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Appendix A

Image Processing Details and Dates

This survey uses multiple satellite images to provide information about archaeological
sites in the Middle East. The Corona satellite images provide information about the
landscape in the 1960s, at the advent of the major changes that are discussed in this
thesis. Later imagery provides information about the period 2003-2010. The missions
and dates of all imagery used are in Table 4-1: Details of Imagery Used in the Study
p123, in Chapter 4.2. This Appendix provides supporting information on the

processing of the imagery used in this research.

A.1.1 - CORONA

All Corona images were originally obtained from the USGS Earth Explorer website
(United States Geological Survey 2009). They were then projected into the UTM

projection and coordinate system for Zone 37N using the 1984 datum.

Corona images were processed by the Fragile Crescent Project (FCP) group in ERDAS
Imagine 8.6 using a polynomial geometric model, second or third-order polynomial
warp and nearest neighbour sampling against pre-georeferenced 15m resolution ETM
panchromatic Landsat images taken between 2000 and 2002 available from USGS.
Output varied between 2-4m depending on the distortion of the Corona frame. Corona
image processing by Ur (20103, b) was carried out in ERDAS Imagine using a second-
order polynomial warp and cubic convolution interpolation, against 10m resolution
orthorectified panchromatic SPOT imagery available from the US National Geospatial-
Intelligence Agency’s Raster Roam interface, and output to a resolution of 2m.

Positioning error fluctuates but rarely exceeds 15m.

Some image manipulation was carried out in order to enhance visibility on Corona,

usually a standard deviation stretch, but occasionally a histogram equalise stretch.
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A.1.2 - SPOT IMAGERY

Little information is available on the SPOT imagery available on Google Earth. Images
were taken by the SPOT 5 satellite over a three year period. Image processing used
radiometric correction, geometric correction of distortions in UTM WGS 1984 based on
ground control points and a DEM based on Reference 3D data to create an
orthorectified mosaic covering the entire earth with a positioning error of less than

10m (Astrium GEO-Information Services 2008; 2012a).

The date of this imagery is subject to some debate. Although Google Earth lists the date
as 31 December 2004, the imagery clearly shows fields under crops more consistent
with summer than winter. Furthermore, the date of the mosaic is the same regardless
of global location examined, despite the 3 year acquisition window. Dates of the SPOT
imagery available for the two survey areas were examined on the Spot Image Catalogue
(Astrium GEO-Information Services 2012b). The only imagery for the Tell Beydar area
available before the release of the Astrium agreement with Google Earth (17 December
2008) is the 16 June 2006, 16 July 2006, 17 August 2006, and 08 October 2008.
Therefore the Tell Beydar SPOT imagery can be almost certainly dated to summer
2006. Similarly the imagery in the catalogue for the area of the Land of Carchemish
Project dates to 20, 21 and 30 June 2006, 05 and 26 July 2006, and 16 August 2006,

suggesting this area of the mosaic also dates to summer 2006.

A.1.3 - DIGITALGLOBE IMAGERY

No information is available on the processing of the DigitalGlobe imagery available on

Google Earth.

A.1.4 - GEOEYE IMAGERY

No information is available on the processing of the Geoeye imagery available on
Google Earth. Both multispectral and panchromatic Geoeye were obtained by the FCP.
This imagery was pre-corrected for distortions. The November 2009 image was
further geocorrected by Dr Galiatsatos using an ASTER DEM. The other two images
were added and mosaicked together. All three were corrected further using the GPS

points taken in LCP field seasons (2006-2010).
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A.1.5 - COMPUTER TOOLS

As well as ERDAS Imagine 8.6, ArcGIS 9.1, 9.2, 9.3 and 10 have all been utilised to

process, display and enhance the imagery.
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Appendix B
Visibility, Feature Identification and Damage

Extents

This Appendix gives details and examples of how sites, land cover, land use, and
damage extents appear on imagery. They are given in the order in which they appear

in the text.

B.1.1 - VISIBILITY

As discussed in Chapter 4.5.3, Visibility refers to how visible a site is on imagery, and is

defined as it was in Chapter 4.

TABLE B-1: DEFINITIONS OF DATABASE FIELDS FOR VISIBILITY OF SITES ON IMAGERY

Visibility Evidence

Visible (1) * Asiteis clearly visible

¢ Theresolution is poor so the site is only partially visible

¢ Part of the site is visible but part is not, either because the
Partially visible resolution of the imagery changes over the site, or some
parts of the site are too small to see, such as water channels

(2) orrock cut tombs
e Part of the site is obscured under a cemetery or modern
village, or by clouds.
Barely visible e Very little of the site is visible, usually because the resolution
(3) istoo poor to make out more than the location of the site.

¢ Something is preventing the site from being seen. Itis not
Obscured (4) visible on imagery as itis under a cemetery, modern
buildings, or underwater, for example, or the view is blocked
by clouds or other weather conditions.

Notvisible (5) ¢ Thesite is not visible on the imagery at all, but nothing
obvious (like buildings) is preventing it from being seen.

The following example demonstrates visibility of sites on satellite imagery and how the
categories are applied. Figure B-1 shows LCP 18 on Corona, and Figure B-2 shows it on

Geoeye imagery. On Corona no parts of the site are visible (Not Visible). Site
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boundaries are estimated from the field sketch map and the GPS locations, shown on
Figure B-2. The Geoeye image gives examples of other site visibilities. LCP 18_1 and
LCP_4 are still Not Visible, and are known only from the field visit notes. LCP 18_2 is
Barely Visible: the close up shows the tomb noted on the sketch map, which can just be
discerned. LCP 18_3 is Obscured as it is under the later cemetery. (The cemetery can

be seen in more detail in Figure 3-56, p100).

B.1.2 - LAND USE, LAND COVER AND DAMAGE THREAT IDENTIFICATION

Key to the identification of damage is the identification of the land uses and land cover
on and around sites, as discussed in the Methodology Chapter 4.5.4, and defined on
Table 4-3, p142. The following sections discuss the identification of these features with
examples of how they appear on satellite imagery. As in some cases land cover is the
same as a damage threat, for example agriculture, no distinction is made between them
here. Further examples of those which are also damage threats can be seen in Chapter

3.

Land Use / Cover — Bare or Low Scrub

Damage Threat - No equivalent

For some sites on Corona, it was not possible to distinguish on imagery between crop-
covered land and land which had not been converted to arable land. The reflectance of
the scrub is the same as the reflectance pattern of crop cover, and field boundaries are
not always visible. In some cases, such as sites on the limestone hills around Tell
Carchemish, it was not always possible to distinguish between bare earth and stone or
land with some form of vegetation cover. Figure B-3 (p467) demonstrates different
land covers south of Carchemish in 1967. Fields are visible by the straight, regular
alternating pattern between LCP 1 and LCP 18. One particular feature is known from
later imagery to be bare, and this has a different reflectance pattern. However, LCP 18

is also known to be bare (Figure B-4), and this is not visible.
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FIGURE B-2: LCP 18 ON GEOEYE IMAGE, WITH CLOSE UpP OF LCP 18_2169

Red lines indicate approximate site boundaries

168 Corona Image, ds1104-1009da014, histogram equalize stretch, 08 August 1968
169 DigitalGlobe Image, 02 September 2003. Taken from Google Earth 02 February 2013
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FIGURE B-3: (ToP) BARE LAND AND LOW SCRUB ALONG THE EUPHRATES NEAR CARCHEMISH

ON CORONA IMAGE170
FIGURE B-4: (BoTTOM) BARE LAND ON AND AROUND LCP 18 ON DIGITALGLOBE IMAGE171

(In both cases red lines indicate approximate site boundaries)

170 Corona Image, ds1038-2120df066, standard deviation stretch, 22 January 1967
171 DigitalGlobe Image 02 September 2003. Taken from Google Earth 30 November 2012.
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Land Use / Cover — Modern Settlement(s) OR Modern Structure(s)

Damage Threat — Development

(See Chapter 3.5.1, p46). Buildings were easy to recognise from their regular
morphology, high reflectance, and the shadows cast by the walls, as well as their
association with roads or tracks, which also have high reflectance and a linear
morphology. Figure 6-45 shows a village on TBS 42 on Corona. Figure B-6 shows a
group of small farmhouses on Geoeye imagery. They are visible by their white roofs,

regular morphology and the white tracks linking them.

FIGURE B-5: VILLAGE ON TBS 42 ON CORONA172

Walls are drawn in red, and the approximate extent of the site is shown by the red circle

FIGURE B-6: SMALL FARMING COMPLEX ON

LCP66 ON GEOEYE IMAGE173

LCP 66 is indicated by the red circle.

172 Corona Image, 1102-1025DF006-1_37N, 09 December 1967
173 Geoeye Image, 22 September 2009. Taken from Google Earth 17 February 2013
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Land Use / Cover - Arable (Ploughed, Unploughed and Grazing)
Damage Threat — Arable Agriculture

(See Chapter 3.5.2, p54). Arable land accounted for most land cover in all periods. On
Corona, most land was either bare or covered with crops: crop cover was identifiable
from unnaturally straight field boundaries and changes in land colour, as shown on
Figure B-7. As discussed in Chapter 3.5.2, p58, ploughing is rarely identifiable on
Corona, although envelope ploughing is occasionally visible (highlighted in the red
circles on Figure B-7). This can also be seen in Figure 3-10, p58, in Chapter 3.5.2,
where the characteristic lines left by ploughing are highlighted. It was known from the
sites visits that some fields were not ploughed: however, absence of visible plough

lines on imagery does not mean ploughing has not occurred.

00.229.45 0.9 1.35 1.8
e s Kilom eter «

i l B

FIGURE B-7: FIELDS IN THE TELL BEYDAR AREA ON CORONA IMAGE174,

Fields are identified by dark sections with straight edges. Envelope ploughing is highlighted in

the red circles.

On later imagery, most examined land was covered by either irrigated cotton or crops.

The former were identifiable by the regular irrigation lines cut into the soil, combined

174 Corona Image 1102-1025df006-1, 11 December 1967
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with the colour of the land. The latter were identifiable from the colour of the crops -
most were golden at the time of the image capture - or by the plough lines, which are

visible due to the shadows they cast. Both plough lines and cotton fields can be seen on

Figure B-8.

FIGURE B-8: COTTON FIELDS (TOP
RIGHT) AND PLOUGH LINES AROUND
AND OVER TBS 47 ON GEOEYE

IMAGE175,

Note the irrigation channel in the top

right, indicated with the arrow.

As discussed in Chapter 3.5.2, grazing was only visible on high resolution imagery if, by
co-incidence, the image was taken or site visits conducted whilst there were animals
present (Figure B-9).

FIGURE B-9: GRAZING ANIMALS BY LCP
14_1 AND LCP 14_2176

Grazing animals are marked by the red
circle at the bottom of the image and the
sites are marked by the red outlines at

the top.

175 DigitalGlobe Image 02 September 2003. Taken from Google Earth 26 April 2013.
176 Geoeye Image, 22 September 2009. Taken from Google Earth 19 February 2013
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Land Use / Cover - Orchards
Damage Threat - Orchards

(See Chapter 3.5.3, p67). Olive groves and orchards were identified by the textural

variation and regular pattern of black marks but were only visible once on Corona.

This can be seen on Figure B-10.

FIGURE B-10: REGULAR
PATTERNING INDICATING
ORCHARDS ON AND AROUND
LCP 67 oN CORONA

IMAGE177,

Site extent is indicated by

the red outline.

On later imagery orchards were identifiable by the regular textural variation and green

or brown colouring, and the shadows cast by the trees, as shown on Figure B-11.

Goorle

FIGURE B-11 - REGULAR
PATTERNING INDICATING
ORCHARDS ON AND AROUND
LCP 67 ON DIGITALGLOBE

IMAGE178,

Site extent is indicated by the
red outline. Note the grey
road passing from the top
centre of the image to the mid

right.

177 Corona Image, ds1104-1009da014, histogram equalize stretch, 08 August 1968
178 DigitalGlobe Image 02 September 2003. Taken from Google Earth 30 November 2012
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Land Use / Cover - Irrigation Channel(s)
Damage Threat - Irrigation

(See Chapter 3.5.4, p69). As discussed, only one potential irrigation channel was visible
on Corona imagery (shown on Figure 6-56, p256 in Section 6.7.4). This is presumably
because any irrigation that was present in this period will have been practised by local
farmers, or was large-scale irrigation implemented by regional or government
agencies. The small channels dug by local farmers will not be visible on the lower

resolution Corona.

Modern irrigation channels fall into two types. Small irrigation channels are still
present, shown in Figure B-12. The water itself is not usually visible; they are identified

by the presence of increased vegetation, indicated by darker lines.

FIGURE B-12 - SMALL IRRIGATION
CHANNELS AT TBS 54 oN 2010

GEOEYE IMAGE179,

The red circle indicates the
approximate location of site parts 2
and 3, some of which have been
bulldozed. The red arrows indicate the
irrigation channels, evidenced by dark

green lines.

Larger irrigation channels from government programs are also visible and are usually
lined with concrete. Figure B-13 shows the government irrigation scheme, extending
from the West Hasseke Dam in the south of the Tell Beydar area. In periods of high
rainfall, irrigation channels are detectable on imagery by the reflectance pattern of the
water and the unnatural straightness of the feature. During periods of low rainfall,
they cannot always be identified on the basis of the reflectance signature of the water,
and may appear to be similar to roads. However, they have a distinct morphological
signature, running in straight lines with sharp angular curves, and roads have regularly
been built on their margins. Further images of government irrigation channels can be

found in Chapter 6.7.4, p254.

179 Geoeye Image, 23 June 2010. Taken from Google Earth 15 August 2012.
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Cooglc earth

FIGURE B-13 - MULTIPLE STATE-SPONSORED IRRIGATION CHANNELS AROUND TBS 76189,

The yellow circle indicates the location of the site, The red arrows indicate the major irrigation
channel leading from the West Hasseke Dam, and the smaller channels running off it. They are
very straight, and the concrete is visible as white lines. The green arrow indicates the track
running parallel to the channel. Note how the irrigation canals clearly cut through and are later

than the broad, dark lines, many of which are traces of much earlier hollow ways.

Land Use / Cover — Dam Bed

Damage Threat - Water Erosion / Irrigation

(See Chapter 3.5.4, p69 and 3.5.9, p88). No dams or similarly large bodies of water
were visible on Corona. On recent imagery, large areas of water, such as reservoirs, are

visible as large dark patches (Figure B-14).

FIGURE B-14: THE WEST
HASSEKE DAM(S) ON 2012

GEOEYE IMAGERY181

180 Geoeye Image 17 April 2012. Taken from Google Earth 26 April 2013.
181 Geoeye Image 17 April 2012. Taken from Google Earth 26 April 2013.
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The edges of the reservoir bed are clear on the imagery: the banks are identifiable by
the shadows they cast as shown in Figure B-15. The fields around the reservoir bed
come up to the edges of the embankment. The area of the reservoir bed is also
distinctive due to the different soil colour, presumably resulting from the effect of the

reservoir water before the water levels dropped.

TooQle eant:
Googleca

FIGURE B-15: RESERVOIR BED FOR THE WEST HASSEKE DAM BY TBS 2 oN 2004 SPOT182

Land Use / Cover - Roads / Track (s)
Damage Threat — Roads / Tracks

(See Chapter 3.5.5, p72). Roads, particularly packed earth roads and tarmac roads,
have high reflectance and straight morphology, making them easy to identify. On
Corona, they are visible as straight white lines connecting areas (Figure B-16). On later
imagery, small tracks are visible due to either the shadows cast by the indentation of
car and tractor tracks, or the disturbance of the ground, leading to the erosion of
vegetation and indentation of the soil, which casts shadows. Some tracks are gravelled
and these are visible as white lines. Others are tarmacked: the grey lines are clearly

visible, such as in Figure B-11.

182 SPOT Image, 31 December 2004(?). Taken from Google Earth 24 January 2013
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FIGURE B-16 - ROADS VISIBLE AROUND
AND THROUGH LCP 67 ON CORONA

IMAGE183

The roads are indicated by red arrows.
LCP 67 is outlined in red: the blue dots are
the GPS points taken during the survey
indicating the edges of the site.

Land Use / Cover — Quarry

Damage Threat — Mineral Extraction / Quarryin

(See Chapter 3.5.6, p75). Quarries are visible only on the higher resolution imagery,
when stone can be distinguished from the surrounding land cover, and the darker
shadows of the quarry are visible. Theoretically, given their size, large industrial-scale
quarries would be visible on earlier images of sufficient resolution: their absence
implies they had not been created in the 1960s. However, small quarries dug by local

people would not be visible without very high resolution imagery.

Land Use / Cover - No Equivalent

Damage Threat - Military Damage

(See Chapter 3.5.7, p76). No examples of military damage were visible on satellite

imagery in either case study area.

183 Corona Image, ds1038-2120df066, standard deviation stretch, 22 January 1967
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Land Use / Cover — Bulldozing
Damage Threat - Bulldozing

(See Chapter 3.5.8, p77). Recognizing bulldozing on imagery is extremely difficult, and
is discussed extensively in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.8. Itis not related to reflectance

patterns, but to the lack of clearly visible depth on imagery.

Land Use / Cover — Water Body /ies

Damage Threat - Water Erosion

(See Chapter 3.5.9, p88). Natural channels are usually seasonal and, on Corona, exist for
the majority of the year as soil marks with higher reflectance than the surrounding soil
matrix (presumably from wadi silts and gravels). As detailed in Chapter 3, many of
these features are masked or blurred on more recent imagery. Although anthropogenic
channels share the same reflectance characteristics as natural channels, they differ in
that they run almost parallel to the contours rather than nearly normal to them (after
Beck 2004). Figure B-17 shows multiple wadis on Corona, indicated by the arrows.

Figure B-15 (following page) shows a seasonal wadi on SPOT imagery.

Erosion which is caused by water is indicated if a site has a non-regular shape, and
there are water channels in close proximity. However, many sites are built along water
channels, and other factors can affect the shape of site, so unless it is exceptionally
clear that this is what has occurred, in practice water erosion is usually identified from

field visit notes.

Land Use / Cover — No Equivalent

Damage Threat - Visitor Erosion / Vandalism

(See Chapter 3.5.10, p90). Only one example of visitor erosion was visible on satellite
imagery: this is discussed in Chapter 6.9.1 as part of the case study on the basalt
plateau sites (p275).
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Kilom eter:

FIGURE B-17 - MULTIPLE SEASONAL CHANNELS AROUND SITES IN THE TELL BEYDAR AREA ON

CORONA IMAGE184

Land Use / Cover - Archaeological Excavation
Damage Threat — Archaeological Excavation

(See Chapter 3.5.11, p92). Archaeological excavation is only visible on higher
resolution imagery. Smaller excavations, such as trial pits, have the same
morphological characteristics as any others pits. Their purpose is determined from
site excavation reports. Larger excavations are identifiable as the excavated features
and lack of other surface cover is distinctive. In the Near East, excavated tells in
particular have exposed features which have a similar spectral reflectance profile to
other, non-excavated parts of the tell, but are composed of regular linear features, such

as walls and ditches.

184 Corona Image, 1102-1025df006-1, 11 December 1967
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Land Use / Cover - Looter’s Holes, Mudbrick Pits, Pits (Other)
Damage Threats - Pits, Cuts and Looting

(For Looting, see Chapter 3.5.12, p93; for Mudbrick Pit Excavation, see Chapter 3.5.13,
p97; for Dumping Pits, see Chapter 3.5.14, p98; and for Pits (Other) see Chapter 3.5.17,
p101).

Holes, whether dug for looting, mudbrick extraction or an unknown purpose, are not
visible on lower resolution imagery like Corona. On higher resolution imagery, as

described by Stone

“Looting holes vary in their density, distribution and visual traces. Some
sites had only a single hole, others thousands; in some the holes varied
in size and shape, in others (almost always the larger sites) they were
more regular; in some the looting was fresh, with sharp edges casting
deep shadows, in others they were old and erosion had softened their
edges and partially filled in the holes” (2008: 127).

The combination of shadows, sharp edges and occasionally the whiter reflectance of
upcast soil allow the identification of such holes. When it is possible to identify them,
looters holes are distinguishable from excavations for mudbrick by their size and
shape. Looters holes are usually rounded, small and dark, sometimes with an upcast.
Mudbrick excavation pits are usually shallower and larger, with a more irregular shape.
Mudbrick excavations are also often large cuts into the side of tells. It is not always

possible to tell the difference.

Land Use / Cover — Modern Graves

Damage Threats - Grave Pits

(See Chapter 3.5.16, p99). Graves are not visible on earlier lower resolution imagery.
On higher resolution imagery, they are visible due to the shadows cast by the mound
over the grave, such as in Figure 3-56, and the reflectance of the headstone or other

grave marker if one is present (shown on Figure B-19).
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FIGURE B-18: CEMETERY ON LCP 18 ON GEOEYE IMAGE185,

FIGURE B-19: HEADSTONES AND RAISED GRAVE MARKERS IN

CEMETERY ON UNKNOWN TELL ON THE EDGE OF HASSEKE186

Land Use / Cover - Structural Decay
Damage Threat - Natural Erosion

(See Chapter 3.5.18, p102). Natural erosion is discussed extensively in Chapter 3,
Section 3.5.18. Itis detectable when the soil around the site has the same spectral
reflectance profile as the site itself, and the edges of the site are no longer distinct.
Natural erosion on earlier images is determined from the reflectance pattern,
particularly when compared to the field visit. If a site appears significantly larger than
described by the field visit, then it is possible that it has eroded, and that the image has
captured the lower absorbance of the eroded particles which have washed down the
sides of the tell to the surrounding ground, making it appear larger. This may also lead
to characteristic erosion gullies in the sides of tells, visible as lines of shadow. Erosion
can also be determined from site shape, as an eroded tell can have an irregular, non-
circular outline. Figure B-20 shows eroded soil around LCP 55 (Tell Houlwanja /
Douknouk). It is visible on Corona as a pale area, where soil from the tell has washed

down the slopes. On later chromatic imagery the eroded soil around LCP 55 appears

grey.

185Panchromatic Geoeye, po_3801419_pan_001_1, 10 November 2009
186 Photo: July 2010. Copyright: the author
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FIGURE B-20: EROSION PATTERN AROUND LCP 55 ON CORONA IMAGE (LEFT) AND

DIGITALGLOBE IMAGE (RIGHT)187

In this particular case, the soil may also be evidence of a seasonal wadi which no longer
flows. The lighter / greyer soil, which has the reflectance signature as the tell, extends

for some distance from the site in the characteristic meander pattern of a water body.

Land Use / Cover - Road / Track(s)
Damage Threat — Railway

(See Chapter 3.5.19, p112). Like roads, railways are visible as a deep dark line which
extends for some distance, connecting villages and towns. The morphology is linear,
and it crosses other features, particularly older features, and even water. In Figure
B-21, the railway is a dark line with a pale upcast, which crosses features such as the
Euphrates. Although it has similar morphological characteristics to roads, it is
narrower. This can be seen on Figure B-22, which shows the railway near a modern

road by Carchemish.

187 Corona Image, 1038-2120df066, standard deviation stretch, 22 January 1967
187 Geoeye Image, 26 July 2009. Taken from Google Earth 30 November 2012
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FIGURE B-21: RAILWAY ALONG THE SYRIAN-TURKISH BORDER AT CARCHEMISH ON CORONA

IMAGE188

Track running
parallel to/ off
from the
railway
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FIGURE B-22 - RAILWAY ALONG THE SYRIAN-TURKISH BORDER AT CARCHEMISH ON

DIGITALGLOBE IMAGE189

188 Corona Image, 1038-2120df066, standard deviation stretch, 22 January 1967
189 DigitalGlobe Image, 02 September 2009. Taken from Google Earth 24 November 2012.
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B.1.3 - VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL DAMAGE EXTENTS

As discussed in chapter 2, it is not possible to calculate the precise extent of damage
from the top down view given by imagery without a site visit and excavation. Only
relative assessments can be made of how much of site remains on, above, or under, the
ground. Damage has therefore been defined according to the horizontal extent of the
damage (Table 4-4), and the vertical extent (Table 4-5), reproduced here from the

Methodology Chapter. Examples of how these appear on imagery follow.

TABLE B-2: DEFINITIONS OF DATABASE FIELDS FOR HORIZONTAL DAMAGE EXTENTS120

Horizontal
Damage Extent

Evidence

e Nodamage is visible on the site.

None/ * Given the time span overwhich the sites have existed, and
undamaged (0) the natural decay processes which affectthem, this has not
actually been applied to any sites, as per Chapter 3.5.21

e Thefield records for the site are missing, or the land coveron
the site is not visible, so that the state of the site at the time of
the visit is unknown. If no obviousdamage is visible on a site,
giventhe decay processes affecting them, damage is usually
marked as Unknown, rather than none, as it is unlikely there
is no damage. Natural taphonomic processes will alwayshave
affected a site, so “No damage” would be a misnomer. This
therefore ranks more highly than None’!.

Unknown (1)

e Thedamage is around the edge of the site, and may be
affecting the edges of the site, or may represent a threat which
puts the site at risk, but is not currently affecting the site, such

Peripheral (2) as an expanding quarry on the edge of the site. If damage

extends on to the site, such as an orchard around and on the

site, it is recorded as being on the site, rather than around it as
well.

e Avery small part of the site is affected, or the amount of

Intermittent / . .
Fractional (3) dam.age being done is very small, such as a hole dug for
looting.
e Alarge part of the site is damaged Ifthe site can be split into
Sectional / clearsections, such as an upper and lowersite, or areas of
Partial (4) different date, that section (usually as defined by the field
team) is affected.
Majority / _ :
Extensive (5) e Mostof the site is affected except a small section.
Total / e Theentirety of the site is affected, or the site is affected by
Wholesale (6) wholesale damage.

190 The numbers in brackets are because this methodology was also developed to create a
method for assessing and ranking sites to determine the most damaged site in any given area.
This requires Unknown damage to sites to be included as a multiplier (hence the value of 1).
However, this work was outside the scope of this thesis, although the values are used in Chapter
9 as part of a damage calculation.
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TABLE 4-5: DEFINITIONS OF DATABASE FIELDS FOR VERTICAL DAMAGE EXTENTS

Vertical Damage Evidence

Extent
None / ;
Undamaged (0) e Asforhorizontal damage extent, and Chapter 3.5.21
Unknown (1) e Asforhorizontal damage extent, and Chapter 3.5.21
e Thesite has been buried, perhaps by alluviation,
Site buried (2) colluviation, orthe flood water and associated sediments

behind a modern dam.

e Pitshave been dug in the site, perhaps for looting, or
burials. The pits are of varying depth, and do not coverthe
Pitted (3) entire site. Thisis considered to be alesser degree of
damage than “upper levels damage”. Ifthe entire site is
pitted, such as a cemetery coveringthe entire site, this is
recorded as “upper levels damaged”.

Site slightl
dli © Zrlsge d )/’ e Thisusually refers to a mound whichis gradually degraded
deS;'a ded (4) by ploughing, or a site whichis being dispersed by erosion.
Upperlevels e Theupper levels of the site are being damaged, perhaps by
damaged (5) ploughing or a smallamount of levelling for a track.
e Thesite is heavily eroded, or has been heavily dispersed /

Site heavil degraded by agriculture. This also refers to heavily looted
Fr— “; rock cuttombs. Oftenwhen the tombsare looted, artefacts
deSP aded (6) which are considered to be of little value, such as pottery,

gr will be left strewn across the landscape outside the tomb.

Thetombs are heavily degraded by the looting.

; e Thesite has been deliberately (rather than through natural

ert:u(:s::?; ]e ?7t)o processes) destroyed to the current ground level, but there

are (ormay be) subsurface remains.

Site destroyed (8) e Thereis nothing left of the site, even below the ground.

A series of examples will be used to demonstrate how the different damage extents

appear on different images.

Example 1 - Unknown Damage at LCP 18

Figure B-1 (on page 466) shows LCP 18 on Corona. The damage is Unknown as neither
the site nor the land cover can be seen. Figure B-2 (on page 466) shows LCP 18 on
Geoeye. For most of the site the damage is Unknown. Whilst there is no obvious
damage affecting the site, and none was recorded during the field visit, taphonomic
processes will have affected the site and the factors affecting image acquisition may

mean that damage is not visible.
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Example 2 - Damage Threats at Carchemish

The following figures (Figure B-23 and Figure B-24) show different damage extents at
Carchemish on 1102 Corona and 2009 panchromatic Geoeye, demonstrating how these
extents can change over time. The key to the extents follows the figures (Table B-3 and
Table B-4). (It should be noted that in this discussion the terms Significance and

Severity are used interchangeably to refer to the ranked order of the extent of damage).

On Corona, mines (listed as 1 - military damage) cover a section of the whole site - the
tell itself and a small part of the outer town on the Turkish side of the border. As
discussed in Chapter 3.5.7 (p76), and again in Chapter 8.7.7 (p377), it was not possible
to detect the mines from satellite imagery. Mining the site has damaged the Upper
Levels of the site. Due to the risk involved (i.e. that should the mines explode the
damage could be extremely serious), as a result of the size of the area they cover, and
also because they completely deny access, the mines are considered the main threat to

the site on both Corona and Geoeye (Significance 1).

The second most serious threat - on both Corona and Geoeye - is the railway. It covers
a section of the site, but a much smaller section than that covered by the mines, and is
therefore a less serious threat. It also has a smaller horizontal extent and covers a
smaller area than the arable agriculture marked as the next most serious threat on
Corona (which is ranked as Significance / Severity 3). However, the vertical damage
caused by building the railway is much greater than that caused by agriculture, so it is
considered the second most serious threat. The vertical damage recorded is marked as
Site Destroyed to Ground Level. The ground was flattened and heavily disturbed,
which will certainly have destroyed any surface level remains. We cannot know how
deep the disturbance in the area of the railway goes, so the site cannot be said to be

Totally Destroyed, which would be the next category.

On Corona, the third most serious threat was arable agriculture, which covered almost
the entire Syrian side of the outer town. The vertical extent was recorded as damage to
the Upper Levels of the site. By the time the Geoeye image was taken, the landscape
had changed. Arable agriculture covered a much smaller section of the site, so this was
considered to be the 6th most serious threat recorded in 2009. Most of the area which
had been arable agriculture was converted to orchards. These cover a large Section of
the lower town and damage the Upper Levels of the site. Due to the size of area
covered and vertical extent of the damage, this was the 3rd most significant threat

recorded in 2009.
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FIGURE B-24: CARCHEMISH (LCP 46) ON GEOEYE IMAGE192

191 Corona image, 1038-2120df066-66, standard deviation stretch, 22 January 1967
192 Panchromatic Geoeye, po_3801419_pan_001_1, 10 November 2009
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TABLE B-3: DAMAGE EXTENTS AT CARCHEMISH (LCP 46) ON CORONA IMAGE

Significance | Damage Cause Horizontal Damage Region | Vertical Damage Effect

1 Military Damage Sectional / Partial Upper levels damaged

2 Railway Sectional / Partial Site destroyed to ground level

3 Arable Agriculture | Sectional / Partial Upper levels damaged

4 Roads Intermittent / Fractional Site slightly dispersed / degraded
5 Arch Excavation Intermittent / Fractional Upper levels damaged

6 Development Peripheral Site slightly dispersed / degraded
7 Water Erosion Sectional / Partial Site slightly dispersed / degraded

TABLE B-4: DAMAGE EXTENTS AT CARCHEMISH (LCP 46) ON GEOEYE IMAGE

Significance | Damage Cause Horizontal Damage Region | Vertical Damage Effect
1 Military Damage Sectional / Partial Upper levels damaged
2 Railway Sectional / Partial Site destroyed to ground level
3 Orchards Sectional / Partial Upper levels damaged
4 Development Sectional / Partial Site heavily dispersed / degraded
5 Bulldozing Sectional / Partial Site heavily dispersed / degraded
6 Arable Agriculture | Sectional / Partial Upper levels damaged
7 Roads Sectional / Partial Upper levels damaged
8 Irrigation Intermittent / Fractional Upper levels damaged
9 Pits Other Intermittent / Fractional Pitted
10 Arch Excavation Intermittent / Fractional Upper levels damaged
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The 4t most serious threat on Corona was the roads, which are very small, so the
horizontal extent recorded is a Fraction of the site is affected. The reflectance pattern
suggests it is only a gravel track, so the vertical extent is Site Slightly Degraded. By
2009, several more roads have been built across the site, so the horizontal extent is
increased to Sectional damage. Many (if not all) of the roads appear to have been
tarmacked, although they are still not large enough to be major thoroughfares. The
horizontal extent is increased to reflect the fact that the ensuing road widening and
application of tarmac will have damaged the Upper Levels of the site. However, other

threats have also increased, so road building is only the 7th most severe threatin 2009.

The 5th most serious damage recorded on Corona was the archaeological excavations
conducted by Hogarth and Woolley. These have exposed some parts of the site, so the
vertical extent is recorded as Upper Levels damaged, reflecting the inherently

destructive nature of excavation.

However, relative to the size of the site, hardly any of it is affected so the horizontal
extent is still only a Fraction. The extents of the archaeological excavation damage
have not changed in 2009, but several other threats are now worse, so it is the 10t

most serious threat (that is, the least serious threat) visible on Geoeye.

The 6th most serious damage threat recorded on Corona was the development, which
comes right up to the edge of the outer town walls. The horizontal extent is Peripheral:
it affects the edge of the site, and therefore the vertical extent is Site Slightly Degraded.
However, by 2009, development has increased markedly, and now covers a portion of
the outer town (shown on Figure 8-38, p363). As a result, the significance, horizontal
and vertical extents are all increased. Development is the 4th most serious threat
recorded on the site. It covers a Section of the site, and - as fieldwork has been

completed to study this - it is known to Heavily Degrade the site.

The last threat recorded on Corona - Significance / Severity 7 — was water erosion.
The south eastern side of the mound shows a rippled pattern consistent with water
damage. This damage is old, but is recorded in the survey notes, and in fact was
recorded on a map from 1879 consulted during the survey. To have a complete record
of damage, and to reflect the antiquity of the damage, it is recorded on the oldest
possible record, even though it is not still on-going. To indicate the fact water damage
is not still on-going, or even a likely threat now the Euphrates has been dammed, it is

not noted on later records.
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Several new threats are also recorded on the 2009 Geoeye. The 5t most serious threat
was bulldozing - Figure 8-48, p379, shows a close up of the resulting damage to the
outer wall. Fieldwork confirmed the affected horizontal extent was a Section of the site
along the outer town wall. Parts of the bulldozed section remained, albeit heavily
damaged, so the vertical extent was marked as Site Heavily Degraded. Two irrigation
channels were visible in the arable fields to the south east of the site. These were quite
small, and so were marked as the 8t threat to the site. The horizontal extent was a
Fraction of the site, although the Upper Levels of the outer town were damaged.
According to the Conservation Report (Wilkinson and Wilkinson 2010), some small
gravel extraction pits were also recorded in the outer town. These were too small to
see or evaluate so they were accorded a low Severity (9t%) and minimal extents. The
horizontal extent of the damage was recorded as Intermittent / Fraction, and the

vertical extent was Pitted.

Example 3 - Changes in Horizontal Extent at LCP 66

Examples of the change in horizontal extent from Total damage to Majority damage can
be seen in the comparison of Figure B-25 and Figure B-26. In the 1960s, LCP 66 was
entirely covered by arable agriculture, but in 2009, this was subdivided into three
threats. Although itis unclear from the field visit notes how accurate the site boundary
is (Boundary Certainty is Low), the boundary was drawn as part of the field visit and
the follow up work, and is used as the guideline. Therefore in 2009, development
covers the largest part of the site and causes the most damage. The horizontal extent is
Sectional and the vertical damage depth is the Upper Levels. Most of the rest of the
site, particularly the edges, is covered by orchards, so these are marked as covering a
Section of the site, and damaging the Upper Levels. However, the damage caused by
the orchard is subjectively judged to be less severe, and so it is marked as the 2nd
threat. Several dirt tracks also cross the site: these cover only a Fraction of the site, and

Slightly Degrade the site.

Other Damage Types

No image is given here to show Site Destroyed: this can only be determined from a field
visit, either before or after the damage to the site has occurred site. The extent of
ground level change, depth of site, and exact type of damage must be known for this to
be recorded. As aresult, it is almost never determined from imagery without extensive

supporting information.
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Site Buried is also not shown here. An example of a buried site is discussed in Chapter

6.7.4, and can be seen in Figure 6-57 and Figure 6-58, p258.

Field boundary indicating
arable agriculture

u
D 1530 60 90 120

O e Vleters

FIGURE B-25: LCP 66 ON 1102 CORONA IMAGE 193

FIGURE B-26: LCP 66 ON 2009 GEOEYE IMAGE1%94

193 Corona Image, 1102-1025df006-1, 11 December 1967
194 Geoeye Image, 22 September 2009. Taken from Google Earth 17 February 2013
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Appendix C

Field Verification: Soil Samples

During the field visits, I assisted in collecting soil samples to extend the work
undertaken by Beck and Galiatsatos in Homs (Beck 2004; Galiatsatos 2004; Wilkinson
et al. 2006, discussed in Section 4.4 - Identification of Sites on Satellite Imagery) to the
Carchemish area. The goal was to validate their results in one of the selected case
study areas, in order to understand how sites appear on imagery. Soil samples were
visually analysed using a Munsell Chart and spectrally analysed using a
spectroradiometer. Sites in the Tell Beydar area have a distinctive soil colour and are
far more visible on imagery than sites in the Carchemish area, where relatively large
mounds can be almost invisible, even on the highest quality imagery. As a result, the

analysis was conducted on small sites around Carchemish.

Several sites were analysed: all results were similar, so they are illustrated using the
data from site LCP 51, (a low tell 2-3m in height), with evidence of Roman, Late Antique
and Islamic occupation. The site is hard to see on satellite imagery as it is covered in
crops (Figure C-1), although there is a visible difference in soil colour after the field has

been harvested (Figure C-2).

A series of soil samples were taken across the site (seen in Figure C-2) and dry and wet
Munsell soil chart readings (Table C-1) were taken for each sample (Munsell Color
Company 1975). The Munsell chart readings show only a minimal colour difference

between the soils, illustrating the site detection difficulties for the human eye.
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FIGURE C-2: SOIL SAMPLES TAKEN AT LCP 51, NORTH TO SOUTH195

195 Top: DigitalGlobe Image, 27 May 2003. Taken from Google Earth 23 August 2012
Bottom: Panchromatic Geoeye Image, po_3801419_pan_000, standard deviation stretch, 22
September 2009
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TABLE C-1: MUNSELL SOIL READINGS

Description DryDescription Wet Description

Sample 1 7.5YR6/4 Light brown 7.5YR4/4 Brown

Sample 2 10YR6/4 Light yellowish brown | 10YR4/4 Dark yellowishbrown
Sample 3 10YR5/4 Yellowish brown 10YR3/4 Dark yellowishbrown
Sample 4 7.5YR5/4 Brown 10YR4/3 Brown

Sample 5 10YR5/4 Yellowish brown 10YR3/6 Dark yellowishbrown
Sample 6 7.5YR5/4 Brown 10YR3/6 Dark yellowish brown
Sample 7 7.5YR5/4 Brown 7.5YR3/4 Dark brown

Sample 8 7.5YR4/6 Strong brown 7.5YR3/4 Dark brown

The samples were also analysed under controlled laboratory conditions using a
spectroradiometer (ASD FieldSpec3 model) to assess the soil reflectance (as described
by Galiatsatos 2004: 166; and Peddle et al. 2001). Laboratory spectroradiometry gives
greater control of the results: it examines pure soil, excluding the surface texture, local
scattering, effects of absorption by vegetation and other surface artefacts, so any
differences in soil brightness are more obvious. The results are plotted in a graph
(Figure C-3). The reflectance data show typical soil reflectance properties on and off
the site. As the graph shows, in the visible part of the spectrum (400-700 nm) there is
very little difference in reflectivity among the samples; at reflected infrared (700-2500
nm) wavelengths, there are differences that can be enhanced through spectral analysis.
(Speaking generally, this is also what the standard deviation stretch applied to the

image in Figure C-2 is enhancing).

Sample 8 (the southernmost sample, bottom line on the graph) has a slightly lower
reflectance than the other samples. Itis the only sample taken from the terra rossa soil
off the site. Samples 1 and 7 were taken at the north and south edges of the site, where
it merges with the terra rossa soil. They have the lowest reflectance profiles after
sample 8, although the difference between them and the other samples is very small.
Sample 4, on the other hand, was taken in the middle of the site and has the highest

reflectance.

This suggests that reflectance increases slightly across the site, and is lower off-site.
Nonetheless, there is very little overall reflectance difference, suggesting that the soils
on and off the site have broadly similar mineralogical compositions. In general,
regardless of whether they are wet or dry, sites around Carchemish remain hard to see

on imagery, even multi-spectral imagery, hindering assessment.
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FIGURE C-3: GRAPH OF SOIL SAMPLE REFLECTANCE AT LCP 51
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Appendix D
Error Checking

With thanks to Chris Cunliffe for the creation of the functions and formulae.

In total, 161 sites were examined, split into 193 amalgamated sites, and 294 individual
site units. Each site was examined on the field visit notes, on between 1 and 4 Corona
images, on a SPOT image, on at least one Geoeye image, and 78 sites were also examined
on DigitalGlobe. For each site, on each image, the land use was recorded on and around
the site, and damage severity, cause, extent, visibility and progression were recorded.
Each site unit record therefore consisted of at least 5 sub-records (1 for site information,
1 per image type, and 1 for the field visit record). (Technically each sub-record
contained two further sub-divisions for land use on and around the site). Each
amalgamated site consisted of a manual compilation of all site unit information. In order
to minimise errors in data collection a database was created. Records could then be
exported into Excel where formulae were used to check certain conditions. In some
cases specialised formulae were created to check certain errors had not occurred. New

or particularly complex formulae are detailed below.

e Error checking ensured that each severity was only included once, and that they
were sequential.

e Error checking ensured that if certain land uses, such as roads or water bodies
were marked as present ‘on’ a site, they were also present ‘around’ the site (as
they went through the site).

e Error checking confirms that if certain land uses are marked as ‘On’ a site, there
is a damage type to match (#.1 - Damage and Land Uses).

e Error checking ensured that certain damage causes are only listed once per
record (#.2 - Listing Damage Once per Site).

e The final check ensured that when sites were amalgamated from their
component parts, all damage types and land uses were present in the
amalgamation. This necessitated the creation of two new functions in excel, the
Amalgamate function, and the Compare function, both of which are detailed in

#.3 - Amalgamated Sites and Damage.
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To demonstrate this, the error checking used for Tell Beydar is used (Corona, Spot, and

Geoeye), although any imagery type can be substituted.

D.1.1 - DAMAGE AND LAND USES:

The first check was to ensure that if a sub-site had a particular land use on it that this
land use also appeared in the data as being in proximity to other sub-site within the

area. This is done with the following formula, once for each imagery type:

=IF(IN2="y","" CONCATENATE(check(AH2,"H2:H229" $E2,"Bare or
Scrub"),check(Al2,"12:1229",$E2,"Arable"),check(A]2,"]2:]229",$E2,"Orchard"),check(AL
2,"12:1229",$E2,"Modern Graves"),check(AM2,"m2:m229",$E2,"Modern
Structures"),check(AN2,"n2:n229",$E2,"Modern
Settlement"),check(A02,"02:0229",$E2,"Unploughed"),check(AP2,"p2:p229",$E2,"Ploug
hed"),check(AQ2,"q2:q229",$E2,"Irrig Channel"),check(AR2,"r2:r229",$E2,"Water
Body"),check(AS2,"s2:5229",$E2,"Roads"),check(AT2,"t2:t229",$E2,"Dam
Bed"),check(AU2,"u2:u229",$E2,"Arch Excav"),check(AV2,"v2:v229",$E2,"Mudbri
Excav"),check(AW2,"w2:w229",$E2,"Looters Holes"),check(AX2,"x2:x229",$E2,"Pits
Other"),check(AZ2,"z2:2229",$E2,"Bulldozing"),check(BA2,"AA2:AA229" $E2,"Erosion"),
check(BB2,"ab2:ab229",$E2,"Quarry"),check(BC2,"ac2:ac229",$E2,"Structural
Decay"),check(BD2,"ad2:ad229",$E2,"Terracing"),check(BF2,"af2:af229",$E2,"Unclassifi

ed")))

e The IN column contains a simply Yes/No flag. This code was designed to test
against the basic guideline above. However, sometimes it was appropriate to go
against the guideline, and so this column is used to hide the responses from this
formula on a site-by-site basis.

e (Checkis a custom written function with the following code:

Function Check(RNDValue, ONlist, IDValue, ReturnText)

Dim OnRange As Range

Set OnRange = Worksheets("DBLANDUSE").Range(ONlist)

Dim OnValue As Double

OnValue =
Application.WorksheetFunction.SumIf(Worksheets("DBLANDUSE").Rang
e("$e$2:$e$229"), IDValue, OnRange)

If RNDValue = 0 Then

If OnValue > 0 Then
Check = ReturnText + ", "
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Else: Check =""
End If
Else: Check =""
End If

End Function

This function takes the arguments RNDValue, ONlist, IDValue and

ReturnText which are defined as follows:

o RNDValue = is a particular land use in the proximity of this
site (i.e. listed is RND)

o ONlist = is the column where all of the instances of this land
use being present on a site are listed (i.e. the ON column)

o IDValue = this is the ID of the site, so that we can be sure that
we are only checking subsites that are in proximity to each
other

o ReturnText = is the response should the function prove to be
true - this is simply a string describing the land use in
question

¢ The function first defines a new Range variable, called OnRange. This
is then set to the value of the column defined by Onlist.

e Next, a new Double variable called OnValue is defined. A SUMIF
function is then used to set this variable to the number of times the
land use in question is listed as being ON any sub-site with the
[DValue.

e  We then check to see if RNDValue is, in fact, 0. If it is greater than
zero, then this function does not return anything (we are not
checking to ensure that land uses that are in the RND list are present
in any of the ON lists as there are many instances (where a land use is
never present on a site, but is in proximity of several) where this will
be the case).

e Assuming RNDValue is equal to 0, we then check to ensure that

OnValue is also 0. If it is, then nothing is returned. If it is greater than

0, then this function returns the ReturnText string, i.e. a description

of the land use in question.
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e Therefore, this formula simply concatenates a list of all of the check results, in

order to return a string that lists land uses that do not conform to our guideline.

A “y” can be placed in the IN column to hide this output.

D.1.2 - LISTING DAMAGE ONCE PER SITE

(N.B. there are cases where this is appropriate, so this is simply a checking solution).

This is done with the following formula:

First, it was necessary to identify which damages were present on each
site. This was done with the following formula:
=CONCATENATE(IF(COUNTIF($CC2:$CV2, GP$1)>1, "Corona ", ""),
IF(COUNTIF($CW2:$E]2, GP$1)>1, "Spot ", ""), IF(COUNTIF($EK2:$FX2,
GP$1)>1, "GeoEye", ")
e (CC:CV is the damages for Corona, CW:E] is those found on Spot
and EK:FX is those identified on GeoEye
¢ This formula simply concatenates a list of which images have the
damage in question more than once (one formula per damage

cause).

D.1.3 - AMALGAMATED SITES AND DAMAGE

It was necessary to ensure that amalgamated sites included all of the damage types that

were present in their sub-sites. This was a several step process.

il.

Firstly, a column was created for each damage type that lists which
images have had this damage type identified on them for this site. This
information is then returned as a code that uses binary logic to assign a
number between 0 and 7 to each damage type (1=Corona, 2=Spot,
4=GeoEye). This formula is:
=TEXT(SUM(IF(COUNTIF($CC2:$CV2, HL$1)>0, 1, 0),
IF(COUNTIF($CW2:$E]2, HL$1)>0, 2, 0), IF(COUNTIF($EK2:$FX2,
HL$1)>0, 4, 0)),"0")

e (CC:CVis the range of damages listed on Corona.

e (CW:E] is the range of damages listed on Spot.

e EK:FXis the range of damages listed on GeoEye.

e HL$1 is the damage type in question (in this example,

Development).
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iil.

iv.

vi.

e Ascan be seen, this formula sums together 1 (if Corona is true), 2
(if Spot is true) and 4 (if GeoEye is true). It is returned as a string
so that it can be concatenated later.

A column was then assigned to hold a code for each site that would
combine the codes used in the previous step to create a unique code for
each combination of damages and which images they have been
identified on. The following formula was used:
=CONCATENATE(HL2,HM2,HN2,HO2,HP2,HQ2,HR2,HS2,HT2,HU2,HV2, H
W2,HX2,HY2,HZ2,1A2,IB2,IC2,ID2,IE2)

e HL2, HM2, HN2, etc. are the individual codes used in the previous

step, one for each damage type
[t was then necessary to filter this information as it was present for more
sites than necessary. [t was only needed for those sites that were either
an amalgamation or were a sub-site of an amalgamation. This was done
with the following formula
=IF(G2="x","Y", IF(COUNTIF(Names, A2)>1, "x", "c"))

¢ (Gisa column that denotes those sites which are an amalgamation
with an “x”.

e Names is a list of all sites where any site that is neither an
amalgamation nor a part of an amalgamation is listed twice.

e Therefore this formula returns “Y” if the site is an amalgamation,
“c” if it is part of an amalgamation or “x” if it is neither.

A further column is used to do the actual filtering, with the following
formula:
=IF(HJ2="x","", IF2)

e HJ2 is the formula included under step iii.

e [F2is the formula included under step ii.

e This formula therefore returned a null value for those sites that
are neither an amalgamation nor part of one, or the code created
in step ii otherwise

Next it is necessary to combine the codes created for those sites that are
components of an amalgamation, so that they can then be compared. This
is done with the following formula:

=[F(HJ2="Y", 1G2, IF(OR(H]1="Y", H]1="Amalgamation"), [F(H]J2="c", IG2,
[F(HJ2="x","00000000000000000000")), amalgamate(IF(HJ2="c", IG2,
[F(HJ2="x","00000000000000000000")), IH1))).
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e HJ2 is the formula included under step iii. The first part of this
formula is, again, checking to see if this is an amalgamation. If so,
then it returns IG2, which is the code created in step ii.

e Ifthis site is not an amalgamation, it then checks to see if the site
above it is an amalgamation (the potential for the term
“Amalgamation” to be present in the data should be ignored -
this is purely there for the benefit of the top row, where looking
at the site above will return the title row). This is important as it
identifies the first component of each amalgamation.

e Ifthisis true, the formula then checks to be sure that the current
site is a component - if so, it has identified the first component of
the next amalgamation, and so it returned the code from step ii. If
not, then it returned a string of 0s. This is not used for anything,
but does help to ensure the formula is working correctly.

e [fthis is false, it means that the current site is a component, but is
not the first component of the next amalgamation, and so its code
needs to be combined with the code of the site above. This is
done using the Amalgamate custom function (to be described
shortly). Note that the arguments of the Amalgamate function are
the code of the site in question, and the code of the site listed
directly above (which may, in the case of large amalgamations, be
the result of an Amalgamate function itself).

vii. Finally, a column is created to ensure that the codes from the
amalgamation sites match the amalgamated codes from the component
sites. This formula is:
=[F(HJ2="Y", IF(IH2=IH1, "Correct", "Problem"), "")

e HJ2 is the column that confirms that the site is an amalgamation
(from step iii).

e [H2 is the code of the current site. IH1 is that of the site above
(which may be the result of an Amalgamate function).

e This formula simply returns the string “Correct” if the two match,
and the string “Problem” if they do not. If the site is not an

amalgamation, it returns nothing.

2) The Amalgamate Function.
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The code of the function is:
Function Amalgamate(Valuel, Value2)
Dim FirstValue(1 To 20)
Dim SecondValue(1 To 20)
For counter =1 To 20
FirstValue(counter) = Mid(Valuel, counter, 1)
SecondValue(counter) = Mid(ValueZ2, counter, 1)
Next
Dim FinalValue(1 To 20)
For counter =1 To 20
FinalValue(counter) = Compare(FirstValue(counter), SecondValue(counter))
Next
Amalgamate = Join(FinalValue, "")

End Function

e This function takes two arguments - Valuel and Value2. These are
strings that take the form of the codes that were created in step ii) of the
above error-checking.

e Firstly, the function defines two new arrays, FirstValue and SecondValue.
Each of these is defined to contain 20 variables (that take the name
FirstValue(1), FirstValue(2), etc.).

e Itthen begins a counter from 1 to 20 in order to extract the individual
numbers from the strings and populate the FirstValue and SecondValue
arrays.

® Anew array is defined that is called FinalValue - this also has 20
variables.

¢ The counter is begun again in order to populate FinalValue. This is done
by using a custom function called Compare (to be described later) to
combine the relevant data from the original arguments (i.e. FinalValue(1)
will be a combination of FirstValue(1) and SecondValue(1)).

¢ Finally, the function creates string from the individual variables within

the FinalValue array (the Join function) and returns it.

3) The Compare Function.

The code of the function is:
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Function Compare(Valuel, Value2)
Val1l = Val(Valuel)
Val2 = Val(Value2)
If Vall = 0 Then
Compare = Val2
Elself Val2 = 0 Then
Compare = Vall

Elself Vall = 1 Then

Compare = Choose(Val2,1, 3, 3,5,5,7,7)
Elself Vall = 2 Then

Compare = Choose(Val2,3,2,3,6,7,6,7)
Elself Vall = 3 Then

Compare = Choose(Val2,3,3,3,7,7,7,7)
Elself Vall = 4 Then

Compare = Choose(Val2,5,6,7,4,5,6,7)
Elself Vall = 5 Then

Compare = Choose(Val2,5,7,7,5,5,7,7)
Elself Vall = 6 Then

Compare = Choose(Val2,7,6,7,6,7,6,7)
Elself Vall = 7 Then

Compare = 7
End If

End Function

¢ This function takes two arguments, Valuel and Value2. As these have
been passed from the Amalgamate function, they will be single digit
strings, where each digit is a number between 0 and 7.

