, in: River Flow 2010: Proceedings of the Fifth International Conference on Fluvial Hydraulics,
edited by: Dittrich, K., Koll, A., Aberle, J., and Geisenhainer, P.,
Bundesanstalt für Wasserbau, Karlsruhe, 1715–1722, 2010.

Geogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015

C. Willi et al.: Experiences from the Dorfbach torrent
Nitsche, M., Turowski, J. M., Badoux, A., Rickenmann, D., Kohoutek, T. K., Pauli, M., and Kirchner, J. W.: Range imaging:
a new method for high-resolution topographic measurements in
small- and medium-scale field sites, Earth Surf. Proc. Land., 38,
810–825, doi:10.1002/esp.3322, 2012.
Oguchi, T., Hayakawa, S., and Wasklewicz, T. A.: Data Sources, in:
Geomorphological Mapping, edited by: Smith, M. J., Paron, P.,
and Griffiths, J. S., 15, Elsevier, Oxford, 189–224, 2011.
Rickenmann, D., Hürlimann, M., Graf, C., Näf, D., and Weber,
D.: Murgang-Beobachtungsstationen in der Schweiz, Wasser Energie Luft, 93, 1–8, 2001.
Rimböck, A., Barben, M., Gruber, H., Hübl, J., Moser, M., Rickenmann, D., Schober, S., and Schwaller, G.: OptiMeth – Beitrag
zur optimalen Anwendung von Methoden zur Beschreibung von
Wildbachprozessen, Internationale Forschungsgesellschaft INTERPRAEVENT, Klagenfurt 2013.
Rumsby, B. T., Brasington, J., Langham, J. A., McLelland, S. J.,
Middleton, R., and Rollinson, G.: Monitoring and modelling
particle and reach-scale morphological change in gravel-bed
rivers: Applications and challenges: Challenges in Geomorphological Methods and Techniques, Geomorphology, 93, 40–54,
doi:10.1016/j.geomorph.2006.12.017, 2008.
Santi, P. M., Dewolfe, V. G., Higgins, J. D., Cannon, S. H., and
Gartner, J. E.: Sources of debris flow material in burned areas,
Geomorphology, 96, 310–321, 2008.
Sattler, K., Keiler, M., Zischg, A., and Schrott, L.: On the connection between debris-flow activity and permafrost degradation – a
case study from the Schnalstal, South Tyrolean Alps, Italy, Permafrost and Periglacial Processes, 22, 254–265 2011.
Scheidl, C., Rickenmann, D., and Chiari, M.: The use of airborne
LiDAR data for the analysis of debris flow events in Switzerland,
Nat. Hazards Earth Syst. Sci., 8, 1113–1127, doi:10.5194/nhess8-1113-2008, 2008.
Schneider, J., Hegglin, R., Turowski, J. M., Nitsche, M., and Rickenmann, D.: Studying sediment transport in mountain rivers by
mobile and stationary RFID antennas, in: River Flow 2010: Proceedings of the Fifth International Conference on Fluvial Hydraulics, edited by: Dittrich, K., Koll, A., Aberle, J., and Geisenhainer, P., Bundesanstalt für Wasserbau, Karlsruhe, 1723–1730,
2010.
Schürch, P., Densmore, A. L., Rosser, N. J., Lim, M., and McArdell,
B. W.: Detection of surface change in complex topography using
terrestrial laser scanning: application to the Illgraben debris-flow
channel, Earth Surf. Proc. Land., 36, 1847–1859, 2011a.
Schürch, P., Densmore, A. L., Rosser, N. J., and McArdell, B. W.:
Dynamic controls on erosion and deposition on debris-flow fans,
Geology, 39, 827–830, 2011b.
Smith, M. J., Paron, P., and Griffiths, J. S. (Eds.): Geomorphological
Mapping: Methods and Applications, Elsevier, Oxford, 2011.
Stock, J. D. and Dietrich, W. E.: Erosion of steepland valleys by
debris flows, Geological Society of America Bulletin, 118, 1125–
1148, doi:10.1130/b25902.1, 2006.
Stoffel, M., Bollschweiler, M., and Beniston, M.: Rainfall characteristics for periglacial debris flows in the Swiss Alps: past incidences – potential future evolutions, Climatic Change, 105, 263–
280, 2011.
Theler, D., Reynard, E., Lambiel, C., and Bardou, E.: The contribution of geomorphological mapping to sediment transfer evalua-

www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/

C. Willi et al.: Experiences from the Dorfbach torrent
tion in small alpine catchments, Geomorphology, 124, 113–123,
2010.
Theule, J. I., Liébault, F., Loye, A., Laigle, D., and Jaboyedoff, M.:
Sediment budget monitoring of debris-flow and bedload transport in the Manival Torrent, SE France, Nat. Hazards Earth Syst.
Sci., 12, 731–749, doi:10.5194/nhess-12-731-2012, 2012.
Trimble: Datenblatt. Geoexplorer GEOXH Feldcomputer
Serie
6000:
http://trl.trimble.com/docushare/dsweb/Get/
Document-528628/022501-254B-DEU_GeoXH6000_DS_
0411_MGIS_LR.pdf (last access: 27 February 2012), 2011.
van Westen, C. J., Asch, T. W. J., and Soeters, R.: Landslide hazard
and risk zonation – why is it still so difficult?, Bull. Eng. Geol.
Environ., 65, 167–184, doi:10.1007/s10064-005-0023-0, 2006.

www.geogr-helv.net/70/265/2015/

279
Wasklewicz, T. A. and Hattanji, T.: High-Resolution Analysis of
Debris Flow–Induced Channel Changes in a Headwater Stream,
Ashio Mountains, Japan, The Professional Geographer, 61, 231–
249, doi:10.1080/00330120902743225, 2009.
Weber, D.: Untersuchungen zum Fliess- und Erosionsverhalten
granularer Murgänge, Eidg. Forschungsanstalt für Wald, Schnee
und Landschaft WSL, Eidgenössische Technische Hochschule
ETH, Birmensdorf, 2004.
Westoby, M. J., Brasington, J., Glasser, N. F., Hambrey, M. J.,
and Reynolds, J. M.: ‘Structure-from-Motion’ photogrammetry:
A low-cost, effective tool for geoscience applications, Geomorphology, 179, 300–314, doi:10.1016/j.geomorph.2012.08.021,
2012.

Geogr. Helv., 70, 265–279, 2015