¢ Two new variables are created, called Vall and Val2. These are assigned
the values of Valuel and Value2, but are converted to numbers, rather
than strings.

e Thelist of Ifs and Elses then uses the Choose function to return a value as

in the table below:
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Valuel

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 1 1 3 3 5 5 7 7
2 2 3 2 3 6 7 6 7
3 3 3 3 3 7 7 7 7

Value2

4 4 5 6 7 4 5 6 7
5 5 5 7 7 5 5 7 7
6 6 7 6 7 6 7 6 7
7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

The numbers have the following meanings:

0.Not present in any image
1.Present in Corona

2.Present in Spot

3.Present in Corona and Spot
4.Present in GeoEye

5.Present in GeoEye and Corona
6.Present in GeoEye and Spot

7.Present in GeoEye, Spot and Corona
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Appendix E
Statistical Methods Used

E.1.1 - INTRODUCTION

[t can be argued that damage is a subjective concept, particularly when examined
through satellite imagery. Furthermore, as discussed extensively in Chapters 2, 3 and 4,
it is not always possible to define site extents, and so it becomes extremely difficult to
establish exact amounts of a site affected by a particular threat. It is not possible to say
with certainty that building has affected twice as much of one site as it has another. It
may be that one site is more visible on imagery than another, and so the extent of the
site and the damage is clearer. Height is also hard to determine on imagery, and is
relevant to the volume of the site which may be damaged. However, it is possible to
establish broad categories of extent for vertical and horizontal damage. For example, a
fraction of a site is a smaller area than a section of a site, and a threat which destroys the
site to ground level is worse than a threat which damages the upper levels (See
Methodology Chapter 4.6.5 for all categories and criteria). As a result, wherever
possible the data collected in this study is ordinal. The definition of ordinal data is that
“while the categories of an ordinal variable can be ordered (or ‘ranked’), the amount of

difference between the categories is not available.” (Fielding and Gilbert 2006: 15).

Ordinal data, however, rarely meets the requirements of normal statistical analysis.
Many tests involve assumptions about the distribution of the data: in particular it is
usually assumed that the underlying distribution is normal. Whilst a large enough
sample size will approximate normality (Siegel and Castellan 1988; The Open University
2009), in this case the sample is too small. Nor can the data be transformed to approach
normality. A particular branch of statistical analysis has been developed which can deal
with ordinal data, called non-parametric statistics, which is the approach used here.
Three tests, detailed here, have been used to look for significant trends within the data.
Calculations were performed in SPSS 13 and 19. More information on non-parametric
approaches generally, and these tests specifically (including how to calculate them
manually), can be found in M248 Analysing Data (The Open University 2009) and Non

parametric statistics for the behavioural sciences (Siegel and Castellan 1988).
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E.1.2 - WILCOXON SIGNED RANK TEST

The Wilcoxon signed rank test can indicate if two related samples differ, testing the
assumption that there is no difference in the median value of the population. For
example, does land use around sites change over time? In this case the related groups
would be land use around sites on two sets of imagery, such as Corona and Geoeye. The
object under study is the sites, which remain the same so the groups are related: data is
collected about them in two different time periods. The difference between each group
is calculated for each site, and the differences are then ranked from smallest to largest.
The ranks assigned to each group are then summed: if the total for one group is much
larger than the other group, then the hypothesis of no difference is rejected (according

to pre-established probability distributions).

For example, 3 land uses were recorded in total on TBS 12 Corona, and 4 were recorded on
Geoeye. This is a difference of -1. This is calculated for each site. All differences are ranked
from smallest to largest, and the ranks for each imagery group are then summed to
calculate to test statistic, which is then compared to the established probability

distribution for the test statistic.
There are certain assumptions underlying the use of the Wilcoxon Signed Rank test:

e all values are mutually independent

¢ the measurement scale is at least interval - in this case it is ordinal

e The data used in the test can be considered to approximate a standard normal
distribution as long as the sample size is large enough (the rule of thumb given is
n >=16 (The Open University 2009: 69). However, due to the sometimes small
samples, such as the number of sites on the river terraces around Carchemish, or
on the Hemma Plateau around Beydar, this approximation was not used.

e All differences have the same mean

¢ The distribution of the differences is symmetrical (if this is the case they will
have the same mean). The null distribution of the test statistic is found by
“assuming that an absolute difference with a particular rank is just as likely to be
associated with a positive difference as with a negative one” (The Open
University 2009: 70). The test assumes the median difference of the groups is 0,
and tests this: because of this assumption, it is expected that the number of
positive differences will be the same as the number of negative differences. Itis

assumed that the differences can be reasonably modelled by a symmetrical
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distribution under the null hypothesis of no median difference. If this is not the

case, the test is not necessarily valid.

Distributions of for each Wilcoxon signed rank test are displayed here. Graphs are

included for Amalgamated sites and Units for the TBS Analysis. As the analysis was only

carried out on the Amalgamated sites in the LCP Survey, only those graphs are included

for that area. Almost all distributions of are symmetrical: those which are not are

bordered in red. Results from tests which do not have a symmetrical distribution should

be treated with caution.
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Differences in Total Land Use Around Sites
Tell Beydar Survey: Unit Analysis. N=194
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Differences in Total Land Use Around Sites
Land of Carchemish Project: Amalgamated Sites
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Differences in Visibility by Area
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E.1.3 - THE MANN-WHITNEY-U TEST

The Mann-Whitney-U test is similar to the Wilcoxon Signed Rank test, but is applicable
when the groups are not related. For example, are tells more visible than low tells? The
null hypothesis which is tested is that both groups come from the same population, and
therefore have the same mean and distribution (e.g. one group is not more visible than
another). There are no assumptions about what the underlying distribution is, only that
they are the same. If the null hypothesis is not true, then the two groups can differ in

mean and distribution.

All data values are ordered and then assigned a rank, the smallest being given rank 1.
The ranks assigned to each group are then summed: if the total for one group is much
larger than the other group, then the hypothesis of no difference is rejected (according

to pre-established probability distributions) (The Open University 2009).
There are certain assumptions underlying the use of the Mann Whitney test:

e The data are random samples from both populations

¢ There is independence within samples and mutual independence between
samples

e The measurement scale is at least ordinal (which it is)

e The data used in the test can be considered to approximate a standard normal
distribution as long as the sample size is large enough (the rule of thumb given is
each n >= 8 (The Open University 2009: 72), and the number of tied ranks is not
too great. However, due to the sometimes small samples, such as the number of
sites on the river terraces around Carchemish, or on the Hemma Plateau around
Beydar, and the limited range of values, which leads to numerous ties, this
approximation was not used.
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E.1.4 - THE KRUSKAL-WALLIS TEST

The Kruskal-Wallis test of mean rank tests the null hypothesis that multiple
independent groups / populations (at least 3) have identical distributions against the
alternative hypothesis that at least two of the samples differ only with respect to
location (median), if at all. That s, it tests whether there is a significant difference
between multiple groups with respect to one factor, or whether they follow the same
pattern. The Kruskal-Wallis test is used in this study to test whether visibility of sites is

different on different types of imagery.

Like the previous tests, it is performed on ranked data, and makes no assumptions about
the normality of the data. All data values are ordered and then assigned a rank, the
smallest being given rank 1. The ranks assigned to each group are then summed: if the
total for one group is much larger than the other group, then the hypothesis of no
difference is rejected (according to pre-established probability distributions) (McDonald
2009; Siegel and Castellan 1988).

There are certain assumptions underlying the use of the Kruskal-Wallis test:

¢ The observations come from populations with a continuous underlying
distribution, therefore the measurements must be at least ordinal data (Siegel
and Castellan 1988) (which they are).

e The observations in each group come from populations with the same shape of
distribution. If different groups have different distributions, or different
variances, the results may be inaccurate (McDonald 2009). The recommended
rule of thumb for equal variance is that “if the sample variances differ by a factor
of less than about 3, it may be assumed that the assumption of equal variances is
not seriously amiss” (The Open University 2009: 32).

The following graphs show the distributions of the visibility, and the variance of
each distribution. As can be seen, there is considerable variability in the
different distributions, although the variances can be considered the same. The

results should be treated with caution.
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E.1.5 - CAVEATS

Ideally, the data should be composed of a completely random sample of sites which are
completely independent of each other. Data collection in archaeological surveys aims to
collect a complete record of settlement (or at least as complete as possible): in that
sense the data used is not a random sample. The number of sites in each area is too
small to use only a sample of them, particularly when broken down further, such as by
area or site type. Any bias which is introduced in the data collection is the result of
natural and anthropogenic processes which hinder site identification. These processes
should affect all sites equally, and if they do not, identifying the differences is one of the

aims of this study.

Limitations in data collection methods imposed by permits, and physical, geographical
and temporal constraints should also be acknowledged (such as focussing field-walking
along wadis in order to maximise identification within a limited timescale). These are
unavoidable, but it is hoped that the utilisation of additional identification methods, such

as imagery and map analysis, will avoid collection bias.
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Appendix F
Reading the Damage Tables

The Tables of data will be listed here for both study regions, along with how to read
them. Tables with information from DigitalGlobe imagery are only applicable to the
Carchemish Region. In the case of the Land of Carchemish data, not all sites were
covered by all images, so some Tables are presented twice. The data is given as a
proportion of all the sites for comparability with the Beydar data, and also as a
proportion of the sites covered by that imagery type. For simplicity, TBS refers to Tell
Beydar Chapter 6, and LCP refers to Land of Carchemish Project Chapter 8.

[t should be remembered that in some cases, the SPOT records were used as a proxy for
damage which was on the field visit notes, but which was not visible on some imagery.
Tables referring to damage witnessed on SPOT should therefore be treated as a record
of damage present at a certain point in time (i.e. between the acquisition of SPOT and the

field visit), rather than a direct reflection of what was visible on SPOT imagery.

F.5.1 TOF.5.3 - AREA OVERVIEWS AND CERTAINTY

e TBS Tables 1-10 and LCP 1-14 present overview data and Certainty data which
are self-explanatory. They are mostly count data, with proportions of the totals

included.

F.5.4 - VISIBILITY (AND SITE LOCATION)

Most tables in the visibility section are self-explanatory, except the tables relating to site
location. TBS Tables 11 to 16 and LCP 15 - 26 present frequency counts of the Visibility

of sites on each image type.

e TBS Tables 17 and 18, and LCP Tables 27 and 28 display the cumulative visibility
of sites according to location. The counts in the tables sum the visibility of all
sites on all images, and display the counts according to the site location. For
example, in the Amalgamated sites analysis in the Tell Beydar Region (Table 17)
there are 47 counts of Visible sites on the flood plains. This is totalled from all 3

types of imagery. These counts are intended to examine visibility in different
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areas, without the bias of the different resolutions and image acquisition

conditions of each set of imagery.

e TBS Tables 19 and 20 and LCP 29 and 30 break these counts down by each
image, so, to continue the above example, the 47 counts of ‘Visible’ on the flood
plain are largely from Corona (23 counts). 13 are from SPOT, and 11 are from
Geoeye. This shows that sites by the flood plain have become less visible on

Geoeye imagery, despite the imagery resolution increase.

F.5.5 - LAND USE / LAND COVER (ON AND AROUND SITES)

This sections presents counts of land use and land covers on sites, as defined in

Methodology Chapter 4.5.4, Table 4-3, p142.

e TBS Tables 31, 34 and 35, and LCP Tables 39, 40, 41, 44, 45 and 46 present
counts of land use on and around sites for the Amalgamated site analysis and the
Unit analysis. Percentages are the proportion of times that land use appears out

of the total number of amalgamated sites / site units.

e TBS Tables 32, 33, 36 and 37 and LCP Tables 42, 43, 47 and 48 shows the
frequencies of the total number of land uses around and on each site for each
imagery type for the Amalgamated site analysis and the Unit analysis.

Percentages are cumulative for each analysis type and each imagery type

F.5.6.1 - HORIZONTAL DAMAGE TRENDS

This section examines the spread of damage across a site - how extensive the effect is, as
defined in Methodology Chapter 4.5.5, Table 4-4, p149. The list of Tables which provide
the data are given, and how to interpret them. Specific conclusions will be related to the

damage sources and will be discussed in the data analysis.
The following Tables are within the main chapters:

e Tables 6.11 and 6.12 are in the Tell Beydar Chapter 6, and 8.9 is in the Land of
Carchemish Chapter 8. (The LCP Unit analysis is in Appendix G: it is Table 75).
They show how the horizontal extents of damage affecting sites have changed
between the 1960s and when Geoeye was acquired (2009 and 2010). Both
numbers and percentages indicate change. The extents of damage in the 1960s

form the rows, and the extents in 2009/10 form the columns. This can be read
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as follows: for example, on the Tell Beydar Amalgamated Sites Table 6.11,
reading across the Peripheral Damage row (i.e. Corona), 13 amalgamated sites
continued to experience peripheral damage on Geoeye (23.2% of sites which had
experienced peripheral damage on Corona). A further 9 sites which had
experienced peripheral damage on Corona now experience Intermittent damage
in 2010 (16% of those who had experienced Peripheral damage), and so on. It
should be noted that if a site experienced Total damage, i.e. damage all over the
site, on Corona but no longer does on Geoeye, it is unlikely to be an
improvement. For example, if a site was entirely covered by agriculture, but
then an irrigation channel is built through it, it would initially be marked as Total
extent, but this would then change to Majority extent for the agriculture and a

Section extent would be added to reflect the Irrigation channel.

The following Tables are in Appendix F and Appendix G:

TBS Tables 38 - 39 and LCP Tables 49 and 50 count the horizontal extents of
damage on the different imagery types for amalgamated sites and site units. The
percentage counts are the percentage of times that cause is listed on that
imagery type; for example, on the Beydar Amalgamated Sites Table 38 on
Corona, 9.4% of the damage was total, covering the entirety of the site, whereas
on Geoeye 6% of the damage was total, although 20 mounds were affected in

both time periods.

TBS Tables 40 - 45 and LCP 51 - 58 list horizontal extents by Severity (i.e.
whether they were primary, secondary, etc.) for each imagery type. Percentages
are recorded for both severity and horizontal effect. For example, on the Beydar
Amalgamated sites data for Corona (Table 40) 21 sites have Peripheral damage
as a primary effect; this is 35.6% of all Peripheral damage (% within horizontal

region) and 19.4% of all primary damage (% within severity).

TBS Tables 46 - 51 and LCP 59 - 66 list the horizontal extent of damage by
location on each set of imagery. The percentages are the percentages of all sites
in the listed area that are affected by that cause. For example, on the Carchemish
Amalgamated sites Table for Corona (Table 59), 6 sites on the upland plain have
Peripheral damage, which is 14.6% of all horizontal damage effects on the
upland plains for the LCP’s amalgamated sites. (In the Tell Beydar region, the
numbers are too small to distinguish any meaningful trends: they are included

for purposes of comparison with the Land of Carchemish data)
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TBS Tables 52 - 57 and LCP 67 - 74 list the horizontal extent of damage by site
type on each set of imagery. In this case the percentages show the extent of
damage experienced by the different site types. For example, in the Beydar
Amalgamated sites Table of sites on Corona, (Table 52) 33 damage threats affect

the Periphery of tells, which is 75% of the damage affecting tells.

F.5.6.2 — VERTICAL DAMAGE TRENDS

This section examines how deeply the different causes of damage affect a site - the

vertical depth of effect, as defined in Methodology Chapter 4.5.5, Table 4-5, p152. The

list of Tables which provide the data are given and how to interpret them.

The following Tables are within the main chapters:

Tables 6.13 and 6.14 are in Tell Beydar Chapter 6, and 8.10 are in Land of
Carchemish Chapter 8. (The LCP Unit analysis is in Appendix G: it is Table 102).
They show how the vertical extents of damage affecting sites have changed
between the 1960s and when Geoeye was acquired (2009/2010 respectively).
Both numbers and percentages indicate change. The depths of damage in the
1960s form the rows, and the damage depths in 2010 form the columns. This
can read as follows: for example, on the Beydar Amalgamated Sites Table 6.5,
reading across the Upper Levels Damaged row, the Upper Levels of 76
amalgamated sites continue to be damaged on Geoeye (61.8% of sites with
Upper Levels damaged according to Corona imagery). 3 sites whose upper levels
were damaged on Corona are now Slightly Dispersed or Degraded in 2010 (a
further 2.4% of those whose Upper Levels were marked as damaged originally),

and so on.

The following Tables are in Appendix F and Appendix G:

TBS Tables 58 - 59 and LCP 76 - 77 count the vertical extents of damage on the
different imagery types for amalgamated sites and site units. The percentage
counts are the percentage of times that cause is listed on that imagery type; for
example, on the Beydar Amalgamated Sites Table 58 on Corona, the Upper
Levels were damaged on 123 amalgamated sites. This is 57.7% of the damage
visible on Corona, whereas on Geoeye the Upper Levels were damaged on 167
amalgamated sites, which is only 50.2% of the damage recorded on Geoeye,

where more damage causes, and therefore more damage extents, were recorded.
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TBS Tables 60 - 65 and LCP 78 - 85 list the prevalence of effects by Severity (i.e.
whether they were primary, secondary, etc.) for each imagery type. Percentages
are recorded for both severity and vertical effect. For example, on the Beydar
Amalgamated Sites Table 60 for Corona, 82 amalgamated sites have damage to
their Upper Levels as the primary effect: this is 66.7% of all sites types which
have their Upper Levels damaged (i.e. % Within Vertical Damage Effect) and
75.9% of all primary damage (% within Severity).

TBS Tables 66 - 71 and LCP 86 - 93 list the vertical extent of damage by location
on each set of imagery. The percentages are the percentages of all sites (not just
those in the listed area) that are affected by that cause; for example on the
Amalgamated Sites Analysis on Corona (Table 66), the Upper Levels of 3 sites on
the basalt plateau are damaged, which is 1.4% of all amalgamated sites.
However, the numbers in the Tell Beydar tables are too small to distinguish any
meaningful trends: they are included for the purpose of comparison with the LCP

data.

TBS Tables 72 - 77 and LCP 94 - 101 list the vertical extent of damage by site
type on each set of imagery. In this case the percentages show the extent of

damage experienced by the different site types, so for example, in the Beydar
Amalgamated Sites Table 72 for Corona, 22 tells have damage to their Upper

Levels, which is 50% of the damage affecting tells.

F.5.6.3 — THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL DAMAGE

The following Tables are in Appendix F and Appendix G:

TBS Tables 78 - 83 and LCP 103 -110 show the relationship between the
horizontal extent of the damage and the vertical depth of the damage on the
different imagery types. For example, on the Beydar Amalgamated Sites Table
78 on Corona, Peripheral damage left sites Slightly Dispersed / Degraded in 28
cases. This was 47.5% of the cases of Peripheral damage (% Within Horizontal
Damage Effect), and 51.9% of cases that were Slightly Degraded (% Within
Vertical Damage Effect).
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F.5.7 - DAMAGE EFFECTS: ANALYSIS OF DAMAGE SOURCES

The following Tables are within the main chapters:

e Tables 6.15 in the TBS Chapter 6, and 8.11 in the LCP Chapter 8, list how many
sites are affected by each damage source for the Amalgamated Sites and the Unit
Analysis. (The LCP Unit Analysis is in Appendix G: it is Table 111). Each damage
cause is also shown as a percentage of the number of sites it affects. For
example, in Table 8.11, 26 of the 85 amalgamated sites are affected by

development in the LCP area, which is 30.6% of the amalgamated sites.
The following Tables are in Appendix F and Appendix G:

e TBS Tables 84 - 85 and LCP 112 - 113 count the different damage causes on each
imagery type, with percentages given for each imagery type; for example, on the
Tell Beydar Amalgamated Sites Table 84, 38% of the damage visible on Corona
was caused by agriculture, but agriculture only caused 28.5% of the recorded

visible damage on Geoeye.

e TBS Tables 86 - 91 and LCP 114 - 121 list whether the causes were primary, or
secondary causes (and so on) by imagery type for amalgamated sites and units.
Percentages indicated what proportion of each severity was caused by each
damage threat. For example, on the LCP Amalgamated Sites Corona Table 114,

development was responsible for 7.1% of the primary damage.

e TBS Tables 92 - 97 and LCP Tables 122 - 129 list the damage causes by location
on each set of imagery. The percentages are the percentage of all sites in the
listed area that are affected by that cause; for example on the Carchemish
Region, Amalgamated Sites Table for Corona imagery (Table 122), 4 sites are
affected by development on the upland plain. This is 9.8% of all amalgamated
sites in that area. (In the Tell Beydar Region sites can be present in more than
one location, no totals are given.) Although the numbers of sites in each location
in the Tell Beydar region are too small to analyse they are included for

comparability with the Land of Carchemish analysis data.

e TBS Tables 98 - 103 and LCP 130 - 137 list the damage causes by site type on
each set of imagery. Percentages show the total number of sites of each type
affected and the total number of sites affected by each cause. For example, in

the Carchemish Amalgamated Sites Corona Table 130, development affects 10
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F.5.8 -

amalgamated sites: 4 (12.1%) of the 10 are low tells. These 4 low tells account

for 40% of sites affected by development.

TBS Tables 104 - 109 and LCP 138 - 145 show the relationship between damage
cause and horizontal damage extent for each image. % Within Damage Cause
shows the percentage of extent types affected by that cause. % Within
Horizontal Damage Effect shows the percentage of sites experiencing the
damage for each horizontal effect; for example, on the Carchemish Amalgamated
Sites Table for Corona imagery (Table 138), development was recorded a total of
10 times on amalgamated sites. Of these, 3 times development affected the
periphery of a site. This is 30% of the damage extents for development (%
Within Damage Cause) and 15% of the threats causing Peripheral Damage (%
within Horizontal Damage Effect). This is visualised on graphs within each

Chapter - Figures 6.31 - 6.36, and Figures 8.23 - 8.26.

TBS Tables 110 - 115 and LCP 146 - 153 show the relationships between
damage cause and vertical damage (i.e. depth). % within Damage Cause shows
the percentage of extent types affected by that cause. % Within Vertical Damage
Effect shows the percentage of sites experiencing the damage for each vertical
damage effect; for example, on the Beydar Amalgamated Sites on Corona Table
(110), development was recorded as damaging the Upper Levels of a site 39
times. This is the total 100% of the damage caused by development (% Within
Cause). As it is not possible to see under the houses to see what other damage
may have been caused, this is the minimum damage development probably
causes. Development is also responsible for 31.7% of damage to the Upper
Levels of sites (% within Vertical Damage Effect). This is visualised on graphs

within each Chapter - Figures 6.37 - 6.42 and Figures 8.27 - 8.30.

DAMAGE LEVELS AND SITE STABILITY

LCP Tables 154 and 155 compare the counts of increasing damage for each
image. Percentages given are within each image. For example, on Table 154, No
increase is visible for 49 damage threats on DigitalGlobe, which is 29.2% of all

threats on DigitalGlobe.

TBS Tables 116 - 119 and LCP 156 - 161 count the increases in each damage
threat, recording when the increase became visible. Tables are given for the

Amalgamated site analysis and the Unit analysis. Data recorded from the Corona
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imagery is taken to be the benchmark against which later threats are assessed,
so no tables are given for Corona imagery. The table show when it could be
determined that each threat (counted by cause) has increased, decreased or
stayed the same. Increases are recorded in columns which give the name of the
time period the increase is visible since. Percentages are the percentage with
each damage cause. For example, on TBS Table 116 - Amalgamated Site damage
increases on Spot 2004, in the first row of the Corona column, 38 development
threats increased in the period between Spot and Corona, which is 76% of all the
development threats. A further 8 threats increased since the fields visits were
conducted. Note, this is cumulative - the threats which have increased since the
period of the field visits are in addition to those identified as increasing since the
Corona images were acquired. The most recent data of increase is recorded to

try and ascertain if the rate of threat increase is speeding up.

F.5.9 — CASE STUDY DATA

TBS Tables 120 and 122 show the damage causes for each imagery type on outer
towns and TBS Tables 121 and 123 show the damage causes for each imagery
type on low mounds, so the two can be compared. Percentages are the
percentage damage threat within each imagery type. For example, on TBS Table
120 - Amalgamated Sites Damage Causes on Outer Towns, development was
recorded ten times on outer towns, which is 23.3% of the threats on Corona.
This can then be compared to TBS Table 121, which shows the same information
for low mounds. 18 development threats were recorded on Corona, which is

only 15% of threats to low mounds recorded on Corona imagery.

LCP Table 162 shows the number of damage threats identified on outer towns
compared to flat sites on each image type, and gives the average number of

threats per site on each image, enabling a more accurate comparison.

TBS Tables 124 - 126 and LCP 163 - 166 compare counts of damage on lower
towns and low mounds, and the percentages of each which are affected on each
imagery type. The TBS tables 124-126 and do not provide the percentage counts

of each threat as a proportion of the total damage cause.
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Appendix G
Ch. 6 Supporting Data:
Damage in the Tell Beydar Survey Area

The numerical ordering of this Appendix matches Chapter 6 for ease of cross

referencing. Only sections relating to the main chapter text are included.
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6.2 — OVERVIEW OF THE TELL BEYDAR AREA

TABLE G-1: SITE TYPE BY AREA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Basalt Plateau and Plain w est Drv plain to Plain to River or |Wadi bottom

lateau | escarpment of Wadi yepas i north east Wadi of wadi Flood Plain

P P ‘Aw aidj of Basalt terrace banks
Tell 0 0 3 3 6 2 8 7
Tell (Low) 2 3 19 21 15 8 21 22

Site Type Walls 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0
Flat Site / Scatter 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Irregular Structures / 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enclosures
TABLE G-2: SITE TYPE BY AREA (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Plain w est . Plain to River or |Wadi bottom

Basal Pl Dry pl

l:;: esaz:t:?ur:enndt of Wadi ryepailtn 0 north east Wadi of wadi Flood Plain

P P ‘Aw aidj of Basalt terrace banks
Tell 0 0 3 3 8 3 8 8
Tell (Low) 2 3 51 35 27 11 60 4

Site Type Walls 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0
Flat Site / Scatter 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 1
Irregular Structures / ’ 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enclosures
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6.3 - CERTAINTY

TABLE G-3: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

ID Boundary Damage Overall
Certainty % Certainty % Certainty % Certainty %
Definite 66 61.1% 1 9% 0 .0% 1 9%
High 21 19.4% 16 14.8% 49 45.4% 42 38.9%
Medium 10 9.3% 12 11.1% 35 32.4% 41 38.0%
Low 8 7.4% 66 61.1% 24 22.2% 24 22.2%
Negligible 3 2.8% 13 12.0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
TABLE G-4: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)
ID Boundary Damage Overall
Certainty Y% Certainty Y% Certainty Y% Certainty %
Definite 63 58.3% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
High 20 18.5% 11 10.2% 34 31.5% 30 27.8%
Medium 12 11.1% 10 9.3% 51 47.2% 51 47.2%
Low 10 9.3% 73 67.6% 23 21.3% 27 25.0%
Negligible 3 2.8% 14 13.0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
TABLE G-5: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)
ID Boundary Damage Overall
Certainty % Certainty % Certainty % Certainty %
Definite 62 57.4% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
High 17 15.7% 12 11.1% 37 34.3% 31 28.7%
Medium 17 15.7% 10 9.3% 54 50.0% 54 50.0%
Low 11 10.2% 70 64.8% 17 15.7% 23 21.3%
Negligible 1 .9% 16 14.8% 0 .0% 0 .0%
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TABLE G-6: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

ID Boundary Damage Overall
Certainty % Certainty % Certainty % Certainty %
Definite 117 60.3% 2 1.0% 0 .0% 2 1.0%
High 29 14.9% 19 9.8% 76 39.2% 64 33.0%
Medium 24 12.4% 26 13.4% 67 34.5% 72 37.1%
Low 20 10.3% 117 60.3% 51 26.3% 56 28.9%
Negligible 4 2.1% 30 15.5% 0 .0% 0 .0%
TABLE G-7: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
ID Boundary Damage Overall
Certainty % Certainty % Certainty % Certainty %
Definite 98 50.5% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
High 28 14.4% 16 8.2% 58 29.9% 46 23.7%
Medium 23 11.9% 12 6.2% 84 43.3% 88 45.4%
Low 41 21.1% 128 66.0% 52 26.8% 60 30.9%
Negligible 4 2.1% 38 19.6% 0 .0% 0 .0%
TABLE G-8: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
ID Boundary Damage Overall
Certainty % Certainty % Certainty % Certainty %
Definite 93 47.9% 0 .0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
High 19 9.8% 16 8.2% 58 29.9% 47 24.2%
Medium 33 17.0% 10 5.2% 90 46.4% 92 47.4%
Low 48 24.7% 127 65.5% 46 23.7% 55 28.4%
Negligible 1 5% 41 21.1% 0 .0% 0 .0%

FIGURE G-1: GRAPH OF ID CERTAINTY RATINGS ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE G-2: GRAPH OF BOUNDARY CERTAINTY RATINGS ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE G-3: GRAPH OF DAMAGE CERTAINTY RATINGS ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE G-4: GRAPH OF OVERALL CERTAINTY RATINGS ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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6.4 - VISIBILITY

6.4.2 — SEASONALITY IN THE TELL BEYDAR AREA

TABLE G-9: PRESENCE OF SOIL COLOUR DIFFERENCE / CROP MARKS (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Corona % Field Visit % SPOT 2004 % Geoeye 2010 %
0 38 35.2% 98 90.7% 30 27.8% 34 31.5%
1 70 64.8% 10 9.3% 78 72.2% 74 68.5%
TABLE G-10: PRESENCE OF SOIL COLOUR DIFFERENCE / CROP MARKS (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Corona % Field Visit % SPOT 2004 % Geoeye 2010 %
0 72 37.1% 172 88.7% 62 32.0% 76 39.2%
1 122 62.9% 22 11.3% 132 68.0% 118 60.8%

1 indicates a soil colour difference or possible crop mark was visible.

0 indicates no soil colour difference or crop mark was visible

6.4.3 - VISIBILITY: AMALGAMATED SITES

TABLE G-11: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  Visible 54 50.0 50.0 50.0
Partially Visible 21 19.4 19.4 69.4
Barely Visible 21 19.4 19.4 88.9
Obscured 3 2.8 2.8 91.7
Not Visible 9 8.3 8.3 100.0
Total 108 100.0 100.0

TABLE G-12: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  Visible 31 28.7 28.7 28.7
Partially Visible 26 24 1 241 52.8
Barely Visible 26 241 241 76.9
Obscured 7 6.5 6.5 83.3
Not Visible 18 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 108 100.0 100.0
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TABLE G-13: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid Visible 34 31.5 31.5 315
Partially Visible 28 25.9 25.9 57.4
Barely Visible 25 23.1 23.1 80.6
Obscured 4 3.7 3.7 84.3
Not Visible 17 15.7 15.7 100.0
Total 108 100.0 100.0

6.4.4 - VISIBILITY: UNIT ANALYSIS

TABLE G-14: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid Visible 110 56.7 56.7 56.7
Partially Visible 28 14.4 14.4 711
Barely Visible 27 13.9 13.9 85.1
Obscured 9 4.6 4.6 89.7
Not Visible 20 10.3 10.3 100.0
Total 194 100.0 100.0

TABLE G-15: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  Visible 46 23.7 23.7 23.7
Partially Visible 29 14.9 14.9 38.7
Barely Visible 58 29.9 29.9 68.6
Obscured 12 6.2 6.2 74.7
Not Visible 49 25.3 25.3 100.0
Total 194 100.0 100.0

TABLE G-16: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  Visible 57 29.4 29.4 29.4
Partially Visible 28 14.4 14.4 43.8
Barely Visible 50 25.8 25.8 69.6
Obscured 5 2.6 2.6 72.2
Not Visible 54 27.8 27.8 100.0

Total 194 100.0 100.0
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FIGURE G-5: GRAPH OF VISIBILITY OF SITES ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE G-6: STACKED GRAPH OF VISIBILITY OF SITES ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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6.4.5 — VISIBILITY: SITE LOCATION

TABLE G-17: VISIBILITY BY SITE LOCATION (TOTAL FOR ALL IMAGERY)( AMALGAMATED SITES)

Plateau Basalt Ploaf"\}vvaV;St Dry Dusty Plain North R\ix/grd(i)r B o\:tV:rﬁi - Flood
Escarpment| Plateau AWaidj Plain to East | East of Basalt P HBanis Plain
Visible 3 20 22 22 1" 35 47
Partially Visible 7 3 13 22 20 19 1"
Barely Visible 4 1 22 18 14 22 16
Obscured 0 0 0 3 3
Not Visible 16 2 4 1" 11 10
Total 30 9 66 72 63 33 90 87
TABLE G-18: VISIBILITY BY SITE LOCATION (TOTAL FOR ALL IMAGERY) (UN]T ANALYSIS)
Plateau Basalt PE’}iCV‘;V;St D(y Dusty Plain North R\i’\\/;:rd?r B oma:]i - Floqd
Escarpment | Plateau ‘Awaidj Plain to East | East of Basalt Torace Banks Plain
Visible 3 6 53 32 40 19 75 78
Partially Visible 7 3 18 26 19 23 14
Barely Visible 4 1 46 25 28 52 31
Obscured 0 0 10 10 2 7 4
Not Visible 19 5 41 21 16 13 59 23
Total 33 15 168 114 105 45 216 150
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TABLE G-19: SUMMARY OF VISIBILITY OF LAND TYPES BY IMAGERY (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Plateau Basalt | Plain West of Dry Dusty Plain North River or Wadi | Wadi Bottom Flood
Escarpment | Plateau | Wadi ‘Awaidj | Plainto East | Eastof Basalt Terrace or Banks Plain
Visible on Corona 0 2 1" 9 10 5 16 23
Partially Visible on Corona 3 0 3 8 5 1 5 2
Barely Visible on Corona 1 0 6 6 4 6 3
Obscured on Corona 0 0 2 1 0 1 0
Not Visible on Corona 6 1 0 0 1 2 1
Total 10 3 22 24 21 1 30 29
Visible on SPOT 2004 1 0 3 6 6 3 9 13
Partially Visible on SPOT 2004 1 1 5 6 7 3 6
Barely Visible on SPOT 2004 2 1 9 7 5 1 8
Obscured on SPOT 2004 0 0 3 1 1 0 2
Not Visible on SPOT 2004 6 1 2 4 2 4 5
Total 10 3 22 24 21 1" 30 29
Visible on Geoeye 2010 2 2 6 7 6 3 10 1"
Partially Visible on Geoeye
2010 3 1 5 8 8 1 8 3
Barely Visible on Geoeye 2010 1 0 7 5 5 1 8 9
Obscured on Geoeye 2010 0 0 2 0 1 0 1
Not Visible on Geoeye 2010 5 2 2 4 1 4 5
Total 1" 5 22 24 21 1 30 29
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TABLE G-20: SUMMARY OF VISIBILITY OF LAND TYPES BY IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Plateau Basalt | Plain West of Dry Dusty Plain North River or Wadi | Wadi Bottom Flood
Escarpment | Plateau | Wadi ‘Awaidj | Plain to East | Eastof Basalt Terrace or Banks Plain
Visible on Corona 0 4 32 15 18 8 44 43
Partially Visible on Corona 3 0 12 1 2
Barely Visible on Corona 1 0 5 5 3
Obscured on Corona 0 0 4 0 1
Not Visible on Corona 7 1 2 1 10 1
Total 1 5 56 38 35 15 72 50
Visible on SPOT 2004 1 0 8 7 10 5 13 18
Partially Visible on SPOT
2004 1 2 6 6 7 3 8 8
Barely Visible on SPOT 2004 2 1 21 12 10 2 24 13
Obscured on SPOT 2004 0 0 4 1 0 4
Not Visible on SPOT 2004 7 2 17 7 5 23
Total 1 5 56 38 35 15 72 50
Visible on Geoeye 2010 2 2 13 10 12 6 18 17
Partially Vlgglﬁ)on Geoeye 3 1 7 8 6 0 8 4
Barely Visi2b&<: gn Geoeye 1 0 16 3 1 2 20 15
Obscured on Geoeye 2010 0 2 1 1 0 1
Not Visible on Geoeye 2010 2 18 1" 5 26 13
Total 1 5 56 38 35 15 72 50
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FIGURE G-7: GRAPHS OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY LAND TYPE AND IMAGERY (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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FIGURE G-8: GRAPHS OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY LAND TYPE AND IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE G-9: GRAPHS OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY PERCENTAGE LAND TYPE AND IMAGERY (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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FIGURE G-10: GRAPHS OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY PERCENTAGE LAND TYPE AND IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE G-21: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON THE PLAINS (AMALGAMATED SITES)

(Plain to NE of Basalt, West of Wadi ‘Awaidj, East of Wadi ‘Awaidj. Does not include Flood Plain)

Corona SPOT 2004 Geoeye 2010
Visible 30 15 19
Partially Visible 16 18 21
Barely Visible 16 21 17
Obscured 3 5 3
Not Visible 2 8 7

FIGURE G-11: GRAPH OF VISIBILITY OF SITES ON THE PLAINS

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

Count of Sites

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

Visibility

on the Plains -

Type Overview

M Geoeye 2010
mSPOT 2004

Wisibility Cutegories

l: m Corona
T T T

~

536

FIGURE G-12: GRAPH OF PERCENTAGE VISIBILITY OF SITES ON THE PLAINS

(AMALGAMATED SITES)
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TABLE G-22: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON THE PLAINS (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Corona SPOT 2004 Geoeye 2010
Visible 65 25 35
Partially Visible 23 19 21
Barely Visible 21 43 35
Obscured 8 10 4
Not Visible 12 32 34

(Plain to NE of Basalt, West of Wadi Awaidj, East of Wadi Awaidj. Does not include Flood Plain)

FIGURE G-13: GRAPH OF VISIBILITY OF SITES ON THE PLAINS

(UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE G-14: GRAPH OF PERCENTAGE VISIBILITY OF SITES ON THE PLAINS

(UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE G-23: VISIBILITY OF SITES BY WATER (AMALGAMATED SITES)

(Wadi Bottom or Banks, Flood Plain, River or Wadi Terrace)

Corona SPOT 2004 Geoeye 2010
Visible 65 25 35
Partially Visible 23 19 21
Barely Visible 21 43 35
Obscured 8 10 4
Not Visible 12 32 34

FIGURE G-15: GRAPH OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY WATER

(AMALGAMATED SITES)
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FIGURE G-16: GRAPH OF PERCENTAGE VISIBILITY OF SITES BY WATER

(AMALGAMATED SITES)
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TABLE G-24: VISIBILITY OF SITES BY WATER (UNIT ANALYSIS)

(Wadi Bottom or Banks, Flood Plain, River or Wadi Terrace)

Corona SPOT 2004  Geoeye 2010
Visible 95 36 41
Partially Visible 10 19 12
Barely Visible 16 39 37
Obscured 4 6 1
Not Visible 12 37 46
FIGURE G-17: GRAPH OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY WATER FIGURE G-18: GRAPH OF PERCENTAGE VISIBILITY OF SITES BY WATER
(UNIT ANALYSIS) (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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6.4.6 — VISIBILITY: SITE TYPE

TABLE G-25: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE - CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site_Type
Irregular
Flat Site / | Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Corona_Visibility  Visible Count 19 35 0 0 0 54
% within Site_Type 90.5% 44.3% .0% .0% .0% 50.0%

Partially Visible  Count 1 18 1 0 1 21

% within Site_Type 4.8% 22.8% 33.3% .0% 33.3% 19.4%

Barely Visible Count 1 19 0 1 0 21

% within Site_Type 4.8% 24.1% .0% 50.0% .0% 19.4%

Obscured Count 0 3 0 0 0 3

% within Site_Type 0% 3.8% .0% .0% .0% 2.8%

Not Visible Count 0 4 2 1 2 9

% within Site_Type .0% 5.1% 66.7% 50.0% 66.7% 8.3%

Total Count 21 79 3 2 3 108
% within Site_Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-26: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE

-SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

~

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

SPOT_Visibility Visible Count 19 11 0 0 1 31
% within Site_Type 90.5% 13.9% 0% .0% 33.3% 28.7%

Partially Visible ~ Count 1 24 1 0 0 26

% within Site_Type 4.8% 30.4% 33.3% .0% .0% 24.1%

Barely Visible Count 1 24 1 0 0 26

% within Site_Type 4.8% 30.4% 33.3% .0% .0% 24.1%

Obscured Count 0 7 0 0 0 7

% within Site_Type .0% 8.9% .0% .0% .0% 6.5%

Not Visible Count 0 13 1 2 2 18

% within Site_Type 0% 16.5% 33.3% 100.0% 66.7% 16.7%

Total Count 21 79 3 2 3 108
% within Site_Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-27: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE - GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Geoeye_Visibility  Visible Count 19 14 0 0 1 34
% within Site_Type 90.5% 17.7% .0% .0% 33.3% 31.5%

Partially Visible  Count 1 24 1 0 2 28

% within Site_Type 4.8% 30.4% 33.3% .0% 66.7% 25.9%

Barely Visible Count 1 24 0 0 0 25

% within Site_Type 4.8% 30.4% .0% .0% .0% 23.1%

Obscured Count 0 4 0 0 0 4

% within Site_Type .0% 5.1% .0% .0% .0% 3.7%

Not Visible Count 0 13 2 2 0 17

% within Site_Type .0% 16.5% 66.7% 100.0% .0% 15.7%

Total Count 21 79 3 2 3 108
% within Site_Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-28: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE - CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Corona_Visibility ~ Visible Count 20 88 0 2 0 110
% within Site_Type 83.3% 55.7% .0% 40.0% .0% 56.7%

Partially Visible Count 1 25 1 0 1 28

% within Site_Type 4.2% 15.8% 25.0% .0% 33.3% 14.4%

Barely Visible Count 3 22 0 2 0 27

% within Site_Type 12.5% 13.9% .0% 40.0% .0% 13.9%

Obscured Count 0 9 0 0 0 9

% within Site_Type .0% 5.7% .0% .0% .0% 4.6%

Not Visible Count 0 14 3 1 2 20

% within Site_Type .0% 8.9% 75.0% 20.0% 66.7% 10.3%

Total Count 24 158 4 5 3 194
% within Site_Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-29: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE - SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Site_Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

SPOT_Visibility Visible Count 21 23 0 1 1 46
% within Site_Type 87.5% 14.6% .0% 20.0% 33.3% 23.7%

Partially Visible Count 1 27 1 0 0 29

% within Site_Type 4.2% 17.1% 25.0% 0% 0% 14.9%

Barely Visible Count 2 54 1 1 0 58

% within Site_Type 8.3% 34.2% 25.0% 20.0% .0% 29.9%

Obscured Count 0 12 0 0 0 12

% within Site_Type .0% 7.6% .0% .0% .0% 6.2%

Not Visible Count 0 42 2 3 2 49

% within Site_Type .0% 26.6% 50.0% 60.0% 66.7% 25.3%

Total Count 24 158 4 5 3 194
% within Site_Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-30: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE - GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Site_Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Geoeye_Visibility  Visible Count 21 34 0 1 1 57
% within Site_Type 87.5% 21.5% .0% 20.0% 33.3% 29.4%

Partially Visible Count 1 24 1 0 2 28

% within Site_Type 4.2% 15.2% 25.0% .0% 66.7% 14.4%

Barely Visible Count 2 48 0 0 0 50

% within Site_Type 8.3% 30.4% .0% .0% .0% 25.8%

Obscured Count 0 5 0 0 0 5

% within Site_Type .0% 3.2% .0% .0% .0% 2.6%

Not Visible Count 0 47 3 4 0 54

% within Site_Type .0% 29.7% 75.0% 80.0% .0% 27.8%

Total Count 24 158 4 5 3 194
% within Site_Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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6.5 - LAND USE / LAND COVER

6.5.1 — LAND USE / LAND COVER AROUND SITES

TABLE G-31: COUNTS OF LAND USE / LAND COVER AROUND SITES

(AMALGAMATED SITES AND UNIT ANALYSIS)

Amalgamated Sites Unit Analysis
Corona - Present Corona - Present
Count % Count %

Bare or Scrub 61 56.5% Bare or Scrub 103 53.1%
Arable 103 95.4% Arable 184 94.8%
Orchard 0 .0% Orchard 0 .0%
Modern Graves 0 .0% Modern Graves 0 .0%
Modern Structures 4 3.7% Modern Structures 6 3.1%
Modern Settlements 51 47.2% Modern Settlements 101 52.1%
Irrigation Channel 1 .9% Irrigation Channel 1 5%
Water Bodies 87 80.6% Water Bodies 154 79.4%
Road 72 66.7% Road 136 70.1%
Dam Reservoir Bed 0 .0% Dam Reservoir Bed 0 0%
Archaeological Excavation 0 .0% Archaeological Excavation 0 .0%
Mudbrick Excavation 0 .0% Mudbrick Excavation 0 0%
Looters' Holes 0 .0% Looters' Holes 0 .0%
Pits (Other) 0 .0% Pits (Other) 0 .0%
(All Pits) 0 .0% (All Pits) 0 .0%
Quarries 0 .0% Quarries 0 .0%
Unclassified 26 24.1% Unclassified 43 22.2%

SPOT 2004 - Present SPOT 2004 - Present

Count % Count %

Bare or Scrub 47 43.5% Bare or Scrub 71 36.6%
Arable 103 95.4% Arable 188 96.9%
Orchard 18 16.7% Orchard 21 10.8%
Modern Graves 6 5.6% Modern Graves 12 6.2%
Modern Structures 15 13.9% Modern Structures 21 10.8%
Modern Settlements 46 42.6% Modern Settlements 88 45.4%
Irrigation Channel 23 21.3% Irrigation Channel 33 17.0%
Water Bodies 32 29.6% Water Bodies 55 28.4%
Road 86 79.6% Road 162 83.5%
Dam Reservoir Bed 2 1.9% Dam Reservoir Bed 3 1.5%
Archaeological Excavation 2 1.9% Archaeological Excavation 3 1.5%
Mudbrick Excavation 11 10.2% Mudbrick Excavation 18 9.3%
Looters' Holes 0 .0% Looters' Holes 0 .0%
Pits (Other) 0 0% Pits (Other) 0 .0%
(All Pits) 15 13.9% (All Pits) 28 14.4%
Quarries 0 0% Quarries 0 .0%
Unclassified 11 10.2% Unclassified 16 8.2%
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Amalgamated Sites

Unit Analysis

Geoeye 2010 - Present Geoeye 2010 - Present
Count % Count %

Bare or Scrub 53 49.1% Bare or Scrub 80 41.2%
Arable 103 95.4% Arable 186 95.9%
Orchard 23 21.3% Orchard 27 13.9%
Modern Graves 7 6.5% Modern Graves 16 8.2%
Modern Structures 15 13.9% Modern Structures 23 11.9%
Modern Settlements 46 42.6% Modern Settlements 92 47.4%
Irrigation Channel 26 24.1% Irrigation Channel 40 20.6%
Water Bodies 29 26.9% Water Bodies 48 24.7%
Road 86 79.6% Road 161 83.0%
Dam Reservoir Bed 2 1.9% Dam Reservoir Bed 3 1.5%
Archaeological Excavation 2 1.9% Archaeological Excavation 3 1.5%
Mudbrick Excavation 14 13.0% Mudbrick Excavation 21 10.8%
Looters' Holes 1 9% Looters' Holes 1 5%
Pits (Other) 2 1.9% Pits (Other) 3 1.5%
(All Pits) 22 20.4% (All Pits) 39 20.1%
Quarries 0 0% Quarries 0 .0%
Unclassified 2 1.9% Unclassified 3 1.5%
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TABLE G-32: FREQUENCY OF NUMBER OF LAND USE / COVER TYPES AROUND EACH SITE

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

SPOT 2004 Total Geoeye 2010 Total
Corona Total (Round) (Round) (Round)
Count % Count % Count %
1 1 9% 6 5.6% 6 5.6%
2 23 21.3% 23 21.3% 17 15.7%
3 30 27.8% 28 25.9% 25 23.1%
4 28 25.9% 24 22.2% 29 26.9%
5 26 24.1% 12 11.1% 14 13.0%
6 0 .0% 10 9.3% 10 9.3%
7 0 .0% 3 2.8% 5 4.6%
8 0 .0% 1 9% 1 9%
10 0 .0% 1 9% 1 .9%

TABLE G-33: FREQUENCY OF NUMBER OF LAND USE / COVER TYPES AROUND EACH SITE (UNIT

ANALYSIS)
SPOT 2004 Total Geoeye 2010 Total
Corona Total (Round) (Round) (Round)
Count % Count % Count %

1 4 21% 8 41% 7 3.6%
2 33 17.0% 42 21.6% 30 15.5%
3 57 29.4% 60 30.9% 58 29.9%
4 56 28.9% 43 22.2% 56 28.9%
5 44 22.7% 23 11.9% 23 11.9%
6 0 .0% 13 6.7% 14 7.2%
7 0 .0% 3 1.5% 4 2.1%
8 0 .0% 1 5% 0 .0%
9 0 .0% 1 5% 2 1.0%
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6.5.2 — LAND USE / LAND COVER ON SITES

TABLE G-34: COUNT OF LAND USE / LAND COVER ON SITES (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Corona - Present Field Visit - Present
Count Y% Count %

Bare or Scrub 66 61.1% Bare or Scrub 13 12.0%
Arable 80 74.1% Arable 43 39.8%
Orchard 0 0% Orchard 0 .0%
Modern Graves 0 0% Modern Graves 20 18.5%
Modern Structures 3 2.8% Modern Structures 10 9.3%
Modern Settlements 36 33.3% Modern Settlements 36 33.3%
Irrigation Channel 1 9% Irrigation Channel 6 5.6%
Water Bodies 35 32.4% Water Bodies 8 7.4%
Road 52 48.1% Road 18 16.7%
Dam Reservoir Bed 0 0% Dam Reservoir Bed 1 9%
Archaeological Excavation 0 0% Archaeological Excavation 1 9%
Mudbrick Excavation 0 0% Mudbrick Excavation 13 12.0%
Looters' Holes 0 .0% Looters' Holes 1 9%
Pits (Other) 0 0% Pits (Other) 2 1.9%
(All Pits) 0 0% (All Pits) 28 25.9%
Quarries 0 0% Quarries 0 0%
Unclassified 26 24.1% Unclassified 0 0%

SPOT 2004 - Present Geoeye 2010 - Present

Count % Count %

Bare or Scrub 57 52.8% Bare or Scrub 62 57.4%
Arable 95 88.0% Arable 95 88.0%
Orchard 12 11.1% Orchard 16 14.8%
Modern Graves 21 19.4% Modern Graves 24 22.2%
Modern Structures 15 13.9% Modern Structures 13 12.0%
Modern Settlements 37 34.3% Modern Settlements 38 35.2%
Irrigation Channel 16 14.8% Irrigation Channel 18 16.7%
Water Bodies 10 9.3% Water Bodies 12 11.1%
Road 62 57.4% Road 67 62.0%
Dam Reservoir Bed 2 1.9% Dam Reservoir Bed 2 1.9%
Archaeological Excavation 2 1.9% Archaeological Excavation 2 1.9%
Mudbrick Excavation 16 14.8% Mudbrick Excavation 18 16.7%
Looters' Holes 1 9% Looters' Holes 1 9%
Pits (Other) 1 9% Pits (Other) 3 2.8%
(All Pits) 33 30.6% (All Pits) 36 33.3%
Quarries 0 .0% Quarries 0 .0%
Unclassified 11 10.2% Unclassified 2 1.9%

546

—~
—



TABLE G-35: COUNT OF LAND USE / LAND COVER ON SITES (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Corona - Present

Field Visit - Present

Count % Count %
Bare or Scrub 101 52.1% Bare or Scrub 15 7.7%
Arable 139 71.6% Arable 90 46.4%
Orchard 0 .0% Orchard 0 .0%
Modern Graves 0 .0% Modern Graves 20 10.3%
Modern Structures 3 1.5% Modern Structures 10 5.2%
Modern Settlements 45 23.2% Modern Settlements 38 19.6%
Irrigation Channel 1 5% Irrigation Channel 6 3.1%
Water Bodies 61 31.4% Water Bodies 10 5.2%
Road 74 38.1% Road 25 12.9%
Dam Reservoir Bed 0 .0% Dam Reservoir Bed 1 5%
Archaeological Excavation 0 0% Archaeological Excavation 2 1.0%
Mudbrick Excavation 0 .0% Mudbrick Excavation 13 6.7%
Looters' Holes 0 .0% Looters' Holes 1 5%
Pits (Other) 0 0% Pits (Other) 2 1.0%
(All Pits) 0 .0% (All Pits) 31 16.0%
Quarries 0 .0% Quarries 0 .0%
Unclassified 43 22.2% Unclassified 0 .0%

SPOT 2004 - Present

Geoeye 2010 - Present

Count % Count %o
Bare or Scrub 73 37.6% Bare or Scrub 80 41.2%
Arable 168 86.6% Arable 169 87.1%
Orchard 12 6.2% Orchard 16 8.2%
Modern Graves 21 10.8% Modern Graves 24 12.4%
Modern Structures 15 7.7% Modern Structures 13 6.7%
Modern Settlements 45 23.2% Modern Settlements 46 23.7%
Irrigation Channel 18 9.3% Irrigation Channel 22 11.3%
Water Bodies 12 6.2% Water Bodies 15 7.7%
Road 93 47.9% Road 99 51.0%
Dam Reservoir Bed 2 1.0% Dam Reservoir Bed 2 1.0%
Archaeological Excavation 3 1.5% Archaeological Excavation 3 1.5%
Mudbrick Excavation 16 8.2% Mudbrick Excavation 18 9.3%
Looters' Holes 1 5% Looters' Holes 1 5%
Pits (Other) 1 5% Pits (Other) 3 1.5%
(All Pits) 35 18.0% (All Pits) 38 19.6%
Quarries 0 .0% Quarries 0 .0%
Unclassified 16 8.2% Unclassified 3 1.5%
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TABLE G-36: FREQUENCY OF NUMBER OF LAND USE / COVER TYPES ON EACH SITE (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Corona Total (On)

Field Visit Total (On)

SPOT 2004 Total (On)

Geoeye 2010 Total (On)

Count Y% Count % Count Y% Count %
0 0 .0% 19 17.6% 0 .0% 0 .0%
1 26 24.1% 42 38.9% 17 15.7% 14 13.0%
2 28 25.9% 22 20.4% 28 25.9% 27 25.0%
3 30 27.8% 19 17.6% 18 16.7% 18 16.7%
4 19 17.6% 4 3.7% 18 16.7% 20 18.5%
5 5 4.6% 1 .9% 18 16.7% 13 12.0%
6 0 .0% 0 .0% 7 6.5% 11 10.2%
7 0 .0% 0 .0% 1 .9% 3 2.8%
8 0 .0% 1 .9% 0 .0% 1 9%
9 0 .0% 0 .0% 1 .9% 1 9%

TABLE G-37: FREQUENCY OF NUMBER OF LAND USE / COVER TYPES ON EACH SITE (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Corona Total (On)

Field Visit Total (On)

SPOT 2004 Total (On)

Geoeye 2010 Total (On)

§

Count Y% Count Y% Count Y% Count Y%
0 2 1.0% 43 22.2% 1 5% 0 .0%
1 61 31.4% 96 49.5% 59 30.4% 50 25.8%
2 59 30.4% 37 19.1% 60 30.9% 64 33.0%
3 49 25.3% 13 6.7% 26 13.4% 30 15.5%
4 17 8.8% 3 1.5% 26 13.4% 25 12.9%
5 6 3.1% 1 5% 16 8.2% 14 7.2%
6 0 0% 0 0% 4 2.1% 6 3.1%
7 0 .0% 1 5% 1 5% 3 1.5%
8 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 2 1.0%
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6.6 - DAMAGE ANALYSIS: GENERAL TRENDS

6.6.2 - HORIZONTAL DAMAGE TRENDS

TABLE G-38: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE FOR ALL IMAGERY TYPES (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Horizontal Da

mage Effect

Intermittent / Sectional / Majority / Total /
Unknown | Peripheral fractional partial Extensive wholesale Total
Imagery  Corona  Count 26 59 2 79 27 20 213
% within Imagery 12.2% 27.7% 9% 37.1% 12.7% 9.4% 100.0%
SPOT Count 11 57 45 141 38 22 314
% within Imagery 3.5% 18.2% 14.3% 44.9% 12.1% 7.0% 100.0%
Geoeye  Count 8 64 49 151 41 20 333
% within Imagery 2.4% 19.2% 14.7% 45.3% 12.3% 6.0% 100.0%
Total Count 45 180 96 371 106 62 860
% within Imagery 5.2% 20.9% 11.2% 43.1% 12.3% 7.2% 100.0%
TABLE G-39: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE FOR ALL IMAGERY TYPES (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Horizontal Damage Effect
Intermittent / | Sectional / | Majority / Total /
Unknown | Peripheral fractional partial Extensive | wholesale Total

Imagery Corona  Count 42 94 2 86 52 50 326
% within Imagery 12.9% 28.8% .6% 26.4% 16.0% 15.3% 100.0%

SPOT Count 16 89 46 155 52 81 439

% within Imagery 3.6% 20.3% 10.5% 35.3% 11.8% 18.5% 100.0%

Geoeye Count 10 98 54 165 58 76 461

% within Imagery 2.2% 21.3% 11.7% 35.8% 12.6% 16.5% 100.0%

Total Count 68 281 102 406 162 207 1226
% within Imagery 5.5% 22.9% 8.3% 33.1% 13.2% 16.9% 100.0%
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TABLE G-40: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary [ Quaternary Total
Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 15 3 6 2 26
Damage % within Horizontal
Effect Damage Effect 57.7% 11.5% 23.1% 7.7% 100.0%
% within Severity 13.9% 4.6% 16.7% 50.0% 12.2%
Peripheral Count 21 24 14 0 59
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 35.6% 40.7% 23.7% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity 19.4% 36.9% 38.9% .0% 27.7%
Intermittent / fractional Count 0 0 2 0 2
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity .0% .0% 5.6% .0% 9%
Sectional / partial Count 31 33 14 1 79
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 39.2% 41.8% 17.7% 1.3% 100.0%
% within Severity 28.7% 50.8% 38.9% 25.0% 37.1%
Majority / Extensive Count 22 4 0 1 27
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 81.5% 14.8% .0% 3.7% 100.0%
% within Severity 20.4% 6.2% .0% 25.0% 12.7%
Total / wholesale Count 19 1 0 0 20
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 95.0% 5.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity 17.6% 1.5% .0% .0% 9.4%
Total Count 108 65 36 4 213
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 50.7% 30.5% 16.9% 1.9% 100.0%
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-41: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary Quaternary Total
Horizontal  Unknown Count 31 8 2 1 42
Damage % within Horizontal
Effect Damage Effect 73.8% 19.0% 4.8% 2.4% 100.0%
% within Severity 16.0% 8.5% 5.7% 33.3% 12.9%
Peripheral Count 30 42 20 2 94
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 31.9% 44.7% 21.3% 21% 100.0%
% within Severity 15.5% 44.7% 571% 66.7% 28.8%
Intermittent / fractional Count 0 0 2 0 2
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity 0% 0% 5.7% 0% 6%
Sectional / partial Count 33 42 11 0 86
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 38.4% 48.8% 12.8% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity 17.0% 44.7% 31.4% .0% 26.4%
Majority / Extensive Count 50 2 0 0 52
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 96.2% 3.8% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity 25.8% 2.1% .0% .0% 16.0%
Total / wholesale Count 50 0 0 0 50
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity 25.8% .0% .0% .0% 15.3%
Total Count 194 94 35 3 326
% within Horizontal
Damage Effect 59.5% 28.8% 10.7% .9% 100.0%
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-42: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary | Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total
Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 7 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 11
Damage % within Hori |
Effoor S’amgég ponzonta 63.6% 0% 0% 18.2% 0% 9.1% 0% 9.1% | 100.0%
% within Severity 6.5% 0% 0% 5.4% 0% 25.0% 0% 50.0% 3.5%
Peripheral Count 8 16 16 14 3 0 0 0 57
S’amrég Ezzz?ma' 14.0% 28.1% 28.1% 24.6% 5.3% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 7.4% 19.0% 25.4% 37.8% 23.1% 0% 0% 0% 18.2%
Intermittent / fractional Count 3 11 10 11 5 1 3 1 45
S’amrég Ezzz?ma' 6.7% 24.4% 22.2% 24.4% 11.1% 2.2% 6.7% 22% | 100.0%
% within Severity 2.8% 13.1% 15.9% 29.7% 38.5% 250% | 100.0% 50.0% 14.3%
Sectional / partial Count 48 42 34 10 5 2 0 0 141
% within Horizontal
g’amg'; E'z;'z?” a 34.0% 29.8% 24.1% 7.1% 3.5% 1.4% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 44.4% 50.0% 54.0% 27.0% 38.5% 50.0% 0% 0% 44.9%
Majority / Extensive Count 25 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 38
% within Horizontal
g’amg'; Eg;’g’” a 65.8% 28.9% 5.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 23.1% 13.1% 3.2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 12.1%
Total / wholesale Count 17 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 22
% within Horizontal
E/;’am?g;'; Ef‘;gg’” a 77.3% 18.2% 4.5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 15.7% 4.8% 1.6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7.0%
Total Count 108 84 63 37 13 4 3 2 314
% within Horizontal
E/;’am?g;'; Ef‘;gg’” a 34.4% 26.8% 20.1% 11.8% 41% 1.3% 1.0% 6% | 100.0%
% within Severity 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE G-43: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary Secondary | Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 13 1 2 0 0 0 0 16

Damage % within Horizontal
Effect Damage Effeet 81.3% 6.3% 12.5% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 6.7% 8% 2.8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3.6%
Peripheral Count 12 38 23 14 2 0 0 89

% within Horizontal
é°a‘;vn'ta J; E?f:if”ta 13.5% 42.7% 25.8% 15.7% 2.2% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 6.2% 29.5% 31.9% 43.8% 25.0% 0% 0% 20.3%
Intermittent / fractional Count 3 11 14 12 4 0 2 46

% within Horizontal
6°a"r¥1'ta g"; E]?f;'zf”ta 6.5% 23.9% 30.4% 26.1% 8.7% 0% 43% | 100.0%
% within Severity 1.5% 8.5% 19.4% 37.5% 50.0% 0% | 100.0% 10.5%
Sectional / partial Count 62 53 30 6 2 2 0 155

% within Horizontal
6°a"r¥1'ta g"; E]?f;'zf”ta 40.0% 34.2% 19.4% 3.9% 1.3% 1.3% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 32.0% 41.1% 41.7% 18.8% 250% | 100.0% 0% 35.3%
Majority / Extensive Count 36 15 1 0 0 0 0 52
62’:::;2 ';?f;'i?ma' 69.2% 28.8% 1.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 18.6% 11.6% 1.4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11.8%
Total / wholesale Count 68 11 2 0 0 0 0 81
6::::;2 :]?fgi?ma' 84.0% 13.6% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 35.1% 8.5% 2.8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 18.5%
Total Count 194 129 72 32 8 2 2 439
6::::;2 :]?fgi?ma' 44.2% 29.4% 16.4% 7.3% 1.8% 5% 5% | 100.0%
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE G-44: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary | Secondary [ Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total
Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 5 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 8
Damage % within Horizontal
Effect Damage Effect 62.5% .0% .0% 12.5% 12.5% .0% .0% 12.5% 100.0%
% within Severity 4.6% .0% 0% 2.5% 4.5% .0% .0% 33.3% 2.4%
Peripheral Count 7 14 19 13 7 2 1 1 64
% within Horizontal o o o o o o o o o
Damage Effect 10.9% 21.9% 29.7% 20.3% 10.9% 3.1% 1.6% 1.6% 100.0%
% within Severity 6.5% 16.5% 29.2% 32.5% 31.8% 28.6% 33.3% 33.3% 19.2%
Intermittent / fractional  Count 3 10 6 15 8 4 2 1 49
% within Horizontal o o o o o o o o o
Damage Effect 6.1% 20.4% 12.2% 30.6% 16.3% 8.2% 41% 2.0% 100.0%
% within Severity 2.8% 11.8% 9.2% 37.5% 36.4% 57.1% 66.7% 33.3% 14.7%
Sectional / partial Count 49 48 36 11 6 1 0 0 151
% within Horizontal o o o o o o o o o
Damage Effect 32.5% 31.8% 23.8% 7.3% 4.0% T% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity 45.4% 56.5% 55.4% 27.5% 27.3% 14.3% .0% .0% 45.3%
Majority / Extensive Count 27 11 3 0 0 0 0 0 41
% within Horizontal o o o o o o o o o
Damage Effect 65.9% 26.8% 7.3% .0% 0% 0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Severity 25.0% 12.9% 4.6% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 12.3%
Total / wholesale Count 17 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 20
% within Horizontal o o o o o o o o o
Damage Effect 85.0% 10.0% 5.0% .0% 0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Severity 15.7% 2.4% 1.5% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 6.0%
Total Count 108 85 65 40 22 7 3 3 333
% within Horizontal o o o o o o o o o
Damage Effect 32.4% 25.5% 19.5% 12.0% 6.6% 21% 9% 9% 100.0%
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-45: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary | Secondary [ Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total
Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 10
Damage % within Hori |
Effect é’a"n‘:; 9;: E?f;'z?ma 90.0% 0% 10.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 4.6% 0% 1.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2.2%
Peripheral Count 11 36 27 14 7 1 1 1 98
% within Horizontal
éa‘:"n';g;g Egzzﬁma 11.2% 36.7% 27.6% 14.3% 7.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% |  100.0%
% within Severity 5.7% 27.7% 36.0% 37.8% 38.9% 25.0% 50.0% | 100.0% 21.3%
Intermittent / fractional Count 3 11 12 16 9 2 1 0 54
% within Horizontal
éa‘:"n';g;g Egzzﬁma 5.6% 20.4% 22.2% 29.6% 16.7% 3.7% 1.9% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 1.5% 8.5% 16.0% 43.2% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0% 11.7%
Sectional / partial Count 63 61 31 7 2 1 0 0 165
% within Horizontal
éa‘:"n';g;g Egzzﬁma 38.2% 37.0% 18.8% 4.2% 1.2% 6% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 32.5% 46.9% 41.3% 18.9% 11.1% 25.0% 0% 0% 35.8%
Majority / Extensive Count 40 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 58
% within Horizontal
Dam ag;g Eftont 69.0% 27.6% 3.4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 20.6% 12.3% 2.7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 12.6%
Total / wholesale Count 68 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 76
% within Horizontal
D ag;g Eftont 89.5% 7.9% 2.6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 35.1% 4.6% 2.7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 16.5%
Total Count 104 130 75 37 18 4 2 1 461
% within Horizontal
Dam ag;g Eftont 42.1% 282% |  16.3% 8.0% 3.9% 9% 4% 2% | 100.0%
% within Severity 100.0% |  100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE G-46: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Basalt plateau Platosy snd escepment | Phaln west of Wadl Weald vy pladr to sest Flain o north sastofbagell | Wiadi boliom o wadl banks Fiood phain
Count Count Count Courit Court Court Count
Count | Column % | Count | Column M % Gt Columin % | Count | Columin i % Cour Colurin M % B Colurin iM% | Count | Coluron B %
Horfotal Darmages Efet o @ % [ % [ % 0 % a ) d 0%
7 i & F0.0% 2 4.3% 4 875 4 5% B i1.8% 8 13E%
Farigrmral E] i A% iz 0% g 1TA% i A% a 30.9% i@ A%
infermiliant { fractional b d % i 0% g % @ % g 0% 2 14%
Seclionsl { partial g d % 20 TS iz 4TE% i3 A% i #.3% Ed 8%
SRy § Endoni b (] L g ik i 13.0% ] 14.3% 8 11.6% @ 138%
“Tastae) Fghnlesssaies i 6.5% o % g 125% i 15.0% 4 1% 4 44% 4 BE%
TABLE G-47: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Bassli plsteau Plateay and escarpment | Plaln wast of Wadl eald) Dy plaln to sast Plain ta north east of basall | ‘Wadi bottom orwadi banks Flosd plain
Count Count Caourd Court Couit Count Court
Courd | Delwrni% | Count | Columnin Count ComnN% | Coud | Colmn b % [ Calur i % u Colmmi® | Soum | Column %
Hortzonis] Damage Efed u 0% g A% ] [ % ] 4% ¢ Z [
i 21% in FE% ¥ & 1% @ 5.7 ig i3
gt 7 BL.5% 1 2i% L 12 12.0% 4 I ko )
Irgsratient] Fadionel o 0% g e i ; i L% n % L 2
Beslional | patisl I 0% [ % 2 4% | 38.5% 14 X8% Eor g
wajorty § Bdonsivs g 0% ] % 18 161% 13 08% g 4.8% E i2
Totel hoigsals # .5% a % 14 W% 1 PE.0% 3 14.5% i 8
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TABLE G-48: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Basult plateau Platoay and sscarpment | Plaln wost of Wadi Revald] Dy plalr o seet Flain s north sast ofbasall | Wadi botiom or wadi banks Flood plain
Court Count Court Count Count Count Count
ot | CofumnM% | Courdt | Column % Cannt Colmn % | Count | ol b % Gtk Colurnn M % Coumt ColumnMN% | Count | CalumnH%
Horizontal Darmage Efflect  Rone [0 [ [ 0% f] 1% o ) [ 0% []
Ui i 7 & AE% i A 1 1.8% 5 Bi% d
Paripheral i k] L% H fad i3 3.5% i4 HE% 18 i84% i
Trderifisn  frastional I ] 0% i@ 8 2.1% i 47 14 VA5 i
Setione § sl 4 ] g o ¥ E0.8% ¥ 47A% 4 5.9% ke
ety § Ediansive i L] A% it & i51% ¥ 10.3% iU 2% 19
Total i wholesale g 4 0% & 4 551 4 58% § Ei% &
TABLE G-49: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Basul plateau Plateau and secarpment Plaln west ofWeall Rawgid] Dy plainto sast Plain to notth sast ofbasall | Wadl botiom or wadl banks Flood plaln
Court Count Court Count Count Count Count
Count | Colmn b % | Cound | Column % Coot Colman M % | Couni | Column N % Cistint Cojurin M % [ Column iM% | Count | Cobimn %
Hurizonisl Damage Effecd  Hone [] 0% [}] [1] % ] 0% [] 0% [] 0% [ W%
Uiigiiesn i 2% % L] i I et 1 1A% { G5 2 0%
Paripheral £ AR5 ¥ 14 15 ax 9% o AR 0 1855 a2 i7.7%
Tnitsrrvifiant § rselonsi g 0% g i 1% 8 % ia 1.0 14 L3% i# 138%
Swelionel § perisl 4 A% g E A 3 ¥BES a8 AT 82 0% 44 5%
Wajorly  Bdensive o Bip o 94 127% 13 15.5% & BER i 10.5% i 15.3%
Total fwhelesale i 8.1% 0 29 284% 13 15.3% 14 18.5% 2 vk 3 18.5%
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TABLE G-50: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Hasslt plalaan Plateau and sscamment Plainwest of Wadl Yewald] Dy plain i east Plain to north sast of basal | Wadi boliom orwadi banks Flood plain
Count Court Count Court Count Courd Count

Cout | ColmmnN % | Cowk | Column i % Court ColumnM% | Cowd | Coumn S Coumk Colu H % Cou Column M % | Count | ol M5

Hormntal Dernage Bifest  Mons 1] 1] g 1] 1] Jigg 1] L% 3 ] Rt
Ui i ] G55% 3 [ A% i £ § i 8
Pasiaheg i k1 8% 4 k1] F : i 2 21 20 A%
Ietammiteant f frackions! L] ] L% B ¥ 18 12 18 16.8%
Saclansl ! parkial & 3 2EI% Ex] 34 32 437% &0 0 431%
Blajoniy f Exisnaie i 2 18.3% 11 E g 12.0% g 13 15.7%
Tefsl Fvdloasis a o] D% 8 5 i 13% ? & 53%

TABLE G-51: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Basalt platsau Piateau and ascarpmant | Plain wast of Wadl Awaid] Dey plain io east Plain b north easiofbasslt | Wadl bofiom or wadi banks Finod plain
Cournt Ceunt Cournt Count Count Count Court

Count | ColennN % | count | Column M Count Column W% | Couwd | columnN% Gioung Columin M % Count Coumn % | Gowm | Column NS

Herteanisl Damage Eteet  Hone i} 0% ] 0% ] A% o % 1] % ] 0% a %
Unsbesnt i A% B &% 4 8% 1] it k] 1.0% & 8% 1] 5%
Patipheral |- EE% 3 B 18 13.4% 24 I% = 0% ) 3% & 19.5%
Indsemitiant Hractionsl il R 1] % g 5.0% g 2.8% i7 17.0% 14 2.8% i8 125%
Bactional ! partial 4 A% 3 28.0% 42 V5% 3 BT% 34 3d.0% 58 35.8% &5 35.2%
Majoily | Bannsks 1 BA4% ] i8.7% i4 125% 13 14.1% i1 1.0% i% %4% 1% 14.5%
Tekel Fetwiassls 1 29% 1] % 38 H5.0% k1] 18.3% g 2.0% 3z 0% 25 1R0%
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TABLE G-52: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 2 17 3 1 3 26
Damage % within Site Type 4.5% 10.6% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 12.2%
Effect Peripheral Count 33 26 0 0 0 59
% within Site Type 75.0% 16.1% 0% 0% .0% 27.7%

Intermittent / fractional  Count 0 2 0 0 0 2

% within Site Type .0% 1.2% .0% .0% .0% 9%

Sectional / partial Count 7 72 0 0 0 79

% within Site Type 15.9% 44.7% 0% 0% .0% 37.1%

Majority / Extensive Count 2 25 0 0 0 27

% within Site Type 4.5% 15.5% 0% 0% .0% 12.7%

Total / wholesale Count 0 19 0 1 0 20

% within Site Type .0% 11.8% 0% 50.0% .0% 9.4%

Total Count 44 161 3 2 3 213
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-53: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 2 30 4 3 3 42
Damage % within Site Type 4.2% 11.5% 100.0% 33.3% 100.0% 12.9%
Effect Peripheral Count 34 60 0 0 0 94
% within Site Type 70.8% 22.9% .0% .0% .0% 28.8%

Intermittent / fractional ~ Count 0 2 0 0 0 2

% within Site Type 0% 8% .0% .0% .0% 6%

Sectional / partial Count 9 73 0 4 0 86

% within Site Type 18.8% 27.9% .0% 44.4% .0% 26.4%

Majority / Extensive Count 3 49 0 0 0 52

% within Site Type 6.3% 18.7% .0% .0% .0% 16.0%

Total / wholesale Count 0 48 0 2 0 50

% within Site Type 0% 18.3% .0% 22.2% .0% 15.3%

Total Count 48 262 4 9 3 326
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-54: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 0 6 2 1 2 11
Damage % within Site Type .0% 2.7% 66.7% 33.3% 66.7% 3.5%
Effect Peripheral Count 26 29 1 0 1 57
% within Site Type 32.5% 12.9% 33.3% .0% 33.3% 18.2%

Intermittent / fractional  Count 20 25 0 0 0 45

% within Site Type 25.0% 11.1% .0% 0% .0% 14.3%

Sectional / partial Count 33 107 0 1 0 141

% within Site Type 41.3% 47.6% 0% 33.3% 0% 44.9%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 37 0 1 0 38

% within Site Type .0% 16.4% 0% 33.3% 0% 12.1%

Total / wholesale Count 1 21 0 0 0 22

% within Site Type 1.3% 9.3% .0% .0% .0% 7.0%

Total Count 80 225 3 3 3 314
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-55: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004
Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 0 10 3 1 2 16
Damage % within Site Type 0% 3.0% 75.0% 9.1% 66.7% 3.6%
Effect Peripheral Count 28 58 1 1 1 89
% within Site Type 32.9% 17.3% 25.0% 9.1% 33.3% 20.3%

Intermittent / fractional Count 20 25 0 1 0 46

% within Site Type 23.5% 7.4% .0% 9.1% .0% 10.5%

Sectional / partial Count 34 116 0 5 0 155

% within Site Type 40.0% 34.5% 0% 45.5% 0% 35.3%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 51 0 1 0 52

% within Site Type 0% 15.2% .0% 9.1% 0% 11.8%

Total / wholesale Count 3 76 0 2 0 81

% within Site Type 3.5% 22.6% .0% 18.2% .0% 18.5%

Total Count 85 336 4 11 3 439
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-56: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2010

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /

Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total
Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 0 5 1 1 1 8
Damage % within Site Type .0% 2.2% 25.0% 33.3% 33.3% 2.4%
Effect Peripheral Count 33 30 0 0 1 64
% within Site Type 36.3% 12.9% 0% 0% 33.3% 19.2%
Intermittent / fractional Count 23 26 0 0 0 49
% within Site Type 25.3% 11.2% 0% 0% 0% 14.7%
Sectional / partial Count 34 114 2 1 0 151
% within Site Type 37.4% 49.1% 50.0% 33.3% .0% 45.3%
Majority / Extensive Count 0 38 1 1 1 41
% within Site Type .0% 16.4% 25.0% 33.3% 33.3% 12.3%
Total / wholesale Count 1 19 0 0 0 20
% within Site Type 1.1% 8.2% 0% 0% 0% 6.0%
Total Count 91 232 4 3 3 333
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-57: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT
ANALYSIS)
Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 0 6 2 1 1 10

Damage % within Site Type .0% 1.7% 40.0% 9.1% 33.3% 2.2%

Effect Peripheral Count 35 61 0 1 1 98

% within Site Type 36.5% 17.6% 0% 9.1% 33.3% 21.3%

Intermittent / fractional  Count 23 30 0 1 0 54

% within Site Type 24.0% 8.7% .0% 9.1% .0% 11.7%

Sectional / partial Count 35 123 2 5 0 165

% within Site Type 36.5% 35.5% 40.0% 45.5% 0% 35.8%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 55 1 1 1 58

% within Site Type .0% 15.9% 20.0% 9.1% 33.3% 12.6%

Total / wholesale Count 3 71 0 2 0 76

% within Site Type 3.1% 20.5% 0% 18.2% 0% 16.5%

Total Count 96 346 5 11 3 461

% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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6.6.3 — VERTICAL DAMAGE TRENDS

TABLE G-58: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE FOR ALL IMAGERY TYPES (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Imagery
Corona SPOT Geoeye Total

Vertical Unknown Count 28 13 9 50
Damage % within Imagery 13.1% 41% 2.7% 5.8%
Effect Site buried Count 0 2 2 4
% within Imagery 0% 6% 6% 5%

Pitted Count 0 18 21 39

% within Imagery .0% 5.7% 6.3% 4.5%

Site slightly dispersed Count 54 36 40 130

/ degraded % within Imagery 25.4% 11.5% 12.0% 15.1%

Upper levels damaged  Count 123 160 167 450

% within Imagery 57.7% 51.0% 50.2% 52.3%

Site heavily dispersed/ Count 8 46 54 108

degraded % within Imagery 3.8% 14.6% 16.2% 12.6%

Site destroyed to Count 0 30 29 59

ground level % within Imagery 0% 9.6% 8.7% 6.9%

Site destroyed Count 0 9 11 20

% within Imagery 0% 2.9% 3.3% 2.3%

Total Count 213 314 333 860
% within Imagery 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-59: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE FOR ALL IMAGERY TYPES (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Imagery
Corona SPOT Geoeye Total

Vertical Unknown Count 44 18 11 73
Damage % within Imagery 13.5% 4.1% 2.4% 6.0%
Effect Site buried Count 0 2 2 4
% within Imagery .0% 5% 4% 3%

Pitted Count 0 18 21 39

% within Imagery .0% 41% 4.6% 3.2%

Site slightly dispersed ~ Count 79 56 64 199

/ degraded % within Imagery 24.2% 12.8% 13.9% 16.2%

Upper levels damaged  Count 191 232 241 664

% within Imagery 58.6% 52.8% 52.3% 54.2%

Site heavily dispersed / Count 12 66 74 152

degraded % within Imagery 3.7% 15.0% 16.1% 12.4%

Site destroyed to Count 0 36 35 71

ground level % within Imagery 0% 8.2% 7.6% 5.8%

Site destroyed Count 0 11 13 24

% within Imagery .0% 2.5% 2.8% 2.0%

Total Count 326 439 461 1226
% within Imagery 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-60: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary Secondary Tertiary Quaternary Total

Vertical Unknown Count 15 4 7 2 28
Damage % within Vertical Damage Effect 53.6% 14.3% 25.0% 71% 100.0%
Effect % within Severity 13.9% 6.2% 19.4% 50.0% 13.1%
Site slightly dispersed Count 8 27 18 1 54

/ degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 14.8% 50.0% 33.3% 1.9% 100.0%

% within Severity 7.4% 41.5% 50.0% 25.0% 25.4%

Upper levels damaged  Count 82 31 9 1 123

% within Vertical Damage Effect 66.7% 25.2% 7.3% 8% 100.0%

% within Severity 75.9% 47.7% 25.0% 25.0% 57.7%

Site heavily dispersed /  Count 3 3 2 0 8

degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 37.5% 37.5% 25.0% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 2.8% 4.6% 5.6% .0% 3.8%

Total Count 108 65 36 4 213
% within Vertical Damage Effect 50.7% 30.5% 16.9% 1.9% 100.0%

% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-61: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary | Quaternary Total

Vertical Unknown Count 31 9 3 1 44
Damage % within Vertical Damage Effect 70.5% 20.5% 6.8% 2.3% 100.0%
Effect % within Severity 16.0% 9.6% 8.6% 33.3% 13.5%
Site slightly dispersed ~ Count 15 46 16 2 79

/ degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 19.0% 58.2% 20.3% 2.5% 100.0%

% within Severity 7.7% 48.9% 45.7% 66.7% 24.2%

Upper levels damaged  Count 144 34 13 0 191

% within Vertical Damage Effect 75.4% 17.8% 6.8% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 74.2% 36.2% 37.1% .0% 58.6%

Site heavily dispersed / Count 4 5 3 0 12

degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 33.3% 41.7% 25.0% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 2.1% 5.3% 8.6% .0% 3.7%

Total Count 194 94 35 3 326
% within Vertical Damage Effect 59.5% 28.8% 10.7% 9% 100.0%

% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-62: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary Secondary Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total

Vertical Unknown Count 8 0 1 2 0 1 0 1 13
Damage % within Vertical Damage Effect 61.5% .0% 7.7% 15.4% 0% 7.7% 0% 7.7% 100.0%
Effect % within Severity 7.4% 0% 1.6% 5.4% 0% 25.0% 0% 50.0% 4.1%
Site buried Count 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

% within Vertical Damage Effect 50.0% .0% 50.0% .0% 0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 9% .0% 1.6% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .6%

Pitted Count 1 3 6 4 1 3 0 0 18

% within Vertical Damage Effect 5.6% 16.7% 33.3% 22.2% 5.6% 16.7% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 9% 3.6% 9.5% 10.8% 7.7% 75.0% 0% .0% 5.7%

Site slightly dispersed Count 0 13 12 8 3 0 0 0 36

/ degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 36.1% 33.3% 22.2% 8.3% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 0% 15.5% 19.0% 21.6% 23.1% .0% .0% .0% 11.5%

Upper levels damaged  Count 60 40 30 19 8 0 3 0 160

% within Vertical Damage Effect 37.5% 25.0% 18.8% 11.9% 5.0% .0% 1.9% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 55.6% 47.6% 47.6% 51.4% 61.5% .0% 100.0% .0% 51.0%

Site heavily dispersed /  Count 10 22 11 2 0 0 0 1 46

degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 21.7% 47.8% 23.9% 4.3% 0% .0% 0% 2.2% 100.0%

% within Severity 9.3% 26.2% 17.5% 5.4% .0% .0% .0% 50.0% 14.6%

Site destroyed to Count 21 6 2 0 1 0 0 0 30

ground level % within Vertical Damage Effect 70.0% 20.0% 6.7% 0% 3.3% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 19.4% 71% 3.2% .0% 7.7% .0% 0% .0% 9.6%

Site destroyed Count 7 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 9

% within Vertical Damage Effect 77.8% .0% 0% 22.2% 0% .0% 0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 6.5% .0% 0% 5.4% 0% .0% 0% .0% 2.9%

Total Count 108 84 63 37 13 4 3 2 314
% within Vertical Damage Effect 34.4% 26.8% 20.1% 11.8% 41% 1.3% 1.0% .6% 100.0%

% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-63: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary | Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th Total

Vertical Unknown Count 14 1 3 0 0 0 0 18
Damage % within Vertical Damage Effect 77.8% 5.6% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Effect % within Severity 7.2% 8% 4.2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4.1%
Site buried Count 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

% within Vertical Damage Effect 50.0% 50.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 5% .8% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 5%

Pitted Count 1 7 7 2 0 1 0 18

% within Vertical Damage Effect 5.6% 38.9% 38.9% 11.1% .0% 5.6% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 5% 5.4% 9.7% 6.3% .0% 50.0% .0% 4.1%

Site slightly dispersed Count 0 29 19 6 2 0 0 56

/ degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 51.8% 33.9% 10.7% 3.6% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity .0% 22.5% 26.4% 18.8% 25.0% .0% .0% 12.8%

Upper levels damaged  Count 118 55 32 19 6 1 1 232

% within Vertical Damage Effect 50.9% 23.7% 13.8% 8.2% 2.6% 4% 4% 100.0%

% within Severity 60.8% 42.6% 44.4% 59.4% 75.0% 50.0% 50.0% 52.8%

Site heavily dispersed/  Count 25 29 9 2 0 0 1 66

degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 37.9% 43.9% 13.6% 3.0% .0% 0% 1.5% 100.0%

% within Severity 12.9% 22.5% 12.5% 6.3% .0% .0% 50.0% 15.0%

Site destroyed to Count 27 7 1 1 0 0 0 36

ground level % within Vertical Damage Effect 75.0% 19.4% 2.8% 2.8% .0% 0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 13.9% 5.4% 1.4% 3.1% .0% .0% .0% 8.2%

Site destroyed Count 8 0 1 2 0 0 0 11

% within Vertical Damage Effect 72.7% .0% 9.1% 18.2% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 4.1% .0% 1.4% 6.3% .0% .0% .0% 2.5%

Total Count 194 129 72 32 8 2 2 439
% within Vertical Damage Effect 44.2% 29.4% 16.4% 7.3% 1.8% 5% 5% 100.0%

% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-64: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary Secondary Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total

Vertical Unknown Count 5 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 9
Damage % within Vertical Damage Effect 55.6% .0% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 0% .0% 11.1% 100.0%
Effect % within Severity 4.6% .0% 1.5% 2.5% 4.5% .0% .0% 33.3% 2.7%
Site buried Count 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

% within Vertical Damage Effect 50.0% .0% 50.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 9% .0% 1.5% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 6%

Pitted Count 1 2 5 6 5 2 0 0 21

% within Vertical Damage Effect 4.8% 9.5% 23.8% 28.6% 23.8% 9.5% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 9% 2.4% 7.7% 15.0% 22.7% 28.6% .0% .0% 6.3%

Site slightly dispersed ~ Count 0 10 18 7 4 1 0 0 40

/ degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 25.0% 45.0% 17.5% 10.0% 2.5% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 0% 11.8% 27.7% 17.5% 18.2% 14.3% .0% .0% 12.0%

Upper levels damaged  Count 60 40 30 21 9 3 3 1 167

% within Vertical Damage Effect 35.9% 24.0% 18.0% 12.6% 5.4% 1.8% 1.8% 6% 100.0%

% within Severity 55.6% 47.1% 46.2% 52.5% 40.9% 42.9% 100.0% 33.3% 50.2%

Site heavily dispersed / Count 14 25 8 4 2 0 0 1 54

degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 25.9% 46.3% 14.8% 7.4% 3.7% .0% .0% 1.9% 100.0%

% within Severity 13.0% 29.4% 12.3% 10.0% 9.1% .0% .0% 33.3% 16.2%

Site destroyed to Count 19 7 2 0 1 0 0 0 29

ground level % within Vertical Damage Effect 65.5% 24.1% 6.9% 0% 3.4% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%

% within Severity 17.6% 8.2% 3.1% .0% 4.5% .0% .0% .0% 8.7%

Site destroyed Count 8 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 11

% within Vertical Damage Effect 72.7% 9.1% .0% 9.1% .0% 9.1% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 7.4% 1.2% .0% 2.5% .0% 14.3% .0% .0% 3.3%

Total Count 108 85 65 40 22 7 3 3 333
% within Vertical Damage Effect 32.4% 25.5% 19.5% 12.0% 6.6% 21% 9% 9% 100.0%

% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-65: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary Secondary Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total

Vertical Unknown Count 9 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 11
Damage % within Vertical Damage Effect 81.8% .0% 18.2% .0% .0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Effect % within Severity 4.6% 0% 2.7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2.4%
Site buried Count 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

% within Vertical Damage Effect 50.0% 50.0% 0% .0% .0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 5% 8% 0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% A%

Pitted Count 2 4 7 5 3 0 0 0 21

% within Vertical Damage Effect 9.5% 19.0% 33.3% 23.8% 14.3% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 1.0% 3.1% 9.3% 13.5% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 4.6%

Site slightly dispersed Count 0 29 24 6 5 0 0 0 64

/ degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 45.3% 37.5% 9.4% 7.8% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 0% 22.3% 32.0% 16.2% 27.8% 0% 0% 0% 13.9%

Upper levels damaged  Count 121 54 33 20 8 3 1 1 241

% within Vertical Damage Effect 50.2% 22.4% 13.7% 8.3% 3.3% 1.2% 4% 4% 100.0%

% within Severity 62.4% 41.5% 44.0% 54.1% 44.4% 75.0% 50.0% 100.0% 52.3%

Site heavily dispersed /  Count 27 33 7 4 2 0 1 0 74

degraded % within Vertical Damage Effect 36.5% 44.6% 9.5% 5.4% 2.7% 0% 1.4% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 13.9% 25.4% 9.3% 10.8% 11.1% 0% 50.0% 0% 16.1%

Site destroyed to Count 25 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 35

ground level % within Vertical Damage Effect 71.4% 22.9% 2.9% 2.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Severity 12.9% 6.2% 1.3% 2.7% .0% .0% .0% .0% 7.6%

Site destroyed Count 9 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 13

% within Vertical Damage Effect 69.2% 7.7% 7.7% 7.7% .0% 7.7% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Severity 4.6% .8% 1.3% 2.7% .0% 25.0% 0% 0% 2.8%

Total Count 194 130 75 37 18 4 2 1 461
% within Vertical Damage Effect 421% 28.2% 16.3% 8.0% 3.9% 9% 4% 2% 100.0%

% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-66: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bassll plaleau Platoayw and escarpmant Plain wost of Wadl Awald] Dy plain to sast Plain to norih east ofbasslt | Wadi bottorn or wad] banie Flood plain
Count Count Count Court Caunt Caunt Count
Ot Colrn N % ot Calgmn N % G Calusmn i % [T Sl M % Conart Caliean M % Coust Colnn M % Caurt [T Y
Variicsl Demags Bifeet  Undsmagsd 4] % [ O% 1] 7] iy a Ri; ) ] 0%
i ] 00 3 83% 4 4 B.5% 8 13.3% & 13.8%
a 1] 0% 1] % Q o] % Q % [£] A%
il i i 3 i ] B 0 %, il fii ]
Sl ¢ dapaised ! i o] 0% 14 ] & M.A% 17 12 %
tiperadeg
Ugper lavels damaged ] BU% 1 0.0 34 FO.8% 22 53.0% 2 BE.0% 28 57.4% 3B 44.1%
Efls haedily disporasd ) o] 0% g 0% a 0% 1] B% 1] T 3 A8% & 10.2%
danrated
%ﬁ%ﬁéa@mﬁsﬁ 1o ground o % [ % @ D% 1] 0% o M5 i T €] iy
i deslroyed i O% 1] % ] % a Rix A 1) 0% 4] % ] A%
TABLE G-67: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Basalt plateau Plateau and escarpment Plain west of Wadi 'Awaidj Dryplain to east Plain to north east of basalt Wadi bottom or wadi banks Flood plain
Count Count Count Count Count Count Count
Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N %
Vertical Damage Effect Undamaged 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Unknown 0 0% 5 45.5% 3 4.3% 1 1.4% 1 1.3% 5 48% 0 0%
Site buried 0 0% 0 0% 1 1.4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 1.1%
Pitted 1 16.7% 0 0% 4 5.7% 7 10.1% 7 9.3% 9 8.7% 2 21%
Site slightly dispersed / 1 16.7% 0 0% 8 11.4% 10 14.5% 7 9.3% 13 12.5% 14 14.7%
degraded
Upper levels damaged 2 33.3% 1 9.1% 34 48.6% 43 62.3% 44 58.7% 49 471% 39 41.1%
Site heavily dispersed / 2 33.3% 2 18.2% 10 14.3% 5 72% 8 10.7% 16 15.4% 27 28.4%
degraded
ISei\tlczldestroyed to ground 0 0% 0 0% 10 14.3% 2 2.9% 7 9.3% 9 8.7% 9 9.5%
Site destroyed 0 0% 3 27.3% 0 0% 1 1.4% 1 1.3% 3 29% 3 3.2%
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TABLE G-68: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Basal platasy Plalsay and sscarpmant Plalr west of Wadl Wi Diey plaln 4o sast Plain i north sast of basalt | Wadl bollom orwadl banks Flnod plaln
Grung Count Goung Count Gourt Gount Caunt
Cowrd | Colurmn N % Cuting Colunn N % Cuunt ColummM% | Count | Column® % Cuount Column N % Cutint ColumN% | Coumt | ColumnN%
Verlicsl Damags Efeet  Undamaged [1] o [] [ [ [] a
L o 1 8 4 1 i & il
e buvled [ 0 2} 0 [ i
1 i i@ & & H 4
7 dispareed | 1 il -] 10 ] i3 12
ngar sl damaged 2 33.9% i 10/6% 38 0% L BEE% 40 58.8% &8 ABE% 4
Eils haadly diaperasd f 4 187% 1} 0% 4 13.0% 3 4.8% E 118% 13 139% 4
dagraden
E%E‘;fﬁﬁmﬁ B g o %% 0 % i0 14.5% 2 3.53% 7 10.3% i0 10.3% 10 10.8%
SR
Siie destravad 1] i3 i1 100% o] 0% 1 4.6% i 15% 3 9% 2 33%
TABLE G-69: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Basalt plateau Plateau and escarpment Plain west of Wadi ‘Awaidj Dryplain to east Plain to north east of basalt Wadi bottom or wadi banks Flood plain
Count Count Count Count Count Count 0 Count
Count Column N % Count Column N % Count ColumnN % Count ColumnN % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N %
Vertical Damage Effect  Undamaged 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Unknown 1 9.1% 9 81.8% 8 7.3% 1 1.2% 1 1.1% 1M 7.2% 18 5.7% 0 0%
Site buried 0 0% 0 0% 1 9% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 1 8%
Pitted 1 9.1% 0 0% 4 3.6% 4 47% 5 5.5% 7 4.6% 16 51% 2 1.6%
Site slightly dispersed / 2 18.2% 0 0% 9 8.2% 16 18.8% 9 9.9% 19 12.4% 37 1.7% 19 15.3%
degraded
Upper levels damaged 6 54.5% 1 9.1% 65 59.1% 51 60.0% 52 57.1% 82 53.6% 175 55.6% 57 46.0%
Site heavilydispersed / 1 9.1% 0 0% 13 11.8% 9 10.6% 13 14.3% 20 13.1% 37 11.7% 29 23.4%
degraded
ISei\t/ZIdes"OYEd to ground 0 0% 0 0% 10 9.1% 3 3.5% 10 11.0% 10 6.5% 24 7.6% 12 9.7%
Site destroyed 0 0% 1 9.1% 0 0% 1 1.2% 1 1.1% 4 26% 7 22% 4 32%
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TABLE G-70: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Basalt plateau Plateau and escarpment Plain west of Wadi 'Awaidj Dryplain to east Plain to north east of basalt Wadi bottom or wadi banks Flood plain
Count Count Count Count Count Count Count
Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N %
Vertical Damage Effect Undamaged 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Unknown 0 0% 5 455% 3 4.3% 1 1.4% 1 1.3% 5 4.8% 0 0%
Site buried 0 0% 0 0% 1 1.4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 1.1%
Pitted 1 16.7% 0 0% 4 57% 7 10.1% 7 9.3% 9 8.7% 2 2.1%
Site slightly dispersed / 1 16.7% 0 0% 8 11.4% 10 14.5% 7 9.3% 13 12.5% 14 14.7%
degraded
Upper levels damaged 2 33.3% 1 9.1% 34 48.6% 43 62.3% 44 58.7% 49 47.1% 39 41.1%
Site heavily dispersed / 2 33.3% 2 18.2% 10 14.3% 5 72% 8 10.7% 16 15.4% 27 28.4%
degraded
ISite Idestroyed to ground 0 0% 0 0% 10 14.3% 2 2.9% 7 9.3% 9 8.7% 9 9.5%
evel
Site destroyed 0 0% 3 27.3% 0 0% 1 1.4% 1 1.3% 3 29% 3 3.2%
TABLE G-71: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Basalt plateau Plateau and escarpment Plain west of Wadi ‘Awaidj Dry plain to east Plain to north east of basalt Wadi bottom or wadi banks Flood plain
Count Count Count Count Count Count Count
Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N % Count Column N %
Vertical Damage Effect Undamaged 0 0% 0 .0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 .0% 0 .0%
Unknown 0 0% 6 50.0% 4 3.6% 1 1.1% 1 1.0% 7 4.4% 0 0%
Site buried 0 0% 0 0% 1 9% 0 0% 0 .0% 0 .0% 1 8%
Pitted 1 9.1% 0 0% 4 3.6% 7 76% 7 7.0% 9 5.6% 2 1.6%
Site slightly dispersed / 2 18.2% 0 0% 12 10.7% 17 18.5% 12 12.0% 21 13.1% 21 16.4%
degraded
Upper levels damaged 6 54.5% 8.3% 65 58.0% 53 57.6% 58 58.0% 85 53.1% 56 43.8%
Site heavily dispersed / 2 18.2% 2 16.7% 16 14.3% 11 12.0% 11 11.0% 25 15.6% 32 25.0%
degraded
;Site Ide:;troyed to ground 0 .0% 0 0% 10 8.9% 2 22% 10 10.0% 9 5.6% 12 9.4%
evel
Site destroyed 0 0% 3 25.0% 0 0% 1 1.1% 1 1.0% 4 2.5% 4 3.1%
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TABLE G-72: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /

Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total
Vertical Unknown Count 2 19 3 1 3 28
Damage % within Site Type 4.5% 11.8% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 13.1%
Effect Site slightly dispersed  Count 17 37 0 0 0 54
/ degraded % within Site Type 38.6% 23.0% 0% 0% 0% 25.4%
Upper levels damaged Count 22 100 0 1 0 123
% within Site Type 50.0% 62.1% .0% 50.0% .0% 57.7%
Site heavily dispersed / Count 3 5 0 0 0 8
degraded % within Site Type 6.8% 3.1% 0% 0% 0% 3.8%
Total Count 44 161 3 2 3 213
% within Site Type 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

TABLE G-73: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Vertical Unknown Count 2 32 4 3 3 44

Damage % within Site Type 4.2% 12.2% 100.0% 33.3% 100.0% 13.5%

Effect Site slightly dispersed Count 19 59 0 1 0 79

f degraded % within Site Type | 39 5oy, 22.5% 0% 11.1% 0% 24.2%

Upper levels damaged  Count 24 163 0 4 0 191

% within Site Type 50.0% 62.2% .0% 44.4% .0% 58.6%

Site heavily dispersed/ Count 3 8 0 1 0 12

degraded % within Site Type 6.3% 3.1% 0% 11.1% 0% 3.7%

Total Count 48 262 4 9 3 326

% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-74: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Vertical Unknown Count 0 7 2 1 3 13
Damage % within Site Type .0% 3.1% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 41%
Effect Site buried Count 0 2 0 0 0 2
% within Site Type .0% .9% .0% .0% .0% .6%

Pitted Count 7 11 0 0 0 18

% within Site Type 8.8% 4.9% .0% .0% .0% 5.7%

Site slightly dispersed ~ Count 7 29 0 0 0 36

/ degraded % within Site Type 8.8% 12.9% 0% 0% 0% 11.5%

Upper levels damaged  Count 44 116 0 0 0 160

% within Site Type 55.0% 51.6% .0% .0% .0% 51.0%

Site heavily dispersed / Count 15 30 0 1 0 46

degraded % within Site Type 18.8% 13.3% 0% 33.3% 0% 14.6%

Site destroyed to Count 6 24 0 0 0 30

ground level % within Site Type 7.5% 10.7% 0% 0% 0% 9.6%

Site destroyed Count 1 6 1 1 0 9

% within Site Type 1.3% 2.7% 33.3% 33.3% .0% 2.9%

Total Count 80 225 3 3 3 314
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-75: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Vertical Unknown Count 0 11 3 1 3 18
Damage % within Site Type .0% 3.3% 75.0% 9.1% 100.0% 41%
Effect Site buried Count 0 2 0 0 0 2
% within Site Type .0% .6% .0% .0% .0% 5%

Pitted Count 7 11 0 0 0 18

% within Site Type 8.2% 3.3% .0% .0% .0% 41%

Site slightly dispersed ~ Count 8 47 0 1 0 56

/ degraded % within Site Type 9.4% 14.0% 0% 9.1% 0% 12.8%

Upper levels damaged  Count 47 182 0 3 0 232

% within Site Type 55.3% 54.2% .0% 27.3% .0% 52.8%

Site heavily dispersed / Count 16 46 0 4 0 66

degraded % within Site Type 18.8% 13.7% 0% 36.4% 0% 15.0%

Site destroyed to Count 6 29 0 1 0 36

ground level % within Site Type 71% 8.6% 0% 9.1% 0% 8.2%

Site destroyed Count 1 8 1 1 0 11

% within Site Type 1.2% 2.4% 25.0% 9.1% .0% 2.5%

Total Count 85 336 4 11 3 439
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-76: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Vertical Unknown Count 0 6 1 1 1 9
Damage % within Site Type .0% 2.6% 25.0% 33.3% 33.3% 2.7%
Effect Site buried Count 0 2 0 0 0 2
% within Site Type .0% .9% .0% .0% .0% .6%

Pitted Count 8 13 0 0 0 21

% within Site Type 8.8% 5.6% .0% .0% .0% 6.3%

Site slightly dispersed  Count 11 29 0 0 0 40

/ degraded % within Site Type 12.1% 12.5% 0% 0% 0% 12.0%

Upper levels damaged  Count 45 122 0 0 0 167

% within Site Type 49.5% 52.6% .0% .0% .0% 50.2%

Site heavily dispersed / Count 22 29 1 1 1 54

degraded % within Site Type 24.2% 12.5% 25.0% 33.3% 33.3% 16.2%

Site destroyed to Count 4 25 0 0 0 29

ground level % within Site Type 4.4% 10.8% 0% 0% 0% 8.7%

Site destroyed Count 1 6 2 1 1 11

% within Site Type 1.1% 2.6% 50.0% 33.3% 33.3% 3.3%

Total Count 91 232 4 3 3 333
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-77: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total

Vertical Unknown Count 0 7 2 1 1 11
Damage % within Site Type .0% 2.0% 40.0% 9.1% 33.3% 2.4%
Effect Site buried Count 0 2 0 0 0 2
% within Site Type .0% .6% .0% .0% .0% 4%

Pitted Count 8 13 0 0 0 21

% within Site Type 8.3% 3.8% .0% .0% .0% 4.6%

Site slightly dispersed  Count 12 51 0 1 0 64

/ degraded % within Site Type 12.5% 14.7% 0% 9.1% 0% 13.9%

Upper levels damaged  Count 48 190 0 3 0 241

% within Site Type 50.0% 54.9% .0% 27.3% .0% 52.3%

Site heavily dispersed / Count 22 46 1 4 1 74

degraded % within Site Type 22.9% 13.3% 20.0% 36.4% 33.3% 16.1%

Site destroyed to Count 5 29 0 1 0 35

ground level % within Site Type 5.2% 8.4% .0% 9.1% .0% 7.6%

Site destroyed Count 1 8 2 1 1 13

% within Site Type 1.0% 2.3% 40.0% 9.1% 33.3% 2.8%

Total Count 96 346 5 11 3 461
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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6.6.4 - THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL DAMAGE EXTENTS

And

6.6.5 - MOST AFFECTED / UNAFFECTED SITES

TABLE G-78: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Vertical Damage Effect
Site slightly Site heavily
dispersed/ | Upper levels | dispersed/
Unknown degraded damaged degraded Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 26 0 0 0 26
Damage % within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Effect % within Vertical Damage Effect 92.9% 0% 0% 0% 12.2%
Peripheral Count 2 28 28 1 59

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 3.4% 47.5% 47.5% 1.7% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 7.1% 51.9% 22.8% 12.5% 27.7%

Intermittent / fractional Count 0 1 1 0 2

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 50.0% 50.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 1.9% 8% .0% 9%

Sectional / partial Count 0 24 48 7 79

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 30.4% 60.8% 8.9% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 44.4% 39.0% 87.5% 37.1%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 1 26 0 27

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 3.7% 96.3% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 1.9% 21.1% .0% 12.7%

Total / wholesale Count 0 0 20 0 20

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% 16.3% .0% 9.4%

Total Count 28 54 123 8 213
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 13.1% 25.4% 57.7% 3.8% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-79: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Vertical Damage Effect

Site slightly Site heavily
dispersed/ | Upper levels | dispersed/
Unknown degraded damaged degraded Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 42 0 0 0 42
Damage % within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Effect % within Vertical Damage Effect 95.5% 0% 0% 0% 12.9%
Peripheral Count 2 44 45 3 94

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 2.1% 46.8% 47.9% 3.2% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 4.5% 55.7% 23.6% 25.0% 28.8%

Intermittent / fractional Count 0 1 1 0 2

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 50.0% 50.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 1.3% 5% .0% 6%

Sectional / partial Count 0 33 44 9 86

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 38.4% 51.2% 10.5% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 41.8% 23.0% 75.0% 26.4%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 1 51 0 52

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 1.9% 98.1% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 1.3% 26.7% .0% 16.0%

Total / wholesale Count 0 0 50 0 50

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% 26.2% .0% 15.3%

Total Count 44 79 191 12 326
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 13.5% 24.2% 58.6% 3.7% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-80: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Vertical Damage Effect
Site slightly Site heavily Site
dispersed / | Upper levels | dispersed/ | destroyed to
Unknown | Site buried Pitted degraded damaged degraded | ground level | Site destroyed Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
Damage % within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 0% .0% 0% 100.0%
Effect % within Vertical Damage Effect 84.6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3.5%
Peripheral Count 2 0 0 14 33 3 2 3 57

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 3.5% 0% 0% 24.6% 57.9% 5.3% 3.5% 5.3% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 15.4% 0% 0% 38.9% 20.6% 6.5% 6.7% 33.3% 18.2%

Intermittent / fractional Count 0 0 7 3 25 10 0 0 45

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 0% 15.6% 6.7% 55.6% 22.2% .0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% 38.9% 8.3% 15.6% 21.7% .0% 0% 14.3%

Sectional / partial Count 0 1 11 19 61 19 24 6 141

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 7% 7.8% 13.5% 43.3% 13.5% 17.0% 4.3% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 50.0% 61.1% 52.8% 38.1% 41.3% 80.0% 66.7% 44.9%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 0 0 0 27 9 2 0 38

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 0% 0% .0% 71.1% 23.7% 5.3% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% .0% .0% .0% 16.9% 19.6% 6.7% .0% 12.1%

Total / wholesale Count 0 1 0 0 14 5 2 0 22

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 4.5% 0% .0% 63.6% 22.7% 9.1% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 50.0% .0% .0% 8.8% 10.9% 6.7% 0% 7.0%

Total Count 13 2 18 36 160 46 30 9 314
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 4.1% 6% 5.7% 11.5% 51.0% 14.6% 9.6% 2.9% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-81: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Vertical Damage Effect

Site slightly Site heavily Site
dispersed / | Upper levels | dispersed/ | destroyed to
Unknown | Site buried Pitted degraded damaged degraded | ground level | Site destroyed Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Damage % within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
Effect % within Vertical Damage Effect 88.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3.6%
Peripheral Count 2 0 0 29 46 6 2 4 89

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 2.2% .0% .0% 32.6% 51.7% 6.7% 2.2% 4.5% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 11.1% 0% .0% 51.8% 19.8% 9.1% 5.6% 36.4% 20.3%

Intermittent / fractional  Count 0 0 7 3 26 10 0 0 46

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 0% 15.2% 6.5% 56.5% 21.7% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% 38.9% 5.4% 11.2% 15.2% .0% .0% 10.5%

Sectional / partial Count 0 1 10 24 68 20 25 7 155

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 6% 6.5% 15.5% 43.9% 12.9% 16.1% 4.5% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 50.0% 55.6% 42.9% 29.3% 30.3% 69.4% 63.6% 35.3%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 0 0 0 41 9 2 0 52

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% .0% .0% 0% 78.8% 17.3% 3.8% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% .0% 0% 17.7% 13.6% 5.6% .0% 11.8%

Total / wholesale Count 0 1 1 0 51 21 7 0 81

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 1.2% 1.2% 0% 63.0% 25.9% 8.6% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 50.0% 5.6% 0% 22.0% 31.8% 19.4% 0% 18.5%

Total Count 18 2 18 56 232 66 36 11 439
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 4.1% 5% 4.1% 12.8% 52.8% 15.0% 8.2% 2.5% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-82: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Vertical Damage Effect

Site slightly Site heavily Site
dispersed/ | Upper levels | dispersed/ | destroyed to
Unknown | Site buried Pitted degraded damaged degraded ground level | Site destroyed Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
Damage % within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%
Effect % within Vertical Damage Effect 88.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2.4%
Peripheral Count 1 0 1 19 35 3 2 3 64

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 1.6% .0% 1.6% 29.7% 54.7% 4.7% 3.1% 4.7% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 11.1% 0% 4.8% 47.5% 21.0% 5.6% 6.9% 27.3% 19.2%

Intermittent / fractional  Count 0 0 9 2 28 10 0 0 49

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 18.4% 41% 57.1% 20.4% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% 42.9% 5.0% 16.8% 18.5% .0% .0% 14.7%

Sectional / partial Count 0 1 10 19 65 25 23 8 151

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 7% 6.6% 12.6% 43.0% 16.6% 15.2% 5.3% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 50.0% 47.6% 47.5% 38.9% 46.3% 79.3% 72.7% 45.3%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 0 1 0 27 11 2 0 41

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 2.4% .0% 65.9% 26.8% 4.9% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% 4.8% .0% 16.2% 20.4% 6.9% .0% 12.3%

Total / wholesale Count 0 1 0 0 12 5 2 0 20

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 5.0% .0% .0% 60.0% 25.0% 10.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 50.0% .0% .0% 7.2% 9.3% 6.9% .0% 6.0%

Total Count 9 2 21 40 167 54 29 11 333
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 2.7% 6% 6.3% 12.0% 50.2% 16.2% 8.7% 3.3% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-83: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Vertical Damage Effect
Site slightly Site heavily Site
dispersed / | Upper levels | dispersed/ | destroyed to
Unknown | Site buried Pitted degraded damaged degraded | ground level | Site destroyed Total

Horizontal ~ Unknown Count 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Damage % within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% 0% 0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
Effect % within Vertical Damage Effect 90.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2.2%
Peripheral Count 1 0 1 36 47 7 2 4 98

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 1.0% .0% 1.0% 36.7% 48.0% 71% 2.0% 4.1% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 9.1% .0% 4.8% 56.3% 19.5% 9.5% 5.7% 30.8% 21.3%

Intermittent / fractional Count 0 0 9 2 33 10 0 0 54

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 16.7% 3.7% 61.1% 18.5% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% 42.9% 3.1% 13.7% 13.5% .0% 0% 11.7%

Sectional / partial Count 0 1 10 26 70 26 23 9 165

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 6% 6.1% 15.8% 42.4% 15.8% 13.9% 5.5% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 50.0% 47.6% 40.6% 29.0% 35.1% 65.7% 69.2% 35.8%

Majority / Extensive Count 0 0 1 0 40 15 2 0 58

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% .0% 1.7% 0% 69.0% 25.9% 3.4% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% .0% 4.8% 0% 16.6% 20.3% 5.7% 0% 12.6%

Total / wholesale Count 0 1 0 0 51 16 8 0 76

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 1.3% .0% 0% 67.1% 21.1% 10.5% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 50.0% .0% 0% 21.2% 21.6% 22.9% 0% 16.5%

Total Count 11 2 21 64 241 74 35 13 461
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 2.4% 4% 4.6% 13.9% 52.3% 16.1% 7.6% 2.8% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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6.7 - DAMAGE EFFECTS: ANALYSIS OF DAMAGE SOURCES

TABLE G-84: TOTAL NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY TYPE

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

Imagery
Corona SPOT Geoeye Total

Damage  Development Count 39 50 49 138
Cause % within Imagery 18.3% 15.9% 14.7% 16.0%
Arable agriculture Count 80 95 95 270
% within Imagery 37.6% 30.3% 28.5% 31.4%

Orchards Count 0 12 16 28
% within Imagery .0% 3.8% 4.8% 3.3%

Irrigation Channels  Count 1 16 18 35
% within Imagery 5% 51% 5.4% 41%

Roads Count 52 62 67 181
% within Imagery 24.4% 19.7% 20.1% 21.0%

Bulldozing Count 0 18 21 39
% within Imagery .0% 5.7% 6.3% 4.5%

Water Erosion Count 14 5 5 24
% within Imagery 6.6% 1.6% 1.5% 2.8%

Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 1 1
% within Imagery .0% .0% 3% A%

Looting Count 0 1 1 2
% within Imagery .0% 3% 3% 2%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 16 18 34
% within Imagery .0% 5.1% 5.4% 4.0%

Cuts Count 0 4 4 8
% within Imagery .0% 1.3% 1.2% 9%

Grave Pits Count 0 21 24 45
% within Imagery .0% 6.7% 7.2% 5.2%

Pits (Other) Count 0 1 3 4
% within Imagery .0% 3% 9% 5%

Natural Erosion Count 1 2 2 5
% within Imagery 5% 6% 6% 6%

Unknown Count 26 11 9 46
% within Imagery 12.2% 3.5% 2.7% 5.3%

Total Count 213 314 333 860
% within Imagery 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-85: TOTAL NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY TYPE

(UNIT ANALYSIS)

Imagery
Corona SPOT Geoeye Total

Damage  Development Count 48 58 58 164
Cause % within Imagery 14.7% 13.2% 12.6% 13.4%
Arable agriculture Count 139 168 169 476
% within Imagery 42.6% 38.3% 36.7% 38.8%

Orchards Count 0 12 16 28
% within Imagery .0% 2.7% 3.5% 2.3%

Irrigation Channels  Count 1 18 22 41
% within Imagery 3% 41% 4.8% 3.3%

Roads Count 74 93 99 266
% within Imagery 22.7% 21.2% 21.5% 21.7%

Bulldozing Count 0 22 25 47
% within Imagery .0% 5.0% 5.4% 3.8%

Water Erosion Count 20 6 7 33
% within Imagery 6.1% 1.4% 1.5% 2.7%

Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 1 1
% within Imagery .0% .0% 2% 1%

Looting Count 0 1 1 2
% within Imagery .0% 2% 2% 2%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 16 18 34
% within Imagery .0% 3.6% 3.9% 2.8%

Cuts Count 0 4 4 8
% within Imagery .0% .9% 9% 7%

Grave Pits Count 0 21 24 45
% within Imagery .0% 4.8% 5.2% 3.7%

Pits (Other) Count 0 1 3 4
% within Imagery 0% 2% T% 3%

Natural Erosion Count 2 3 3 8
% within Imagery 6% T% T% T%

Unknown Count 42 16 11 69
% within Imagery 12.9% 3.6% 2.4% 5.6%

Total Count 326 439 461 1226
% within Imagery 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-86: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary | Secondary Tertiary Quaternary Total

Damage  Development Count 30 5 4 0 39
Cause % within Severity 27.8% 7.7% 11.1% .0% 18.3%
Arable agriculture Count 54 21 5 0 80

% within Severity 50.0% 32.3% 13.9% .0% 37.6%

Irrigation Channels  Count 1 0 0 0 1

% within Severity 9% .0% .0% .0% 5%

Roads Count 5 31 16 0 52

% within Severity 4.6% 47.7% 44.4% .0% 24.4%

Water Erosion Count 3 5 5 1 14

% within Severity 2.8% 7.7% 13.9% 25.0% 6.6%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 1 1

% within Severity 0% .0% .0% 25.0% 5%

Unknown Count 15 3 6 2 26

% within Severity 13.9% 4.6% 16.7% 50.0% 12.2%

Total Count 108 65 36 4 213
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE G-87: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary Quaternary Total

Damage  Development Count 33 8 7 0 48
Cause % within Severity 17.0% 8.5% 20.0% .0% 14.7%
Arable agriculture Count 114 17 7 1 139

% within Severity 58.8% 18.1% 20.0% 33.3% 42.6%

Irrigation Channels  Count 1 0 0 0 1

% within Severity 5% .0% .0% .0% .3%

Roads Count 10 51 12 1 74

% within Severity 5.2% 54.3% 34.3% 33.3% 22.7%

Water Erosion Count 4 10 6 0 20

% within Severity 21% 10.6% 17.1% .0% 6.1%

Natural Erosion Count 1 0 1 0 2

% within Severity 5% 0% 2.9% .0% 6%

Unknown Count 31 8 2 1 42

% within Severity 16.0% 8.5% 5.7% 33.3% 12.9%

Total Count 194 94 35 3 326
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-88: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary Secondary Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total

Damage  Development Count 20 15 10 3 2 0 0 0 50
Cause % within Severity 18.5% 17.9% 15.9% 8.1% 15.4% .0% .0% .0% 15.9%
Arable agriculture Count 48 29 12 5 1 0 0 0 95
% within Severity 44.4% 34.5% 19.0% 13.5% 7.7% .0% .0% .0% 30.3%

Orchards Count 0 1 4 2 3 0 2 0 12
% within Severity .0% 1.2% 6.3% 5.4% 23.1% .0% 66.7% .0% 3.8%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 7 4 3 2 0 0 0 0 16
% within Severity 6.5% 4.8% 4.8% 5.4% .0% .0% .0% .0% 51%

Roads Count 4 22 23 12 1 0 0 0 62
% within Severity 3.7% 26.2% 36.5% 32.4% 7.7% .0% .0% .0% 19.7%

Bulldozing Count 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 18
% within Severity 14.8% 2.4% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 5.7%

Water Erosion Count 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
% within Severity 1.9% 3.6% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 1.6%

Looting Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
% within Severity .0% .0% 1.6% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 3%

Mudbrick Pits Count 2 3 2 7 0 0 1 1 16
% within Severity 1.9% 3.6% 3.2% 18.9% .0% .0% 33.3% 50.0% 5.1%

Cuts Count 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 4
% within Severity 9% 1.2% .0% .0% 15.4% .0% .0% .0% 1.3%

Grave Pits Count 1 3 8 4 2 3 0 0 21
% within Severity .9% 3.6% 12.7% 10.8% 15.4% 75.0% .0% .0% 6.7%

Pits (Other) Count 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
% within Severity .0% 1.2% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 3%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
% within Severity .0% .0% .0% .0% 15.4% .0% .0% .0% 6%

Unknown Count 7 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 11
% within Severity 6.5% .0% .0% 5.4% .0% 25.0% .0% 50.0% 3.5%

Total Count 108 84 63 37 13 4 3 2 314
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-89: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th Total

Damage  Development Count 26 17 10 5 0 0 0 58
Cause % within Severity 13.4% 13.2% 13.9% 15.6% .0% .0% .0% 13.2%
Arable agriculture Count 111 38 13 5 1 0 0 168
% within Severity 57.2% 29.5% 18.1% 15.6% 12.5% 0% .0% 38.3%

Orchards Count 0 3 3 2 4 0 0 12
% within Severity .0% 2.3% 4.2% 6.3% 50.0% .0% .0% 2.7%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 8 6 2 2 0 0 0 18
% within Severity 41% 4.7% 2.8% 6.3% .0% .0% .0% 4.1%

Roads Count 9 45 30 8 1 0 0 93
% within Severity 4.6% 34.9% 41.7% 25.0% 12.5% .0% .0% 21.2%

Bulldozing Count 20 2 0 0 0 0 0 22
% within Severity 10.3% 1.6% .0% .0% .0% 0% .0% 5.0%

Water Erosion Count 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 6
% within Severity 1.0% 3.1% 0% 0% .0% .0% .0% 1.4%

Looting Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
% within Severity .0% .0% 1.4% .0% .0% 0% .0% 2%

Mudbrick Pits Count 2 3 2 7 0 0 2 16
% within Severity 1.0% 2.3% 2.8% 21.9% .0% .0% 100.0% 3.6%

Cuts Count 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4
% within Severity 5% 8% .0% 3.1% 12.5% 0% .0% 9%

Grave Pits Count 2 7 9 2 0 1 0 21
% within Severity 1.0% 5.4% 12.5% 6.3% .0% 50.0% .0% 4.8%

Pits (Other) Count 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
% within Severity .0% 8% 0% .0% .0% 0% .0% 2%

Natural Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 3
% within Severity .0% .8% 0% 0% 12.5% 50.0% .0% 7%

Unknown Count 13 1 2 0 0 0 0 16
% within Severity 6.7% 8% 2.8% 0% .0% 0% .0% 3.6%

Total Count 194 129 72 32 8 2 2 439
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-90: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total

Damage Development Count 20 11 11 4 0 2 0 1 49
Cause % within Severity 18.5% 12.9% 16.9% 10.0% .0% 28.6% .0% 33.3% 14.7%
Arable agriculture Count 46 30 11 5 3 0 0 0 95
% within Severity 42.6% 35.3% 16.9% 12.5% 13.6% .0% .0% .0% 28.5%

Orchards Count 1 3 3 3 3 0 3 0 16
% within Severity 9% 3.5% 4.6% 7.5% 13.6% .0% 100.0% .0% 4.8%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 7 4 4 2 0 1 0 0 18
% within Severity 6.5% 4.7% 6.2% 5.0% .0% 14.3% .0% .0% 5.4%

Roads Count 3 21 29 10 4 0 0 0 67
% within Severity 2.8% 24.7% 44.6% 25.0% 18.2% .0% .0% .0% 20.1%

Bulldozing Count 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
% within Severity 18.5% 1.2% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 6.3%

Water Erosion Count 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
% within Severity 1.9% 3.5% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 1.5%

Visitor Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
% within Severity .0% 1.2% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 3%

Looting Count 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
% within Severity .0% 1.2% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 3%

Mudbrick Pits Count 2 4 0 7 2 2 0 1 18
% within Severity 1.9% 4.7% .0% 17.5% 9.1% 28.6% .0% 33.3% 5.4%

Cuts Count 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 4
% within Severity .0% 2.4% .0% 2.5% 4.5% 0% .0% .0% 1.2%

Grave Pits Count 1 3 7 6 5 2 0 0 24
% within Severity 9% 3.5% 10.8% 15.0% 22.7% 28.6% .0% .0% 7.2%

Pits (Other) Count 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
% within Severity .0% 1.2% .0% 2.5% 4.5% 0% .0% .0% 9%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
% within Severity .0% .0% .0% .0% 9.1% 0% .0% .0% 6%

Unknown Count 6 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 9
% within Severity 5.6% 0% .0% 2.5% 4.5% 0% .0% 33.3% 2.7%

Total Count 108 85 65 40 22 7 3 3 333
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-91: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severity
Primary | Secondary | Tertiary Quaternary | Quinary Senary 7th 8th Total

Damage  Development Count 26 14 10 6 1 0 0 1 58
Cause % within Severity 13.4% 10.8% 13.3% 16.2% 5.6% .0% .0% 100.0% 12.6%
Arable agriculture Count 110 39 13 4 3 0 0 0 169
% within Severity 56.7% 30.0% 17.3% 10.8% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 36.7%

Orchards Count 3 2 3 3 4 0 1 0 16
% within Severity 1.5% 1.5% 4.0% 8.1% 22.2% .0% 50.0% .0% 3.5%

Irrigation Channels  Count 8 7 5 1 0 1 0 0 22
% within Severity 4.1% 5.4% 6.7% 2.7% .0% 25.0% .0% .0% 4.8%

Roads Count 7 47 34 8 3 0 0 0 99
% within Severity 3.6% 36.2% 45.3% 21.6% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 21.5%

Bulldozing Count 24 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
% within Severity 12.4% 8% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 5.4%

Water Erosion Count 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
% within Severity 1.0% 3.8% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 1.5%

Visitor Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
% within Severity .0% 8% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 2%

Looting Count 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
% within Severity .0% 8% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 2%

Mudbrick Pits Count 2 4 0 7 2 2 1 0 18
% within Severity 1.0% 3.1% .0% 18.9% 11.1% 50.0% 50.0% .0% 3.9%

Cuts Count 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 4
% within Severity .0% 1.5% .0% 5.4% .0% .0% .0% .0% 9%

Grave Pits Count 2 5 9 5 3 0 0 0 24
% within Severity 1.0% 3.8% 12.0% 13.5% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 5.2%

Pits (Other) Count 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
% within Severity .0% 8% .0% 2.7% 5.6% .0% .0% .0% 7%

Natural Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3
% within Severity .0% .8% .0% .0% 5.6% 25.0% .0% .0% 7%

Unknown Count 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 11
% within Severity 5.2% .0% 1.3% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 2.4%

Total Count 194 130 75 37 18 4 2 1 461
% within Severity 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-92: DAMAGE CAUSES BY LOCATION ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Hazalt plateau Pistesu and sscapmeant Plaln waet of Wadl Yowsid] Dy piain to east Flainto norit esstalbasall | Wadl bobom orwedi banks Fiaad plain
Court Count Cyurt Count Count Count [ Caourd
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TABLE G-93: DAMAGE CAUSES BY LOCATION ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Basalt plateau Plateau and sscampment Plain west of Wadl Reraid] Dy plain fo sast Plain to north sastofbasalt | Wadi bottom or wadl banks Flood plain
Count Count Count Cuount Courtt Court Count

Count ol W % Caunt Calurmn M % Count Coluran N % Count | Column N % Gt Colurnn i % [T Coluron i % Count | Colurnn B %

Damage Csuse  Cevelopmient 3 27.3% ] S 17 T81% a 14,3% 1 18.1% 18 14.3% 10 11.6%
Arable agricuitue L AR i B 4 Lk g i 48,35 el §5.8% 52 3% il BT
fnchands a i) ] ik 3 [ J% I % i A% i [ i
Iengation Charnels 1] % ] % 05 [} it 1] % i) % i 8%
Faads E e ] L% il 29.5% 17 0% 7 4% 20 A% 18 A%
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Pits {Other) 0 0% 0 i ] % o A% ] 0% a 0% a £%
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TABLE G-94: DAMAGE CAUSES BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Basall platsay Plateay and sscarpment | Plain west of Wad] Rowald) Dry plainio sast Plainto notth sast cfbasall | Wad hoticm orwadl banks Flood piain
Court Courd Court Courd Sourt Courd Court

Coung Cealunin M % Zpunt Calumi M % ot ol M % Court Colurrmn M % Court pliagnr 9% pung Cooiurnn M % [T Colurnm M %
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TABLE G-95: DAMAGE CAUSES BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Basall piateau Plutoan and ascarmpmant Plain wast of Wadl Ruald] Dy plain o east Plale ia norh eastof basall | Wedl boliam orwadi banks Finod piain
Count Cuunt Court Cuunt Caunt Court Caurt
Court | Calumn i % Cepunt Conlurnn 1 % Count Coluin M % Count | Coluron M % Cooanit Couluran N % Caunt Colurin M % Count | Colurn M %
Damage Cause  Development 2 18.2% ] % 12 105 18 T.6% 15 5% 1 12.6% 14 T1.3% |
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TABLE G-96: DAMAGE CAUSES BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bauzalt plateay Pletuay and estarprasnt Plain wost of Wadl Fevaid] Dry platn o sast Plafn fo north saet of basalt | Wadi botton or wad! banks Fioud plain
Count Count Courd Count Count Count Count
Count | Calurnn M % Connt Colurnn M % Caunt Column % | Count | Columin 8% [ Sl 1 % Canrit Colwrn ™% | Count | Colomn M %
Diarage Cause  Develogesent 1 16.7% [1] Ji Y 30 14.3% 42 174% 12 17.3% & 15.4% 12 125%
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TABLE G-97: DAMAGE CAUSES BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE G-98: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Imagery Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total
Corona Damage  Development Count 11 28 0 0 0 39
Cause % within Damage Cause 28.2% 71.8% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 25.0% 17.4% .0% .0% .0% 18.3%
Arable agriculture Count 14 65 0 1 0 80
% within Damage Cause 17.5% 81.3% .0% 1.3% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 31.8% 40.4% .0% 50.0% .0% 37.6%
Irrigation Channels  Count 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% .6% .0% .0% .0% 5%
Roads Count 12 40 0 0 0 52
% within Damage Cause 23.1% 76.9% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 27.3% 24.8% .0% .0% .0% 24.4%
Water Erosion Count 4 10 0 0 0 14
% within Damage Cause 28.6% 71.4% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 9.1% 6.2% .0% .0% .0% 6.6%
Natural Erosion Count 1 0 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.3% .0% .0% .0% .0% 5%
Unknown Count 2 17 3 1 3 26
% within Damage Cause 7.7% 65.4% 11.5% 3.8% 11.5% 100.0%
% within Site Type 4.5% 10.6% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 12.2%
Total Count 44 161 3 2 3 213
% within Damage Cause 20.7% 75.6% 1.4% 9% 1.4% 100.0%
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-99: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Imagery Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total
Corona Damage  Development Count 11 36 0 1 0 48
Cause % within Damage Cause 22.9% 75.0% 0% 2.1% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 22.9% 13.7% .0% 11.1% .0% 14.7%
Arable agriculture Count 16 120 0 3 0 139
% within Damage Cause 11.5% 86.3% .0% 2.2% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 33.3% 45.8% .0% 33.3% .0% 42.6%
Irrigation Channels  Count 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% 4% .0% .0% .0% 3%
Roads Count 13 60 0 1 0 74
% within Damage Cause 17.6% 81.1% .0% 1.4% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 27.1% 22.9% .0% 11.1% .0% 22.7%
Water Erosion Count 4 15 0 1 0 20
% within Damage Cause 20.0% 75.0% .0% 5.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 8.3% 5.7% .0% 11.1% .0% 6.1%
Natural Erosion Count 2 0 0 0 0 2
% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 4.2% .0% .0% .0% .0% .6%
Unknown Count 2 30 4 3 3 42
% within Damage Cause 4.8% 71.4% 9.5% 71% 71% 100.0%
% within Site Type 4.2% 11.5% 100.0% 33.3% 100.0% 12.9%
Total Count 48 262 4 9 3 326
% within Damage Cause 14.7% 80.4% 1.2% 2.8% .9% 100.0%
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-100: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total
Development Count 15 35 0 0 0 50
% within Damage Cause 30.0% 70.0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 18.8% 15.6% .0% .0% .0% 15.9%
Arable agriculture Count 20 72 1 1 1 95
% within Damage Cause 21.1% 75.8% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 100.0%
% within Site Type 25.0% 32.0% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 30.3%
Orchards Count 2 10 0 0 0 12
% within Damage Cause 16.7% 83.3% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.5% 4.4% 0% 0% .0% 3.8%
Irrigation Channels ~ Count 2 13 0 1 0 16
% within Damage Cause 12.5% 81.3% .0% 6.3% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.5% 5.8% .0% 33.3% .0% 5.1%
Roads Count 12 50 0 0 0 62
% within Damage Cause 19.4% 80.6% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 15.0% 22.2% .0% 0% .0% 19.7%
Bulldozing Count 5 13 0 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 27.8% 72.2% .0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 6.3% 5.8% .0% 0% .0% 5.7%
Water Erosion Count 1 4 0 0 0 5
% within Damage Cause 20.0% 80.0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 1.3% 1.8% .0% 0% 0% 1.6%
Looting Count 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% A% .0% 0% .0% .3%
Mudbrick Pits Count 10 6 0 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 62.5% 37.5% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 12.5% 2.7% .0% 0% 0% 5.1%
Cuts Count 3 1 0 0 0 4
% within Damage Cause 75.0% 25.0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 3.8% 4% .0% .0% .0% 1.3%
Grave Pits Count 8 13 0 0 0 21
% within Damage Cause 38.1% 61.9% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 10.0% 5.8% .0% 0% .0% 6.7%
Pits (Other) Count 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 0% 4% .0% 0% .0% .3%
Natural Erosion Count 2 0 0 0 0 2
% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.5% 0% .0% 0% .0% 6%
Unknown Count 0 6 2 1 2 11
% within Damage Cause .0% 54.5% 18.2% 9.1% 18.2% 100.0%
% within Site Type 0% 2.7% 66.7% 33.3% 66.7% 3.5%
Count 80 225 3 3 3 314
% within Damage Cause 25.5% 71.7% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-101: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total
Development Count 16 41 0 1 0 58
% within Damage Cause 27.6% 70.7% 0% 1.7% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 18.8% 12.2% .0% 9.1% .0% 13.2%
Arable agriculture Count 22 140 1 4 1 168
% within Damage Cause 13.1% 83.3% 6% 2.4% 6% 100.0%
% within Site Type 25.9% 41.7% 25.0% 36.4% 33.3% 38.3%
Orchards Count 2 9 0 1 0 12
% within Damage Cause 16.7% 75.0% .0% 8.3% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.4% 2.7% .0% 9.1% .0% 2.7%
Irrigation Channels  Count 2 15 0 1 0 18
% within Damage Cause 11.1% 83.3% .0% 5.6% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.4% 4.5% .0% 9.1% .0% 4.1%
Roads Count 13 79 0 1 0 93
% within Damage Cause 14.0% 84.9% 0% 1.1% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 15.3% 23.5% .0% 9.1% .0% 21.2%
Bulldozing Count 5 17 0 0 0 22
% within Damage Cause 22.7% 77.3% 0% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 5.9% 5.1% .0% .0% .0% 5.0%
Water Erosion Count 1 4 0 1 0 6
% within Damage Cause 16.7% 66.7% .0% 16.7% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 1.2% 1.2% .0% 9.1% .0% 1.4%
Looting Count 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% 3% .0% .0% .0% 2%
Mudbrick Pits Count 10 6 0 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 62.5% 37.5% 0% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 11.8% 1.8% .0% .0% .0% 3.6%
Cuts Count 3 0 0 1 0 4
% within Damage Cause 75.0% 0% 0% 25.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 3.5% .0% .0% 9.1% .0% 9%
Grave Pits Count 8 13 0 0 0 21
% within Damage Cause 38.1% 61.9% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 9.4% 3.9% .0% .0% .0% 4.8%
Pits (Other) Count 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% 3% .0% .0% .0% 2%
Natural Erosion Count 3 0 0 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 100.0% 0% 0% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 3.5% .0% .0% .0% .0% 7%
Unknown Count 0 10 3 1 2 16
% within Damage Cause .0% 62.5% 18.8% 6.3% 12.5% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% 3.0% 75.0% 9.1% 66.7% 3.6%
Count 85 336 4 11 3 439
% within Damage Cause 19.4% 76.5% 9% 2.5% T% 100.0%
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-102: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total
Development Count 14 35 0 0 0 49
% within Damage Cause 28.6% 71.4% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 15.4% 15.1% 0% .0% .0% 14.7%
Arable agriculture Count 20 71 1 1 2 95
% within Damage Cause 21.1% 74.7% 1.1% 1.1% 21% 100.0%
% within Site Type 22.0% 30.6% 25.0% 33.3% 66.7% 28.5%
Orchards Count 4 12 0 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 25.0% 75.0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 4.4% 5.2% 0% .0% .0% 4.8%
Irrigation Channels ~ Count 2 15 0 1 0 18
% within Damage Cause 11.1% 83.3% 0% 5.6% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.2% 6.5% .0% 33.3% .0% 5.4%
Roads Count 16 51 0 0 0 67
% within Damage Cause 23.9% 76.1% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 17.6% 22.0% 0% .0% .0% 20.1%
Bulldozing Count 7 14 0 0 0 21
% within Damage Cause 33.3% 66.7% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 7.7% 6.0% 0% .0% .0% 6.3%
Water Erosion Count 1 4 0 0 0 5
% within Damage Cause 20.0% 80.0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 1.1% 1.7% .0% .0% .0% 1.5%
Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 0% 0% 25.0% .0% .0% 3%
Looting Count 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% 4% 0% .0% .0% 3%
Mudbrick Pits Count 11 7 0 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 61.1% 38.9% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 12.1% 3.0% 0% .0% .0% 5.4%
Cuts Count 3 1 0 0 0 4
% within Damage Cause 75.0% 25.0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 3.3% 4% 0% .0% .0% 1.2%
Grave Pits Count 11 13 0 0 0 24
% within Damage Cause 45.8% 54.2% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 12.1% 5.6% 0% .0% .0% 7.2%
Pits (Other) Count 0 3 0 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% 1.3% 0% .0% .0% 9%
Natural Erosion Count 2 0 0 0 0 2
% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.2% 0% 0% .0% .0% 6%
Unknown Count 0 5 2 1 1 9
% within Damage Cause 0% 55.6% 22.2% 11.1% 11.1% 100.0%
% within Site Type 0% 2.2% 50.0% 33.3% 33.3% 2.7%
Count 91 232 4 3 3 333
% within Damage Cause 27.3% 69.7% 1.2% 9% 9% 100.0%
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-103: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Site Type
Irregular
Flat Site / Stuctures /
Tell Tell (Low) Walls Scatter Enclosures Total
Development Count 15 42 0 1 0 58
% within Damage Cause 25.9% 72.4% 0% 1.7% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 15.6% 12.1% 0% 9.1% 0% 12.6%
Arable agriculture Count 22 140 1 4 2 169
% within Damage Cause 13.0% 82.8% 6% 2.4% 1.2% 100.0%
% within Site Type 22.9% 40.5% 20.0% 36.4% 66.7% 36.7%
Orchards Count 4 11 0 1 0 16
% within Damage Cause 25.0% 68.8% .0% 6.3% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 4.2% 3.2% 0% 9.1% 0% 3.5%
Irrigation Channels ~ Count 2 19 0 1 0 22
% within Damage Cause 9.1% 86.4% 0% 4.5% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 2.1% 5.5% 0% 9.1% 0% 4.8%
Roads Count 17 81 0 1 0 99
% within Damage Cause 17.2% 81.8% .0% 1.0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 17.7% 23.4% 0% 9.1% 0% 21.5%
Bulldozing Count 7 18 0 0 0 25
% within Damage Cause 28.0% 72.0% 0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 7.3% 5.2% 0% .0% 0% 5.4%
Water Erosion Count 1 5 0 1 0 7
% within Damage Cause 14.3% 71.4% 0% 14.3% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 1.0% 1.4% 0% 9.1% 0% 1.5%
Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 0% .0% 20.0% .0% 0% 2%
Looting Count 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 0% 3% 0% .0% 0% 2%
Mudbrick Pits Count 11 7 0 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 61.1% 38.9% .0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 11.5% 2.0% 0% .0% 0% 3.9%
Cuts Count 3 0 0 1 0 4
% within Damage Cause 75.0% 0% 0% 25.0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 3.1% .0% 0% 9.1% 0% 9%
Grave Pits Count 11 13 0 0 0 24
% within Damage Cause 45.8% 54.2% 0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 11.5% 3.8% 0% .0% 0% 5.2%
Pits (Other) Count 0 3 0 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 100.0% 0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 0% 9% 0% .0% 0% 7%
Natural Erosion Count 3 0 0 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% 0% .0% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 3.1% .0% .0% .0% .0% 7%
Unknown Count 0 6 3 1 1 11
% within Damage Cause 0% 54.5% 27.3% 9.1% 9.1% 100.0%
% within Site Type .0% 1.7% 60.0% 9.1% 33.3% 2.4%
Count 96 346 5 11 3 461
% within Damage Cause 20.8% 75.1% 1.1% 2.4% 7% 100.0%
% within Site Type 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-104: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Horizontal Damage Effect

Intermittent / | Sectional / | Majority / Total /
Unknown [ Peripheral fractional partial Extensive | wholesale Total

Damage  Development Count 0 11 0 22 4 2 39
Cause % within Damage Cause .0% 28.2% .0% 56.4% 10.3% 51% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 18.6% .0% 27.8% 14.8% 10.0% 18.3%

Arable agriculture Count 0 21 1 18 22 18 80

% within Damage Cause .0% 26.3% 1.3% 22.5% 27.5% 22.5% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 35.6% 50.0% 22.8% 81.5% 90.0% 37.6%

Irrigation Channels  Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 0% .0% 1.3% .0% .0% 5%

Roads Count 0 21 1 30 0 0 52

% within Damage Cause .0% 40.4% 1.9% 57.7% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 35.6% 50.0% 38.0% .0% 0% 24.4%

Water Erosion Count 0 6 0 8 0 0 14

% within Damage Cause .0% 42.9% .0% 57.1% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 10.2% .0% 10.1% .0% .0% 6.6%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% .0% .0% 3.7% .0% 5%

Unknown Count 26 0 0 0 0 0 26

% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 12.2%

Total Count 26 59 2 79 27 20 213
% within Damage Cause 12.2% 27.7% 9% 371% 12.7% 9.4% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-105: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Horizontal Damage Effect

Intermittent / | Sectional / | Majority / Total /
Unknown | Peripheral fractional partial Extensive | wholesale Total

Damage Development Count 0 18 0 15 9 6 48
Cause % within Damage Cause .0% 37.5% .0% 31.3% 18.8% 12.5% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 19.1% 0% 17.4% 17.3% 12.0% 14.7%

Arable agriculture Count 0 33 1 19 42 44 139

% within Damage Cause .0% 23.7% 7% 13.7% 30.2% 31.7% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 35.1% 50.0% 22.1% 80.8% 88.0% 42.6%

Irrigation Channels  Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% .0% 1.2% .0% .0% 3%

Roads Count 0 34 1 39 0 0 74

% within Damage Cause .0% 45.9% 1.4% 52.7% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 36.2% 50.0% 45.3% .0% .0% 22.7%

Water Erosion Count 0 9 0 11 0 0 20

% within Damage Cause .0% 45.0% .0% 55.0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 9.6% .0% 12.8% .0% .0% 6.1%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 50.0% 50.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% .0% 1.2% 1.9% .0% .6%

Unknown Count 42 0 0 0 0 0 42

% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 12.9%

Total Count 42 94 2 86 52 50 326
% within Damage Cause 12.9% 28.8% 6% 26.4% 16.0% 15.3% 100.0%

% within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-106: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Horizontal Damage Effect
Intermittent/ | Sectional / | Majority / Total /
Unknown | Peripheral fractional partial Extensive | wholesale Total
Development Count 0 10 9 22 9 0 50
% within Damage Cause .0% 20.0% 18.0% 44.0% 18.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 17.5% 20.0% 15.6% 23.7% 0% 15.9%
Arable agriculture Count 0 19 0 30 27 19 95
% within Damage Cause .0% 20.0% .0% 31.6% 28.4% 20.0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 33.3% 0% 21.3% 71.1% 86.4% 30.3%
Orchards Count 0 1 7 4 0 0 12
% within Damage Cause .0% 8.3% 58.3% 33.3% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 1.8% 15.6% 2.8% 0% 0% 3.8%
Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 5 0 1 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause .0% 31.3% .0% 68.8% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 8.8% 0% 7.8% 0% 0% 51%
Roads Count 0 21 1 40 0 0 62
% within Damage Cause .0% 33.9% 1.6% 64.5% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 36.8% 2.2% 28.4% 0% 0% 19.7%
Bulldozing Count 0 0 1 13 2 2 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 5.6% 72.2% 11.1% 11.1% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 0% 2.2% 9.2% 5.3% 9.1% 5.7%
Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 3 0 1 5
% within Damage Cause 0% 20.0% 0% 60.0% 0% 20.0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% 1.8% 0% 2.1% 0% 4.5% 1.6%
Looting Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 2.2% .0% .0% .0% 3%
Mudbrick Pits Count 0 0 15 1 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 93.8% 6.3% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 33.3% 7% .0% .0% 5.1%
Cuts Count 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% .0% 100.0% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% .0% 2.8% .0% .0% 1.3%
Grave Pits Count 0 0 9 12 0 0 21
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 42.9% 57.1% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 20.0% 8.5% .0% .0% 6.7%
Pits (Other) Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 100.0% .0% 0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 2.2% .0% .0% .0% 3%
Natural Erosion Count 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 2.2% 7% .0% .0% 6%
Unknown Count 1 0 0 0 0 0 11
% within Damage Cause 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 3.5%
Count 11 57 45 141 38 22 314
% within Damage Cause 3.5% 18.2% 14.3% 44.9% 12.1% 7.0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-107: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Horizontal Damage Effect
Intermittent / | Sectional / | Majority / Total /
Unknown | Peripheral fractional partial Extensive | wholesale Total
Development Count 0 16 11 17 13 1 58
% within Damage Cause .0% 27.6% 19.0% 29.3% 22.4% 1.7% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 18.0% 23.9% 11.0% 25.0% 1.2% 13.2%
Arable agriculture Count 0 26 0 34 37 71 168
% within Damage Cause .0% 15.5% .0% 20.2% 22.0% 42.3% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 29.2% .0% 21.9% 71.2% 87.7% 38.3%
Orchards Count 0 1 7 4 0 0 12
% within Damage Cause .0% 8.3% 58.3% 33.3% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 1.1% 15.2% 2.6% .0% .0% 2.7%
Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 6 0 12 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 33.3% 0% 66.7% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 6.7% .0% 7.7% .0% .0% 4.1%
Roads Count 0 39 1 53 0 0 93
% within Damage Cause .0% 41.9% 1.1% 57.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 43.8% 2.2% 34.2% .0% .0% 21.2%
Bulldozing Count 0 0 1 12 2 7 22
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 4.5% 54.5% 9.1% 31.8% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 0% .0% 2.2% 7.7% 3.8% 8.6% 5.0%
Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 4 0 1 6
% within Damage Cause .0% 16.7% .0% 66.7% .0% 16.7% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% 1.1% .0% 2.6% .0% 1.2% 1.4%
Looting Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 100.0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 2.2% .0% .0% .0% 2%
Mudbrick Pits Count 0 0 15 1 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 93.8% 6.3% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 32.6% 6% .0% .0% 3.6%
Cuts Count 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% .0% 2.6% .0% .0% .9%
Grave Pits Count 0 0 8 12 0 1 21
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 38.1% 57.1% .0% 4.8% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 17.4% 7.7% .0% 1.2% 4.8%
Pits (Other) Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 100.0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 2.2% .0% .0% .0% 2%
Natural Erosion Count 0 0 1 2 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 33.3% 66.7% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect .0% .0% 2.2% 1.3% .0% .0% 7%
Unknown Count 16 0 0 0 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 100.0% 0% 0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 3.6%
Count 16 89 46 155 52 81 439
% within Damage Cause 3.6% 20.3% 10.5% 35.3% 11.8% 18.5% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-108: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Horizontal Damage Effect
Intermittent / | Sectional/ | Majority / Total /
Unknown | Peripheral fractional partial Extensive wholesale Total
Development Count 0 12 8 20 9 0 49
% within Damage Cause 0% 24.5% 16.3% 40.8% 18.4% 0% | 100.0%
% within Horizontal
é’amta g"; E?f;'zfma 0% 18.8% 16.3% 13.2% 22.0% 0% 147%
Arable agriculture Count 0 14 0 36 28 17 95
% within Damage Cause 0% 14.7% 0% 37.9% 29.5% 17.9% | 100.0%
% within Horizontal
E/)"a"r"n';;; E?f;'zfma 0% 21.9% 0% 23.8% 68.3% 85.0% 28.5%
Orchards Count 0 4 7 5 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 0% 25.0% 43.8% 31.3% 0% 0% | 100.0%
E/)"a":]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 0% 6.3% 14.3% 3.3% 0% 0% 4.8%
Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 5 1 12 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 27.8% 5.6% 66.7% 0% 0% | 100.0%
E/)"a":]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 0% 7.8% 2.0% 7.9% 0% 0% 5.4%
Roads Count 0 26 0 41 0 0 67
% within Damage Cause 0% 38.8% 0% 61.2% 0% 0% | 100.0%
é’am:;'g E?f;'z?ma' 0% 40.6% 0% 27.2% 0% 0% 20.1%
Bulldozing Count 0 0 0 17 2 2 21
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 81.0% 9.5% 95% | 100.0%
é’am:‘g'z E?fgz?ma' 0% 0% 0% 11.3% 4.9% 10.0% 6.3%
Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 3 0 1 5
% within Damage Cause 0% 20.0% 0% 60.0% 0% 20.0% | 100.0%
é’am:‘g'z E?fgz?ma' 0% 1.6% 0% 2.0% 0% 5.0% 1.5%
Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Horizontal
E/)"a"r"n';;; E?f;'zfma 0% 0% 0% 7% 0% 0% 3%
Looting Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Horizontal
E/)"a"r"n';;; E?f;'zfma 0% 0% 2.0% 0% 0% 0% 3%
Mudbrick Pits Count 0 1 16 1 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 5.6% 88.9% 5.6% 0% 0% | 100.0%
E/)"a":]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 0% 1.6% 32.7% 7% 0% 0% 5.4%
Cuts Count 0 0 1 3 0 0 4
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 25.0% 75.0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
E/)"a":]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 0% 0% 2.0% 2.0% 0% 0% 1.2%
Grave Pits Count 0 1 11 11 1 0 24
% within Damage Cause 0% 4.2% 45.8% 45.8% 4.2% 0% | 100.0%
é’am:;'g E?f;'z?ma' 0% 1.6% 22.4% 7.3% 2.4% 0% 7.2%
Pits (Other) Count 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
é’am:‘g'z E?f;'z?ma' 0% 0% 6.1% 0% 0% 0% 9%
Natural Erosion Count 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
é’am:‘g'z E?fgz?ma' 0% 0% 2.0% 7% 0% 0% 6%
Unknown Count 8 0 0 0 1 0 9
% within Damage Cause 88.9% 0% 0% 0% 11.1% 0% | 100.0%
% within Horizontal
E/)"a"r"n';é'; E?f;'zfma 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 2.4% 0% 27%
Count 8 64 49 151 41 20 333
% within Damage Cause 2.4% 19.2% 14.7% 45.3% 12.3% 6.0% | 100.0%
% within Horizontal
E/)"a"r"n';;; E?f;'zfma 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%
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TABLE G-109: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Horizontal Damage Effect

Intermittent / | Sectional/ | Majority / Total /
Unknown | Peripheral fractional partial Extensive wholesale Total
Development Count 0 19 10 15 13 1 58
% within Damage Cause 0% 32.8% 17.2% 25.9% 22.4% 1.7% | 100.0%
é’am:‘éz :?f';ﬁ’ma' 0% 19.4% 18.5% 9.1% 22.4% 1.3% 12.6%
Arable agriculture Count 0 21 1 41 40 66 169
% within Damage Cause 0% 12.4% 6% 24.3% 23.7% 39.1% | 100.0%
g’am:‘éz :?fzz?ma' 0% 21.4% 1.9% 24.8% 69.0% 86.8% 36.7%
Orchards Count 0 4 7 4 1 0 16
% within Damage Cause 0% 25.0% 43.8% 25.0% 6.3% 0% | 100.0%
E/)“a"r‘T’]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 0% 41% 13.0% 2.4% 1.7% 0% 3.5%
Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 6 3 13 0 0 22
% within Damage Cause 0% 27.3% 13.6% 59.1% 0% 0% | 100.0%
é’a"r:]':gg :?f;'z?ma' 0% 6.1% 5.6% 7.9% 0% 0% 48%
Roads Count 0 44 0 55 0 0 99
% within Damage Cause 0% 44.4% 0% 55.6% 0% 0% | 100.0%
g’am:‘éz :?fzz?ma' 0% 44.9% 0% 33.3% 0% 0% 21.5%
Bulldozing Count 0 0 0 15 2 8 25
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 60.0% 8.0% 32.0% | 100.0%
E/)“a"r‘T’]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 0% 0% 0% 9.1% 3.4% 10.5% 5.4%
Water Erosion Count 0 2 0 4 0 1 7
% within Damage Cause 0% 28.6% 0% 57.1% 0% 14.3% | 100.0%
g’am:‘éz E?fzz?ma' 0% 2.0% 0% 2.4% 0% 1.3% 1.5%
Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
g’am:‘éz :?fzz?ma' 0% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 2%
Looting Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
E/)“a"r‘T’]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 0% 0% 1.9% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Mudbrick Pits Count 0 1 16 1 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 5.6% 88.9% 5.6% 0% 0% | 100.0%
g’am:‘éz E?fzz?ma' 0% 1.0% 29.6% 6% 0% 0% 3.9%
Cuts Count 0 0 1 3 0 0 4
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 25.0% 75.0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
g’am:‘éz :?fzz?ma' 0% 0% 1.9% 1.8% 0% 0% 9%
Grave Pits Count 0 1 1 1 1 0 24
% within Damage Cause 0% 42% 45.8% 45.8% 4.2% 0% | 100.0%
E/)“a"r‘T’]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 0% 1.0% 20.4% 6.7% 1.7% 0% 5.2%
Pits (Other) Count 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
g’am:‘éz E?fzz?ma' 0% 0% 5.6% 0% 0% 0% 7%
Natural Erosion Count 0 0 1 2 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 33.3% 66.7% 0% 0% | 100.0%
g’am:‘éz :?fzz?ma' 0% 0% 1.9% 1.2% 0% 0% 7%
Unknown Count 10 0 0 0 1 0 "
% within Damage Cause 90.9% 0% 0% 0% 9.1% 0% | 100.0%
E/)“a":]':‘;; :?f;'zfma' 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 1.7% 0% 2.4%
Count 10 98 54 165 58 76 461
% within Damage Cause 2.2% 21.3% 11.7% 35.8% 12.6% 165% |  100.0%
g’am:‘éz E?fzz?ma' 100.0% |  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% |  100.0% 100.0% |  100.0%
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TABLE G-110: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Vertical Damage Effect
Site slightly Site heavily
dispersed/ | Upper levels | dispersed/
Unknown degraded damaged degraded Total

Damage  Development Count 0 0 39 0 39
Cause % within Damage Cause .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% 31.7% .0% 18.3%

Arable agriculture Count 0 7 73 0 80

% within Damage Cause .0% 8.8% 91.3% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 13.0% 59.3% .0% 37.6%

Irrigation Channels  Count 0 0 1 0 1

% within Damage Cause .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% .8% .0% 5%

Roads Count 0 43 9 0 52

% within Damage Cause .0% 82.7% 17.3% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 79.6% 7.3% .0% 24.4%

Water Erosion Count 2 3 1 8 14

% within Damage Cause 14.3% 21.4% 71% 57.1% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 71% 5.6% .8% 100.0% 6.6%

Natural Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 1

% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 1.9% .0% .0% 5%

Unknown Count 26 0 0 0 26

% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 92.9% .0% .0% .0% 12.2%

Total Count 28 54 123 8 213
% within Damage Cause 13.1% 25.4% 57.7% 3.8% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-111: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Vertical Damage Effect
Site slightly Site heavily
dispersed/ | Upper levels | dispersed/
Unknown degraded damaged degraded Total

Damage  Development Count 0 0 48 0 48
Cause % within Damage Cause .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% 25.1% .0% 14.7%

Arable agriculture Count 0 11 128 0 139

% within Damage Cause .0% 7.9% 92.1% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 13.9% 67.0% .0% 42.6%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 0 1 0 1

% within Damage Cause .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% 5% .0% 3%

Roads Count 0 62 12 0 74

% within Damage Cause .0% 83.8% 16.2% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 78.5% 6.3% .0% 22.7%

Water Erosion Count 2 4 2 12 20

% within Damage Cause 10.0% 20.0% 10.0% 60.0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 4.5% 5.1% 1.0% 100.0% 6.1%

Natural Erosion Count 0 2 0 0 2

% within Damage Cause .0% 100.0% 0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 2.5% .0% .0% 6%

Unknown Count 42 0 0 0 42

% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 95.5% .0% .0% .0% 12.9%

Total Count 44 79 191 12 326
% within Damage Cause 13.5% 24.2% 58.6% 3.7% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-112: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Vertical Damage Effect
Site slightly Site heavily Site
dispersed / | Upper levels | dispersed/ | destroyed to
Unknown | Site buried Pitted degraded damaged degraded ground level | Site destroyed Total

Damage  Development Count 1 0 0 1 47 0 1 0 50
Cause % within Damage Cause 2.0% 0% 0% 2.0% 94.0% 0% 2.0% 0% 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Effect 7.7% 0% .0% 2.8% 29.4% .0% 3.3% 0% 15.9%

Arable agriculture Count 1 0 0 0 64 29 0 1 95
% within Damage Cause 1.1% 0% .0% .0% 67.4% 30.5% 0% 1.1% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 7.7% 0% .0% .0% 40.0% 63.0% 0% 11.1% 30.3%

Orchards Count 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 12
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 0% .0% .0% 7.5% .0% 0% 0% 3.8%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 1 0 0 5 0 2 8 16
% within Damage Cause .0% 6.3% .0% .0% 31.3% .0% 12.5% 50.0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 50.0% .0% .0% 3.1% .0% 6.7% 88.9% 5.1%

Roads Count 0 0 0 33 19 1 9 0 62
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% .0% 53.2% 30.6% 1.6% 14.5% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% 0% 91.7% 11.9% 2.2% 30.0% 0% 19.7%

Bulldozing Count 0 0 0 0 0 1 17 0 18
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5.6% 94.4% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 0% .0% .0% 0% 2.2% 56.7% 0% 5.7%

Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 5
% within Damage Cause .0% 20.0% .0% .0% 0% 80.0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 50.0% .0% .0% 0% 8.7% 0% 0% 1.6%

Looting Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% .0% .0% 6% .0% 0% 0% 3%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 0 0 0 7 9 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% .0% .0% 43.8% 56.3% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 0% .0% .0% 4.4% 19.6% 0% 0% 51%

Cuts Count 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 4
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% .0% .0% 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% .0% .0% .0% 1.3% 2.2% 3.3% .0% 1.3%

Grave Pits Count 0 0 18 1 2 0 0 0 21
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 85.7% 4.8% 9.5% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 0% 100.0% 2.8% 1.3% .0% 0% 0% 6.7%

Pits (Other) Count 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% .0% .0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 0% .0% .0% 0% 2.2% 0% 0% 3%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% .0% 50.0% 50.0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect .0% 0% .0% 2.8% 6% .0% .0% .0% 6%

Unknown Count 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
% within Damage Cause 100.0% 0% .0% .0% 0% .0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 84.6% 0% .0% .0% 0% .0% 0% 0% 3.5%

Total Count 13 2 18 36 160 46 30 9 314
% within Damage Cause 4.1% 6% 5.7% 11.5% 51.0% 14.6% 9.6% 2.9% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




TABLE G-113: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Vertical Damage Effect

Site slightly Site heavily Site
dispersed / | Upper levels | dispersed/ | destroyed to
Unknown | Site buried Pitted degraded damaged degraded ground level | Site destroyed Total

Damage  Development Count 1 0 0 1 54 1 1 0 58
Cause % within Damage Cause 1.7% 0% .0% 1.7% 93.1% 1.7% 1.7% 0% 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Effect 5.6% 0% .0% 1.8% 23.3% 1.5% 2.8% 0% 13.2%

Arable agriculture Count 1 0 0 0 119 47 0 1 168
% within Damage Cause 6% 0% 0% 0% 70.8% 28.0% 0% 6% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 5.6% 0% 0% 0% 51.3% 71.2% 0% 9.1% 38.3%

Orchards Count 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 12
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% .0% .0% 5.2% .0% .0% 0% 2.7%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 1 0 0 5 0 2 10 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 5.6% 0% 0% 27.8% 0% 1.1% 55.6% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 50.0% 0% 0% 2.2% 0% 5.6% 90.9% 4.1%

Roads Count 0 0 0 53 28 1 11 0 93
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% .0% 57.0% 30.1% 1.1% 11.8% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% .0% 94.6% 12.1% 1.5% 30.6% 0% 21.2%

Bulldozing Count 0 0 0 0 0 1 21 0 22
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4.5% 95.5% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.5% 58.3% 0% 5.0%

Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 6
% within Damage Cause 0% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 83.3% .0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 50.0% .0% .0% .0% 7.6% .0% 0% 1.4%

Looting Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 2%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 0 0 0 7 9 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% .0% .0% 43.8% 56.3% .0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% .0% .0% 3.0% 13.6% .0% 0% 3.6%

Cuts Count 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 4
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 1.5% 2.8% 0% 9%

Grave Pits Count 0 0 18 1 2 0 0 0 21
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 85.7% 4.8% 9.5% .0% .0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% 100.0% 1.8% 9% .0% .0% 0% 4.8%

Pits (Other) Count 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.5% 0% 0% 2%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% .0% 33.3% 66.7% .0% .0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 0% 0% .0% 1.8% 9% .0% .0% 0% 7%

Unknown Count 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 88.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3.6%

Total Count 18 2 18 56 232 66 36 1 439
% within Damage Cause 4.1% 5% 4.1% 12.8% 52.8% 15.0% 8.2% 2.5% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Effect 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




TABLE G-114: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Vertical Damage Effect
Site slightly Site heavily Site
dispersed / |Upper levels | dispersed / |destroyed to
Unknown |Site buried | Pitted degraded | damaged | degraded [ground level |Site destroyed| Total
Development Count 1 0 0 3 44 1 0 0 49
% within Damage Cause 2.0% 0% 0% 6.1% 89.8% 2.0% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 11.1% 0% 0% 7.5% 26.3% 1.9% 0% 0% 14.7%
Arable agriculture Count 0 0 0 1 63 29 0 2 95
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 1.1% 66.3% 30.5% 0% 2.1% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 0% 2.5% 37.7% 53.7% 0% 18.2% 28.5%
Orchards Count 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 0% 0% 9.6% 0% 0% 0% 4.8%
Irrigation Channels Count 0 1 0 0 7 0 2 8 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 5.6% 0% 0% 38.9% 0% 11.1% 44.4% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 50.0% 0% 0% 4.2% 0% 6.9% 72.7% 5.4%
Roads Count 0 0 0 34 21 2 10 0 67
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 50.7% 31.3% 3.0% 14.9% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 0% 85.0% 12.6% 3.7% 34.5% 0% 20.1%
Bulldozing Count 0 0 0 0 0 5 16 0 21
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 23.8% 76.2% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9.3% 55.2% 0% 6.3%
Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 5
% within Damage Cause 0% 20.0% 0% 0% 0% 80.0% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 50.0% 0% 0% 0% 7.4% 0% .0% 1.5%
Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff .0% .0% .0% 0% 0% 0% .0% 9.1% 3%
Looting Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff .0% .0% .0% 0% 6% 0% .0% 0% 3%
Mudbrick Pits Count 0 0 0 0 9 9 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 0% 0% 5.4% 16.7% 0% 0% 5.4%
Cuts Count 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 4
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 25.0% 50.0% 25.0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 3.7% 3.4% 0% 1.2%
Grave Pits Count 0 0 20 1 3 0 0 0 24
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 83.3% 4.2% 12.5% 0% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 95.2% 2.5% 1.8% 0% 0% 0% 7.2%
Pits (Other) Count 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 33.3% 0% 33.3% 33.3% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 4.8% 0% 6% 1.9% 0% 0% 9%
Natural Erosion ~ Count 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 0% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 0% 0% 0% 2.5% 6% 0% 0% 0% 6%
Unknown Count 8 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 9
% within Damage Cause 88.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11.1% 0% .0% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff 88.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.9% 0% 0% 2.7%
Count 9 2 21 40 167 54 29 11 333
% within Damage Cause 2.7% 6% 6.3% 12.0% 50.2% 16.2% 8.7% 3.3% | 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Eff§ 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE G-115: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Vertical Damage Effex

ct

Site slightly Site heavily Site
dispersed / |Upper levels | dispersed / |destroyed to
Unknown |Site buried | Pitted degraded | damaged | degraded |ground level |Site destroyed| Total

Damage Development Count 1 0 0 4 51 1 1 0 58
Cause % within Damage Cause 1.7% 0% 0% 6.9% 87.9% 1.7% 1.7% 0% 100.0%
% within Vertical Damage Ef 9.1% 0% 0% 6.3% 21.2% 1.4% 2.9% .0% 12.6%

Arable agriculture Count 0 0 0 2 118 47 0 2 169
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 1.2% 69.8% 27.8% 0% 1.2% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef 0% 0% 0% 3.1% 49.0% 63.5% 0% 15.4% 36.7%

Orchards Count 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 0% .0% 100.0% .0% 0% .0% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef .0% 0% 0% .0% 6.6% .0% 0% .0% 3.5%

Irrigation Channels Count 0 1 0 0 9 0 2 10 22
% within Damage Cause 0% 4.5% 0% 0% 40.9% 0% 9.1% 45.5% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef 0% 50.0% 0% 0% 3.7% 0% 5.7% 76.9% 4.8%

Roads Count 0 0 0 56 30 2 11 0 99
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 56.6% 30.3% 2.0% 1.1% .0% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef 0% 0% 0% 87.5% 12.4% 2.7% 31.4% 0% 21.5%

Bulldozing Count 0 0 0 0 0 5 20 0 25
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 20.0% 80.0% .0% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef .0% 0% 0% .0% 0% 6.8% 57.1% .0% 5.4%

Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 0 7
% within Damage Cause 0% 14.3% 0% 0% 0% 85.7% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef 0% 50.0% 0% 0% 0% 8.1% 0% 0% 1.5%

Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% .0% 0% .0% 0% 100.0% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7.7% 2%

Looting Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% .0% 100.0% .0% 0% .0% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef .0% 0% 0% .0% 4% .0% 0% .0% 2%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 0 0 0 9 9 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef 0% 0% 0% 0% 3.7% 12.2% 0% 0% 3.9%

Cuts Count 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 4
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 0% 0% 25.0% 50.0% 25.0% .0% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 2.7% 2.9% 0% 9%

Grave Pits Count 0 0 20 1 3 0 0 0 24
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 83.3% 4.2% 12.5% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef .0% 0% 95.2% 1.6% 1.2% .0% 0% .0% 5.2%

Pits (Other) Count 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 33.3% 0% 33.3% 33.3% 0% .0% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef 0% 0% 4.8% 0% 4% 1.4% 0% 0% 7%

Natural Erosion  Count 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 33.3% 66.7% 0% 0% .0% | 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Ef .0% 0% 0% 1.6% 8% .0% 0% .0% 7%

Unknown Count 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 90.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9.1% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Eff  90.9% 0% 0% .0% 0% 1.4% 0% .0% 2.4%

Total Count 1 2 21 64 241 74 35 13 461
% within Damage Cause 2.4% 4% 4.6% 13.9% 52.3% 16.1% 7.6% 2.8% 100.0%

% within Vertical Damage Eff 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
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6.8 - DAMAGE LEVELS AND SITE STABILITY

TABLE G-116: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Damage Increasing

Corona Field Visit | Lessening | Noincrease | Unknown Total

Damage  Development Count 38 8 1 1 2 50
Cause % within Damage Cause 76.0% 16.0% 2.0% 2.0% 4.0% 100.0%
Arable agriculture Count 82 6 0 3 4 95
% within Damage Cause 86.3% 6.3% .0% 3.2% 4.2% 100.0%

Orchards Count 10 2 0 0 0 12
% within Damage Cause 83.3% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

Irrigation Channels  Count 12 4 0 0 0 16
% within Damage Cause 75.0% 25.0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

Roads Count 33 3 0 22 4 62
% within Damage Cause 53.2% 4.8% .0% 35.5% 6.5% 100.0%

Bulldozing Count 11 5 0 0 2 18
% within Damage Cause 61.1% 27.8% .0% .0% 11.1% 100.0%

Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 4 5
% within Damage Cause .0% 20.0% .0% 0% 80.0% 100.0%

Looting Count 0 0 0 1 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%

Mudbrick Pits Count 1 0 0 0 15 16
% within Damage Cause 6.3% .0% .0% .0% 93.8% 100.0%

Cuts Count 3 0 0 0 1 4
% within Damage Cause 75.0% .0% .0% .0% 25.0% 100.0%

Grave Pits Count 0 0 0 1 20 21
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 4.8% 95.2% 100.0%

Pits (Other) Count 1 0 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 1 1 2
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%

Unknown Count 0 0 0 0 11 11
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total Count 191 29 1 29 64 314
% within Damage Cause 60.8% 9.2% 3% 9.2% 20.4% 100.0%
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TABLE G-117: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Damage Increasing
Corona Field Visit | Lessening | Noincrease | Unknown Total

Damage  Development Count 43 8 1 4 2 58
Cause % within Damage Cause 74.1% 13.8% 1.7% 6.9% 3.4% 100.0%
Arable agriculture Count 144 8 1 9 6 168
% within Damage Cause 85.7% 4.8% 6% 5.4% 3.6% 100.0%

Orchards Count 10 2 0 0 0 12
% within Damage Cause 83.3% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

Irrigation Channels  Count 14 4 0 0 0 18
% within Damage Cause 77.8% 22.2% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

Roads Count 43 4 0 39 7 93
% within Damage Cause 46.2% 4.3% 0% 41.9% 7.5% 100.0%

Bulldozing Count 11 8 0 0 3 22
% within Damage Cause 50.0% 36.4% .0% .0% 13.6% 100.0%

Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 5 6
% within Damage Cause .0% 16.7% .0% .0% 83.3% 100.0%

Looting Count 0 0 0 1 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%

Mudbrick Pits Count 1 0 0 0 15 16
% within Damage Cause 6.3% .0% .0% .0% 93.8% 100.0%

Cuts Count 3 0 0 0 1 4
% within Damage Cause 75.0% .0% .0% 0% 25.0% 100.0%

Grave Pits Count 0 0 0 1 20 21
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 4.8% 95.2% 100.0%

Pits (Other) Count 1 0 0 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 100.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 2 1 3
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%

Unknown Count 0 0 0 0 16 16
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total Count 270 35 2 56 76 439
% within Damage Cause 61.5% 8.0% 5% 12.8% 17.3% 100.0%
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TABLE G-118: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2010 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Damage Increasing

Corona Field Visit | Lessening | No increase SPOT Unknown Total

Damage  Development Count 27 8 4 3 6 1 49
Cause % within Damage Cause 55.1% 16.3% 8.2% 6.1% 12.2% 2.0% 100.0%
Arable agriculture Count 50 6 2 2 32 3 95
% within Damage Cause 52.6% 6.3% 2.1% 21% 33.7% 3.2% 100.0%

Orchards Count 9 1 0 0 6 0 16
% within Damage Cause 56.3% 6.3% .0% .0% 37.5% .0% 100.0%

Irrigation Channels  Count 13 3 0 0 0 2 18
% within Damage Cause 72.2% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 11.1% 100.0%

Roads Count 28 2 0 23 8 6 67
% within Damage Cause 41.8% 3.0% .0% 34.3% 11.9% 9.0% 100.0%

Bulldozing Count 9 6 0 0 4 2 21
% within Damage Cause 42.9% 28.6% .0% .0% 19.0% 9.5% 100.0%

Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 0 4 5
% within Damage Cause .0% 20.0% .0% .0% .0% 80.0% 100.0%

Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% 100.0%

Looting Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 100.0% .0% .0% 100.0%

Mudbrick Pits Count 1 0 0 0 0 17 18
% within Damage Cause 5.6% .0% .0% .0% .0% 94.4% 100.0%

Cuts Count 3 0 0 0 0 1 4
% within Damage Cause 75.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 25.0% 100.0%

Grave Pits Count 0 1 0 1 0 22 24
% within Damage Cause .0% 4.2% .0% 4.2% .0% 91.7% 100.0%

Pits (Other) Count 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
% within Damage Cause .0% .0% .0% 50.0% .0% 50.0% 100.0%

Unknown Count 0 0 0 0 0 9 9
% within Damage Cause 0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total Count 140 28 6 31 57 71 333
% within Damage Cause 42.0% 8.4% 1.8% 9.3% 17.1% 21.3% 100.0%
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TABLE G-119: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2010 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Damage Increasing

Corona Field Visit | Lessening [ No increase SPOT Unknown Total

Damage  Development Count 32 8 5 7 5 1 58
Cause % within Damage Cause 55.2% 13.8% 8.6% 12.1% 8.6% 1.7% 100.0%
Arable agriculture Count 81 11 5 6 63 3 169
% within Damage Cause 47.9% 6.5% 3.0% 3.6% 37.3% 1.8% 100.0%

Orchards Count 9 1 0 0 6 0 16
% within Damage Cause 56.3% 6.3% 0% 0% 37.5% 0% 100.0%

Irrigation Channels  Count 15 3 0 0 0 4 22
% within Damage Cause 68.2% 13.6% 0% 0% 0% 18.2% 100.0%

Roads Count 35 5 0 41 10 8 99
% within Damage Cause 35.4% 5.1% 0% 41.4% 10.1% 8.1% 100.0%

Bulldozing Count 11 7 0 0 4 3 25
% within Damage Cause 44.0% 28.0% 0% 0% 16.0% 12.0% 100.0%

Water Erosion Count 0 1 0 0 0 6 7
% within Damage Cause 0% 14.3% 0% 0% 0% 85.7% 100.0%

Visitor Erosion Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 100.0%

Looting Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%

Mudbrick Pits Count 1 0 0 0 0 17 18
% within Damage Cause 5.6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 94.4% 100.0%

Cuts Count 3 0 0 0 0 1 4
% within Damage Cause 75.0% 0% 0% 0% .0% 25.0% 100.0%

Grave Pits Count 0 1 0 1 0 22 24
% within Damage Cause .0% 4.2% 0% 4.2% .0% 91.7% 100.0%

Pits (Other) Count 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 0% 0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%

Natural Erosion Count 0 0 0 2 0 1 3
% within Damage Cause .0% 0% 0% 66.7% .0% 33.3% 100.0%

Unknown Count 0 0 0 0 0 11 11
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total Count 187 37 10 58 89 80 461
% within Damage Cause 40.6% 8.0% 2.2% 12.6% 19.3% 17.4% 100.0%
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6.9 - CASE STUDIES

6.9.2 - CASE STUDY: OUTER TOWNS

TABLE G-120: DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY ON OUTER TOWNS (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Imagery
Corona SPOT Geoeye Total

Damage  Development Count 10 10 10 30
Cause % within Imagery 23.3% 15.6% 15.6% 17.5%
Arable agriculture Count 15 16 16 47

% within Imagery 34.9% 25.0% 25.0% 27.5%

Orchards Count 0 6 7 13

% within Imagery .0% 9.4% 10.9% 7.6%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 2 2 4

% within Imagery .0% 3.1% 3.1% 2.3%

Roads Count 12 14 14 40

% within Imagery 27.9% 21.9% 21.9% 23.4%

Bulldozing Count 0 4 4 8

% within Imagery 0% 6.3% 6.3% 4.7%

Water Erosion Count 2 0 0 2

% within Imagery 4.7% .0% .0% 1.2%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 4 4 8

% within Imagery 0% 6.3% 6.3% 4.7%

Cuts Count 0 2 2 4

% within Imagery .0% 3.1% 3.1% 2.3%

Grave Pits Count 0 3 3 6

% within Imagery .0% 4.7% 4.7% 3.5%

Unknown Count 4 3 2 9

% within Imagery 9.3% 4.7% 3.1% 5.3%

Total Count 43 64 64 171
% within Imagery 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-121: DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY ON LOw MOUNDS (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Imagery
Corona SPOT Geoeye Total

Damage  Development Count 18 26 26 70
Cause % within Imagery 15.0% 15.5% 14.8% 15.1%
Arable agriculture Count 51 57 56 164

% within Imagery 42.5% 33.9% 31.8% 35.3%

Orchards Count 0 4 6 10

% within Imagery .0% 2.4% 3.4% 2.2%

Irrigation Channels  Count 1 11 13 25

% within Imagery .8% 6.5% 7.4% 5.4%

Roads Count 29 37 38 104

% within Imagery 24.2% 22.0% 21.6% 22.4%

Bulldozing Count 0 10 11 21

% within Imagery .0% 6.0% 6.3% 4.5%

Water Erosion Count 8 4 4 16

% within Imagery 6.7% 2.4% 2.3% 3.4%

Looting Count 0 1 1 2

% within Imagery .0% 6% 6% 4%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 3 4 7

% within Imagery .0% 1.8% 2.3% 1.5%

Grave Pits Count 0 11 11 22

% within Imagery .0% 6.5% 6.3% 4.7%

Pits (Other) Count 0 1 3 4

% within Imagery .0% 6% 1.7% 9%

Unknown Count 13 3 3 19

% within Imagery 10.8% 1.8% 1.7% 4.1%

Total Count 120 168 176 464
% within Imagery 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-122: DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY ON OUTER TOWNS (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Imagery
Corona SPOT Geoeye Total

Damage  Development Count 10 8 8 26
Cause % within Imagery 12.3% 8.1% 8.1% 9.3%
Arable agriculture Count 37 45 47 129

% within Imagery 45.7% 45.5% 47.5% 46.2%

Orchards Count 0 2 3 5

% within Imagery .0% 2.0% 3.0% 1.8%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 0 3 3 6

% within Imagery .0% 3.0% 3.0% 2.2%

Roads Count 20 21 22 63

% within Imagery 24.7% 21.2% 22.2% 22.6%

Bulldozing Count 0 5 5 10

% within Imagery .0% 5.1% 51% 3.6%

Water Erosion Count 3 0 0 3

% within Imagery 3.7% .0% .0% 1.1%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 4 4 8

% within Imagery .0% 4.0% 4.0% 2.9%

Cuts Count 0 1 1 2

% within Imagery .0% 1.0% 1.0% T%

Grave Pits Count 0 3 3 6

% within Imagery .0% 3.0% 3.0% 2.2%

Unknown Count 11 7 3 21

% within Imagery 13.6% 71% 3.0% 7.5%

Total Count 81 99 99 279
% within Imagery 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-123: DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY ON Low MOUNDS (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Imagery
Corona SPOT Geoeye Total

Damage  Development Count 26 34 35 95
Cause % within Imagery 14.2% 13.9% 13.7% 13.9%
Arable agriculture Count 84 96 94 274

% within Imagery 45.9% 39.3% 36.9% 40.2%

Orchards Count 0 7 9 16

% within Imagery .0% 2.9% 3.5% 2.3%

Irrigation Channels ~ Count 1 12 16 29

% within Imagery 5% 4.9% 6.3% 4.3%

Roads Count 41 59 60 160

% within Imagery 22.4% 24.2% 23.5% 23.5%

Bulldozing Count 0 13 14 27

% within Imagery .0% 5.3% 5.5% 4.0%

Water Erosion Count 12 4 5 21

% within Imagery 6.6% 1.6% 2.0% 3.1%

Looting Count 0 1 1 2

% within Imagery .0% 4% 4% 3%

Mudbrick Pits Count 0 3 4 7

% within Imagery .0% 1.2% 1.6% 1.0%

Grave Pits Count 0 11 11 22

% within Imagery .0% 4.5% 4.3% 3.2%

Pits (Other) Count 0 1 3 4

% within Imagery .0% 4% 1.2% .6%

Unknown Count 19 3 3 25

% within Imagery 10.4% 1.2% 1.2% 3.7%

Total Count 183 244 255 682
% within Imagery 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE G-124: DAMAGE CAUSES ON OUTER TOWNS VS. Low MOUNDS ON CORONA

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

Corona Count % Affected
Cause Lower Town | Low Mounds | Lower Town | Low Mounds
Development 10 18 62.5 28.13
Arable agriculture 15 51 93.75 79.69
Orchards 0 0 0 0.00
Irrigation Channels 0 1 0 1.56
Roads 12 29 75 45.31
Bulldozing 0 0 0 0.00
Water Erosion 2 8 12.5 12.50
Looting 0 0 0 0.00
Mudbrick Pits 0 0 0 0.00
Cuts 0 0 0 0.00
Grave Pits 0 0 0 0.00
Pits (Other) 0 0 0 0.00
Unknown 4 13 25 20.31

TABLE G-125: DAMAGE CAUSES ON OUTER TOWNS vS. Low MOUNDS ON SPOT 2004

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

SPOT Count % Affected
Cause Lower Town | Low Mounds | Lower Town | Low Mounds
Development 10 26 62.5 40.63
Arable agriculture 16 57 100 89.06
Orchards 6 4 37.5 6.25
Irrigation Channels 2 11 12.5 17.19
Roads 14 37 87.5 57.81
Bulldozing 4 10 25 15.63
Water Erosion 0 4 0 6.25
Looting 0 0 1.56
Mudbrick Pits 4 3 25 4.69
Cuts 2 12.5 0.00
Grave Pits 3 11 18.75 17.19
Pits (Other) 0 0 1.56
Unknown 3 3 18.75 4.69
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TABLE G-126: DAMAGE CAUSES ON OUTER TOWNS VS. Low MOUNDS ON GEOEYE 2010

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

Geoeye 2010 Count % Affected
Cause Lower Town Low Mounds Lower Town | Low Mounds
Development 10 26 62.5 40.63
Arable agriculture 16 56 100 87.50
Orchards 7 6 43.75 9.38
Irrigation Channels 2 13 125 20.31
Roads 14 38 87.5 59.38
Bulldozing 4 11 25 17.19
Water Erosion 0 0 6.25
Looting 0 1 0 1.56
Mudbrick Pits 4 25 6.25
Cuts 2 0 12.5 0.00
Grave Pits 3 11 18.75 17.19
Pits (Other) 0 0 4.69
Unknown 2 12.5 4.69
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Appendix H

Ch. 9 Supporting Data:

Damage in the Land of Carchemish

Survey Area

The numerical ordering of this Appendix is designed to match Chapter 8 for ease of

cross referencing the tables. Only sections which relate to the main chapter text are

included.

8.2 - OVERVIEW OF THE LAND OF CARCHEMISH AREA

TABLE H-1: NUMBER OF SITES IN EACH AREA BY ANALYSIS TYPE

Upland River/ Limestone
Plain Terrace Bluffs
Total Sites 30 13 45
(78) 25.6% 16.7% 57.7%
Amalgamated Sites 21 16 48
(85) 24.7% 18.8% 56.5%
Site Units 22 16 62
(1200) 22.0% 16.0% 62.0%

TABLE H-2: SITE TYPE BY AREA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

TABLE H-3: SITE TYPE BY AREA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Hivar S Wail Limnastona River | Wadi Limsshne
Unland Plain Teracs Bt Upland Plain Teatrace Blufs
1 [ 1 1 1 1

Caunt Caum Saut [l Gigswarsk Dot
Sits_Tvpe  Tell 4 g g & g i0
it 2 i 7 b id
i3 i} g i o i
Fiat Bite { Beattar 1@ T i) 10 ¥ ]
ey Suchiras § i i i g g 13

Enciosureg

Eildingleh fu 2 3 i 2 3
Tombe f Caling il i g 0 i i
Flsis Bystam il i 1 i fi i
Mufiple 1 & g 1 @ g
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8.3 - CERTAINTY

8.3.1 - CERTAINTY: AMALGAMATED SITES AND UNITS

Certainty: Amalgamated Site Analysis

TABLE H-4: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Corona ID Corona Boundary Corona Damage Corona Overall
Certainty Certainty Certainty Certainty
Count % Count % Count % Caunt %

Definks 36 472.4% 3 2.4% o 0% i 0%
High 20 735% 18 21.2% 15 | 17.6% 14 | 185%
Medium 15 17.8% i4 16.5% 24 | 283% 35 | 284%
L 14 {8.5% 34 40.0% 42 | 48.4% 45 | 529%
Nagliginls o 0% 17 20.0% 4 4.7% 1 1.2%
hiot Applicabie 0 0% i % a 0% o 0%
Tatsl g5 | 160.0% g5 | 100.0% g5 | 100.0% g5 | 1000%

TABLE H-5: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Dlggaiﬁ!m:s D Dlgmmiuha DigitaiGlche DigitalGlobs
ariainty Boundary Certainty | Damage Cerlainly Owarall Certainty
Count % Gount % Count % Count %
Dafinkle 33 EB.E% Z 24% o Ry fi %
High 18 17.6% 14 18.5% E 28.4% 22 J55%
Kedium & 1% g 10.6% 24 28.3% 2¥ 21.8%
law ¥ 8.2% 25 13 14.9% iz 14.9%
Meglinkle L i1 g 1] 0%
ot Applicatils 24 4 24 4 HI%
Tatal & &g g5 88 | 100.0%

TABLE H-6: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Spot Boundary Spot Damage Spot Overall

SootiD Carainty Carlainly Cartainty Carlainly

Count % Count % Count % Count %
Defintis 33 344% 2 24% 1] Ji% 1] %
High 28 325% i3 15.3% g Fi% 7 B3%
Madium 17 20.0% is 17.8% i 20.0% 18 17.8%
Low 11 12.8% a3z ATE% &0 FlE% g3 F4.1%
Magiigibls ] 0% 23 27.9% 2 24% (1] 1%
Fot Anplicabis 1] %5 fi 0% 1] A% ] i
okl g5 | 100.0% B8 | 000% B4 A0S Bg | 100.0%
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TABLE H-7: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Ggggfﬁ%? Gaa%ggrg?ggdaw eengyg rgi?iftymm ag%ag?g mmim
Caut % Count % Coaumt % Court %
Dalinis 44 &1{.8% ] 24% 0 A% ] A%
High 7 A0.0% g 22A4% 32 3TE%R 20 el
Hedium g Fi% 8 16.8% 28 34.1% HH BE%
Lo 8 8.4% 34 40.0% 14 16.5% i4 18.5%
HMeagligihls i} ik (ki 12.9% i} ik i %
kol &pplicable 0 11.8% in 11.8% i 11.5% i 11.8%
Tokgl 85 | 100.0% g8 | 1D00% a5 | 100.0% 85 | 1D0.0%

TABLE H-8: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON FIELD VISITS (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Fleld ¥isit [D Fleld ¥isi Flald Visit Fleld Visi Ovarall
Cartainly Boundary Corlainty | Damage Cerbainly Cartainty
Count % Count % Count % Count %

Difieniie &n 84.1% 1 1.2% i 1.3% i 1.2%
High 3 2.5% 28 34.1% 48 57.6% 48 54.1%
Hiedium 1] iy 24 2B.2% i8 188% 2 235%
Loy 1 1.2% 22 258% 18 1.2% 17 20.0%
Magligible it 0% 8 2.4% g 0% i 0%
ot Applicedls 1 1.2% i 1.2% i 1.2% 1 1.2%
Toial g8 | 100.0% g8 | 100.0% BE | 100.0% 88 | 100.0%

Certainty: Unit Analysis

TABLE H-9: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Corona ID Corona Boundaty | Corona Damags Corona Overall
Cartainty Carlainty Corainty Ceriainty
Count % Count % Count % Count %

Defintia 38 28.0% 2 20% i 0% i} 0%
High A4 #.0% 94 18.0% 14 15.0% 4 14.0%
Heddlam 24 VG 16 18.0% i 5.0% a7 270%
Lo 17 17.0% 43 £3.0% 4@ £8.0% 58 §8.0%
Magliginls [ it 21 21.10% 14 §11.0% 3 3.0%
FHot Applicable i B ii S (] %% ] i 3
Total 1000 | 100, 0% 0 FL 00 | 100.0% 100 | 10n0%
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TABLE H-10: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

DigiiziGlobe ID DigitalGlobe DigitalGloke DighaiGlobe
Certainty Boundary Certalnly | Damage Certainly | Overall Certainty
Count % Count % Count % Count %
Diafinkis 3F | 3F0% 2 20% 1 0% o 5%
High id | 140% 18 18.0% 28 0% 32| 0%
e ] 11.0% ia 10.0% 27 0% | A%
L 7 0% 24 2B i@ 18.0% iB | 18.0%
Magligibie a 0% 1z 12.0% i 0% i %
Mot Anpliesbis Mo % @t 3.0% # 2% oo A%
Tafal 100 | 1000% 100 100,0% ing | 1000% 00 | T0n0%
TABLE H-11: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Spot Boundary Spot Damaygs Spof Overall
SpotiD Certalnty Certalnty Cortainty Cartalnty
Count % Count % Count % Count %
Diefintls 28 | BI% 2 20% 1} T 3 %
Higih aj | won 4 14.0% & E0% 7 T.0%
Bhedivm 21 21.0% 14 14.0% i@ | 18.0% 18 18.0%
Low i3 | 130% 48 45.1% | T0OC% 75 75.0%:
Magligitle u [i'% 24 24.0% 8 5.0% 2 1%
Mot Aplicable il % o [% a % o iy
Toksl 100 | 100.0% 100 | 100.0% 100 | 100.0% 00 | 100.0%
TABLE H-12: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
%aggﬂen%? Gee%yge fgi@nxgrmaﬁ Genggaﬁgg@ags Ga%sggg ?;gran
Count % Count % Count % Count %
Ligfinite 48 | s80% 2 2105 ] 0% i i
High 17 | i7.0% & 20.0% a5 0% KCx 33.0%
Medium i1 11.0% it 11.0% 32 F2.0% 34 34.0%
Low g 2.0% 40 40.0% 17 17.0% i7 i7.0%
Negiigibls 1] 0% i1 11.0% a % o 0%
Mot Appilesbls 18 | 18.0% 18 18.0% i@ 18.0% i6 f6.0%
Tahal 0| IE00E 100 | IO nm | OO 00 | J000%
TABLE H-13: CERTAINTY RATINGS ON FIELD VISITS (UNIT ANALYSIS)
Field VisitID Flald Vistt Fletd Visit Flald Wisit Cverall
Cartainty Boundary Ceriainty | Damage Cerlalnty Certainty
Count % Count % Count % Count %
Definita g5 | 850% 1 1.0% i 1.0% i 1.0%
High 3 a0% 35 3B0% &8 55.0% §2 52.0%
Hadium ] % 28 0% bl 20.0% 24 80%
Loy 1 1.0% 245 250% 23 23.0% 22 FEE
hlegiigikle 0 M i0 10.0% o % fi %
Bt Applicakis i 1.0% i 1.0% i 1.0% 1 1.0%
Tkal 100 | 100.0% jom | 000% 0| 100.0% 00| 900.0%
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FIGURE H-1: GRAPH OF ID CERTAINTY RATINGS ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-2: GRAPH OF BOUNDARY CERTAINTY RATINGS ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-4: GRAPH OF OVERALL CERTAINTY RATINGS ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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8.3.2 - A NOTE ON GENERALISATIONS AND HEIGHT

TABLE H-14: CERTAINTY OF HEIGHT REMAINING (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Does Height Number of | Number of Number of Number of | Number of
Remain? sites on sites on sites on sites on sites on
Corona Field Visits | DigitalGlobe | SPOT 2004 Geoeye

2003 2009
Certain 43 (43.0%) | 43 (43.0%) 31 (42.5%) 42 (42.0%) | 34(40.0%)
Uncertain 4 (4.0%) 3 (3.0%) 3 (4.1%) 4 (4.0%) 9 (10.6%)

Flat Site 53 (53.3%) | 54 (54.0%) 39 (53.4%) 54 (54.0%) | 42 (49.4%)

Not Applicable 0/100 0/100 27/100 0/100 15/100

Percentages are of sites covered by the imagery, to allow comparisons between the images

628

—~—

N——




8.4 - VISIBILITY

8.4.3 - VISIBILITY: AMALGAMATED SITES AND UNIT ANALYSIS

The Not Applicable category indicates sites which are not covered by the imagery.

Visibility: Amalgamated Sites

TABLE H-15: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Curnulative
Fraguency | Percent | Yalid Parcent Pargent
Valid  Visibls 24 282 8.2 8.2
Parlially Vigible 10 1.8 1.8 40.0
Biaraly visible 12 14.9 14,3 4.1
Chssurad 3 48 3.8 8§78
Mot yialbls 36 2.4 424 1000
Tl g5 100.9 Lok

TABLE H-16: VISIBILITY OF ALL SITES ON DIGITALGLOBE (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Cumulative
Fraqusncy | Percent | Walld Percent Perceri

Yalld  MNotapplicakis 24 8.2 28.2 282
Yislble 20 235 235 1.8
Pavilaly Vishic 7 g2 82 800
Baraly Wsible 12 141 14.3 741
Obgeurad 3 a5 3.5 T8
Mot Vislbie 14 224 224 1000
Tl = 1100 0,

TABLE H-17: VISIBILITY OF SITES COVERED BY DIGITALGLOBE (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Cumulstive
Parcent
Wl
¥ 11.8
Ubesoured 3 48
Mt 1% 21,1
Tl #1 o {0
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TABLE H-18: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Cumulative
Fraguancy | Percard | Vaild Porcent Parcant

Valid Visible 13 8.3 183 163

Pa ] g 58 53 .2

B ite 14 648 165

Ohapirad 3 a8 e

Matvisihia &0 56.8 528

Tatal B2 1005 1000

TABLE H-19: VISIBILITY OF ALL SITES ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

. Cumulative
Freguaney | Percant | Valid Percent Parcant

Walld  Notspplicabis ig 11.8 1.8 1.8
Yigibia 25 28.4 284 41.2
Pariially Vislble 0 1.8 1.4 528

B 18 8.8 g8 g

4 4.7 4.7 785

e {000 0.0

TABLE H-20: VISIBILITY OF ALL SITES COVERED BY GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Cumulaiive
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Walld  Visibie 25 333 333 233
Pariially Visible 10 133 133 487
Barely Vigibls 18 21.3 21.3 és.o
Dbssursd 4 5.3 53 733
Mot Visibis &0 8.7 8.7 100.0
Total 74 100.0 100.0

Visibility: Unit

Analysis

TABLE H-21: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Curaulstive
Fraguency | Parcard | Valid Parcant Pamant

Walid  Visible 25 25.0 25.0 5.0
Partially Visibl i1 1.0 i 3.0
Barahy 13 130 150 48.0
Shsourad & 4.0 44 520
Mot Visible 48 48.0 480 1000
Tigkal 100 1000 1000

—~
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TABLE H-22: VISIBILITY OF ALL SITES ON DIGITALGLOBE (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Cumulative
Fraguency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  NotApplicable k| Mo 3.0 3.0
Yisihle 22 220 220 £3.0
Parially Visible g 8.0 LA 3.0
BarelyVislhle 12 120 120 Fi.0
Obscurad ] 50 50 e
Mot Visibls 24 240 4.0 100.0

Tatal 100 00.0 1000

TABLE H-23: VISIBILITY OF SITES COVERED BY DIGITALGLOBE (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Cumulativa
Freguency | Percent | Valid Parcent Percent
Valid  Visible 22 2.9 g at.8
Parlially" 8 8.7 8.7 405
i 12 7.4 17.4 RO
Obscurad § 7.2 7.2 852
Mot Wisibis 24 248 3.8 1600
Tasl &8 1000 1000

TABLE H-24: VISIBILITY OF SITES ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Cumuiative
Freguency | Percent | Valid Parcent Percent

Valid  Vislkle 13 13.0 13.0 13.0
Partialiy Vigible 4 4.0 4.0 PG
Barelyvisihie i8 184 18.0 8.0
Bbscured 3 2.0 30 B4
Mot Vislhis B2 820 820 1000
Totsl 100 100.0 1000

TABLE H-25: VISIBILITY OF ALL SITES ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Cumulstive
Froguancy | Percent | Valld Percent Percent

Walld  MoiAgplicable 18 i8.0 160 16.0
Yslble 28 80 280 42.0
Pariially Vislbls & a0 80 i
Bsrely Visibia ig i8.0 180 Be.q
Chesursd @ 20 o EN
Nt Vialbla 5 a0 280 ghinkil

Tobal 100 1000 1000
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TABLE H-26: VISIBILITY OF SITES COVERED BY GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Curnuilative
Fraguency | Percsnt | Yalid Parcent Percant
Vallg  Wislble 5 30 30 3.0
Partialy Visible ] 0.7 107 41.7
Barely Yisitle 18 1.4 34 B34
Obssured a ER | 74 7.2
Bt Vislble 25 %8 288 1000
Takal 84 ghki] 1o

FIGURE H-5: GRAPH OF VISIBILITY OF SITES ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)

70 - - L3 B
o ) Visibility:
[%]
5 so /§ Unit
w -
& 40 // Analysis
= 30
-g 20 N Vd e Corona
2 1o —— DigitalGlobe 2003
0 , , , , , SPOT 2004
N N 3¢ > Ng Geoeye 2009
Q\(’ A\‘;\O \°-:\o (,ée’ A\%{O Y
9
= N &
& F
Q@
Level of Visibility

FIGURE H-6: STACKED GRAPH OF VISIBILITY OF SITES ON IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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8.4.4 - VISIBILITY: SITE LOCATION

TABLE H-27: VISIBILITY BY SITE LOCATION (TOTAL FOR ALL IMAGERY) (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Upland Plain River /Wadi Terrace Limestone Hills Total
Visible 23 23 36 82
Partially Visible 17 2 13 32
Barely Visible 20 28 54
Obscured 8 3 2 13
Not Visible 14 27 84 125
Total 82 61 163 306

TABLE H-28: UNIT ANALYSIS - VISIBILITY BY SITE LOCATION (TOTAL FOR ALL IMAGERY) (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Upland Plain River / Wadi Terrace Limestone Hills Total
Visible 23 23 40 86
Partially Visible 16 2 1" 29
Barely Visible 23 32 61
Obscured 8 7 18
Not Visible 15 27 117 159
Total 85 61 207 353
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FIGURE H-7: GRAPH OF VISIBILITY BY LAND TYPE (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-8: GRAPH OF PERCENTAGE VISIBILITY BY LAND TYPE (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-29: SUMMARY OF VISIBILITY OF LAND TYPES BY IMAGERY (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Upland River/ Wadi Limestone
Plain Terraces Hills
Visible on Corona 9 7 8
Partially Visible on Corona 6 0 4
Barely Visible on Corona 1 1 10
Obscured on Corona 2 0 1
Not Visible on Corona 3 8 25
Total 21 16 48
Visible on DigitalGlobe 2003 5 5 10
Partially Visible on DigitalGlobe 2003 3 1 3
Barely Visible on DigitalGlobe 2003 5 1 6
Obscured on DigitalGlobe 2003 2 1 0
Not Visible on DigitalGlobe 2003 4 6 9
Total 19 14 28
Visible on SPOT 2004 S 5 3
Partially Visible on SPOT 2004 3 0 2
Barely Visible on SPOT 2004 6 2 6
Obscured on SPOT 2004 2 1 0
Not Visible on SPOT 2004 5 8 37
Total 21 16 48
Visible on Geoeye 2009 4 6 15
Partially Visible on Geoeye 2009 5 1
Barely Visible on Geoeye 2009 8 2 6
Obscured on Geoeye 2009 2 1 1
Not Visible on Geoeye 2009 2 5 13
Total 21 15 39
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TABLE H-30: SUMMARY OF VISIBILITY OF LAND TYPES BY IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Upland River/ Wadi Limestone
Plain Terraces Hills
Visible on Corona 9 7 9
Partially Visible on Corona 6 0 4
Barely Visible on Corona 2 1 10
Obscured on Corona 2 0 2
Not Visible on Corona 3 8 37
Total 22 16 62
Visible on DigitalGlobe 2003 5 5 12
Partially Visible on DigitalGlobe 2003 3 1 2
Barely Visible on DigtalGlobe 2003 5 1 6
Obscured on DigitalGlobe 2003 2 1 2
Not Visible on DigitalGlobe 2003 4 6 14
Total 19 14 36
Visible on SPOT 2004 5 5 3
Partially Visible on SPOT 2004 3 0 1
Barely Visible on SPOT 2004 7 2 9
Obscured on SPOT 2004 2 1 0
Not Visible on SPOT 2004 5 8 49
Total 22 16 62
Visible on Geoeye 2009 - 6 16
Partially Visible on Geoeye 2009 4 1 4
Barely Visible on Geoeye 2009 9 2 7
Obscured on Geoeye 2009 2 1 3
Not Visible on Geoeye 2009 3 5 17
Total 22 15 47
{ 636 ]




FIGURE H-9: GRAPHS OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY LAND TYPE (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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FIGURE H-10: GRAPHS OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY PERCENTAGE LAND TYPE (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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FIGURE H-11: GRAPHS OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY LAND TYPE (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-12: GRAPHS OF VISIBILITY OF SITES BY PERCENTAGE LAND TYPE (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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8.4.4 - VISIBILITY: SITE TYPE

TABLE H-31: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site_Type
Flak Sita

Tall Toll {Low) Seatier Bullding(e) | Multipie Todal
Wisibility { Corona)  Visihle Count 94 4 & a 1 24
% within Site_Tvpe FTe% H.0% 13.5% 0% 18.7% 28.2%
Patisliy visible Count 2 2 & 1] a i
% within Bite_Type 114% 10.5% 16.2% 0% 0% 11.8%
Baraly Visible Count 2 5 3 2 a 12
G within Site_Type 11.1% 26.3% 8.1% 40.0% 0% 14.4%
Dbstured Count ji] 2 i 0 i 3
% withins Sie_Type 0% 10.5% L% 0% 0% 35%
ot Visible Caunt il & 2 3 & 34
% within Sile_Type 0% 31.6% 59.5% &0.0% #3.3% 42.4%
Total Caount 18 19 37 ] & 85
% within Site_Type 100.0% 100.0% A 00.0% 100.0% 00.0% 100.0%

TABLE H-32: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003
(AMALGAMATED SITES)
Site_Typa

Fiai Sl f ) )

Tall Tell {Lowd Seallat Bulidingls) | Muliple | Talsl
Visleliy DighaiGioe}  NotAppiesbls  Count 4 & 10 3 k! 24
% wiitln S0 _Tws 223% 21.8% 27.0% S0.0% 18.3% B.2%
Wisitle Count 13 i 3 1 4 30
%oweiiin Slts_Pwe 723% 10.5% 21% 20.0% 18.7% 235%
Parisly isible Count 1 3 2 [ k] ¥
% wilhin Bie_Tyws 58% 15.8% 54% 1% 1EF% 6.2%
Baraly Vislhis ot a 4 B i k] 92
% viinin Si_Twe % 3% 18.35% 00% 187% 14.1%
Ohecured Count 2] i 2 0 ] 3
% wilhin Slis_Tipe £% 53% G.4% % 0% 5%
Mubvisibls Coaisnt [ 3 14 i} # 18
W witiin Sie_Tipe i 15.8% I A% 35.9% E2A%
Tital Count ig 1% B i B B85
it Bite_Type T 0% F00.0% BT SO0 J00.0% | 400.0%

TABLE H-33: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Bike_Twps
FletBita !
Teli Tall (lLowd Segliar Bulldingls) | Huffiple Tokai

YVisiblity EPCTy  ekis Count 10 1 2 [} @ 13
% within Glts_Tips A56% £.3% 54% Ji%% 0% 16.5%
PofialeVisible  Count % 3 [ [} [ 4
% veiinin Bite_Type 11.1% 158% 5% % 0% 5.8%
Barsly Vigibie Caunt & 3 B 1 13 i4
% wilin Bile_Type 22.2% i5.8% 1B.2% 20.0% it 18.5%
Ghgeured oyl g ki i i fi 3
% el Sl _Tyos % 55% 4% B % BE%
Mot Wigihle G 2 i1 ) 4 & ol
4 within Bite_Typs 11.9% 57.8% 72.0% 80.0% | 100.0% 56.8%
Total Courd ig 19 37 5 & o5
% within Bie_Type | 100.0% 100.0% 100L.0% J000% | 1000% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-34: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Bits_Type
FigtSits #
Tall Tall Lowd Beaiter Bullding{s) | Wulliple Tokal
Wislbilfe (Genevel  MoiSpplicabls Count Ji] 2 & 2 1 1a
% within Site_Type 0% 10.5% 13.5% 40.0% 18.7% 19.8%
Vigihle Count 17 3 2 2 1 5
% within Site_Type B4.4% 15.8% 4% 40.0% 16.7% 2848%
Parlially Visible  Count 2} & 3 4 i 1@
% wiinin Bie_Tys % 21.6% BAi% % 18.7% T1E%
EarelyVislile Coumnt i 3 § 1 2 18
5% within Site_Tepe 84% 16.8% 14.3% 10.0% 92.5% 18.8%
Gbseured Cound Jat 2 2 0 o L
%owithin SRe_Type % 10.5% 54% 0% F% £7%
HolVisibls Conmnt | i 3 18 & 1 an
% within Sita_Type % 158% 42.7% L% 18.7% 5%
Tabal St 18 19 37 5 E ]
%within e _Type | 100.0% 100.0% T00.0% 00.0% | 190.8% | 100855

TABLE H-35: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Sits_Tyws
: Flat 8fte Tomba !
Tell Tall {Lowd Bratiar Bullgingiay Calmes Kulfiple Tola

Wslblily { Corona) Vislbls Count i85 H g i [i] 9 ]
% withln Site_Tipe TRE% 17.4% 1% 0% 0% 14.3% B0%

Pardially ¥igihle  Count 2 H i 0 i i 1

% wathln B _Tige iL5% ars 123% % 1% 0% 10.0%

Barelisibls Cowd 2 & 2 2 (] ] 13

%wilinln 8ka_Tvms 1088 28.19% B7% 400% 1% 0% 13.0%

Opscired Gonat [ 3 1 i i ] 4

% wiinin Blis_Tie A% 1a0% 1% 0% 0% % 0%

ot Vislble Gt [ ] i 3 1 ] 44

%within Bite_Type 0% 3LE% BE.7% 5.0% 100.0% B57% 48.0%

Tatal Count 18 ] 45 & 1 7 100
S within Bite Type | 100.0% 100.6% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% | 1000% | 1000%

TABLE H-36: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT

ANALYSIS)
Bita_Type
Flst Bite £ Teameg §
Tall Tall fLowd Beatier Buiidinge) Calns Huflipie Tetal
WM DigheiClobed  Wollppleabla  Count & 8 1% 3 1 [ il
% wiihin Slie_Tyne 21.1% 388 333% §0.0% 100.0% % %
il fel i 14 3 3 i g 1 22
% within Bia_Tipe T3.7% 2.0% B 2.0% % 14.3% 0%
Poriely¥isible  Court 1 2 2 g 0 1 &
% wilhin RBite,_Tipe 8.3% B.F% £4% A% M% i4.4% BI%
BarelyVisible  Count g [ ] 1 [i] 2 12
% within Bie_Twee L% 17.4% 11.1% 20.0% f% A% 120%
Chaoured Count @ 1 3 @ il L} 13
% within Site_Tyoe L% 8.7% 7% L% 0% % £0%
ot Vialble Gt 4 é 17 fi i} 3 3
% wilhin Bie_Tyse 0% 174% A7 8% it 0% 4318% 8%
Ttal Gount 8 45 g 1 H 100
e vithin Bt _Type | 1DOLIW {00 100.0% Pl TOO% | (DLEE | 1000

—~
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TABLE H-37: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

e
T am! Tommel

Tell | TolitLowd |  Seaer | Bulldngle) | Caime Watipis | Tatel

D Courtt 0 7 ] ] o ] 3

oo Bite_Tpe | 526% £3% 54% % % 0% | 13.0%

Patialy Vislble | Count 1 0 0 7 o 3

wihinGite Tige | R3S | 190% % % % e | som

Fatelp visle | Goun ] 5 B 7 ] ] 7

HydhinSile_Type | SLES | 117% 12.7% 20.0% % s | 10w

Choand Couni ] T 7 ] B ¥ 3

5wl Eite_Type s 4% 14% % % % | anm

NELviskIe Count F] ] T ) 1 7 a2

HwliinBte_Tws | 106% | 588% ) B0.0% 1000% | 00w | suns

Totel Caunt 19 22 = 5 i H 00

Wi G Tope | 1000% | 9000% 1000% | 1euan ju00% | fe00m | tenos

TABLE H-38: VISIBILITY BY IMAGE TYPE AND SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Sio_Tvpn
v Frigin? Torwel
Tell | Teligoed | Seater | Bulldings Calme Mulipla | Totsl
[VisltilEy (osveye) HoLAmBlvemis | Caumt ] ] 0 2 1 ] 16
o within Sits_Tyee 0% 13.0% 2% 0.0% 100.0% % | 1e0%
Viole Count 18 3 z F) T 7 28
wiibin SHs_Typs | GETS 13.0% 14% £0.0% % | 143% | 280%
Petbaliyviclls  Coum ] 5 F] a ] 7 2
2 vy Bi_Teps 0% F9.7% 8.7% 0% 5% | 143w | aom
Dembydicible  Coum 7 3 ] 7 T 3 [
sl Se_Typa 53% 17.4% 20.0% #0.0% A | euew | denw
Obasuted Court ] ] 3 ] ] ] )
% within Siio_Tips A% 12.0% 5.7% % 2% 0% | E0%
HNotVizine Goun ] 5 8 ] ] 2 =
9 witin Sis_Type i IS 40.% % 0% | zew | a0
Tt Count 78 = T 3 1 H 700
Wowlin Oe_Typs | 1ROD% | 100.0% 1000% | 1800% S000% | 1000% | 1000%
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8.4.6 — VISIBILITY CHANGE

FIGURE H-13: GRAPHS OF CHANGE IN VISIBILITY OF SITES BETWEEN CORONA, DIGITALGLOBE
2003, SPOT 2004 AND GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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8.5 - LAND USE / LAND COVER

8.5.1 - LAND USE / LAND COVER AROUND SITES

TABLE H-39: COUNT OF LAND USE / LAND COVER AROUND SITES (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Corong - Present DigitalGiobe - Present

Count Row Count %
Bars or Scrub 52 §1.2% Bars or Scrub 7 44.3%
#rable 87 78.8% Arable 55 80.2%
Orchard 2 2.4% Orchard 32 £2.5%
Miodern Graves i 1.2% Modem Graves i2 18.7%
fAodern Struchures kS 3.5% Modern Slruclures s 381
Modern Seitisments 3 36.5% Maden Setiiements 0 48.2%
Irigation Channel 2 ZA% Irrigation Channel & 4.8%
‘Water Bodiss T8 BE4% Wisler Bodies 35 A7 .4%
Roade f Tracks BY 72.8% Fiomds { Tracls ] 21.8%
Das Resarvolr Bed L} 0% D Maseroly Bed %
Agshasological Soavaiion b4 24% Arehaaningicel Excavalion 2 2.3%
Eudbrick Excavalion 1} i Funibirizk Bepsvsiion o J1%:
Lootars’ Holes @ 0% Lapoiars’ Holag 7 1.5%
Plte Cahery 2 Z24% Fite {Other) 2 45%
{4l Pl 2 25% i Py 8 14.8%
Gssrvies i % Susriss 4 5.6%
Unslassified 2z 34.1% Lincleesified 0 S
BPOT 2004 - Prasant Gaosys 2003 - Pragent

Count Fores Gount %
Bars or Soruk L ¥} 48.4% Bare or Borub Kyl #1.3%
Arabla 5 HB.2% Arable &8 92.0%
Orehard &1 48.2% Orehard 48 B5.3%
Mademn Graves 18 18.8% Eodem Graves 14 18.7%
Maden Stuciures 22 25.5% Hlodem Struciures 28 IF3%
Madern Seiflemeants 38 42.4% Hodem Selilemants 34 45.3%
Igvigatian Channed B TA% rrigation Channad g B.7%
Yater Badies &4 §3.5% Wister Bodies 43 56.0%
Foads § Tracks 5 BH.2% Fogds § Tracks ¥ 24.7%
Ciam Resanaly Bad o ik Crarn Reganolr Bed 1] %
fachaevlogica!l Brerslion E 5% Fechasologics] Excsvalion 3 #£.0%
Mudhick Exeavalion i O busiiriek B sveiion (1] i
Loolere’ Holas & FA% Logizres' Holes @ 12.0%
Plte Oty 2 TAR Plis {Oihed ] B0
(RN Fresd {11 19.8% A Phsh 14 18.7%
Ruariss 4 4.7% Cusries £ 5.3%
Unisisesifisd 18 1 8ER Unelassifed i) B%
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TABLE H-40: AMALGAMATED SITES AND UNIT ANALYSIS - COUNT OF LAND USE / LAND COVER

AROUND SITES FOR FIELD VISITS

Flald Visit - Present Fisld Visit - Present
Count Row Count Fow
Bare or Scrub 28 34.1% Bars or Scrub 34 34.0%
HApabie & BULO% FArahbe & B0V,
Oroherd 22 28.8% Crrehard =8 #0.0%
Wuder Graves 7 8.2% Modern Graves 18 480
Hodern Bhuciures B 79% Hodern Shuctiures 11 i1.0%
Hodwn Sefflaments 33 3B.8% Modam Selisments a7 o 3
Ievigafion Channel 0 i 9 Imigation Channel i %
Watsr Bodias 2] FE1% Yaler Bodies T 0%
Fosds ! Tracks bein f6.6% Roads f Tracks 83 E3.0%
Dran Rezeraoly Beg i i s Resarair Beg i A S04k
Archasclogivs] Breavstion i 1.2% frehesoiogieal Bavaiion i 1.0%
Mudirick Excavalion i fludbriel Secavalion i 0%
Lontars” Holes & Lopters' Holes 13 1 5.0%
Pz (Othe) o Ple {tha 3 2.0%
LAl Pl S 80 Piss 1k 9 4.0%
Quanles & Lsrias 7 7.0%
Unclassiliad i Unciassified L %
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TABLE H-41: AMALGAMATED SITES AND UNIT ANALYSIS - COUNT OF LAND USE / LAND COVER

AROUND SITES

Dorong - Presant

DigitalGloba - Prosant

Count Fow Count %

Bare or Serub 87 §7.0% Bare or Sorsh 34 48.3%
Arable T& F2.0% HArable L] 25.5%
Cychard 2 2.0% Orchard 34 £8.9%
Madern Graves i 1.0% Modern Graves i7 24 8%
iodern Shuctures 3 2.0% Wodem Stuctures 24 24.8%
Madern Seflarnents a4 34.0% Hindeim Seiiermenis 324 49.3%
Irrigation Channel ¥ 2.0% Irrigation Channel & 8.7%
Wiater Bodies i 80.0% Waler Bodies 42 B0.9%
Roads f Tracks 2 80.0% Bosds f Tracks 2] $2.0%
Dam Resemwelr Bed 1] 0% D Regencly Bed 0 %
frehasologics] Bxsevation 2 2.0% Arhasclogiesl Excevation 2 28%
biudbrick Bxcovation 0 % Hudbvick Exeevelinn [ S
Lactase’ Holes i % Losiers® Holes 13 18.85%
Pite (Othe Z 21095 Plis {Othar} A 4.3%
Gl Pisl 2 B0 £l Pita) 18 21.7%
Quartos i L% Quenies & 85.7%
Unelassifisd 43 £2.0% Unsizssifisd g Ry

EPOT 2004 - Prasent Geosys 2008 - Presant

Count Fow Count P

Bare or Bcrub 85 55.0% Bara or Serub 38 £5.2%
Arablg a5 B5.0% Arable 74 88.1%
Crehard &0 50.0% Grehard 54 £4.3%
Modermn Graves 25 25.0% Modem Graves 18 22 8%
Modern Siructurasg 27 27T 0% odern Shuctures ED IBT%
modern Settiemeants 40 40.0% Modem Eefllaments i) 45.2%
Inigadion Channel & 8.0% Irvigation Channel 5 H0%
Wiater Bodies 87 B 0% Water Bodies 48 58.3%
Fasds i Tracks an Q0% Roads f Tracks B B5.2%
Dann Reseroir Bag ul % Ciars Resanely Bed o %
frehasologizel Exvsvaiion 3 3.0% Spchesviogicel Bxcavaiion 3 28%
Husdbrick Beegvetion o s Hudbrick Bxcavelion o Ji%
Logisre’ Hotas 18 18.0% Lnafers’ Holas 18 1 8.0%
Pz {%hsi b 20% Pits {Dihen B BE%
] 20 20.0% Al Ples 12 PR
Gusrias & B0 Cuiaries & 7.9%
Unclasgifiad 23 23.0% Unciassiied i %
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TABLE H-42: FREQUENCIES OF LAND USE / COVER TYPES AROUND EACH SITE (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Corona Total DigitalGlobe 2003 SPOT 2004 Total Geoeye 2009 Total
(Around) Total (Around) (Around) (Around)
Count % Count % Count % Count %
0 ol 0.0% 241 282% 0 0% 10 12%
1 1.2% 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 1%
2 13 15.3% 3 3.5% 6 7% 1 1%
3 31 36.5% 12 14.1% 18 21% 15 18%
4 21 24.7% 16 18.8% 25 29% 18 21%
5 16 18.8% 13 15.3% 17 20% 18 21%
6 1 1.2% 7 8.2% 11 13% 11 13%
7 1 1.2% 5 5.9% 3 4% 4 5%
8 1 1.2% 2 2.4% 1 1% 3 4%
9 0 0.0% 3 3.5% 4 5% 3 4%
1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 1%

TABLE H-43: FREQUENCIES OF LAND USE / COVER TYPES AROUND EACH SITE (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Corona Total DigitalGlobe 2003 SPOT 2004 Total Geoeye 2009 Total
(Around) Total (Around) (Around) (Around)
Count % Count % Count % Count %
0 ol 0.0% 311 31.0% 0 0.0% 16 16.0%
1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0%
2 15) 15.0% 3 3.0% 6.0% 1 1.0%
3 40 40.0% 12 12.0% 19 19.0% 16 16.0%
4 22| 22.0% 18  18.0% 291 29.0% 201 20.0%
5 190 19.0% 15[ 15.0% 19 19.0% 201 20.0%
6 1 1.0% 8 8.0% 1 11.0% 1 11.0%
7 1 1.0% 6 6.0% 6 6.0% 4 4.0%
8 1 1.0% 4 4.0% 6 6.0% 5 5.0%
9 0 0.0% 3 3.0% 4 4.0% 5 5.0%
1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0%
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Frequency

Frequency

FIGURE H-14: GRAPHS OF FREQUENCIES OF LAND USE / LAND COVER AROUND SITES BY
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8.5.2 - LAND USE / LAND COVER ON SITES

TABLE H-44: COUNT OF LAND USE / LAND COVER ON SITES (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Corona - Prasent DigitalGlobe - Present

Count Row Count %
Bare or Scrub 58 85.89% Bare or Scruk ris 44.3%
Arable 48 57.86% Arable 44 729%
Orchard 2 2.4% COrehard 7 27.9%
Wadern Graves 1 1.2% Muodem Sraves 5 2.5%
fdodem Blruckires i 2% Modem Structures i2 18.7%
Madem Setiiements 8 10.6% Moden Seilleamenis 4 14.5%
irrigation Charinel o} % Irigatinn Channel 5 B.2%
Yater Bodies 16 17.E8% Yater Badies g 14.8%
Fosds | Tracks 35 34.9% Fogds f Tracks 24 85.7%
Drarn Resarsnly Bed o s Dar Reservolr Ded i SO
Arehmeolagical Excavelion z 24% Aschasvlogivel Bxeeeslion % B.8%
buseinrick Beeavalion 3] K Hudtsick Bwavelion o %
L misrs® Holas 0 % Looters’ Holag g 14.8%
Bits (Oihed 1 1.8% Pl (0t 5 8.2%
Al Phias 1 1.2% EA Plish 17 27.2%
Guziviss i 1.2% Quaries 3 £.5%
Urniclsssifiad ar 43.5% iJnztzssifed i 1.8%
SPOT 2004 - Present Guowys 2008 - Prasent

Count Rows Count %
Bars or Scrub 45 H2.9% Hars or Scrub 3 41.3%
Arabla 57 §7.1% Arabie Lt T4.7%
Orehard 22 25.9% Crehard 25 33.3%
fadern Graves 10 i1.8% HModem Graves 4 12.0%
wodern Stusiures 14 16.5% Muoder Shuchures 13 17.3%
Wodern Sefiements 12 14.7% Moden Seiflaments i1 14.7%
Infgetion Channel a 58% Irrigaiion Channel 2 4.0%
Wiater Bodies i3 15.3% Water Bodies g9 12.0%
Roats i Tracks 41 47 1% Rogds F Treeks &2 HE.0%
Darn Rezsvoir Bed @ Jigk Drayn Rasesly Bad i %
Archasological Brcavalion 4 4.7% Srchmonlngive] Senavalion 4 53%
Mudbrick Excavation i} Kid Budhrick Brcsvalion o 0%
Looters’ Holes 12 14.9% Looderg’ Holes 2 1 E.0%
Plis (Oihet) & TA9% Pz foiherd 2 18.0%
L0 Pty 18 22.4% Al P 27 J8.0%
Guenias ] 25% Guaries 3 4.0%
Uneisssifizg 20 235% Unelassliiad B g
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TABLE H-45: AMALGAMATED SITES AND UNIT ANALYSIS - COUNT OF LAND USE / LAND COVER

ON SITES FOR FIELD VISITS

Flsid visit- Present Field Visit- Pressnt
Count Row | Count Row
Bare or Berub 28 241% Eare or Scrub 32 32.0%
Arabis £5 52.9% Arable 48 48.0%
Orchard 20 23.5% Orchard a 21.0%
Grazed i 1% Grazed il 0%
Wodern Stuctures i1 £.3% Modera Shuchures i1 0%
HModem Sefflements 12 14.1% HModem Selllemenis 13 15.0%
trfigation Channsl il % Irtiggation Channs! i %
Waler Badies 12 18,9 % Wnter Bodies i3 13.0%
Hosds ) Tracks 22 2BE% Foaas f Tracks 28 28.0%
Dawn Resernel: Bad o] 0% Dam Reservelr Bed L D%
Srehemologiosi Ereavation 2 24 Srchasolngles] Breavation 2 2%
Hudbrick Bravelion o 0% Eudbrick Bxsevation i %
Looters’ Holas i8 15.3% Loaters’ Holas 14 14, 0%
Pl (0iherd g 1% Pits (Ot @ 8.0%
Al Pitad ) EB.2% R0 Pkl 24 24.0%
Quaries 2 2.5% s E 20%
Urnglaesified it 1.2% Uinclsesifiod i 0%
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TABLE H-46: COUNT OF LAND USE / LAND COVER ON SITES (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Corona - Present DigitzlGlobg - Prasent
Count Count %o
Bars or Scrub 68 Bare or Scrub 33 47.8%
Hrable 54 Aralbile 45 85.2%
4 z Drchimed iF 25.5%
Modens Graves % 1.0% ldodamn Graves ¥ 10.1%
Wodem Blruciunes i 0% Wodsm Shuchwes 12 17.4%
Hodem Ssillsmenis 10 10.0% HMedermn Sslisments 40 14.5%
linigatinn Shannel i iy Irdgafion Chanmel & F2%
Water Bodies 15 1E.0% ‘Welar Bndias 11 186.8%
Rosds § Trecks i 21.0% Foads § Tracks 37 £3.5%
Drarn Roservalr Bed i) % Dt Hogorvoin Bed i s 3
Frehaenlogics] Exsavalivn 2 2% Apphaeniogivel Excavalion 4 58%
budindck Exsavalion | Bt Fpdbdck Bacavslion il %%
Lootare’ Haolos o O i meders’ Holes i 4.5%
Fits (Ot 1 1.005% Pibs (Oihe & T7.2%
sl Py 1 3.01% &l Pited i@ IP.5%
Guarndes i 1.0% Suiles E 4.3%
Unglessilisd 48 48.0% Unelsssifiad 1 145
SPOT 2004 - Prasent Gepeys 2008 - Present
Count Row Count %
Bare or Scrub 53 53.0% Bare or Scrub 37 44.0%
Srainls & B.0% Fpabis a8 28.0%
Cinchand 4 24.0°% Copetimrd 5 79 5%
kadernm Gravas g4 G905 fipdem Braves 18 T1ES
blodarn Biruchirgs 14 14.0% indem Shuctures 2 15.5%
Kodem Bellemenis 18 f5.0% Modom Sellaments 92 14.3%
lrvigation Channel & 5.0% Irrigalion Channel 3 3.8%
Water Bodies 15 15.0% Water Bodies 11 13.1%
Raads § Tracks 48 46.0% Foads [ Tracks 45 53.6%
Crarn Beserwoly Bad i J% Crsrn Ryl Sad i
Spehmpotagienl Exevalion 4 4.7 foeehaeniogicsl Baavalion 4
bluibwink Ercavelion 1] i Eiueibaick Bueavalion e
Loakers” Holes 13 12.0% Loghare” Holes i2
Fite #0ihed g E.0% i 2
Gl Sl & 2109 B P 8
Qusries 3 2.0% Susties 3
Unclensifisd 25 I5.0% Unelassliiad a
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TABLE H-47: FREQUENCIES OF LAND USE / COVER TYPES ON EACH SITE (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
DigitalGlobe 2003 SPOT 2004 Total Field Visit Total Geoeye 2009 Total

Corona Total (On) Total (On) (On) (On) (On)

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
0 0 0.0% 24 28.2% 1 1.2% 5 5.9% 10 11.8%
1 36|  42.4% 7 8.2% 12 14.1% 24 28.2% " 12.9%
2 25| 29.4% 21 24.7% 27 31.8% 30 35.3% 16 18.8%
3 17 20.0% il 12.9% 19 22.4% 16 18.8% 23 27.1%
4 6 7.1% 13 15.3% 17 20.0% 5 5.9% 13 15.3%
5 1 1.2% 6 71% 5 5.9% 3 3.5% 9 10.6%
6 0 0.0% 2 2.4% 2 1.2% 0 0.0% 2 2.4%
7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.2% 1 1.2% 0 0.0%
8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
9 0 0.0% 1 1.2% 0 0.0% 1 1.2% 1 1.2%

TABLE H-48: FREQUENCIES OF NUMBER OF LAND USE / COVER TYPES ON EACH SITE (UNIT

ANALYSIS)
DigitalGlobe 2003 SPOT 2004 Total Field Visit Total Geoeye 2009 Total

Corona Total (On) Total (On) (On) (On) (On)

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count %
0 0 0.0% 311 31.0% 1 1.0% 7 7.0% 16 16.0%
1 A7 a7.0% 10|  10.0% 20| 20.0% 31 31.0% 15 15.0%
2 28| 73.0% 23] 23.0% 29| 29.0% 34| 34.0% 18 18.0%
3 18 13.0% 13 13.0% 22 12.0% 19 19.0% 24 24.0%
4 6 6.0% 16[  16.0% 211 21.0% 6]  6.0% 17 17.0%
5 1 1.0% 4 4.0% 4 4.0% 2 2.0% 8 8.0%
6 0 o0.0% 2l 20% 2l 20% 0|  0.0% 1 1.0%
7 0l o.0% 0]  0.0% 0  0.0% 0  0.0% 0 0.0%
8 0 o0.0% 0| 0.0% 1 1.0% 0|  0.0% 0 0.0%
9 0|  o0.0% 1 3.0% o  0.0% 11 1.0% 1 1.0%
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FIGURE H-15: GRAPHS OF FREQUENCIES OF LAND USE / LAND COVER ON SITES (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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8.6 - DAMAGE ANALYSIS: GENERAL TRENDS

8.6.2 — HORIZONTAL DAMAGE TRENDS

TABLE H-49: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE FOR ALL IMAGERY TYPES (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Horzonis] Darnsge Sfed
" Infermifent Seciionsl] %ajﬂﬁ%é Tedal§ )
inown | Peripharsl fraclionsl panial Exfangl whlesals Total

Imegery  Carsna Caund 38 ] 18 ] 21 12 145
o it IriRpesy AB.0% 13.7% 0.5% WIS 14.4% BA% | 100.0%

Digislclohe  Cound 4 i¥ 42 73 24 7 88

Sowlthin Imspery 24% ni% 250% 435% 16.9% 43% | 1D00%

BPOT ot i8 % L B ol B ol

% within lepgeyy BI% 18% 20.0% 43.7% T8.6% 28%  100NE

Goueve Cognt 3 I8 &4 ] e tEl T4

Sowithin Irnagery 1.2% 11 0% AW Erdic 6% &A% | T0RO%

Trifal Courd B3 ) 185 o O i1 38 758
B it Iy 23% 188 20.4% WEE 14.5% 8% | T000%

TABLE H-50: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE FOR ALL IMAGERY TYPES (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Horzontel Damage Efect
Trbaivaitbant s Saclional { Hejoriy ] Todalf
Unknown | Paripheral frectional partial Extanel whaolesale Total

imagery  Corna Cannt &if ¥3 i%5 Al s 1% 188
Swtiiln Imageny 30.5% 13.8% BI% 0% 13.5% 81% | 100.0%

Dighsitiobs  Cownt 4 i 43 3 a8 g 178

% wilinfn megecy L9% $0.3% 28.5% &1.7% 16.8% £5% | 100.0%

EPCT GCourd 98 230 L] a7 35 12 238

Sowdthin lrnegery Bi% 12.7% 19.6% $1.4% 14.4% 4% | 9000%

e Cogtir 3 e | &9 S &1 i3 e

k1 lesmpeny 1.3% 11,35 A% A 5% 17.3% 5%k krimis

Total Count 76 a7 1458 AG4 128 48 |08
% within Imagery 9.4% 12.0% 19.6% 37.6% 15.5% 5.9% 100.0%
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FIGURE H-16

Count

: GRAPH OF EXTENT OF HORIZONTAL DAMAGE BY IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-51: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bavarity
Primary | Secondary | Teisre | Quatemary | Guinery Toial
Hortennbal Dammags Bfact  Unbmoam Gy % ¥ E i i 38
% within Hoelzontai FAT%R 18.4% 7.8% ik, A% | 0%
Damage Effect
% within Severily 32.59% 17.1% 20.0% A% % 26.0%
Pailghersl o & id 3 i 1 21
% within Hovzonal 25.0% S0.0% 180% 5% 50% | 100.0%
Demane Efect
% wetihin Sevarily 59% 24.4% 2.0%, 335% &0.0% 13.7%
Irdmnriitard / haclionsl  Gount 2 ¥ 4 2 o 1&
% wilitiln Horzontsl 13.53% 48.7% WBT% 13.3% 0% | 100.0%
Damags Bt
@ within Saverty 4% i7A% BTR GaTE % 10.3%
Saclionai ! paitial Coard 20 14 4 il 1 38
% wilthin Hoszonial g1.2% B0% 10.5% 0% 185 | 100.0%
Diarnage Effeet
& wWithin Sevenly 135% 4% IB.7% it E0.0% J8.T%
traionly | Extonsie Cosi 1¥ 3 i il il 2
5 wiihin Hovizontal #1.0% 14.3% $8% T A% | 100.0%
Diariage Efect
% wilthin Sovarlly 200.0% 7.3% BET% % 0% 14.4%
Todzl fwhalssals oo i3 i ii i i 13
% widinin Horzondal 100.0% 0% iy 0% 5% 100.8%
Diarnags Effact
% wiitin Severily 163% 0% % 0% L% B.9%
Tatal Cpurd g5 &1 18 a 2 148
% within Sotzonial 58.2% A% 0.3% 1% 14% | 100.0%
Damags Efsct
% wiihin Severily 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 1000% | 100.0% | 00,0%

~
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TABLE H-52: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Sovarily
Primary | Becondary | Teriary | Qualemary | Quinary Toial
Horlzontal Damsge Efesd Undomines ok a8 10 Z i i Ll
% wilthin Hovlzonkal TE0% 20.0% £0% A% J% | 1000%
Dmmags Bifest
& within Beverliy 3B0% TETH 125% % % 30.3%
Petlpheral Count & 11 5 1 i 23
% within Horeonial 7% 47.8% 21.7% 4.3% 4.3% | 1006.0%
Dsmags Bt
% within Sovenly 50% 25.0% 3.3% 33.3% &0.0% 13.9%
Irterreifiieni f raclional  Count k| B & 2 i} 18
% within Holzonial 20.0% £0.0% 8.7% 13.3% M | 1000%
Damage Efect
%, vilhin Bavenky 3.0% 12.8% 0% 5B.7% i gi%
Eectional f parlial Caurt H 14 4 { 9 40
G et Hofezonksl BEE% BEO% 10.0% iy 185% | 1000%
Dharnags Effoct
Fel FiE% i Ji% B F 3%
by ¢ Bdenslve 18 a 1 i 0 22
g1.8% 128% 4.5% % A% | 100.0%
10 B.E% 8.3% % g 12.3%
Total fwholessis Count i8 i ] i [ 15
% within Horzonial 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 1000%
Damage Efact
% wilhin Saverily 1 5.0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 8.1%
Total Coumt 100 44 48 3 2 185
% within Horlontsl Bi.5% 8.7% 8.7% 1.8% 1.2% | 100.0%
arvmge Efbel
% within Sovenly 7I0.0% 1000% | 100.0% ipnEE | f0ne%s | d0nas

~
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TABLE H-53: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severily
Primary | Sacondary | Terisry | Quadermary | Quinaty | Senary h il Total
Horzorial Damage Efeit Unkngem Cound k] 1 i [ 1 ] i 1] 4
% wiihin Honzonkal 0% 25.0% I5.0% s 25.0% 0% 0% 0% | InU%
Dasnags Sl
% wiihin Severty 1.6% 0% 32% % 2E0% i D% Ji% 24%
Paripharal Caunt 1 7 [ 3 i i i [} i7
% wiiln Harkonbal 55% $1.2% 38BI% 17.8% 0% 5% T 0% | i0e0%
Damags Efed
% wiihin Severtly 18% 14.0% 184% 18.8% % 0% % 0% i81%
Intgribent S fopetional  Count g i i3 @ z 3 2 0 L]
e withiles Hormontal 11.8% 235% 28.5% 18.0% 4.5% 1% 4.8% 0% | nn0%
Damage Efiect
% within Ssvarlly B.2% 20.0% IBTS 0.0% 500% | 100.0% | 100.0% T 0%
Baclional § parial Count & 27 iz 4 ] [i] i k] EE]
% wlihin Horzontal 204% 0% 16.4% §5.8% 1.4% B D% 14% | J00.0%
Draviage Elfect
% within Soweily A5.5% 54.0% BI% I5.0% 250% 0% 0% | 100.0% 43.5%
Higlorly f Bxtanshe Count 1% & 0 i 1} 0 i { 28
% atinin Homnzoniel TEA% 20,05% 0% 4.0% J% 0% % A% | 100.0%
Dawisgs Eifect
5% within Severily A% 10.0% A% 8.3% i A% 0% 0% 14.8%
Tobal iwholessale Count 7 i o (1] i} o ] 0 7
% within Horzontal 100.0% 0% % 0% 0% % 0% 0% | 100.0%
Damage Effect
% within Severlly 11.5% 1% J% % 1% J% % RiL 4.2%
Tdal el Bi A0 k| ia & 3 i 9 168
S weifhln Hortzontel 38.3% B8% i8.5% 2E% 2.8% 1.8% 1.2% A% | 1000%
Daraage Elfat
B wilhin Sevarty 100.0% f000% | 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | f000% | i000%
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TABLE H-54: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Beverlly
Primary | Sscondaswy | Terfiary | Quatemery | Guinaw | Senary Tih i Tokal

Horordal Damage Efect  Unlsmown Coung 3 0 9 fi g b i ] 4
% wiinin Hodzontal TEL% 0% 0% A% T A% 0% b% | 100.0%

Damage Efact
% wilhin Severiy §3% 0% 32% % 0% 0% % % 3%
Parinhara] Caumt q B & 3 I} i i 1] 18
% within Hovionial 58% A4% S33% 18.7% 0% o 0% %5 T00.0%

Damags Effsci
T within Severtly 1.8% 16.4% 18.4% 21.4% 0% 0% T 0% 10.3%
Indarifenti ractional  Count g i3 i3 7 2 3 2 f &3
% within Hoteontal 11.8% TE% A% 18.3% 4.7% FO% £7% 0% 100.0%

Damsge Efsct
% writhin Sevarily 7.3% 231% WIS 50.0% BEFR 100.0% i00.6% 0% BB
Bechonsl ) pertial Cpurt 8 7 12 3 i 1] 1] i 73
% wilhin Hurtzonty] W% 0% 16.4% £1% 14% 0% % 14% 100.0%:

Diamsgs Efect
S withln Bevaly 42.0% 51.8% Kk AR 338% s % | 1IN0 .7%
Hajorty ! Bxtansive Counk 23 g a 1 1] 1] a 1] 28
% within Horlzonial 78.3% 17.2% 0% 34% i 0% D% % 00.0%

Damage Efect
% within Sevarlly 3.3% 2.8% 0% Fie 0% 0% b% % 18.85%
Total wholasale Caunt 8 1] i} [1] f i 1} 1] ]
% wikthin Horzontal T 00.0% % % %% % i % % 10.0%

Digrriness Effeck
¥ within Seveniy 11.8% g % 0% D% Rt % A% £8%
Taba Coaupnt gg &2 3% 14 3 3 2 ! 175
S within Harkontal L% ZBIH iTF% B0% 9.7% 1.7% 19% B% J00.0%

Dartegs Bfec
% within Bevery (.05 7 0% 100.0% TO00% | 1000% 00, 0% TO0G% | 100.0% F0T0%
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TABLE H-55: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severlly
Primsty | Secondar | Tedisy | Quatemawy | Quinsry | Senaw Fih i Toal
Horieorie] Damage Biert  Unbmowm b ¥ 5 2 3 i ] i} i} 18
% withln Hovizondal 28.8% %R 11.4% 18.7% 58% 0% 0% A% 00.0%
Demags Sfect
% within Sevarily §.2% T8% 54% 158% 20.0% A% % J% B.2%
Parigharzl Gount 3 g ia ] i @ 1 it 28
5 waltiin Horsontsl 11.5% B48% HEE% 11.6% A% % 38% T 0%
Damags Biect
% witithin Beverily 35% 13.8% FP0% 16.8% i | i 34.3% S5 11.68%
Indemnitent fiaclionn]l  Count & i3 i a8 3 ‘ & z il &4
B walhin Horzonial 13.8% F05% 18.2% 18.2% B8% GA% 4.5% % 000%
Ciamveage Effect
& velhin Sevenly EAL T8.7% 1% £2.1% B TH00% B T 200%
Bectional f pariial o a7 a4 LS 4 1 a a 1 B84
% wiithln Hofsial A5.4% BB LEAS 4.3% A% % % 11% F00.0%
D Effast
Howiihin Bevenily 43.5% 51.5% 459% A% 2000 Ji% % | 100.0% 42.7%
blajarily § Edlensie il 24 ] i} 1 il 1] 1] i Ha
% wiitiln Honendal S0% 18.7% i 2.3 % % S s J00.0%
Dizrsage Bt
Howifinin Sevesily B.2% 8% 0% 83% 0% M5 A% LS 13.8%
Tatal Ivholessls Cnunt g q i [ 1} {i a i} g
% within Hovlzontal 100.0% 0% Ji% D% % % i 0% 100.0%
Damsgs Efsct
Sowiinin Bovenly 24% A% i i i L% J A% 8%
Tolal Gt &5 i a¥ ig & & 3 i ZHa
% wiihin Horzonisi 38.8% F0L.0% 18.8% 5.6% 13% 18% 4% E% pUIRIS
Damage Effect
% wilhin Sovenly 100.0% 160.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 1.6 1o | i00.0% 100.0%

~
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TABLE H-56: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severty
Primery | Secondsyy | Terery | Qustemsr | Quinaw | Ssnary Tih th Total

Horizontal Darnage Eset | UNKnowN Court 12 r 1 2 ) ) ) ) 18
% wittin Hotars! 83.2% 1% | 53% 10.5% 0% 0% 0% 6% | 1006%

Demeags Efect
% within Severtly 12.0% E7% | 26% 19.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% | eiw
Frtigheral Court 3 10 13 3 @ o 0 @ 30
% il Hoszonts! 12.3% }\I% | 433% 10.0% % 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%

Demage Bl
% within Sevarly 4.0% 143% | 223% 16.7% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 1zrm
anvatert | Wastonal | Count 7 13 8 ) 7 3 2 ] 7]
% within Horizontal 15.8% 205% | 205% 182% | amm | mem | 45w 6% | 100.0%

Darrags Efeet
% wilthin Bovorily 7.0% 16.8% | 201% 444% | 667% | 1000% | 100.0% 0% | 188%
Bectional] parial Court 7] T 18 F} 1 5 ] i o7
% witin Horizonisl 40.2% 7% | 165% 4% | 1% 0% 0% | 10% | 1000%

Dismans Eiast
% within Sevaity 98.0% §14% | 41.0% 2% | s 0% 0% | fonom | 41a%
Wsjoriy Edenzive | Count ) 7 o 1 o D o 0 3
% within Harizontal 76.5% 206% 0% 2.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%

Damaye Effeet
% within Savarlly 26.0% 10.0% 0% 5.5% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 144
Toial) wholssals Count 12 o D o o 0 D 0 12
% wittiln Hasteonts] 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% % | 100.0%

Damags Efect
% within Sevaity 12.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% % | 5%
Totsl Court 100 70 8 18 3 3 3 1 736
% wilhin Horzontal 424% 22.7% | 185% 7o | tam | s % 4% | 10008

Daraags Sl
% within Severlly 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000%
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TABLE H-57: SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severtly
Primaery | Sscondary | Terlmy | Custematy | Guinary Sanary h ] 8 Total
Hoehenrdal Damage Siest Unbooen Count k 1 G 1] i [ a [¥] 1] ]
%6 wiihin Horzontsl 333% 33.5% % A% 25.3% 0% Ji% A% 0% | 1006%
Cramsne Efect
% witindn Sevarty 1.3% 1.5% % % 14.3% J% 0% A% A% 1.3%
Periphsrs Congrd [ g 11 5 [i] B [ i] [i] a5
o vl Hortzonbal s 3B.0% #4.0% 20.0% iy 0% % D% % | A0R.0%
Camegs Efeet
% wilhin Sewerly fig 13.8% 5% 27% 0% 0% % L% % 11.2%
Tt | rachonsl | Cou & i3 1% iz 3 E 1 i i 84
e winin Horzontsl 11.9% 2.5 8% FLE% 58% 8% 1.5% 1.8% i1.8% | 10n0%
Damags Elfect
% wadinln Beveniy 8.0% 18.5% 3N.5% 54.5% £359% | 100.0% BO0E | D00 | 1000% 4%
Sackonsl § papigl it 38 k] H 4 3 i 9 [ g 498
% wiihin Horzontel IFER 33.5% Z08% 43% 3.9% A% 1.0% % A% | 100.0%
Damans Efiact
% wilnln Bevmiy H#5.0% £8.2% £1.7% 8.2% £3.2% 0% 50.0% Ji% 1) #2.5%
Idslionty | Extanghe Caunt gl 11 2 i i} i} i3 a a 35
% within Horkzontal BOD% F1.4% &% 8% A% i) % % % | 10005
DCiaprisgs Bitsst
9% within Severly 26.0% 18.5% 4.2% £5% A% % J% iy 2 M5 16.6%
Tobal f wdulssals Sk 11 o} bl 2 o it i 1] o] i
%5 within Horzonial 100.0% A% 0% M% 0% A% L% 0% 0% || 100.0%
Disrnaps Efssl
% within Severly % % 0% iG] 0% B% % i 4.8%
Tigttal Cowd ] 48 2 7 3 i i 9 v
e witndn Horteondal 005 A% BER 3% 1.3% T $% A% | 1O
Damnage Eiac
% yeiihin Severily 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100,6% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 000 | i000% | 1000%
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TABLE H-58:

SEVERITY OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Qeverily
Primsry | Secondawy | Telary | Gustemsry | Guinary Benary i &ih g Totsl
Horkzorisl Damege Efeet  Linknown Court 3 il [i] [i] 1] i 1] [1] [i] e
B within Horizonial 100.0% % D% 0% % 0% i g H% g | 100.0%
Damags Efect
% within Severly 38% 0% M6 A% D% L% pi ) % i 1.3%
Periphieral Catint b 8 12 [ o 1 1] i 1] 28
% within Hostzontal 0% IB% 48.3% 12.2% 0% 0% 0% % 0% | 100.0%
Darnags Effact
% wiithin Sovary L% 15.4% 24.5% 25.0% I% % i L% f% 11.2%
lpkarmnitentf faciional  Count ¥ it 98 i 3 g 1 i i 58
& within Horlzonial 125% 25.0% 3B8% 17.5% 5.4% 54% 18% 1.8% 18% | 1000%
Damags Effsct
% within ey B5% a0 2% Crg 50.0% BO.O% | 900.0% A00% | 1900% | 0D0% ELRE
Eaefionsl / parial Gt kh 3z 18 & 2 i i G i a4
% wiihim Horzont A% 24,04 184% £3% 21% % 1.4% % T | 1000%
Danvaps Siect
% wiltil Bevarly 44.0% §7.5% B.1% 0% 20,100 % 501.0% 0% 0% 40.5%
Higjoty ] Exisnshes Sount 24 12 3 i ] i i ] 1] 45
“hwithin Hovbordel B0 30.0% 7.8% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 10D.0%
Cigrasge Siect
4 wilihln Bevnly L E% 7.8% #9% #.05% Ji% Ji i) i, s} 17.8%
Tobsl whslsssle G 13 [ ja] 1] a i} i} 1] ] 12
% within Horloondal 100.0% % Mi% M% 0% 0% 0% 0% J% | 100.0%
Damags Bfect
%% within Sevasiy 18.5% A% Mi% i A% % 0% i % 58%
Tital Count a4 87 48 0 5 k] 2 1 i 232
% within Haorizontal 6.2% 1.9% 21.9% B6% L% 1.5% A% A% A% | 100.0%
Damays Bfest
% within Bevarlly 190,0% 100.0% | 160.0% g% | f000% | 10008% | 4600% @ 1000% | 600% || 1000%
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TABLE H-59: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluvial Upland Plain River fWadi Tarracs Limestone Hills
Cournt Count Count

Counf | Swithindres | Couwrd | Swilhinfres | Court | % wilthinfAres
Horzonksl Demage Blifert  Hone (] 0% 1] L% 1 0%
Unimowm ] 0% 3 8.8% 35 43.3%
Poripherai & 14.6% g 17.6% ] 11.3%
Irftmrmilierd I frastinnal i 8.e% i 1T.8% g 7.0%
Sectional f parlial 18 39.0% i1 32.4% i2 18.5%
Wajorily § Exlensive i0 24.4% & 17.8% 5 7.0%
Tukal fwholessle 8 i2.2% 2 £8% & 8.5%

TABLE H-60: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Aliuvial Upland Plain River | Wadi Terrace Limestane Hills
Count Count Count

Counf | %wfhindAres | Count | %wihindrss | Count | %ewithinfres
Horizonksl Dameage Efect  Mons o fi 0% ] 0%
Unlinown i 2 6.8% 47 £2.8%
Periphers & B i7.6% i 12.4%
tritareniiient f Saclional 4 & 7B g 58%
Seclionsl / pariial 18 11 32.4% 12 14.6%
Hajomly ! Edansie 10 & 17.6% g 57%
ksl fwholessls 8 2 &% E T.4%
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TABLE H-61: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluvial Upland Plain River fWadi Tarracs Limestone Hills
Count Count Count

Count % within Areg Caunt % within Ares Couni | % within Arse
Horlzontsl Damsge Efeet None 1 % i % @ L%
Unlmoem ] % i 1.8% 3 4.8%
Pasipharal 3 58% 3 5.8% i1 18.8%
Irmrmitisrd I ractinnal i1 21.5% ik 28.8% % 2
Eectional I pariial 5 £8.0% 5 #8.1% 23 3BA%
afority § Exdansle 10 18.8% 8 i8.4% 7 10.8%
Tobal { wholassia p 3.8% i A% g i

TABLE H-62: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Alluvial Upland Plain River f Wadi Temrace Limestons Hills
Count Count Count
Court | S%owithinfres | Cowd | BwihinfAres | Count
Horizontal Damags Effsct  Mons o % o 0% g
Unlmown g % 1 1.8% 3
Paripheral 3 5.8% 3 58% 12
inermittent § raclions] 11 21.85% 15 28.8% 17
Sactional § partial 28 45.0% 25 48.1% 43
Majorlly / Edensive 1o 12.6% L 15.4% 11
Total Mehinlesais ¥ 49% L 1% &
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TABLE H-63: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluvial Upland Plain River fWadi Tarracs Limestone Hills
Count Count Count

Count % within Areg Caunt % within Ares Couni | % within Arse
Horlzontsl Damsge Efeet None 1 % i % @ L%
Unimewn 1] M% z 15% 18 14.8%
Peripharal § 2.1% i 7.0% i7 15.7%
Irtermient fireclinnal i1 20.0% i 3% i8 18.7%
Bectional § pariial 28 47.3% 28 50.5% 28 KL
iajorly | Edenshe 11 20.0% ¥ i12.3% 14 11.1%
Total fwholasals ¥ 8% i 0% & 58%

TABLE H-64: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Alluvial Upland Plain River/ Wadi Temace Limestone Hills
Count Count Count

Coid % wihin Ares ot % vl fres Coni & within Ares

Hortzontal Darags Efect | Mons D % 0 % 0 0%
Unkniown i 0% 2 3.5% 17 12.8%

Pariphersl 5 B.5% 4 7.0% 2 17.1%

tarmitient f rackonal 11 18.5% 15 26.3% 18 14.5%

Gactional / pariial 28 15.4% 28 50.8% 42 34.1%

Majority ] Edansive 14 18.6% 7 12.2% 18 13.0%

Total fwholessie 3 5.4% i % g 7.5%
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TABLE H-65: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluvial Upland Plain River fWadi Tarracs Limestone Hills
Count Count Count

Count % within ares Caunt % within ares Couni | % within anse
Horlzontsl Damsge Efeet None 1 % i % @ L%
] 0% ] % a 0%
Peripharal 3 5.0% 4 6.3% i8 18.0%
Irtemmiend Firaclionnal 18 25.7% F 1.3% i8 TR0
Seciional § parisl 28 $8.3% 3z E0.0% 35 BI%
Wajority | Edansive 8 13.3% 8 12.5% 18 18.0%
Total { wholassia & &% i A% Fi 0%

TABLE H-66: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Alluvial Upland Plain River f Wadi Temrace Limestons Hills
Count Count Count
Court | %owithinerss | Cowd | Bwihinarss | Count
Horizontal Damags Effsct  Mons o % o 0% g D%
Unlmown g % o % 3 28%
Pariphersi 2 458% 4 83% 18 17.6%
infermittant § raciions] 18 28.2% 20 31.3% 20 18.7%
Seclional / partial 29 47.5% 32 50.0% 33 30.8%
Majorily ! Edensive g i21% g 12.5% 4 224%
Tatal Mahnleasie § 82% i 1% B T.5%
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TABLE H-67: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bite Type
FisiSite s
Tell Tall fLovwd) Scatier Bulidingfs} | Multipls Total
Herzonial Uemege Bieel  Unimovs Count B 4 13 & & 98
S wiildn Gt Twpe 18.7% 17.9% 2.5% T.4% B0.0% 28.0%
Pavigharal Count it [ 4 [} i H
Bt Tape ITE% 18.3% BT R S 18.7%
Irdenmifbendf fracfionsd  Count g 2 & [ K 18
i B Tya 18.7% Bi% T0.0% % fo.0% 10.3%
Bactianal f parial Count § § 18 H 3 g
% within 2he Type 25.0% TR 28.7% 28.5% 30.0% o
tilajosity § Exonsie St 4 B 10 il 1 2
B wilhin Bits Type 114% 123% 187% 0% 10.0% 14.4%
Total f whilessls Ciouni 1 1 i1 il i3 1%
% within Bits Twe 28% 3.0% 18.3% 0% 0% 83%
Tikal Couni ] <] B0 7 k] 148
% il Bfe Tepe | 100.0% 0005 poia 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

TABLE H-68: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Sie Typa
Fist2iaf Tombe
Tell Tell o) Soatiar Bullding(e) Calims tiuliiple Tudal
Horfzontal Darokge Effest  Unlooen Crunt ? k1] i & 1 ] &0
% within Bite Type 18.8% 26.3% F9.5% F1A% 100.0% 54.6% 30.5%
Faripharal Caurit ia 7 5 i a k| 23
% wlthdn Bite Type IF.0% 18.4% T.0% % % 2% 13.8%
Interraifentactional ot & H [ o 4] 7] 18
% wiliiin 56 Type 18E% TE% BE% 0% 0% pi 81%
Ganlinal  padial Count g B 18 2 a E &0
% within Bite Tyge 24.9% A% 54% BE% 0% A% 24.7%
Wajariy f Bdonale Connk & ¥ 10 [ il 1 22
@ within i Type 10.8% T8a8% 14.9% 0% i B.9% 13.3%
Total fwholouale Coung 1 3 1 o D b 5
% wilain Site Tyee TS R% 185% s % et 1%
Tiitsd ] ] i L i F i i 1]
willhin Bite Type | 100D TRHO% TO00% 100.0% TO0.0% | 1000% | J000%
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TABLE H-69: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Sits Typa
Flat et ‘
Tl Tl flosd Braitar Bulldingdsy | Mulipls Tokal

Horizontal Damage Efect  Unimioen Court [} 1 i i 4
% within S8a Type 2% % 1.3% 28.0% 81% 2.4%
Pariphars Coud 4 4 o i 17
% within Stte Tvos 128% 128% 4.3% 0% b% 10.1%
irtermiitent / fractionel  Count 8 7 iv i) 3 42
% wiinin Sfe Type a8 217% Ry 27.5% 250%
Sectional § pasiisl Count 21 a2 3 g i)
%% within Sl Tvps B4.7% 42.7% TEO% $55% §3.5%
bilalority | Edensia Cound 7 13 i 1 25
% within Site Tyoe BE5% 1218% 17.3% 0% 4.1% 14.5%
Talal feholsssals Courd i 5 a i 7
% within Sfe Typa A% 3.4% B7% ai% 4.5%
Tl Courd iy 75 4 19 168
% within Site Tvpe | 100.0% 100.6% 100.0% 100.0% | 10006% | 100.0%

~
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TABLE H-70: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Sits Type

FlaiSa/ c
Tell | Tell (Lowd Sealter Bulidings) | Muliple | Totsl

Horzondel Camage Efedt  Unlmewm Cound 1 o i 1 1

%% wiiinin Sie Taps 1% A% 1.9% B0% .05 23%
Peripheral Count g g 7 il o

% within SHle Typs 12.8% 14.7% B1% 0% 0% 10.3%

Interftent{ raclions]l  Count 14 g 18 o ]
= witiin Sls Thipe 2HE% 2455 IR i 2 B

Seclienal  parial Sourd ¥ ig 4 E i
% within Bls Twe 485% 2B.4% 44.2% ¥5.0% Ha% #1.7%

Hajonly i Bdensie o 4 g 14 a a 28

& wlthin Oits Tope 5% 2550 1eI% L% 18.4% 18.8%

Total i whalssale Count C 2 5 o 1
% withi

i Biffe Ty S 58% 8.5% 0% 7% 2B%
Tatal ourd A7 34 7
Howdihln Bl Type | 1000 00, 0% T00.0% oo | 1000% | J000E
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TABLE H-71: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bite Tepe
Flat@iis ! ~
Tall Tall {Lowh Eoallar Bulldingsy | Hulidpie Toksl

Horzontel Demage Ciett | Uniown Cournt 2 3 @ # 3 iB
G within Site Typs 390% £.8% 3% AE4% 17.8% 2.2%
Patipharal ol 11 4§ 8 (] 1 p i
% within Bits Tvps 2.8% 11.4% B.5% A% 885% 11.8%
(mtermifient/ faclional  Count i4 7 18 ] 5 &4
% within Sita Typo 284% 182% 18.8% 0% 20.4% 20.0%
Sectional 7 partisl Sount 2z 18 41 7 g 84
% within Bis Tvus 41.5% 40.5% 43.7% ks 3B.5% 42.7%
Majuitly | Bxianslve Count 4 & 18 LI ! Kl
% within Stbe Tygs T.5% 18.3% 15.8% % 11.6% 13.6%
Total fwhnlessie ot fi 3 g 1] i 8
%% within Bile Tyes T £8% 3% % % 3.8%
Tital Count 52 &4 83 11 17 220
% within Sile Typs | 100,0% 100.0% 00.0% 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0%

~
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TABLE H-72: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Bits Typse
Flat Ble ) Tombe f

Tell Tl flosd Boslter Bulidingts) Zelms Fiiiple Totsl
Honzondsl Damege Bifett  Unksowm Caurd 2 4 ¥ 4 g 2 18
% within S8z Tipe 3.8% 8.3% 8.3% 3B.4% 0% 18.7% 81%
Patipheral Cound 1 & i3 a i} g 30
% within Sle Twpe 208% 12.5% 11.7% % 0% % 12.7%
Infermiffent /iraclional  Count 13 8 18 1] 1} & 44
% within Sile Tupe 5% 16.7% 18.2% 0% 0% 41.7% 18.6%
Socional I paitial Sount 3 7 47 7 a 3 a7
% walbin Bilo Thoe £3.4% A% 413% BR8% 0% Pl §1.1%
Haionty f Evenale Count & 2 20 G g 2 34
% wilihin Gie e 7.85% 1BTH 18.0% 0% % 168.7% 14.4%
Todsl fwhnlesale Conirg f & & i 9 fi 13
% wilinin Sis Tene 0 10.4% 54% % I 00L0% L% 51%
Todal Dok B3 48 91 91 9 12 236
% wlihin Slla e | 100.0% 00.0% 100.0% 100.5% 106.0% | 1000% | 1000%

{ 673 }




TABLE H-73: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

She Type
FlaiShis ¢ ,
Tl Tell {Lowh Scaier Buliding{s) | Multipls Total
Horzontal Damege Effect  Unknowm Count i ] 1 ] i 3
% within 8lle Typs 1.5% 0% 1.4% 0% 8.7% 1.3%
Peripheral Counk 14 B ¥ ) i 25
% within Site Type 18.7% 130% T8% Ji% 6.7% 11.4%
intsomiient frsctional  Count &2 & ig 1 E &4
% within Sika Typa 33.3% 17.4% 21.3% 125% B.7% 24.1%
Sectionsl § parlial Count 28 ig as 5 ] G5 |
% withiin Sile Tyoe 39.4% 41.9% 42.7% 82.5% 53.3% 418%
Hiajorilyf Exdensive Count g im 17 1 i a8
% within i Twpe 8i% 21.7% 18.1% 12.5% 8.7% 15.6%
Total fwholasals Count o 3 7 i fi 91
% within Slis Typs D% 8.5% TB8% 12.5% 0% 4.8%
Tatal Count [ 4B 84 8 18 224
% within St Type | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% i000% | 100.0% | 100.0%

~

674

—




TABLE H-74: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

She Type
o FigiBHa s .
Tell Tiali Lo Sestiar Bulidingis) | Wullipls Total

Horzondal Damage Effect  Unlanssn Cournt i m 1 o 1 3
% within Slis Type 1.5% 0% 1.1% L% 5.3% 1.3%
Pariphersi Cournd 11 7 8 n 1] 26
%% within Bite Type 18.7% 140% B.7% 5% it 11.4%
Indsnmilient § reclionel  Court i3 @ 18 1 g &8
% within Slis Tws 33.9% 18.0% 18.6% 12.5% 375% 24.1%
Baclionsl 7 parfisi Count 28 17 i) 4 7 84
% within Site Tyge 38.4% 34.0% 43.5% 50.0% 43.8% 40.5%
tiajority § Edansive Count & 1% 1% 2 2 40
% within Site Tvpe 81% 24.0% 18.6% 25.0% 12.5% 17.2%
Totel fwholassia Count ] g 7 i a i3
% within Sils Tvpe 0% 10.0% 7.6% 12.5% 0% 58%
Tishel Count B &0 az ] i@ 232
% within St Type | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% i000% | 100.0% | 100.0%

( ]
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TABLE H-75: CHANGE IN HORIZONTAL EXTENT FROM THE 1960S TO 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Horizontal Effect (Ooosya)
Unten infsmmiftent! | Bectional %g@g% Total! )
iy fracfionsl Foerial Exdansl wholsgsls Tatal

Horomis! Effect (Corona) | Uninowm Count 1 ] i0 & 5 28
% within Hortzontsl Effect (Coronsl ES 14.3% BT% 21.4% 178% | 100.0%

Parpheral Couiit o 4 10 1 o 18
% withizs Horizontal Effect {Sorona) 0% 3.4% 52.5% 5.3% 0% | 100.0%

Intermitient fraclonal | Count U 3 g 1 U 14
% withie: Horizontal Bfivet (Coronal 0% X 4% 54.3% T4% 0% | 160.0%

Secions! § parial Court i 3 75 & 7 36
% within Horizontal Efect (Corons) 0% 10.5% BE.H% 18.8% 28% | 100.0%

Majoriy ! Exenshe Count ] o g 10 i 20
% within Horizonts! Bifsct (Carona) 0% 0% 45.0% 50.0% 0% | 180.0%

Totad Fvanclessie Court ] 1 B 3 4 13
S vilthin Horkontal Sfect iGarone 1% % SB2% FEA% W% | 1600%

Count i 16 o i 1 132

% within Horteordel Effact {Corone) 2% 11.4% 52.3% 20.5% BY% | 1000%

~
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8.6.3 — VERTICAL DAMAGE TRENDS

TABLE H-76: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE FOR ALL IMAGERY TYPES (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
innagary
Cerong | DighaiBlebe | SPOT Geosye Tatal

Variical Damags Efect  Unknown Covrd EE] [} 18 E] B4
5 v TRy 00 2% BA% 1.3% A%
Eite burdend Dok 2 2 2 Z &
e wildn lovsgary 1.4% 1.2% 8% % 1.0%
Flfied Sonrd i 2 2 § 8
Showtihin Imsgary T 1.2% 8% 18% 1.2%
Bl s%&gmy ifenareed s Gk 33 33 8 &1 148

denraced i ) N
Zowiin magany 7% 18.8% 18.4% 17.8% 121%
Upprer lovels damaged Court 55 84 ii8 125 388
% within imegaty N ) 55.0% G3.7% 54.8% 51.2%
Bite heavily dispsrsad § Syt 8 7 30 38 @8
dsgraded Swiinlmagery | 55% 134% | 138% | t5e% | 125w
Bie deshoved o groungd  Cound 2 7 [] 93 ]
teel withln Imegen 1.4% 4.2% 4% 58% 41%
Ette degivopad Sound & 4 [ # 18
e wiliin Imagery 2% 4% 7% 1.8% 4%
Taial g 148 180 20 214 TER
Sowithin liagery | 100.0% 0005 | 1000% | T000% | 100.0%

TABLE H-77: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE FOR ALL IMAGERY TYPES (UNIT ANALYSIS)

imagery
Corong | DighaiGlohs BROT Ganays Tabal
Yerlesl Damage Efsd  Unknown Count 50 [ 20 3 77
% within imagey 3% i A% 1.3% 95%
Site uuled Count 2 2 2 2 S
% within lrmagery 1.2% 1.1% k2 £ 1.0%
Pifled Count 1 2 2 & 8
%wlihin magery A% 1.1% 8% 1.7% 14%
Ehe ggﬁ?my dlepzrand § Count 38 a7 ] 43 188
degratsd
S wilin nager ki A% B 185% 18.3%
Upper levels damaged Counk B0 &8 128 127 11
wlthin Imsgeny BE.4% 54.6% £4.2% E4.7% 508%
Site hegwiy dispsrsed ot g 28 & 38 88
depraden . i
%within Imager 489 134% 131% I68% 121%
Giie desloved ip round  Count 2 7 @ i3 3
toiel % wifiiln Inagery 1.2% 40% 38% 58% 8%
Sl dashuyed Cousmi 4 4 & & 18
S within Iniagey 2.4% 2.3% 25% 1.7% 2%
Tatal Count i85 975 238 252 ]
Yowilhin nagery | J00.0% 1060% | H000% | 1D00% | 000%
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FIGURE H-17: GRAPH OF EXTENT OF VERTICAL DAMAGE BY IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-78: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Sevasily
Frimaly | Secondary | Tomary | Quaemary | Quinary | Total
Verlizel Damage Efect  Uninown Tourt 7 7 3 5 8 )
o within Verkicsl Damags et | 727% | 104% | 7.9% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Soverily s20% | 174% | 300% % 0% | 38.0%
S buried Court B 7 7 7 i 7
% wihin Verfical Darnage Effect 0% | 5% % 0% | s00% | so0.0%
% within Bevarily 0% 2.4% 0% 0% | sons | 14%
Fied Court 3 5 5 B i 3
% witin Vericel Damags Bt | 100.0% % % 0% 0% | 1000%
% within Severlly 1.2% 9% 0% 0% 0% %
B Sy depersed)  Cou 8 13 10 g 1 5
% within Varicel Demage Bfect | 167% | 528% | 27.8% 0% | 28w | 1000%
% within Sovorily 74% | 483 | s67% 0% | 500% | 247%
Upperioval demagod  Court 2 B 7 3 0 5
% wihinVerical Damage Bffect | 76.4% | 145% | 28% 5.5% 0% | 1000%
R p— man | tass | tame | tooss 0% | ar%
Site hoaviy disperssd | Count 3 5 3 i 0 7
segraded o within Verical Damags Eflect | 37.5% |  828% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% vihin Severy asm | 122% 0% 0% 0% | 5w
Site deshoyed b gomd | Gaunl 7 7 3 3 @ 7
feel % within Veriieal Damegs Efct | 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Sevartly 2.4% 0% % 0% 0% | s
5= deeiored Court 3 3 g g g 3
% within Verical Damags Bt | 75.0% | 250% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 35% 2.4% 0% 0% 0% | 2
Toral Cour T3 o T 3 7 e
% within'Verical Damage Efect | 582% | 284% | 10.3% 21% | 14% | 1000
% within Severlly 1000% | 9000% | f000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-79: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Beverly
Primary | Secondary | Tetdary | Quatemary | Quinary | Tobsl

Verical Damage Efect  Urinown Sount % ™ 7 3 q %
% within Verfical Damage Effect |  78.0% |  200% |  40% 0% 0% | 100.0%

4 within Beverity s | mrwm | 115% 0% 0% | 209w

Sile nurled Couat 0 3 9 3 2

% within Verlical Darmags Effsst 0% | s00% % 8% | sonm | 1oao%

% within Bsverity 0% 2.3% % w% | osoos | d2w

Fied Gour 1 B i B i i

% wilhin Verical Damege Effoet | 100.0% 0% % 0% 9% | 100.0%

% within Beverlly 1.0% 0% % 0% 2% %

G slighty diepereed!  Gourd 7 8 10 7 3 W

degradsd % within Vertiesi Damags Bt | 20.9% 500% | 283% o% | 28 | t008%

% within Severtly aow | 43w | e2se 0% | soom | 230%

Uppor lovele damaged  Courd % 5 7 3 0 50

% within Vertical Damage Effect | 75.0% |  13.3% |  67% 5.0% 0% | 100.0%

% within Severity 460% | 182% | 250% |  100.0% 0% | 38.4%

3T heaviy disparssal  Court 3 B g g 7 5

degratad % wittin Vorlicel Darnage Efsct | 97.5% 625% % % 0% | 1000%

% within Severity 0% | 914% 0% % 0% | 8%

S destoyed o ground Gourd 7 B 7 7 5 7

el % within Vesicol Damegs Bfect | 100.0% 0% 0% o 5% | 1000%

% within Severlly 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 128

Fiis desvovel o 3 i T 7 0 3

% within Vorieal Damage Effest | 75.0% | 25.0% 0% 0% 0% | 1000%

1% within Severity 40% 2% 0% 0% 0% | 24%

Yot Cour ) Fr 18 3 7 V68
% within Verical Damage Eeet | 508% |  287% |  ars 18% | 12% | 1000%

% within Severty 100.0% | 00.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000%
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TABLE H-80: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Severly
Primary | Secondsry | Tediary | Guatemary | Quinary Banary Fih &th Totel
Vaeal Damags Sle Uniawen o T T T g 1 B 7 5 3
% within Verics) Damage Eiect | 25.0% % | 250% 0% | 260% 0% 0% 0% | 1o
% wifnin Bevery 1.8% % | sam ws | wa0w 0% 0% o | 24m
Eite mwiad Coranid i i i i i) i fi i 2
% within Vierfiea! Damage Bt 0% | sao% 0% 0% % 0% 0% | soow | fonom
56 it Gevarity % 20% 0% 9 % 0% % | t000% | 12%
FiEed Count Z T 5 B T T 0 g 2
% within Vertical Damege Bfect | 100.0% 0% 0% 0% % 0% % % | 1000%
% within Ssvarty 35% 0% 0% % % 0% 0% 0% | 12%
S SgF dnporoon]  Court T fi 3 10 1 7 1 § X
; % within Vertcsl Damage Eflset | 30% | 333w | 273% 303% | 30% 0% | 20% o% | 1000%
% within Sovarlly 16% | 220% | 200% B25% | 250% 0% | s00% o% | 1eew
Unper lovsls damagad  Oautt r; B 16 5 i 3 1 0 %
%wilninVerical Damege Effect |  467% | 288% | 170% 63% | 4% | 22% | 11%m 0% | 1000%
% within Bevery mes | s0% | 516 3.3% | 260% | 1060% | 500% 0% | B80%
S howdly depuioed! | Court 3 5 3 1 5 3 B 0 7]
degraded % within Vertics) Demegs Effect | 40.8% 08% | 136% 45% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 1000%
% within Savarly 148% | 100% | 07% 83% 0% 0% 0% o6 | 131%
B Gestoyed 1o ground | Count 3 7 1 ] 3 7 7 3 7
bt %witn Verlcal Damage Effsct |  428% | 288% | 143% 0% | 149% 0% 0% 0% | 1000%
% wiithin Sewsrily 48% 40% | 31% 0% | 250% % 0% 0% | 4%
i dastryes Sourt 7 1 3 B 7 § 3 7
% within Vereal Demags Efct | 60.0% | 280% | 260% 0% 0% 0% % o% | io00%
% within Gevarty 13% 20% | 3% 0% % 0% 0% 0% | 24%
Total Count &1 50 Ex 16 7 3 2 1 i
% within Verical Demage Efisct | 38.3% |  208% | 185% 85% | 24w | 1% | 12% 8% | 100.0%
% withins Sevarily 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1090% | i00.0%
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TABLE H-81: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Bevaitly

Primary | Bacondaw | Tediary | Gustemnary | Quinary Senarg Fi:] il Total
Vorlicsl Demage Efect  Unlmowm Count 3 1] i [T} i i i g 4
% wilhln erlical Damags Efec 0% 0% 25.0% 0% 0% il L% b% | 1000%
% wiihin Severly £3% it 23% % % % 5% iy 3%
Sifie buried Lo a i 1] i o jal g i 3
% within Yailical Demags Bifsct 0% & 1% % 0% % % % Ghgs | 100.0%
% wiin Bevenly St 1.9% % i, i T B% | 100D% 14%
Fified Gt 2 1] i} g i} i ] [ 2
s il Werkinel Darsne Effect 0T R % & % 0% % A% 00 10%
Bewithin Sevenily 9% v % M il % %% % A%
?gg E@ﬁ%%ﬁy dlaparaads G 1 18 1n g 1 0 1 0 ar
N ) % weiiin Waelinal Damege Bt 7% 40.5% 27.0% 4.3 7% U 7% L% | 000%
% wilthin Sevarly 1.4% WBI% 333% BL5% I3.3% i) 50.0% % 214%
Uppar lavsls damaged Count 4f 2 1% 4 i & 1 i @
% witndn Yerics] Damags Effest AB.0% E% 18.7% 4.3% 1.0% 2% 1.0% A | 00
% within Sevslly 58.1% 43.2% 51.8% BE% J33% | 190.0% 50.0% L% 54.5%
She hesvily dispeised f Saunt 11 2 2 i [} 1] i] 1] 23
degradad % within Verlical Damage Effet arsw | saam | e 43% 0% % 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severity 15.8% 17.3% B.5% 74% 0% 0% D% 0% 31%
@i@ﬁ; dankoved I gromnd Cannt 3 F 1 ii g il i [ F4
fevel % within vedics! Damage St 428% nES 14.3% iy 14.5% 0% % b% | 100.0%
% witthin Sevarily 4.5% L8% 32% g 3% % i % 4.0%
T Courd ] 1 1 il i i i i )
5 within Yeslical Demiege Bifsct Si.0% 25 0% 25D 0% % g A % 0% | 1000%
% withiln Severily 2% 1.8% 32% % A% % 0% % 53%
Taokal Gount B2 &2 3 14 3 3 2 i 175
3% s Yartienl Dewmsge Blisgt 36.4% 2B7% 17.7% BO% 1.7% 1.7% 19% E% | 1000%
% within Beverlly 100.0% 190.0% | 100.0% 1000% | 1000% | f000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-82: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Sevarlly

Primary | Becandary | Todlary | Quafomare | Quinay Sonay Fih @th Takal
Verlical Damage Efect  Unbnown [T 7 ] 2 3 1 i} ] [ 18
B witnin Varical Danaga Edact B5.5% 35S 10.5% 18.8% 80% % s 0% | 100.0%
% witihin Deverly 8.2% 81% 54% 15.0% 20.0% % L% i B
St buizd Ot 1] 1 i} T [1] [ 1] i i
% wiin Vatinsl Dawsage Effect % Gi.0% A% A% g 0% % 0% | 100.0%
& wilinin Severny S 1.E% S il % o S | 00 %
Pilisd St ] o] il 1] 1] i 3] o 2
% wlinin Vericsl Darage Efect TO0D% % % 0% % i Mg A% | 1000%
S wulthin Bevarily 24% 0% % I 0% 0% L% g3 B
gsg é@g&éﬁw dispersed gt 3 12 8 10 1 i i f 28
o % wdithin Yerlicsl Darmge Eflect 53% 3L5% 0% ITEB ZE% 0% 8% g | 1000%
S5 wilinin Severtly 5% 16.7% F4.3% 51E% F0.0% % 33.3% A% PEA%
Upget levals damsged Cput 51 33 by § & 4 Z o 118
% within Yertical Camags Efled £4.0% 2FE% 8% 4% 3% 34% 1.7% J% | 100.0%
% withln Severiy BO.0% 48.5% SHES #H.i1% 40.0% | 100.0% BET% 0% SET%
Slie haaely dleparged / oot i8 ia 3 Z a i b} o b
depraded % within Verlical Damage Bt B0.0% 393% 10.0% BI% L% Ris J% | 100.0%
% wiindn Sovarily 1¥.8% 15.4% 8.1% {.5% L% % A% fis 13.8%
Sits dustroged to ground Caut ] 3 1 i 1 i 1] I3} 8
fasel % within Yerical Damage Effsct 84.4% 33.5% 11.9% g 11.1% % 0% A% | 100.0%
& vailhin Bovaitly Ly o 15% i 3 i 0.0 % L i 49%
Site deshoyed Cimiird a 2 1 il i} i i} i &
% within Verlical Damage Effect 50.0% 33.3% 18.7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Severily 25% 3.0% 2% 0% L% 0% O% L% 27%
Total Count 85 b a7 g & 4 k| | pr
% within Veriical Damage Effed 388% 30.0% 15.8% B.8% 23% 1.8% 1.4% G% | 100.0%
% within Severtly 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | f00.0% | 1000% | 000% | 1000%
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TABLE H-83: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Beverily
Primare | Becandary | Testiary | Quatemary | Quinsny Sanary Tih i) Tatal

Verical Damsga Bfecl | Unimown Cout 17 5 1 3 T G g 0 o
% wilhin Viartieal Damage Efet BOO% | ZEDW | 50% 10.0% 1% % % 0% | 1000%

% wihin Sevarly 12.0% 7a% | 28% 11.1% 5% 5% % o6 | 85%

B buried Coun B 1 5 0 7 0 g 1 2

% within Vertical Damage Efort 0% | 500% 0% 0% 0% 0% o | s00% | 1000%

% whtiln Severlty pe? 1.4% 0% % % % 6% | 10mme %

BT Cowt 7 i ) o i i i a 3

% wilhin Vertical Damage Eflect | 100.0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 1000%

R a— 20% 0% 0% 0% e e 8% 0% 2%

e Sy deperoed:  Goun 3 3 Ty 5 i 7 i 5 T

% wilhin Yettical Damage Effect 105s | wea% | 283% wmw | 2% 0% | 28w 0% | 4000%

% wiihin Saverty a0% | 168w | 268w sn0% | 25.3% 0% | sno% o | 1a1%

Upper lowois demaged  Gount 57 3 T g 7 3 1 ) 1%

% withl Vartical Damags Efect s45% | 4% | 186 47% &% | 29% 2% 0% | 4000

55 within Geverily 50% | S14% | 815% 333% | 323% | 1000% | S00% 0% | 542%

Eiis heavily dlepereed]  Gount 18 10 3 i B B g B 3

degredsd % wiiin Vertical Demage Effeet £8.4% 323% | 65% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 1000%

% within Gevsitly 180% | 143% | 5i% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 134%

Eits destoyed o ground | Gourt 3 3 3 B 3 B 0 g s

teel % wilhin Vertiesl Damags Efiect seam | amaw | 4idm 0% | 914m 7% 0% 0% | f00.0%

% wilhin Severily 40% as% | 28w 0% | snem % % % | 2%

B deeboyed o 3 7 7 5 7 7 i ) 8

% within Vertics Damage Effect s00% | 333% | 187% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 1000%

5 within Gevailly 3.0% 28% | 28% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 25%

Tomi Cou 160 7o % 8 3 3 3 7 75
% wilhin Verlical Damege Effect 424% | 207% | 165% 78% | 13% | 13% 8% 4% | 1000%

% wiihin Sevarlly 100.0% | 1009% | 9000% | 000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-84: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Seariy

Primary | Secondsty | Telary | Qusiermsy | Quinary | Benary Hih B g Tkl
Yerbiosl Damags Bt Unlnown Count i 1 1] [1] i i} g i ] 3
% within Yorllosl Demeage Effect 333 33.3% 0% 0% 39.9% J% % 0% A% | 00.0%
% wiihin Beverily 1.9% 1.5% S 0% 94.9% 0% 0% 0% A% 1.9%
Bl iz St 3] 1 1] 1] i 1] 1 i i z
% wiinin Vertize! Damage Bfegt 50.0% % % i 0% §0.0% g A% | 1DD0%
% within Severify 1.8% % % % L% 50,0% R 0% %
Pitted Court s u] i 0 1] 0 i [ 4
% guliiln Verliee! Damsgs Bikd % J% 2B0% s % A% il Jik 10004
% wlibin Bevanly e it il 4.5% i J% 5 p{E i i.8%
%@iﬁ; éﬁ%ﬁw disneessd i Cannt il id EE] [] 3 i [ [1] ] &0
) % within Wealics] Damsne Efet 1E% 2B0% 13,04 225% 5% 25% % s 0% | 100.0%
% vethin Bavenly 1.2% 154% b 40.8% 428% 353% % T % 179%
Unesr levals demaged Caud 48 37 24 in 3 2 1 [ 1 123
% wlihin Waries! Damsags Bfedt BN 30.9% 12.5% 8.4% 24% 1.5% 8% L% 8% | 100.0%
% within Severily #0.0% £8.9% 50.0% 4£8.5% 42.5% 82.7% §0.0% % | T000% 54.9%
s hasvlle dianorand f Count 18 19 8 2 ] o o} a pi] 25
degraded % within Verfieal Damage Effect 7% | atd% | 1% 574 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | i06.0%
otiiin Beverily % 18.8% 125% 51% A% % % Rk A% 155%
Blie sesloyed o ground Caunt 8 & i o4 1] a g o 1] i3
ool % walthin Yealen) Demage Bffed 21.5% 08% TI% 0% 0% 0% % T A% | 100.0%
o vt Swvenly A0.7% 8.2% 24% b % % % iz 0% 58%
Bibs smebmysd otk 2 b 9 [ 1] [ i [1] i !
T wilihin Veelisal Damsge B % 25.0% LE% ¥ A% 0% A 5% % 10, 0%
Al Beventy 17% 1.8% 2% i A% J% A% s D% 1.8%
Tedad 75 88 48 22 ¥ 3 2 1 9 R4
& within Verlical Damage et 135% 28.0% 4% 8.8% 3% 1.3% 5% A% A% 1 1000%
% wiinin Beverlly 00.0% 100.0% | 00.0% 1000% | 9000% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000 | 1000% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-85: SEVERITY OF VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Severily
Primary | SBecondary | Teriaw | Quatemary | Quinary Sanary Tih Bih g Total

Werlivsl Damags Biect  Unimown Conng ] 1] [i] ] [1] ] '] 1] [i] 3
% within Verlical Damags Bfect | 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% % 0% % | 1o00%

% within Gewstily 35% 0% 8% 0% % 0% % % S -

Bits buried Gourk 5 1 0 7 0 ] 1 T @ 7]
%% wihisy VerBizal Dismags Efsct a% 50.0% ) 0% 0% 0% | soom % % | 1000

9% within evedy 0% 1.5% 0% 0% 0% 0% | S0.0% % % %

Fifad Court 3 8 o i 0 g o i o 3
% within Varfizsl Damegs Effect | 50.0% 0% 0% 250% 0% 0% 0% | 280% 0% | iooow

9% within Bavertty 24% 0% 0% 5.0% 0% 0% o% | 100.0% % | 1%

s sy dsporssd) Gt 2 12 7 8 3 1 8 0 g kT
% within Vorlical Dsmaga Efset | 4.7% 779% | 205% 195% | TO% | 238 0% % 2% | 1000%

% within Severtly 2.4% 178% | 7% 400% | B0O% | 333% % % 2% | 185%

Upper lvels damagad | Count 48 8 25 8 2 2 i o 1 127
% within Vortieal Damage Eflect | 38.6% 2% | 587% rim | 18w | 1w 5% 0% 2% | 1000%

% within Severily 56.9% 567% | 51.0% i50% | 400% | serw | s00% 0% | 0% | sare

Bits houdly disperssd] | Gourd 18 11 5 2 0 0 0 T 0 3
dsgradad % within Veriesl Damage Bt | 500% W% | 138% 58% 0% 0% 0% 9% 0% | 1000%
% within Bttty 21.4% 184% | 102% 10.0% % % % % a% | 155%

Sis dsiwred o ground | Courk 8 4 1 9 o 9 o 0 o 12
el % within Vsrlissi Demage Efect | §1.5% W08% | AT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% | 150.0%
% within Sevartly 85% 80% | 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o% | ssm

Bite eskovad Count z i 1 o 0 0 B D 0 r
% wilhln Verfieal Damags Eflect | 60.0% 350% | 250% 0% 0% 0% % % % | 1000%

% within Ssverty 24% 15% | 20% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 17TE

T Court Bt & @ T B 3 7 1 1 T
% within Verticel Damags Bfsct | 38.2% 288% | 714% 88% | 23% | 3% 5% A% 4% | 1800%

% wilhin Revertty 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | to00% | deoes | doces | tooow | tonow | 1000% | fo00%
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TABLE H-86: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Wiarlivel Damags Efad

Alliwtal Upland Plain Rivar ! Wadl Terraca Limastons Hills
Count Count Count

Ooupt 5% within Aras Court % wathln Aras Count % within Aras
Erpdaragad i3 % 1] i} Y [1] 0%
Linlerown i % 2 88% 35 £8.3%
Site hurled 1} % 2 £5% 1] %
Plifad i} % 1 8% 1] Ji%
Site slightly disperssd{ 18 0% a 238% 12 18.8%
degraded
Uinmer levale damaged e} 53.7% 15 44.1% 18 254%
Siia ey dieparsad A% i 2.9% % 55%
seiraded
%%%ﬁﬁ@ksﬁ‘s%ﬁé % praung i i 1 L% b 4%
St deskoyad i} % 3 BE% k! 1.4%

TABLE H-87: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Allgial Upland Plain Rivar f Wadl Terracs Limestons Hills
Count Count Count

Count % withln Avem St % within Aras Caurt % within Area

Worfesl Damage Bt Undamaged i} fi% a Bt i %

Unksiem [i} L% 4 48% &7 525%

St hured a 0% 2 54% 1] 0%

Piiad a % i 28% i G

Sits slighily dizspersed iB F4% 2 FE5% i4 15.7%
degrated

Limper isvels damaged 23 G48% 15 44.9% a3 24.7%

Site heavlly disperaed S 7% i 28% 4 4.5%
denraded

%@Femﬁ B g 1} kit 1 25% i 1.1%:

Bl deshoyed a 0% 3 B.8% 1 1.1%
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TABLE H-88: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluial Upland Plain Rifver [ Watl Teracs Limestone Hils
Count Gount Count
Coum | Befinfves | Coum | %eininAres | Court | % wAlinArsa
Vorticel Damage Blset | Undemaged fi % 0 % ] %
Unimoum o 0% 1 18% 3 4.5%
Siis burisd 0 i 2 2.8% o 2%
Pitad o 4% 1 1.9% 1 1.5%
gty dispersen § 14 215% 7 125% 15 234%
Uppat svels darmged 23 B8.8% pid 51.9% 52 48.2%
Sitim il disparass § 5.9% 7 12.5% 12 18.5%
dagradad

Bifs daetroyed 1o ground 2 3.8% 5 8.8% o %
gits desiroved o % 2 2.8% 2 34%

TABLE H-89: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Alluvial Uplang Plain River § Wadl Temace Limestone Hills
Count Count Count

Crouri % within Area Count % within Area Count %owithin Areg

Yerilesl Demage Effect Lindsmagend ¥ % i A% i i

Livileunan o i ) i 5% 3 4.3%

St burisd 1] 2 8% a i

Piltag 1] i 1.8% 1 1.4%

; ‘ﬁi‘;ﬁ}f“@’ dispersed S 11 H 135% 18 FEA%

Unner levels davaged a5 i 51.8% 34 47.2%

Site heavily disperasd 3 ¥ 13.8% 13 T81%
degisdad

%ﬁ%ﬁssﬁmﬁgﬁ & ground 2 35% ] 5E8% 1] %

Eits destrayed i A% 2 8% 2 28%
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TABLE H-90: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluisl Upland Plain River { Wadi Terace Urmastone Hills
Count Count Count

Count | %withinAres | Count | %wihinfres | Count | Swithin Area

Varlicsl Damage Efedd  Undamaged 1 0% 1} b% i} 0%

Unbmown 1} A% 2 1.5% 17 15.7%

Bl huried @ % 2 5% i} 0%

Pilba [1} G k| 8% i 8%

&tz 52%@5? dizpersadf 5 HER é 12.3% 18 14.8%

Uppey ievels damaged 1 8% 28 0.5% & AEES

Site haavily dispessad 3 55% g 16.8% 18 18.7%
denraded

%@%ﬁ%ﬁmﬁ 0 gromd 2 8% 5 88% 2 1.8%

#iin desinyed il A% 2 3.5% & 3.7%

TABLE H-91: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Alluwtal Upland Plain River ! Wadi Temace LUimesions Hills
Count Count Count

Zount | BwdihinAres | Count | Sowihingme | Count | %owitinfmss

Yerteal Darnape Efecl  Undamaged i % i 0% 0 0%

Uinionnam ] %k 2 38% 18 J4.85%

Bk s i % 2 AE% f Ji%

Pitad g ki 1 1.8% i B

Sile elighily disnersanys % 22.2% 7 12.3% i8 14.8%
dagraden

Upner levals damagad 3B G7.8% g 50.5% &) 45.8%

Site heavily dispersed / 3 5.4% g 16.8% 18 15.4%
degraded

%&g Zﬁ@sw&'g\&ﬁ o ground 2 35% 5 5.8% 2 1.6%

Eits tashuyed g % 2 3.5% & 3.3%
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TABLE H-92: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluvtal Upland Plain Rivar I'¥Wadl Tsrrace Limestons Hills
Count Count Court
Ceunt | Bwihindse | Count | %wdhindres | Coumt | %wiihinfnes
Yonles! Demags Efe  Undemagad £ % g % o i
Unbyoren: o % U 2% & 30%
Eibs buried @ i Z 3% ) 2%
Pliled i 1.7 i 2% i 1.0%
t g 15.0% i 17.2% ] %
43 LT # 48.4% A 48,0
%ﬂaﬂﬁ@%ﬁmﬁﬁﬁz groung 2 25% 4 3% 7 7%
g

Sita destroyad I 0% 2 21% 2 0%

TABLE H-93: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Allwial Upland Plaln Riveri¥iadl Tenace Limestens Hills
Gount Count Count

Count | Swiindse | Count | Swilindres | Cowd [ Bedliinfss

Warical Damege B Undameged 1] % 1] L% 1] %

Uirigrienam i i 1] i} 3 3 L85

Site bunsg 1] 0% 2 39% 3] i

Plited i i8% ¥ 4% 1 B%

Site glighily dispersad § ] 14.8% i1 i7.2% 23 HER
degraded

Upper levels damaged 44 File i SEA% g2 £88%

Eide hoavlly dispsveed) g §.2% 12 18.5% 14 17.8%
degraded

%@%ﬁaﬁm&ﬂ 0 grouing Z 35% & 83% 7 B5%

Eits dealroved ] Ji% ¥ 21% 2 1.8%
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TABLE H-94: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Sfie Tupa
. _ Flat 8its e
Tell Tell e Sealiar Bulidingiey | Multiple Total

Yedicsl Darmags Effest  Unlnven gt 8 8 13 & 5 38
% wilthie: Si%e Tyne 18.7% 7.3% MF% #1.4% B 28.0%
Sl burled Lot 3 ¥ 1 1 i 2
% ydithin Ste Tyne 1% A% 1.7% 14.3% A% 1.4%
Plitad gt 1 ] i i i 4
% within Site Type 28% L% S % % F%
e alighliy dispersed) Caogrd & '} E f 2 28

degraded
% within Site Type 44.4% A% 15.0% 0% 20.0% 4.7%
Unpar levels damened Connk 11 13 2B 1 2 55
% wiithin Sile Typa 30.6% 38.4% 46.7% 14.3% 20.08% 7%
Site heavily disparsed? Caunt i Z g o i g
dagradsd % wiiln Btts Typs 0% 8% 83% 0% | doom | &S
Bl desdroved o mround Gt i} o 2 i L1} 2
el % wilhin Bifs Type i 1% 33% i} e 1.4%
Shis dechumd St 2 i 2 ] i 4
% within 3%a Tipe 568% % 33% 0% 0% 7%
Todal Caunt 38 33 B0 ¥ i 148
% within Bite Twpe | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-95: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Eite Typa
Fiat Bfta § ‘ Tombe i ‘ N
Tali Tell fLowh Esaiier Bulidingish Calms Hultnle Tadel
Wertieal Damags Effect  Unkmown Coung ¥ 18 i g 1 8 i
% wiihin Sis Tae 18.2% 2R.I% 26.5% F1.4% T00.0% 545% W0.3%
Silts buriag Cmnt a ] 1 ;! @ 1} b
% within Bits Tae % T 1.4% 14.5% A% Mi% 1.3%
Fiited Coiant i 1} 0 i} 1} ) i
e iy Bie Thpe 27% % % 0% it 0% £
Eﬁ‘% éié%%;@ dispersadf Count 18 il 0 1] 1} 2 38
% within Sl Tyipe £2.2% 26.3% j4.1% 0% 0% 18.2% pchy
Unnar levels deraned ok i 8 30 i 1] 2 &0
% within Siis Tyne iy £2.3% 42.5% 14.3% 0% 18.2% E4%
Site heavily dispersed / Count 0 2 5 il a | i &
degraded % within Site Type 0% 5.3% 7.0% 0% 0% | 81% | 48%
Elis desbroved i ground ot ] 1} 2 1] 1} o 2
. % within Bfe Ty % A% 8% 0% L% 0% 1.2%
gifte desirayed Cou 2 1] # i ] 0 4
% i Bile Tipe BEA% T 2.8% % J%% A% 24%
Tata! Count aF - fal 7 ! 41 185
% within Blie Tyns phiniie 100.0% 0005 F00.0% 000 0% gl 100.0%
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TABLE H-96: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Site Type
Fistage! |
Teli Tl (Lol Seatar Bulidingds) | Mulfipls Todsl
Werlizal Eam@@% Effeci Unbknoman e 1 ] i i i %
% within Sits Typs 2.1% 0% 1.3% 25.0% 8.4% 2.4%
She burieg Count o o f 1 0 2
% willin Stie Type 0% % 1.3% 75.0% 6% 1.2%
" Filled Caunt 2 i o 0 o 2
% wihin Site Typs 4.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.2%
St slighlly disparsad] | Court 1 7 14 ) i 33
degraded ,
Swinin S Tvpe | 23.4% 22.8% 18.7% 0% 81% | 188%
Upperievels aamaged | Count T 18 45 1 8 a4
Swithin Biis Typs | 44.7% 58.1% §1.9% 250% | T2T% | 58.0%
Eite heavily dieparsed § Count & g g 1 i 22
degraded SwihinSteTyps | 120% |  124% 10.7% WO% | BB | 131%
She destroyed o ground  Count 5 i 2 i o 7
teel % within S Type | 10.6% 0% 2.7% 0% 1% 4.3%
Bits enenyen Count 1 B 3 o 0 I
% within St Tvps 24% 0% 4.0% 0% 0% 24%
Tofal Count 47 31 75 r 11 188
o within Site Type | 100.0% |  100.0% f000% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000%

~
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TABLE H-97: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Sits Type
ST , —
Tell Beafler | Bulidingts) | Mulipls | Toil

Verical Demage Efes Unknown Court 7 7 1 1 1 3
SwihinShs e | 21% 0% 1.3% Ba% | rIm | 25%
Bite buried Count 0 0 1 3 0 2
% within Sits Tipe 0% % 1.3% 25.11% 0% | 11%
Phisd Count 2 0 0 3 0 2
Gwitin S Tips | 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 14%
“She slightly disperesd] | Count 1 8 15 1 3 a7

dagraged ) , .
SwibhinShaTipe | 234% |  235% 19.5% 0% | 21% | 24w
Upper lovsls demaged | Courl 21 20 48 3 8 %6
BwlihnSheTyps | 447% |  50.8% 62.3% 250% | 482% | 545%
Bits hesvll disperasd ! Conurt # B 7 1 a3 &3
degraded GwiiinSeTwpe | 128% | 17.6% 9.1% 0% | 239% | 139%
Bits destoyed to ground  Gourd 5 o 7 0 B 7
(el %within She Typs | 10.5% 0% 28% 0% 0% | 40%
Court 1 G 3 0 0 3
Swinn St Ts | 21% 0% 39% 0% s | 23w
Total Court 47 34 77 3 13 175
% within Stte Type | 900.0% | 100.0% 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0%

( ]
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TABLE H-98: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bite Type
Fial 8ia 1
Tel Tall {Lowd Scatter Bulidingfs) | Multigle Toial

Verital Damage Efiect  Unknown Courd 7 3 B 7 3 8
SwihinSieType |  3.8% 8.1% 5.3% /4% | 1706% | 8E%

Sits buried Count g a 1 1 g 3

% within Sits Type 0% 0% 1.1% 84% % %

Fitted Count 7 B 0 a 0 2

GwihinShe Tps |  2.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% %

Bite slightiy disperesd ! Count 14 7 T 7 3 3

degraded SwiinSieTwe | 204% | 159% 14.7% 0w | sewm | 184w

Upper isvels damaged  Count 2 T 54 3 1 118

GwihinSisTipe |  494% | 584% 56.0% 189% | serm | 57w

Bl hoavily dlsperseal  Court 8 7 T % 2 30

degraded Swiliin St Type | 113% | 158% 11.5% 4% | 118% | 135%

Site destroyed to ground  Count 5 B i 7 3 5

(el GwihinS8sTope |  0.4% 0% 7% 0% 0% | 41w

Bite destroyed Count 1 D 5 § 0 5

%within SHeType | 1.9% 0% 5.3% 0% o% | 27

Total Court 53 m w5 1 17 220
% within Gl Type | 100.0% |  100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 1ooow | 1000%

( ]
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TABLE H-99: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Bite Tvpe
Fisf e Tambs 7 , ,,
Tell | Telljowh | Ecater | Bwidingts) | Calme Mulliple | Tofal

Verlicel Damage Eflect | Uninown Count 2 5 7 1 0 7 70
GwitinSiaTiee | 208% | 104% £.3% 4% 0% | 167% | 85%
Sfts buried Court 9 0 1 i 0 g z
% within Sfts Type 0% 0% % 8.1% 0% 0% 2%
Pried Count 3 0 D B 0 0 2
wilin e Tyve | 2.0% 0% 0% % % % 8%
S iy woparena]  Gount T g T o 0 Z ET]

spraded , . ,
wwthin SleTyps | 284% | 187% 12.5% % 0% | 187% | 1%
Uppor lavals damaged  Court 73 78 70 2 0 5 128
GowiinSteTwpe | 434% | 569% 63.9% 18.2% 0% | 417w | s42%
Sits heavlly dlsperead]  Court & 7 10 ) 1 3 3
degraded Swithin B4sTyps | 11.3% |  146% 8.0% 35A4% 1000% | 250% | 134%
as deckojedto ground  Count 5 B F o 0 0 g
| HutinSieTwe |  6.4% 0% 35% % 0% 0% | 38w
Sits degiroyed Court 1 5 5 D g 0 5
GwihinSiteTyps | 1.9% 0% 45% 0% 0% o% | 25%
Total Count 53 T 111 T 1 12 736
% vilhin Bite Typs | 100.0% | 100.0% 1000% | 1000% 1o00% | 1000% | 100m%
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TABLE H-100: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bit Type
Fial 8ite 1

Tell | Tellgows | Bealler | Bulidingts) | Muiipie | Tofal
Verical Damage Efiect  Unknown Count 1 0 1 7 1 3
% within 2taType | 1.5% 0% 1.1% 0% | Bre | 13w
2its bunied Count B 0 1 1 g 2
% within Site Type 0% 0% 1.1% 125% % 9%
Fited Count 3 5 1 g 0 3
%within SteType | 4.5% 0% 1.4% 0% 0% | 1.8%
Bt slighiy disperced)  Count 17 B 13 i ] 40

@@ﬁ?@ ad
Swilun SteType | 258% |  17.4% 14.8% 128% | Brm | 179%
Upperieveis damaged  Count 28 2% 51 3 12 123
BwihinSteType | 424% |  62.0% 57.2% 375% | 600% | 548%
Bits heavily disparsed ] Court 1 8 13 2 1 35
degraded Swilliin St Tipe | 187% | 17.4% 145% 350% | 87% | 155%
Bite destroyed o ground Count 5 i § 1 0 13
(el SwininStsType | 7.8% 22% B.7% 12.5% 0% | 5%
Bile destroyed Count 1 7 3 a 0 3
% within SteType | 4.5% 0% 3.4% % 0% | 1w
Total Count ] T a8 8 15 224
S witin Gte Type | 100.0% |  100.0% 1000% | 1000% | 1000 | 1o0.0%

( ]
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TABLE H-101: VERTICAL EXTENTS OF DAMAGE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Bhs Type
SEECT , —
Toll Seatier | Buildingts) | Mutiple | Tow
Verlical Damags Efort Unknown Court 7 1 0 1 3
% within Site Type & 0% 1.4% 2% | saw | 13w
Bite buriad Count 0 1 3 0 2
% within Bite Type 0% 0% 1.1% 125% 0% 8%
Piisd Count 0 1 3 g 4
GwitinSteType | 45% 0% 11% 0% a% | 1rs
“SMe ighily dispersed)  Count 17 g 14 1 2 43
degradsd SuininSleType | 2568% |  18.0% 15.2% 125% | 125% | 108%
Upper levele demaged  Gount 28 32 54 3 10 TH
GwihinSiteTvpe | 424% |  54.0% 56.7% 375% | 625% | 547%
Bits hesvll disperasd ! Conurt 11 B 12 2 a3 K
degraded GudhinSheTwpe | 167% | 16.0% 13.0% 250% | 188% | 155%
Bits desoved o ground _ Court 3 B 7 7 13
(el %wiinin StaType | 7.6% 2.0% 6.5% 12.5% 0% | 5%
Court “ 0 3 0 0 3
SwinnSteTyps | 1.5% 0% 33% 0% s | 17w
Total Count &8 50 a2 5 18 732
% within Ste Type | 100.0% | 100.0% 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0%
( ]
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TABLE H-102: CHANGE IN VERTICAL EXTENT FROM THE 1960s TO 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Vartical Effect (Gaoeye)

Site silghtly Site hasevily Bite dusioved
Unknown | Sisburied | Frisd | ‘wended | domamed® | ‘seoded | TS | aiscesoyed | Tobm

Vartoal Efect Comng)  Unimawn Count 3 g T i 18 7 3 8 )
% within Vertical Efflect (Corona) 81% 0% | 20% 3.0% 578% 24.2% £.1% 0% | 1000%

B buried Count D 1 0 o 7 0 0 0 2
% within Verllcal Efect [Corona) 2% 50.0% % % 500% % % % | 1000%

Phtos Count 0 0 1 2 o 9 2 T 7
% within Verlics! Efsct (Corons) 0% 0% | weos 0% 5% % 0% o% | 1000%

Bils sighiy diapsrsed  Coum 7 B g 3 = 8 i i 3
faegrace % wiihi Varical Effsct (Corone) % % 0% 10.8% 57.8% 18.2% 27% 27 | to00%
Upper Isvsis Court g g ] 1 43 8 3 1 57
daraged % ithif Vieriioal Efet (Corona) % % % 1.8% 75.4% 158% 5.3% 18% | 100.0%
Ty —— B 0 0 2 3 3 B T B
T dsgraded % within Variica] Effsct (Corona) 0% 0% % 250% 375% 75 9% 5% | 1000w
e dsetoyed o Court © 0 g B 5 g 7 5 2
grotnd levsl % whthin Verlcal Effset (Corons) 9% 0% 0% % 0% 0% 100.0% 0% | 1000w
Erry— Count o 8 ] B ] 1 1 2 4
% within Vtiicel Efbet Covons) 0% % % 0% % 26.0% 250% 500% | 100.0%

Tolal Count 3 i 2 8 81 % 3 3 144
% wiihin Vietlics) Efisel (Carons 21% | 1am £.5% BA2% 1B1% B.3% 28% | 1000%
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8.6.4 - THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL DAMAGE EXTENTS

AND

8.6.5 - MoST AFFECTED / UNAFFECTED SITES

TABLE H-103: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Werlical Demage Effact
2its slighlly | Site hoawily )
disparsed § Ugiper izvels dlamanaed [ Bitw destoged e )
st | Shie busled Sited degraded damages degaded gemsang Igval desinged Tata

Horzantal Danage Biect  Unkmown Cougt s i [i [i] ] [i] ii i 38
G wilvin Horzontsl Damags Efacd {01 % % i) & S 0% L% | 10

B wilthin eillcal Damage Efect TH0.0% LG % S5 M5 % L% M% BI%

Palptiaral Cani [ i [ 13 & i a o ]
% vithin Holzontal Damage Bt 0% R % B5.0% 0% 50% 0% 0% | 100E%

B oifiin Wertinal Damags Efact ;Y % 0% 38.1% i08% 125% B% kil 13.F%

Inenmiftent s faclionel  Courd o i i 4 [ ] a i%
% withIn Horzontal Demege Efsct 0% % i 2ETS % 0 M | 00.0%

ot eriinal Darasgs e S % % 7.3% i) fos S 10.5%

Beclinnal 7 partis] Court [§] Z [1] ] 18 5 2 4 38
% wilhin Horzonial Damage Efct 0% 51% 0% 20.5% §5.2% 128% 51% 10.3% | 100.0%

& wilhin Vierlical Damege Efac i 0TS T 22.3% TS RLE% 160.0% 0% I TE

ity § Dderialvs [T i [i 1 3 18 2 i 1} 3
% yithin Hodsontal Dunage et S % B 14.5% 4% B5% o % | 100.0%

% wiltiin Verlinal Demage Effect Ji% A | OIS B.3% AR L5 et S 1A%

Tofal Fedniesals [Z7) [} [] [ f] 12 [i] [ [ 13
% witihin Hovizanial Dameage Efect % % 0% 7% B2.3% 0% iz A% | I00E%

% within Verlies) Damsags Effec b 0% 0% 8% 5% 0% 0% D% BE%

Toral Card a8 2 1 a8 5% [ 2 4 48
& wifihin Hovkontsl Damags Bfad 280% 1.4% T IR e 4.5% 14% 7% | 100.0%

% within Wedical Dermage Bfact 100.% I000% | 1000% 1 000 00.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-104: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Yarbes] Damage Bffsct
s | ot Toparoed! | Usporiovels | Gsparapay S’%‘%ﬁ&@?“ o
rinown | B burisd Plited degraied damagad dagraded el dasirovad Total

Hmizonisl Damags Efeet  Unknown Caunt i) 1] [i] a ] [i] [1] [1] ]
& valiin Horlzonial Darmage Efect 400, [0% i s 0% A% 0% % g | 10,0

% within Verdicsl Dawage Bfect 100056 i Rict AT i % 5 RIES 30,55

Partphoeal Coant il [i] [i] 14 E 1 [ [1] 23
% wiihln Horkontal Cremage Efest % A% % 20.8% 5% £.5% % % | 100.0%

% wilhin Yerlivel Dassge Bkt i i % LR 12.5% V25 0% (s 18.5%

Trdermniient | faclional  Count a 0 i} it g 1] i} 1] 1§
% within Horlzontel Denage Effegt 0% 0% % G6.7% 35% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%

Shosdthin Verlieal Damags Bffect i s % s 3% EiG % W% 94%

Sections! § paisl v i o] 2 a 10 17 E] 2 & &1
% within Horbordal Demsge Bt s E 0% g 0% 42 5% 125% B0% 10.0% | 050%

% veithin verdies] Daweage Efct % 710 % iRy 28.5% B2E% 70,05 0.0 % 24.2%

Bajorite f Extanglve Congt ft fi 1 2 i8 z fi 1] 23
% yeithin Hoslzontel Damage Efeet % % 1.5% 1EE% TP Hi% % 0% | 100

T within Verlieal Darvage 2dou % A | D0 75% 28 7% 2E0% % % 12.2%

Tokel fwhalsesle Craunt [ [ i 9 14 1] [ [{] 18
% within Horordel Damans Efed 0% 0% % B3% 25.2% % 0% lih | 060%

& weiitin Verdicsl Damnsge S¥ed 3% % % 2E% 23.3% 0% % 0% 8%

Teidal Lot AN 2 1 ] ] ] 2 4 RLE
% weithin Hovlzondsl Daraage Efect 30.3% 1.2% % 23.0% 2E.A4% 48% 1.2% 24% | 100.0%

S within Werficsl Damage Efect 100,04 T000% | 1000% J0iL0% 100.8% L% L% 100.0% | 1o00%

~
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TABLE H-105: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Vertical Damsgs Effect
Siiw slightly Gita heavily |
. ) dispersad Unger levals disparsad] B dasiioged Riis
Umbmwowm | Slis binlsd Pt dagradast damayed degratad T grownd bovel | deslrysd Tiobal

Horizorks! Dsmags Effect  Unlonowan Court [} ] 5 [ [7] i [i] @ &
B wdihin Hovteonksl Damage Efeet 100.0% i Ji% % 0 % Ei 0% | TI00%

% within Velles] Damage Fiket 0L 1T% T % i % % % % 4%

Pariphana Caumni o] i o] 1 a 2 [1] i i7
% wilthin Horzontal Dansgs Eikct % % D% 7% iTE% 11.6% 0% 58% | 100.0%

% within Werties Damage Efest 5% 0% 0% 33.3% B% 1% % 2B.0% 101%

It { frmetional  Count i} i i 94 18 H 4 [ 2
% within Horlzonkasl Darmags Efecd 0% 0% EAT celt ] 38i% 167% B5% Js% | 100.0%

% within Verties] Damage Bffest ) % B0.0% $2.4% TEI% 1.8% 571% 0% 25.0%

Bacionsl § paral [ il 2 [ § &8 11 3 E] FE]
% within Horzontal Darmags Efsst 0% 7% L% 58% BT.1% 181% 1% £1% | D0.0%

% wiithin Werliea) Danvage Eifect e 00 5% % 183% 529% BO.0% A18% PEO% 43.8%

Tajorie] Bvienghe [ETH] [il [{ i 3 14 2 [1] fi ]
Sowlindn Horizontsl Cemane Efest T 0% 40% 12.0% TEI% B0 % A% | 1806%

G within Yertieal Darmage Effect L% %% Bi.0% 8% Jeiiliel ) 89% 0% 0% 1 4.8%

Taial fwhnlasals ot [ fi i [0 7 [d [ 1] 7
% wifthin Hoslzondal Darmege Efest 0% L% 0% 0% 100.0% % % 0% | 1000%

% within Veetieal Dermage Bifeed % 0% Rk % T4% 0% % ik £

Taital Gonnt & 2 i 38 A 22 7 i 188
% within Harizasiel Damage Efesd 24% 1.3% 1.3% 19.6% BRI fERL £ 0% 4% | 00PE

% within vieries) Do Efest T00.0% 1000% | 106.0% 100.T% 00 0% 0% 060% 100.0% | 1000%
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TABLE H-106: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Yerlles! Damaeyge Bffect
o N L | @peedt | vpsriows | dspoe) | “ogoud | s |
i | Sits buried Plfisd wEgraded dernaged degrsded £ deairopad el

Herenntal Darmsgs Efect Unbswowen [T & [1] i1 0 [ 1] o [ &
% within Horizondal Damage Effect 100.0% % % % 0% 0% % 0% | 100.0%

% within Verdical Damage Effect 100.0% % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2.3%

Paripharal Count [ 1 [ 12 3 2 [ 1 13
% within Herlzonksl Deveage Bffact 8% 5% 0% BEFH 11.4% 0% 58% | 100.0%

S wiinin Yerilesl Darnsgs Bt 0% 5% iis F2A% BTSN 0% BB 10.3%

Internibard  facliong!  Courd [i [i] [ 14 7 [ [ #3
% within Hortzontal Domage Efod 0% i % 34.5% 18.3% B8.3% 0% | 1000%

Seiiin Werlical Darvage Bt % 5 % 5% F0A% 57.1% J% FAEH

Ealinnal ) palisl ot il K 1 7 12 ] El FE]
S writiiien Homodal Damams Eifect R A% 1.4% B 184% F4% £3% | 100.0%

5 i Werheal Damags Efiect i J0.0% G0% 1E.9% §2.2% §38% A0S 1.7

Majaitly ] Sxtonshe [P il ] 1 E ] [i [ ]
% e Horteowis) Damegs Efect 0% 0% FA% 13.5% 78.5% BA%R D% 0% | 100.0%

b withir: Yerfios) Damege Efect s 0% 50.0% Bi% 23.0% 7% ¥ i 15.6%

Total fwholessls [T [ [ 3] 1] [ [ [} [] [}
% wilnin Hertzonisl Damags Fiect % 1% ki % 100.0% % 0% 0% | 100.0%

W wihin Warlicdl Tmengs Bkt Jish 5% % % AE% T J% T, 4.6%

Total Zangok & 2 2 BT 5] 3 7 L 175
% wilhin Horfzonis) Damiage Bt 23% 1% i.9% A% 54.9% 139% £0% 3% | 1000%

% it Damapa Efact FLA A 100.0% : 108.0% 100.0% 0.0 0. 0% 00.6% | 00.0%

~
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TABLE H-107: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Yerical Damage Effsct
St slighily Bilis haswily
) ) disngread ! Usper lavels digparesd ! g bl s
Unbnosn | Sfte budded | Phited dpgnaied Gaitmged degraded ground sl | deekoyed Tatal

Hoviantsd Darnags ETaet Undmpen Lot [il [] B [} [ [ [} 18
Fowelthin Hioifzontal Dareags Efect it i 1% it % s JIL S

% within Verticsl Damage Sl Ji% % R % i % L% ga%

Fatigheral Gt [ [i] [1] 14 E] 2 1 1 F]
% within Bovzoniel Damage Effect 0% 0% D% 53.8% 308% 7.7% 3.8% 3.8% | 1000%

Bwlinin Yestiosl Damage Bifect % J% S 3985 BA% B 11.4% FHF% 11.6%

rdmelent ) facional  Count i [i] i EE ig ¥ & [ &
oo Miorizontal Darnage Biest % pit 2.3% 432% 159% w15 J | 1008

% withle Stical Damage Sioct s % 50.0% A% 184% ke 3 44.4% s 20%

Saclanal? pariinl Caund @ 2 [} & E] ig 4 H 84
S wlihnin Holeondal Darrags Efect 05 4% R 84% BLT% 20.3% £.5% 3% | 100

% eftinln Yaslios! Damage Efect 1% 1014 % BT S04 ke 3 44.4% 230% §2.7%

Elajosity | Bansive Cotad i il E E 23 2z [} a ot
e wliin Horzonial Darags Efed 35% M 33% kDG RIS £74% 0% A% | TR

Hyiihiin Yedtics) Demage Bt 53% ik S0 & 3% 188% B7% 0% it 126%

Tetel fuhinlassle ot [} [i] i [} E [} [ [1] [
% within Hordvoriel Damags Bis T 0% 1% 0% A000% % % 0% | j0ED%

% wlithin Vardesl Denags Bkl i 0% v % 8.48% it A% i 5%

Tkl Gaind 14 2 2 38 118 ] 3 & 230
% wilthln Hordennlel Darags Efect BE% 2% A% 18.4% 52T i28% 41% 7% | 1000%

% within Varlios! Damags Effoet 900,09 1000% | {000% 100.0% 1N0.0% 00.0% 100.0% 1000% | 1000%

~
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TABLE H-108: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Yerdes] Dameage Effect
_ foparced] | Uspariowio | Goporsed] | gt | am
Livihenoerny | Bits buried Pl dnpraed damagad Hegraded ] dnsioad Tuikal

Holzantal Damags Bt Unlhousm 8 [i] i i [i] [i] a [§] 19
% wilhln Hodzontel Datvege Efend 00L% 0% H% % 0% Ji% 0% 0% | i
% it Verlioe) Davvesge Efed AR 0% % % % 0% 0% A%
Pariphara] Comsnt [1] [i] [7] i K] 1 H 30
% within Hodzondal Darege Bt 0% i A% 38T 8.7% 33% 2.3% | 10000%
5 within Yerlieal Darmage Efigst 0% 0% 0% B.E% B.5% 11.4% 16.7% J5F%
Intermitent i waelional  Coumd [] Ji] [i] FE] 7 4 [4] 44
% qithin Horbovibal Damans e IV 1% T 2 15.0% % i 10005
B within YVerfive Dansags Efect i 0% T i 22.8% & o TBES
Beciionsl ; partial Coimt [1] 2 1 [ 2] 18 [ 5 g7
% welthin Hortzortal Damage Effect 0% 2.1% 1.0% 8.2% 81.0% 18.8% 4.9% £2% || 100.0%
S wiindn Yerlion) Damane Bffsct R s 0% SL0% iEe% 5.8% S1.5% 44.4% B25% A%
Hsioity § Edlensive i 1 [i] 1 E] FH 2 a [1] 34
% il Hodasndad Dawage B 20% i 28% BES 78.4% B % % FO0.0%
% iihin Verticel Damage Effest B L% 50.0% To% 0% BER % 0% JE4%

Tzl Fedalessis Copnt 1] [1] i [ i 1 i []

% Hivizondal Denags Efest % % s % 81.7% 2.3% 0% %

% within Verlicel Damans et ik A% A% 1% 8% 3.2% RiE %%
Taial ot F] 2 2 8 1728 h E] B 36
% within Horizontal Damage Effect 8.5% 8% 8% AL 54.2% 13.1% 38% 25% 100.0%
% within Vertizal Damage Effedt 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-109: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Yerfiesl Damags Bffedl
) Bite gﬁé’%ﬁ?ﬁé‘@% Ugpay ievels gg?%ﬁ% S%@?agg%ﬁ Bils
Urdensny | brled Plited asnraded sameged dagraded Jeeal dasloged Total

Hovonlsl Dainage Bl Unioewn Count 2 ] 1] [1] [i] a [i} [ 3
& wlibin Hovzondel Domegs Bifect 100.0% i 0% it it %k % A% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-110: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HORIZONTAL EXTENT AND VERTICAL DEPTH OF DAMAGE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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8.7 - DAMAGE EXTENTS: ANALYSIS OF DAMAGE SOURCES

TABLE H-111 - COUNT OF UNITS AFFECTED BY EACH DAMAGE CAUSE

Sub Units % of 100
Arable Agriculture 72 72.0%
Bulldozing 12 12.0%
Cuts 10 10.0%
Development 27 27.0%
Dumping Pits 3 3.0%
Grave Pits 12 12.0%
Irrigation Channels 5 5.0%
Looting 17 17.0%
Military Damage 1 1.0%
Mudbrick Pits 0 0.0%
Natural Erosion 11 11.0%
Orchards 32 32.0%
Pits (Other) 7 7.0%
Quarries 3 3.0%
Railway 1 1.0%
Roads / Tracks 53 53.0%
Visitor Erosion / Vandalism 1 1.0%
Water Erosion 10 10.0%
Unknown 54 54.0%
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Count

FIGURE H-18: BAR CHARTS OF FREQUENCY OF DAMAGE SOURCES BY IMAGERY (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-19: GRAPH OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE (CORONA)

(UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-20: GRAPH OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE (DIGITALGLOBE 2003)

(UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-21: GRAPH OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE (SPOT 2004)

(UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-22: GRAPH OF HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE (GEOEYE 200 9)
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FIGURE H-23: GRAPH OF VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE (CORONA)

(UNIT ANALYSIS)

50 Vertical Damage
Effect

Unknown

Site buried

40 Pitted

Site slightly dispersed /
degraded

Upper levels damaged
Site heavily dispersed /

Count

30+ degraded
Site destroyed to ground
level
[ Site destroyed
204

Damage Cause

FIGURE H-24: GRAPH OF VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE (DIGITALGLOBE 2003)

(UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-25: GRAPH OF VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE (SPOT 2004)

(UNIT ANALYSIS)
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FIGURE H-26: GRAPH OF VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE (GEOEYE 2009)

(UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-112: TOTAL NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY TYPE

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

Imager
Corons | DigitaiGloba | 2POT Beoeye Tital
Development ot 10 18 24 23 ]
% of Total 1.2% 5% 3.1% 0% 100%
Arabls guvivuliure Conirk #2 £3 &1 55 i1
% of Tokal £.5% 57% B7% 7.3% 28.2%
Orcharde Coung 2 i ¥, 26 B8
% of Tobal A% 2.3% Z.9% S.8% %
imigalien Channale Sount i L] & 3 i3
% nf Toksl % F% T% A% 1.7%
Rosds ot 28 ) &0 43 1458
% of Tkl 28% 4.5% 5.3% 55% 18.1%
Minersl Exiraciion Gouir 1 3 3 3 i@
% of Tksl g% A% A% A% 1.3%
Hilitary Durnags Gt 1 1 i i 4
% of Todal A% A% % A% 5%
Bulldazing Count i 4 & 11 23
35 of Total g% 5% 2% 1.5% EE%
Wizhor Eroslon Cound 12 7 5 ¥ 34
% of Tokal 1.8% 2% 1.1% 2% 4.5%
Wighor Erosion Cound i i a i 1
%% of Tedal % %% H% A% A%
Agchpaotogicsl Bxesvsdinn  Gound . 4 4 4 14
% of Toksl A% 5% 5% 5% 1.8%
Looting Count ] 8 i2 12 3z
% of Total 0% 1.2% 1.6% 1.8% 4.4%
Dupnping Plis Count 0 2 2 3 7
% of Torkal 0% A% % A% A%
Cugis o 1 3 5 g 18
% of Total 0% A% I% 1A% 2%
Grave Pils oo q b il L 28
% of Total A% 8% 1.3% 1.2% 54%
Pits (Dfhan Caoiard ] 1 i 7 g
% of Tatal 1% A% A% % 1.2%
Phaiural Ernalon gt & § B & 2
% of Tiksl 5% F% A% 2% 30%
Ralveay Caurd 1 1 1 1 4
% of Total A% A% A% A% S
Unbnewm Count k< 4 18 3 &4
% ol Tolal 50% H5% 2.5% A% A4%
Caunk 148 188 220 224 758
% of Tokal 18.3% 223% 28.0% 25.8% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-113: TOTAL NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY TYPE

(UNIT ANALYSIS)

Imagary
Corona | DigialGlsbe | 8POT Geoeya Tatal
Devalopment Count 44 0 25 24 a0
% of Total 1.4% 2.5% 3% i) 4.9%
Arabie agrizuliun Count 4a 44 a5 &7 0z
% of Toial 5% 54% 6.8% A% 250%
Orchards Count 2 17 24 25 58
% of Total 2% 21% 3.0% 3% 8.4%
IrvigaBon Channsia Count i 8 & 3 13
% of Total S 5% A% A% 18%
Ruoatde Caourd K| 37 48 48 158
% of Total 38% 48% 7% 58% 18.7%
Mirars] Bdraction Cound i 3 3 3 10
o uf Tokal A% A A% A% 1.2%
Witz Damage Count i i 4 1 4
% of Total A% A% A% A% B%
Bulldezing et 1 i & i1 22
% of Tobsl A% F% F% 1.4% 7%
Water Erosing S 1d ¥ i 7 ad
% of Todal 1.5% 8% 1.0% 8% £2%
Yigltor Erosion Count 0 L1} 1} 1 i
% i Todat % A% % A% A%
" Archaeciogicsl Bxavation  Count 2 4 4 4 14 |
B o Total 2% 5% G% E% 1%
Louiing Count 1 10 i3 i3 38
%o o Todal A% 1.2% 1.8% 1.8% 4.5%
Durviplsg Pl Calint i 2 2 3 7
% o Taisl Ji% 2% 2% A% £%
Cuts Count @ 3 § & 18
% of Tidal f% A% Hi% 1.0% 20%
Grawe Pz Count 1 7 11 il 29
% of Total A% A% 1.4% 1.2% aE%
Plite (Ol Count o i 1 7 g
% of Tedal % A% % % 1.1%
hatural Eroalon Counid & 5 ] ] 3
% of Tadal 7% 5% F% 7% 28%
Fiaibesay Courk i i 1 1 4
% of Trtal A% A% Nk A% F%
Uniniogen Lot &0 4 0 A N
% of Total 52% 5% 2.5% A% 8.5%
Couni 188 178 738 282 g08
% of Tadal 20.4% 21.7% 28.3% /7% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-114: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Primary Becondary Testiary O y Quinary Senary Fth 8th 10th Total
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TABLE H-115: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Baveiy
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TABLE H-116: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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TABLE H-117: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-118: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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TABLE H-119: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-120: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Sty
Pinary | Gasordsy | ety | Gwmewry | Geeery | Gy D @ El Bk ot

Gawaiopman Couns & & 4 2 2 4 3 & 5 ] E
% witly Saverky 0.7 92% [F) (R T ) i ] ] ) [ ﬁb@ﬁ;
Pt sl Gt 25 % [ a F o B & g 3 ER

% sl Buwadiy 5005 ) T % 1 £ Bk % ) D B4

Crehuerts Coww E [ H z [ 7 ] ] 7 i ]

% wltblo Savery 1 185 £3% 5.5% [ [ % [ [ % 1925

Tl RIS Dot T [ B 7 ] i 7 0 ] @ g

© sstiin Suvaly e % s 4% 5 5 0% ) ) % 155

Fands Cout ] 7 [ F 1 2 [ [ @ @ ]
T within Sevarty 1.5 0.5% ) &% 145% 8.7 L ) S [ 8.5 |
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% whlln Savaity A% 1.5 A% AR e i i £ i s [
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% within Severty 5.5% e 2% 455 % % = i % W 455 |

iater Ension Cout 5 [ @ o o [ [ [ [0 6 ¥

S wHn ey 7% [ TR [ W ) i 1 i ) [ .2

sitr Bomlon [ [ [ [ [ [ & [ ] [ [ [

% et Swvedy 5 0 6 o [ ) 2 5% ) s A

Seotisocgiod Pogestion, | ot [ [ [ B [ o i F] 1 it &
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TABLE H-121: DAMAGE CAUSES BY SEVERITY ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Serverky
Privvary | Secondmw | Tedwy | Ousmemery | Guinwoy Senary Pth [ & ) Tl
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TABLE H-122: DAMAGE CAUSE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

HAlivrdal Upland Plain Limastone Hills River ! Wadl Temacs
Count Count Count

Count % within Area Count % wiihin Ares Count % within Arsa
Carmage Cause  Deveioprient 4 98% & 5.8% 2 5.8%
Arable agrivuthure 17 41.5% 13 168.3% 12 5.5%
Crehards 2 4.9% 1] % 1] %
ltigation Channels 1] 0% o] 0% ] T
Floars 13 21.7%: R 16.5% & 18.7%
Fdiseeral Babgeiion )] D% i 1.4% a J%
Biilitary Qarnsge [ 1% p] L% 1 5%
Bullgozing [ % 1 1.4% 1] L%
Vinter Erasion 2 4.8% 3 4.2% 7 205%
Wisiloy Erasinn o4 % i} 0% o] i
Archasnlngicel Feeavalion i % i 1% # BR%
Locding 0% i} o, 0 i 3
Bluving Pits [ 1% )] 1% 1] Ji%:
Dusmping Pits [ 0% ] 0% 1] %
[ [ s 1] % 1] %
v Pile 1 248% [i] W% [i] 0%
Pite fihag 1] 0% [ 0% 1] %
Fiahural Evaslan 2 4.3% 3 4 2% 9 258%
By g b 7] 0% 1 28%
[ a 0% 5 48 5% 3 22%
Mo Damage L] 1% 7] L% 1] iz

TABLE H-123: DAMAGE CAUSE BY LOCATION ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Allusial Upland Plaln Limestone Hiils River i ¥dad] Terrase
Count Count Caunt

Cound | %withindres | Coumt | Swihinfres | Count | % withinAres

Damage Galse  Develonment & 95% g 5% 2 G8%
Arabile agilouiiune 18 42.8% 18 4 8.0% i3 25.53%
Droehards 2 48% 1] % 1} 0%
Iwigation Channsls a pic g i i Q 0%
Higls 13 F.0% 13 14 B% & 14.7%
sl Edrastinn a i3 1 P.9% i Si%
il Dsmage o} 0% ] K% i 28%
Bulidozing i 0% i 1.9% a 0%
Wisder Eroslon 2 4.89% 3 4% ¥ HE%
Yiaior | i a i, ji] D% i} 0%
B g nlingical Bxeavalian i iz ] S 2 BH%
Lisestivg a % a % [ D%
Bludlrick Mie i} A% i 0% [ %
Duspsiog Flig a i ] A% il Rt
gt i} % ii ik i Jids
Brave Flis i 1A% [l % i} M%
P (0 a i il % [ D%
atira] Evcslon 2 4.3% | 34% i 25%
Faibway o} oz i iy 1 28%
Unlngem [ % 47 §2E% e} L%
o Damage o} 0% i 0% i} %
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TABLE H-124: DAMAGE CAUSE BY LOCATION ON DIGITALGLOBE2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluwial Upland Plain Himestone Hills River f'Wad Temace
Count Count Count

Count | SwihinArs | Count | %withinArea | Count | % withinArea

Damage Cause  Devaloprment ] 17E% 4 5.2% & 11.5%
Arabils aupioulture 14 27 8% 18 2T.7% 11 21.2%
Drphards i1 21.6% ] 4.8% 3 58%
Irghation Claanels s % 1] 1% g 2.5%
Rusads 12 25.5% 11 1R in 1875
Hireral Edvastion it L 3 4 8% o] i
Bl Damage o (1% i} 1% 1 1.8%
Eulldoeing i 20% [ i 3 58%
Vader Ennghon ] 0% 2 3% 5 985%
Wigilor Ercsion ju % i 0% Q %
Archeeolegicsl Bxavalion i 0% 0 % 4 7%
Laspting i 0% L} 138% [ i
Mudblck Bl a L i} % 4] i
Chgrenging Pils i 210% 1 1.8% a 1%
Gt a L% 2 31% 1 1.8%
Cirarz Pits 1 20% 4 B.2% i 1.9%
Pt {Dthad ] Hi%: 1 1.5% i} i
Wiahursl Erasian i 1% 4 B% 4] T
Rlailway i 0% [ % i 18%
Urikmown a 0% 3 £8% 1 1.8%
Bl Daimage a % [ 0% [ %

TABLE H-125: DAMAGE CAUSE BY LOCATION ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Allial Usland Plain Limestona Hills River I'Wadi Tavace
Count Count Count
Count % within Area Count % within &ees Court | %withinArea
Damage Cause  Davalopmiem ] T7.0% g BA% ] T1.5% |

wable sgieuitie 14 I7.5% 1% A% 11 2. 7%
Cehranis 11 1.6% 3 4.2% 3 £5%
Irination Channele o % 3] 5% 5 A
Fosds 13 A5 5% 14 545 40 147%
Minerel Exfrariion i} 0% 3 4.3% i} il
Bidfiiinry Dranags i} 0% 1] % 1 1.5%
BilaEng i 0% i} it o 5.5%
Wraler Ermeion i 0% 2 18% & S.8%
Wigtior Eroglon ¥ % 3] % jij 0%
Archaelogics) Breavwtion i i [+ i § 7.7%:
Laogdieg 4 % 10 {348% fi L%
ludierich Rits o il [ i U L%
Crurnging Pife i 1.0% 1 id% i S8
Cute Q % 2 2.8% 1 1.8%
Girave Plle i 2.0% ] 5.8% i 1.8%
Pt e i S i 14% i %
Maturs! Evesion 1 20% & 5% [} L%
Fallway i 1% g Ji% 1 1.6%
Unnisrowan i it 3 3% 1 1.5%
e Drvmags it il i} T @ %
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TABLE H-126: DAMAGE CAUSE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Alluial Ugland Plaln Limsastone Hills River 'Wadi Tenace
Count Count Count
Count % within Area Count % within Area Court % within Area
Damage Cauze  Development 10 T9.7% 8 T A% B 0% |

Aralie agiisuliure 18 28.1% 2 184% 14 24.8%
Orehgnis 11 0% i1 4% 3 B.8%
lerigation Chaniels i % [ % 5 6.8%
Roatls 14 A5.5% 16 14.8% il 17.5%
Hlivaral Exdraction o] 0% 3 25% 1] L
Hilibary Damage i} 1% il 1% 1 1.80%
Bl b 1.8% b B% E 7.0%
ekt Evosivn b} A% 3 8% i 28%
“Wigttar Eraginn 1} 1'% i T i [
HAerhaslopies] Baasslion 1] 0% 1] 1% 4 70%
Lt 1] 0% i2 11.7% i %
iustrick P 1} % i L A i 0%
Duigpvaging Pitg i 1.8% k 8% i 5%
Gt ] 0% 4 2.7% 1 1.8%
Garne Pifs 1 18% 8 74% 1 1.8%
Pl (Olen i 0% 1 % i 1%
Matural Erpsinn b 1.8% 5 4 8% a %
Raituesy o il o} % 1 i8%
Uiberean bl iy 17 165.7% Fi 3.6%
Mo Damage pl 0% 1] % 1] 0%

TABLE H-127: DAMAGE CAUSE BY LOCATION ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Alliedgl Upland Plaln Umsstone Hills River/YWad Terrate
Courd Count Count
Count | BwihinAres | Courd | %withindrsa | Court | %within Avss
Datnage Causs  Developrment 1] T7 % ] 7% B THE® |

Arable anrivuliues i7 30.4% ) 18.8% 14 24.8%
Grehands i1 158 k] 81% 3 BA%
Ireigation Chennels . M5 1] i 5 38%
Roads 14 280% B 175% ] 1TA%
iimeral Exlraction b % 3 4% [} R
Milltary Damags a Ji% 1§ % 4 1EHS
Paslstging 1 1.0% 1 A% 4 0%
Waler Eroalon il % 3 24% g 852%
el Erasian D % i % i} 0%
Archasologieal Bxeavation b L% jid A% 4 7.0%
Lanting ol % 13 TOER 1] D%
Phubsiolk Piis B % i 0% ] 0%
Dunging Pita 1 9. 8% i B ] i)
sk i % i 3.3% i i8%
Grave Pils 1 8% 8 7.2% 1 1.8%
Pils (0the ] % i B% 0] D%
alucal Erosion i 1.5 ] &% 1] %
Hefbway i % i % 4 1.8%
Usilsionamy i e 18 1455 2 A5%
e Darmisigs i) Ri i A% il L%
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TABLE H-128: DAMAGE CAUSE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Allindsi Upland Plain Lirnesiana Hille River 'Wadi Terrace
Count Count Count
Count | BSwiinAtea | CGoumt | BwihinArea | Coumi | % witun Area
Darnags Geuss  Develupimeit E] 16.7% B 805 H 10.9% |

fArable agricuture 14 233% F: 2B0% LE] 20.3%
Drehands 13 % @ B.0% 4 BA%
rsigation Channels ] 0% 1] A% | &7%
Rogds 14 2% i8 18.0% iz 18.8%
Iirerel Exration i it 3 50% i 0%
[iitasy Damage L] % i it 4 1.8%
Bulidoging 1 % & 0% g A%
Yiglar Erasion [ Tk F 20% 5 FE%
Wislior Erasion 1] 0% 1 1.0% i %
Archasniogioal Paavaliinn i % il T 4 BA%
Laofing [ S 16 V0.0% 2 %
tudirick Piis i L i il i 0%
Cursiping Pits q 1.7%: 2 Z0% i 0%
Cuds 1 1.7% 3 2.0% 4 B.3%
Grae Plls 2 33% & g% i 18%
Pits (Othan 3 50% 2 2% 3 3i%
Hatursl Erosion i 1.7% k] 5.0% [ %
Reipway i} % i} i 4 1.8%
Unlevoram ¥} il kS 2.0% it il
Mo Demage il 0% i} 0% i 0%

TABLE H-129: DAMAGE CAUSE BY LOCATION ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Alluvial Upland Plaln Limestone Hills River [ Wadl Tamscs
Count Count Count
Count | BwithinAres | Count | %wihinArea | Cound | %wiihinAres
Detage Dauas | DevRinpmnent 0 16.4% H B H TLa% |

Srable agricuituse 18 24.6% 28 FA% 13 20.3%
Drghards 13 21.5% ] T5% & B.3%
it ation Charmela 3 % i Uiz 3 &.7%
Ruoade 14 0% 18 i7e% 12 188%
Bimeral Extraciion 3 % 3 2E% 1] 0%
Tifilibany Damsgs il i i % ki TEW
Bulldreing 1 18% & 478 g 78%
Yaler Eroslon i % 2 18% 5 7.8%
Vst Erogion il T i H% i O
Arahaeningies! Breawalion a T 1] % 4 BA%
Loaling b % i k ik o 2 29%
ik Flils o i i 0% ] 0%
Duenging Pz i 1.R% p 8% T %
Couls i 18% 3 28% 4 B3%
Grave Plie s 35% 7 BE% i 15%
Ptz (e 3 £59% F i8% 2 1%
halural Evosion 1 1.6% & £.7% 1} 0%
Fratbany i % i) % 4 18%
Uniarowm il % ! 8% 1] i}
Mo Darags ol % i i fi 0%
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TABLE H-130: DAMAGE CAUSE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)

e Tpe
Flgi&lla s
Tall Tell dmed Bouther Bulldingdsk | Wulipla Taksl
Davalopmant Coumnt 3 & E [ [ 19
% within Dameage Causs 0% £0.00% 20.0% Ji % | %
% wiihin Bite Type BE% 12.1% B.0% % 0% A%
Arable savieuliure oot E El & i 2 §2
B wilhiln Duvage Cause 21.4% LA B2 4% 0% 4.8% | 1000%
e within Bite Type 25,10 A% 387% 5% 2L ety
Girchards Gt i i i i] i 2
% ik Darmage Cause % &0.0% SIS % % | 10000
% within Bile Type % 3.0% 1.7% % % 1.4%
Roads Caunt El a 8 [0 2 28
% within Demege Cause 5.0% 0% 0% J% BE% | 1000%
% withiin Site Tyae 25.0% 2735 150% 0% 0.0% 18.8%
bineral Eviraction Count [] i 1 i [ El
% within Damegs Ssuse % 0% 100.0% 0% O% | 100.0%
% wilnin Ble Tipe % 0% 1.7% pi % i
lilittary Damsge [T 1 [ g [ [« i
% within Damags Cause | 100.0% 0% % A% A% | 106.9%
% within 8le Type 23% 0% 0% 0% 0% T
Bilidozing Cout i} [} i fi i} i
% within Damage Gause 0% % 1N0.0% 1% 0% | 10R.8%
i Bile Type R D i.7% e R T
Waler Eresian Coamnd 2 9 [ 2 q i3
% wiltin Damage Cause TEF% BI% S0.0% 18.7% BES% | 1000%
% within Bile Type 5.5% 2.0% 10.0% 28.5% 0.0% 2%
#Archaeolpgical Excavalion Dot 1 i} i i 1] 2
% withi Dapnage Cause B0.0% 0% E0.0% Biy) % | 10805
% withi Bite Type 2E% % 1.7% % % 1.4%
Grave Pits Count a 1] 1 [i] a 1
% within Damage Cause 0% i) 100.0% S 0% | 100.0%
% within Ete Type % L% 1.7% 0% % F%
Hatursl Erpsion Count & [1] H [3 [i] i
% within Damags Causs BI.5% % 18.7% Ji% O | TB0.0%
F wiiin Bile Tape T AES ek 1.9% b% i #1%
Ralhway Count @ [ 4 @ @ i
% within Damsage Causse 0% 0% 100.0% 0% A% | 1000%
% wlinin Bite Tyos A% 0% 1.7% v A% T%
Unknown Count 8 8 13 5 5 3B
% within Damage Cause 15.8% 23.3% 34.2% 13.2% 13.2% 100.0%
% within Site Type 18.7% 27.3% 21.7% 71.4% 50.0% 26.0%
Count 38 33 [ H i0 148
% within Damage Causs 24.7% I2.8% 41.0% A.0% BE% | 100.0%
% within 8ils Twpe T00.0% 100.0% 1093.0% J00.0% | 100.0% | 1000%
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TABLE H-131: DAMAGE CAUSE BY SITE TYPE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

s Teed
Tl Tl sy Euildingie Huitpls Tatsl
Chawglagrisat ] E] & ] ] fi] [5] EE
Swdthin Demage Cause 27.53% AEE% 5% % % 0% | 1000%
% within Site Type Bi% TE% 4.2% L% % P B.7%
Brabile sgrieulie et 8 i 24 i i} 2 48
el Darvage Caues 18.5% 238% 51.7% % 0% iFs | 1000%
% within Slis Tyos 3% B5% 318% % 0% 18.2% %
Grabards o i 4 i [i O [} 2
S watnde: Demags Gauss i3 S SHLNSH A%k 5k e | IS
% within il Tyoe 0% 25% 4% % % 0% 1.2%
Raoads Cgning & i) ia [ [ H 1
% within Darage Cause 28.0% 313% 32.3% 0% % BA% | 1D0O%
il Sike Towe 245% 28.3% 141% 0% 0% 18.2% 188%
Winensl Sxdraction Cangt a [ 4 g [3] [ i
% wlifin Demags Oause 1% (% 00.0% 0% % A% | 1000%
% wiinln Ge Tooe 0% 0% 1.4% % 0% 0% 8%
Williny Demags Lot 1 L] o i a [i} 1
%withln Damage Ceues | 100.0% D% 0% 0% 0% % | 100.0%
% within Sio Tyoe AT% Rk % % Ji%: L% B%
Bullduiong Lok [i] [ 1 ] [} i 1
% within Damage Ceuss e D% 00.0% %% it Mg | 6%
& erliinin S0s Tyms % % 4.48% 0% M % A%
Water Eroslon Gl F 1 & 2 [il 1 i3
% wilhin Damage Dauss 18.7% B.3% £0.0% 16.7% L% 83% | 100.0%
% wilihin Sis Typs 5.4% 1E% BE% B L% 24% 7.3%
Arehseckaice] Beslion  Count 4 hi] 1 g a [ 32
o within Dariage Causs SI.0% 0% &0.0% 0% 0% W% | 1000%
% within Site Tyoe ZT% 0% 14% 0% % 0% 1.2%
Grave Pitz Count [ [ 1 [ 1] 1] 1
% within Damegs Caues fi B% A% % S 0% | 1000%
B wiithles e Tona A% 0% 1.4% k] i 0% B%
Pedur) Erpelon ot & 0 i [ [ [i] [
% wiihln Damage Caues 33.3% Ei 18.7% L% 0% %% | i000%
45 within Site Type T3.58% 0% 1.4% A % L8 25%
Paliway ot [ [ 1 i il [ 1
% within Damage Cauge 8% ey 1 00.6% % % 0% | 100.0%
S within Sis Type 0% 0% 1.4% %% % 0% 5%
Uniaam Count H 1] i 8 1 [ ]
% wilhin Damegs Causs 14.0% 20.0% 420% 10.0% a3 120% | 1000%
% withiv Bl Trpe 188% BI% 858 A% 100.0% 54.5% 3%
Caunt 3 ] Fal 7 i 1 168
Hwithin Demage Cause 2i4% FL0% A30% 4,2% 8% BFR | 100.0%
% within Blis Tre 110.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 900.0% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-132: DAMAGE CAUSE BY SITE TYPE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bite Type
] Elgt Sie 2 ]
Tl Tali fleay Seatier Englldirgizy | Multipis Tl
Crmplispviesil feT 8 4 E o & ia
% wiitin Damane Causs A% 2% £7A% % S| SN
% within Site Type 128% 12.8% 12.0% % % 11.3%
Frakle agrduiiure Dot & i0 ) i} & &3
S weitiin Dernsge Cauge 20.8% 2339 46.5% 96 9.9% | 100.0%
% welthln Sl Tyae 181% 92.5% WG fi% 264 25 8%
Drghards gt b 4 12 [d d 114
% witiin Damage Cause 50% 135% FOES 0% J% | 100.0%
%oudihin Bt Type 21% 12.8% 18.0% J% % 10.9%
Inigsfion Channsls Caunt 2 1 2 I [} g
% within Demange Caugs 400% 20.0% £0.0% % A% | 19000%
% wilhin Sis Twos 4.3% 13% 2.9% (% % 30%
Rosds Count g 7 i& 14 3 24
% wittin Domags Saues 5% 20.6% 4449% 0% BA% | 1000%
% within Site Type 18.1% 218% 20.0% % 7% 2i0.3%
itrersl Eviraction Lot i ] i a 1 3
Fowlthin Darnans Camize 323% % F3E% % 253% | 1000%
% within Bis Tyge 218 % 1.2% 0% %1% 1.8%
ity Damsgs Courd i o] 1] o [ b
% within Dameges Cause | 1000% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Sfa Typs 1% % D% 0% 9 5%
Bulidotng Count 3 1 1 [i] [i1 &
% viihin Damege Causs 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0% Q% | 1068%
% wilhin Sie Type 4.3% 3.3% 1.2% 0% % 149
WVilstar Evosion ot [ [ 5 2 [1] 7
% wiihin Darnags Dauss 0% % 71.4% 285% M% | 100,0%
% vl Ste Tyos % 0% B &01,0% % $3%
Amhasologice] Bxevetion  Sount 3 i i G @ 4
% wiinin Demags Cause TE0% % 2B0% 0% 0% | 1000%
% within 882 Typs 84% A% 1.5% 0% Ji% 4%
Lo Count 2 2 3 1 1 E
% wiihin Dernage Osuse 23% 23.3% 338% 1.4% 11.4% | 1009%
% within Blis Type 43% B5% 40% B0% 21% 24%
Duriiplinng File Cioumi 2 [i] [i] [E] [ 2
% wilhin Darmage Gause FliiNiE J% A% 1% H% | 1000%
W wilhin Bile Tyge 4.5% % T L% % 1.2%
Ll Cronnt P i I i} [¥] 3
% wiihin Darnags Caugs BRI 23.3% I% fixs A% | fonoe
S within S Type 4.3% 2% 0% 0% i 8%
srave Plis Connt 2 i} 2 4 1 &
% within Demege Causs 33.3% L% e J% 1BT% | 10LD%
% wiihin Site Tyas 4.3 % £.01% % 41% 38%
Plis (O oot 1 fi a i [ 1
% within Damege Cause | 1000% 0% 0% 0% 0% || 100.0%
% within Site Type 21% % % % % %
Hiatura! Evdsion Gt 3 i i a @i §
% within Deviage Cause B0.0% 0.0% 15 A% | 1000%
& wullthin Sile Thps R 33% % % 0%
Falbway Camighit [ 0 i [ [ 1
% viithin Darnage Cause 0% 0% 100,05 0% % | 1000%
% it it Tope Ji% L% 1.2% L% % £
Usbnown Gt 1 [T} 1 q 1 &
% within Demage Cuuse 25 0% 0% 2B0% 0% FEO% | 10RO
% vl Be Tyns 4% 0% 1.3% 25.0% 81% 4%
oot 47 k1] 75 4 11 182
% within Darnags Cause 28.0% 18.5% 44.8% A% R | 000%
% within ik Tees 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% | 9000% | 1D0D%

730

—~

Y




TABLE H-133: DAMAGE CAUSE BY SITE TYPE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Pl Bn ¢
Tall Tall v Bentbsy Bulldinggsd | wWuiipls Torkal
Dmvaloprant Count & i & [ i i1l
% within Damage Cauge 30.0% 25.0% 45 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% welthin Bite Tope 12.8% 14.7% 11.7% 0% % 11.4%
Arable agriculiure St 4 11 21 0 3 [
 wihin Damage Csuse 20.5% 25.0% &7.7% A% EO% | 100.0%
Hoowriitiln Bils Tyga 18.1% 32.6% 27.5% 0% 2BI% BAB
Drehards e 1 H 12 i i} 17
% within Demags Caves .95 13.5% FO.5% 0% 0% | 1000%
% within Bita Twpe 20% 11.8% 15.65% 0% 0% 87%
Irigation Channels Count 2 q 2 i} I} g
% within Damage Cause 40.0% 2008 A.05%6 i % | 1000
% within Bite Tops £.8% 2R 26% 0% % 28%
Roads ok [ B 18 [] & 37
% within Damags Causs 3455 HE% 43.3% 0% 10.5% | 1000%
% within Siis Tops 18.9% 23.5% A0.0% iz 3N.6% 9.9%
ierel Sebraction Count 1 a 1 [} i 3
% within Damage Cause o i J% 33.53% % 33.5% | 1000%
% wiithin Bfie Tyee AL 0% 1.3% 0% 7.7% 1.7%
Hilitary Damags Gaurt i i a 1] 1} i
Howlihin Damsgs Cavse | 100.0% 0% O i) 0% | 000%
% within St Tepo 2.1% 0% i 0% 0% B
Bullgiozing Coun 3 4 i [i] [i}
%within Darnage Sause S0.05% 2RI 28105 % A% | 1000%
% within Sife Tyae 4.3% 2.9% 1.2% % 0% 23%
Wiater Ernsion ot [i] [1] & 2 [i] 7
% within Damane Cates % 0% T1.4% 28.5% B% | 1000%
% wiithin Bile Type % 0% B5% 50.0% 0% 0%
Bwhasological Baavelion  Oouwnd E] [ b i [l &
% within Demeage Celuge FEI% 0% 25.0% B5% L% | T00.0%
% within 2ite Type B.A% 3% 1.2% % 0% 23%:
Loating Caunt 2 2 7 1 3 bt
% within Darnage Cause 20.0% F0.0% A0.0% H0.0% 20.0% | 1000%
B wathin Bits Type 4.3% E8% 2E% E0% 231% 5¥%
Damping Pl [ET 2 [} i [i] 2] i
% within Damage Caues | 100.0% % 0% 0% L% | 1000%
% within B Typs 4.3% Ris % L% L% 1.9%
Cuts ot F i o 0 [ 3
% within Deamage Caues B6.7% 33.3% i) 0% 0% | 10000%
% weithln Bite Type 4.3% 25% % % 0% 1.7%
Grave PRs Caunt H [ [ a 4 7
% wilthin Demsages Csuse 70.6% 0% 57.1% i 14.9% | 100.0%
% wthiln Bt Type £.3% % 5.2% % 7% £.0%
Plie (0ihag Caunt i |13 i g [ 1
% within Darmage Cause | 100.0% T S5 i A | 100
% wikthin Site Typs 2% Ji% 0% I 0% B
Matural Erosion Count 3 i 4 1] [} 5
% within Deanage Gause 50.0% 0.0% 0N % 0% | i000%
% within Bits Type 5.4% L% 1.3% 0% G% 8%
Fioihezy Count [} 1] 9 [ ] 9
% wiihin Camage Causs 0% 0% 100.0% B% B% | 1000%
5 within Site Type 0% % 1.5% il W% B%
Uik Count 1 [ i E q 4
% within Damage Cause 25,0% 0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% | 100.0%
o wyithin B¥e Tupe 1% B% 1.3% 25.0% F.i% 3%
Gt 47 34 ¥ 4 LE] 175
% wilhin Dannage Cause 25.8% 18.4% £4.0% 23% 7.4% | 1000%
% within Bils Type 100.0% 100.0% T00.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 10D.0%
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TABLE H-134: DAMAGE CAUSE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Eibe Tyos
Slgk Sipa
T Tl fle Heathsr Bulicingiey | Bobeie Takl
Diewslopment Coinit ¥ & ] [ i 24
% within Dasnage Cause 283% 25.0% 1.7% 0% 4.2% | 100.0%
% uvithin: Site Tupe 152% 138% T0.5% % 5.8% 10.9%
Arable agricusture Capnt 14 40 6 ] H i
%o within Daovage Causs 21.6% 18.5% 81.0% 8% 25% | 100.0%
% withip Bite Type 20 6% ey 274% 18.2% 11.8% 23.2%
Crehards Count 4 & 14 i i P
% wittun Dasvage Causs 45% 32.7% 5R2% % A5% | 100.0%
% swithiin Bis Typs 18% 19.4% 15.8% % 58% 18.0%
Terigaiinn Channels [T F] i ] [i] Ji] E]
% within Damege Cates £0.0% 20.0% £00% i 0% | 100.0%
% weithin Bl Tyne A% 25% A% 1% SV 23%
Rosds Cooand 11 a i a 4 40
e within Dasrane Cause 7 6% 5% 40.0% 0% 10.0% | 100.0%
S within Site Type 20.8% 20.5% 16.8% % 22.5% 18.2%
Timeral Edraction ot i a 1 @ 1 3
% within Damage Cause 23.3% % FLE% A% 33.3% | 100.0%
% weithin Bits Tgse 18% % 1.1% %% 58% 1.4%
ity Damans Conung 1 ji] [i] ] a i
% withln Dapnags Csuss | 1000% i) 0% % 0% | 100.0%
% welihins Bl Typs 1.8% i 0% % 0% E%
Bulidozing Count 2 1 2 1 4] ]
% wilhin Damage Cause 33.3% 168.7% 33.3% 18.7% 0% 100.0%
% within Site Type 38% 2.3% 21% 2.1% 0% 2.7%
Wigter Eroelan Count i) 1 5 2 i} B
% wiihin Damege Causs % 12.5% 826% 25.0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Site Type % 2.3% £A% 18.2% 0% 3.8%
Archaeologivel Bxowwalion Dount 3 1] 1 ] g 4
% wilthie Crarnage Cause FE 0% Rii 2E0% Qi S | TO0.0%
G wlihle Site Tves 7% % 1.1% % % 1.8%
Loaiing Count 2 2 4 2 i 42
% wilhin Damsge Causs 1B7% 18.7% A33% J6.7% 18.7% | 100.0%
5% within Ss Typs 38% 4.5% 4.2% 18.2% 11.8% §5%
Dhgrplng Plie Courd ] i} i [ i} 2
% wiithin Damage Cause | 1000% 0% N% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% witkde: Bite Type 38% 0% 0% % % %
Coaks Count 2 i 1 il i 5
% within Damape Cause AN0% 20.0% 20.0% 0% 20.0% | 100.0%
5% yithir Sile Type 8% 25% 19% 1% 5.8% 23%
Cirave Pits Coau ] 3 3 a 2 il
W within Dasnags Causs 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% O% 20.0% | 100.0%
% vl Bie Typs 30% B.8% 3% Ji% 11.8% 4.5%
File (Ofhen) Courk i il B s} 0 1
% wilhin Demage Cauee | 1000% 0% B 0% JO% | 100.0%
% wiithin Site Type 1.4% % 0% % 0% E%
iatural Erosion Conrt 3 i i il [} B
% within Demage Cause A% 18.7% 3% T J% | 1000%
% withize Bite Type 87% 2.3% 3% % e 2.7%
Faliveay Cannt [1] [ 1 a i 1
% within Dasnage Calse 0% % 10Im0% Ji% 0% | 100.0%
W vthin Bite Type % 0% 1.1% A% 0% 8%
[ Count 2 £ 2 4 3 ia
% within Demage Causs 10.5% 211% MBS 21.9% i68% | 100.0%
% witaln Sle Tyne 8% 21% B3% BAY 17.8% 8.8%
Count A3 44 85 11 17 2210
% within Damage CGause 89% pakis 3 43.3% 5.0% 7% | 100.0%
S weithin S Type 100.0% 1 00.0% F04.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000%




TABLE H-135: DAMAGE CAUSE BY SITE TYPE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Elha Typs
FlgiBha - Tombe ]
Tl Tl Lot Segtiay Busllisirgsy 1] st Tiotal
Desaloprant Cugtt H H EE] [ i o ]
% within Damage Cause 38.0% 280% 44.0% 0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Site Type 13.2% 14.8% 9.8% L% 0% 0% 10.8%
Aratla agricuttiune Count 11 11 0 2 ] i a5
% within Damage Cause 0% 200 H4.5% SE% i 18% | IN0D%
% wilthin Site Type 20.8% 228% FT0% 182% 0% 2.3% 23.3%
Grehards Ciount 1 & 18 [ 1] i 24
% within Darmage Cause 4.7% 3% 0% D% % A% | 0005
% within Sits Type 1.8% 1A% 18.2% A% % 0% 10.2%
Irigedion Shennele Court 2 1 H [ [ | 5
% wilinin Daenege Causs 40.0% 0% 40.0% 0% % % || 006%
% within Sils Type 8% 2% 1.5% 0% T kit 3 2%
Roads Court 11 18 2 [} [ ) £8
% within Damsgs Spuss 23.8% IS T% % J% &7% | 100.0%
% within % Type ZDED 08% 18.5% 0% % 38.3% 18.5%
Hineral Svaclion Sount 1 i 1 [} [ 1 E
% yeitiiin Darnage Cass 33.3% Ji% 33.3% % % 3% | 000w
% wifhin Site Type 1.8% Ric ] % % % BA% 1.3%
Hillitary Damsge Cink 1 ] a [ [ a 1
“owithin Demage Gause | 100.0% % i L% % % | 100.0%
% within Site Type 1.5% i % % % D% A%
Bulldoing Copant 2 i ] 1 1] [ ]
% within Damage Cause 33.3% T8.7% 35.3% 16.7% 0% 0% | i00.0%
% weilhin 2k Type 8% 21% 1.8% B1% D% 0% 2.5%
Walst Eroglon [t [ i 5 2 i i 2
% within Damege Csugs % 125% 81.5% I5.0% 0% 0% | 000%
% within Bits Typs % 4% 25% 18.2% 0% Ko 4%
Agchuvplegios] Besealion  Cownt 3 o E] i 4] ] i
% wilthn Damege Couss PEI%: ) ZE5.0% ik % 0 || 0n0%
% within 888 Tvps 57% % 4% 8% i % 1.7%
Lugiing Court 2 2 3 F] 1 3 13
% vaithin Darnege Cause 15.4% 154% 231% 15.4% % A% | 100.0%
% wilthin Site Type B8% 3% 7% 18.3% 180,0% 2B.0% 6.5%
Danoping Fits Court 2 [] [ [ [] [ E
% within Darage Causs | 10000% 1% % 0% S 0% | 1000%
% withiin 2ite Type SH% 1% i 0% % % %
s ot 2 1 2 o 1] [ &
% withiln Damage Ceuse 410.0% % H0.0% % % Q% Toow
% wilnin Sibs Type 38% 21% 1.8% S % D% 1%
Grsws Pls Court 2 3 & [ ] L] i
% witnin Dannage Coues 18.2% IT3% 5% i Ji% 29% | 10005
% wiiihin Ble Tise 3ER 23% 4.5% % % 6.3% £7%
Pliz (Ofers [ 1 ] [il [ 1] [ 1
% within Damage Causs | 100.0% % % 0% % A% | 1U0.6%
% within 8hs Tyge 1.9% % B% 0% % 0% A%
Mstural Broslon Count ] i H [ [i [ &
% within Davsge Causs H1L0% 16.7% L% L% 1% % | e
% within Site Type 5.7% 21% 1.8% % 0% % 15%
Ralbway ot [ [] 1 i [i] i 1
% wilhin Damage Causs T 0% 1I0.0% % 0% 0% | A00.0%
% wihin Bile Toos Ji% % B% o i % £
Usthenmmen T 2 & 7 & [ 2 0]
0 Darmage Dause 100% 25.0% H5.0% 20.0% s NE% | 1600
% wiihin Bite Ty BE% 104% 53% A% i 1878 BE%
Caount &3 48 119 i1 [ 12 238
% within Damapa Causs 2315% 05% £7.0% 47% A% 51% | 100.0%
% within 5% Type 100.0% {00.0% AB0.0% 100.0% 1000% | 100.0% | 10B.0%
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TABLE H-136: DAMAGE CAUSE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Bl Tye
] Flat S f )
Tl Tall fLewd Epabiar Sulldingisy | Hulple Talal
Dawolament 2ot E 4 10 a ] 22
% within Darnage Cause 34.8% 17.4% 43.5% 0% 43% | 100.0%
% within Site Type 121% 8% 11.2% 1% B6.7% 10.3%
Arabie agriculture Cout 12 13 23 3 4 55
% veithin Damags Causs 2.8% 236% #1.8% 5.5% 7.3% | 100.0%
T valinln BB Typs 18.3% 28.5% 25.0% ATE% BT% ol
Gichards Courd K 7 14 o 3 o
% within Damags Cause £0% 0% 66.0% % J20% | 190.0%
S it Site Type 1.5% 15.2% 15.7% A% 20.0% 1.2%
litigation Channels ot 1 1 1 1] [1} E]
Swithin Damage Cause 23.3% 33.3% 33.3%: D% % | 100
% wellthitn Bite Typa 5% 2% 14% fi% 1% 1.3%
Roads Couni 14 g i3 o 3 2z
% within Damage Couse 33.5% HAB EB1% 0% Ti% | 100.0%
% veiilin Bite Typs A% 18.0% 180% % A0.0% T0.8%
Hinersl Bxiraciion Congesi 1 [} i [ 1 3
% within Darmags Cause 23.3% iy 33.5% i 333% | 1000%
% within Bita Tvpa 1.5% g 9% % 8.7% 1.9%
Wity Damage [T 1 [i] [ [ ] 1
% within Damsgs Cagse | T000% % % % A% || 100.0%
owilin Site Tape 15% % A% 0% Rix 4%
Pultgesing Connt 3 2 H 1 [ i1
% within Damage Cause 7 .5% 18.2% 455% 8.1% 0% | 100
B within Site Type £5% 4.3% 5.6% 12.5% 0% £.9%
Wiater Erasinn Count it 1 4 2 ] 7
% within Demage Gaues iz 14.9% Ef A% BEH M| T0EG0%
% within Slie Type [ L% 4.5% FBU% % EAL
Wishtor Erpsion Count [d [ 1 [i] o i
% within Damags Osuse % iy 100.0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
%o withiln Bife Tupa % 0% 1.9% %% % A%
Arihapalagicsl Beawtion  Count El i i a [i] 4
%o within Darrape Dalse FE 0% %% 25.0%: % A% | 100.0%
% within Bils Tupe 45% 0% 1% 0% A% 1.8%
Iswding Ceanint i 2 3 1 12
% within Damaye Cause 41.7% 18.7% 3B.0% B8.3% 2I3% | 1000%
 within Site Typs TE% 4.9% 34% 125% B.F% 54%
Duraghng Pls [T 3 i [i] [ i 3
owithin Daage Cause | T00.0% 0% L% 0% A% | 100.0%
% within Bie Tupe 45% Ji% % 0% Lis 1.9%
Cuts Count 4 2 2 1 i E
% within Carmage Cause 50.0% i50% 25.0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% within Bite Type 6.1% 4.3% 22% 0% 0% 6%
Grave Pitg Count 2 2 3 [ 1 ]
% within Damage Cause F3E% 22.2% 35.3% A% 11.1% | 100.0%
% weithiin Site Type 4.5% 4.9% A% % B.7% 4.0%
Pitz (Othen Cogrit 3 2 1 1 0 7
% it Darage Cause 428% A 14.3% 4.8% 0% | 100.0%
% within Site Type §.5% 4.9% 14% 135% 0% 2%
Nalural Erasien Caunt 3 g 2 [} 1] B
% within Damage Cauze 50.0% 18.7% 33.3% J% % | 100.0%
% within B Type &5% 3% 2% A% 0% ok
Faliway [P [} [i] 1 [i] [ 1
% wiitim Derrags Csuss is ) % 00, 1% % 0% | 100.0%
% within Bite Type % % 14% Ji% % A%
Ligtinensery Connt 1 0 B [ 1 E]
% within Darnage Cause 33.3% 0% 33.3% J% 32.3% | 100.0%
% within Site Type 1.5% A% 1.4 % 0% 7% 1.3%
[E7 ] fif 4R [ B i% )
B wlibln Damags Ceuse 5D 5% BT% 5.5% BET% | 1000%
% weliialn B2 Type 1H0.0% 100.0% 100.0% A000% | I00.0% | T00.0%
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TABLE H-137:

DAMAGE CAUSE BY SITE TYPE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Site Tupn
o Flah Sl § ] )
Tall Tell dowsh Braliar Bulldingish | Wubigis Tikal

Development [T E [ it [i] [ 24
S within Darmage Cauge A35% 20.8% 7% 5% 47% | 1000%

% within Bite Type 124% 10.0% 10.8% % B.3% 10.3%

Arable agricuiure Ceunt 12 15 24 3 3 57
% within Damags Causse 29.1% 28.5% EERE 5.3% £.3% | 100.0%

% within Sie Typs 18.2% 0% 8% 3.5% 18.8% Z45%

Orchards Count i ¥ 18 [i] F 25
% within Damage Cauge 8.0% I810% BOO%R % Bi% | 100.0%

% ywithin Site Type 15% 14.0% 18.3% 0% 12E5% 10.8%

Imigaties Chanrels gt 1 i i il il E]
% within Darange Cause 33.3% 33.9% 33.3% %, 0% | 100.0%

W e Sl Tyee 1.5% 20% 11% %% % 1.3%

Roads Coumt P4 10 i7 i 4 453
% within Damsye Gausa A% 322.1% 37.8% 0% 88% | 100.0%

% within Sils Typs s 0% 18.5% Ji% D% 18.4%

Wineral Bxtraction Count 1 1] 1 [ b 3
% within Damags Causs 33.3% 0% 32.3% 0% 32.3% | 100.0%

% wilhin Eie Type 1.8% 0% 9% 0% §.3% 1.9%

Wil Damags Gt 1 ] [ [} 0 1
% within Damsge Cause | 100.0% 0% 5% 0% 0% | 100.0%

% within: Siie Type 1.5% iG] AR 0% 0% 4%

Bulldesing Gt 3 2 5 1 1] i
S within Darnage Gauss A7 8% 18.2% 45.5% 8.1% % | 100.0%

% within Site Type 4.5% 4.0% 5.4% 12.5% J% £.7%

Watar Erosion fETT] [} i i F [ 7
% within Damage Cause 0% 14.9% 57.1% 8B% 0% | 100.0%

% within Gite Type 0% 2.0% 4.3% 25.0% 0% 3.0%

‘isilor Erosion Count 1} 1} 1 1} 1} 1
% within Damsgs Cause A% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within 53s Type 0% % 14% 0% 0%k A%

Fechoesloglonl Ewavation  Dount 3 g 1 a i 4
% yeithin Daraage Causs FE.0% b5 257 0% 0% | 1000

% within Stte Type 4.5% 0% 1% J% % 1.7%

Lewding Conng 8 ] 7 1 3 13
% within Darrage Caugs F8.5% 154% 15.4% 7.7% 234% | 00.0%

% within Site Typs 7.8 4.0% 2% 13.5% 18.8% A0%

Dumiplng Piis Courd 3 Q a 1] 1] 3
% within Damage Cause 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100.0%

% within Sita Typs 4.8% 0% 0% % 0% 1.3%

Cuts Count & 2 3 i i ]
% within Darmage Caues B0.0% 26.0% 28)0% A% A% | 100.0%

o within Site Tvpe 8.1% &% L% % % 34%

[ Brave Pits Ceant 3 7 i [ i 10
% within Darmage Caugs 20.0% 0% 411,0% % 10.0% | 100.0%

% within Site Type 4.5% £.0% 4.3% Sfi% 3% 4.3%

Pibs {Cther} Caunt 3 2z { 1 Q 7
% within Darage Cause §2,0% 28.5% 14.3% 14.5% 0% | 0009

% within Sile Type 4.5% 40% 1A% 12.6% 0% 3.0%

| niatural Ergsion Count 3 1 2 il il 8
% velthin Darnage Cause 50.0% 18.7% 333% S L% | T00.0%

% weithin Biia Typs 4.5% 20% 29% L% 0% 8%

Ralway Couint [ [ 1 [} [} 1
% within Damegs Cause % Ris) 1 00.0% Ji% A% | 100.0%

% within Bite Type 1% 0% 1.1% 0% % A%

Unikrsnam Connt i fi i [ 1 E]
% within Damage Cause 33.5% % 33.5% 3% 33.9% | 100.0%

% within Site Type 1.5% S L% % B.3% 1.3%

Count [ 50 82 [ 6 232

% within Damege Caues ik ol TB 3.4% 8.8% | 100.0%

% wiihin Siln Tipa F00.0% 1W0% 00.0% ifpg% | fOD0% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-138: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Hovlermis Denags Flast
] ImbarEriEant S Sestiamal§ Toplf
Unbnosen | Peripiersl sl wariEl whnlesyis Tkl
Leaalopment g B El F] & [] [ i
% yeithin Damage Gauss % 300 20.0% A0.0%: 10.0% % | I00.0%
% wiihin Hortzonts! Demvmge Effact 0% 15.0% 13.3% 10.3% £8% i) 8%
Avable agicuire  Count a 7 ] 8 14 i2 43
% within Damegs Cause i 186.7% 0% A% 233% WESH | I000%
% swithin Hosleenal Demage Efect D% 35.0% % 731% BE.T% A23% I8 A%
Crrhands [T [} [ a i 1 [ F
% yeikin Damane Cause 1% %6 L% B0L.0% B0 B | 1080
o within Homerssl Darmags et % W% 4% 25% A8% % 1.4%
Rasds Sk 0 B8 1 8 [ B ]
% wiitin Danags Gauss 5% H.0% s 31.0% % 8% | 100.0%
% wilihlvs Horbaniel Dirnags Efeet A% 5% FR.I% A% W% 1% 1858%
inersl Sfracfion  Count [ i i [ [ g 1
% swithin Damage Cause 5% 100.0% L% 0% L% 0% | 100.0%
W within Horttontal Damage Bffe i 50% L% % i 0% T%
Milltary Darage [T [] [] ] [ 1 [ i
% withlis Derage Sause % % 0% 0% 100.0% A% | 100.0%
% within Hodenty Damege Efect fi % 1% % AE% % T%
Bulldusng ik [ [ [1] 1 [1] [ i
% Witk Datoage Caiss 0% 0% % T00.0% % 8% | 100.0%
% wiithin Horgnntsl Damege Einet R A M5 2% o5 fi %
Wiatey Ermsion i [ [ a 13 1] 4 b
% within Dernage Cause % B 2% 0% % L% | 100.0%
s witftin Hovdeonial Danege Effect % iz 0% HES T i BI%
Amhaeniogleal o [ [ 2 [ a [ 2
Exraiinn
% wiihin Damege Cause L 0% 100.0% B% 0% B% | 100.0%
% valihin Horzends! Dewage Bt o% 0% 18.9% % % 0% 14%
Graws Plig ek [ [ ] 1 [i] [ 1
% within: Darmeys Cause 0% Bi% 0% JU0.0% % B% | 100.0%
% within Horlzente! Damege Efecd 0% T% 0% 25% 0% 0% T
Heatrsl Braslon Gount [ ] [ i [] 1 g
% within Damaus Rause i % L% 8.5 % BEF% 1B.T% | T00%
Bt Heomionie) Dermage Efac g % 0% 2E% j I % 23%
Reaibersy Gt [ [ [ 1 0 3 i
il Damage Sauas i % 0% S % % | IR0E%
e wiithiin Hovizenis Demags Efscl 0% % 5% 2ER % % T
Linfonpwn Conk ] ] [ @ o 1] ki
% within Damags Causs OIS g 0% % % B% | iien
% within Hozieerdel Diamsgs sl SRME% ki % 5% S% 5% B
Count 38 Fo] 15 % 21 EE] 168
5 wifitin Demags Causs bl 13.7% 10.3% W% 14.4% B8% | 100.0%
% wilthin Hostzoste] Damege Eiecd AR 100.0% 100.0% 0.0 9 0l1% 1006% | 1000%
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TABLE H-139: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Higzzontal Darnags et
‘ Tolermitenty | Gectanall | Waorgd | Talali
Unknown | Peripheral |  fraciional padial Exenstvs | whalssale | Total
Development | Count i 3 3 3 7 1 1
5% within Damags Cause 0% | aram 27.3% 7.3% 81% 81% | 1000%
5 viin Horkssnial Damags Efsrt 0% | 1a0% 0% 5% £5% 7% | BT%
Frean Sount 6 g 8 8 18 i ®
agelculire .
% wlibin Damage Csusa o% | 1eEm 0% 125% 12.6% 3% | 1000%
% whitnin Hirizonia) Dsmage Efie ws | s % F1E% BEI% gy | 1rew
Sachans Courit B B ) 1 1 g 7
% willin Ditnage Causs % % 0% £0.0% L% % | qomos
% vl Heizontl Dumage E95c1 % 0% 0% 25% 45% % | 1am
Fioads ot 0 0 1 T ] i w
% wiihin Darege Gause 0% | 333% 2.3% 26.5% % 0% | 1000%
% withies Harteontal Damegn Efast 8% | sass 887% 5% % 0% | 188w
nera] Tourd B i B 5 g B 7
Exsrarton : A
% Wit Demage Causa 0% | 1000% % 0% % 0% | son0m
% wili Horfzonkal Dawans Efeet 5% 45% % % % 0% 5
Wian Darmags Goum B 7 § 0 3 3 1
% vl Crammage Gause % % % o% | qonew £% | 1000
5 wilkin Horizontal Draanags Effect 1% 5% 1% 0% 45% % 5%
Buloing o B 7 7 1 T T 7
% willin Damage Duse % 0% 5 150,65 W e | snaos
% iy Hrlrontsd Diamsae Efieet 1% % % 15% % % 5
Watar Erosian Cogad it o ju 12 I a 12
% wilbin Diamage Sause 5 1% % 100,06 % B | om0
% wilhin Horlzonts) Demage Effest 1% % % B0 % 0% | v
frchasclogiesl  Count 8 B 5 B o o 3
i % wiftin Denage Sstea 0% i 108,09 8% s 5% | 1000w
% willin Horizontal Dsmage Efset % 5% 123% % 8% 8% | 1w
Grave Pl Tourd T 7 0 1 7 7 1
% within Derege Cause 0% 0% % 106.0% % 0% | vooom
% wiihin Harloowsl Damags Efset o% % 0% 25% % 0% 5%
Fesbural Erosion Geurd B 8 6 1 3 7 B
% vl Dargs Cuies % % % 10.7% B 167% | 1000s
% willin Herizantal Damage Efect % % % 255 18.3% Brw | oamn
Ty T 7 T 7 T T 3 T
% whfiin Damage Cause % % % 100.0% 0% 2% | 1600%
& within Hosteontal Digmags Efest 2% % % 35% % % 5%
U Tou & 7 ) 7 0 T ]
% witin Damegs Souse 100.0% 2% 0% 0% % 0% | 1000w
% withln Hortzoke) Demage Efedt | 1000% 1% % 2% % F T
Coumt ] ] 18 0 = 18 158
% Wil Dareage Gauss wan | taem 91% 243% 19.3% 4% | 15006
% vl Hortoords! amags Bfeel | 1000% | 1000% 108, 0% g | T0n0% | f000% | 10045
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TABLE H-140: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003

(AMALGAMATED SITES)

. it Tedgif
[t e wvsases Tagsl
Devslopraent [T [} i ] i [] 1%
B within Demegs Dauss b5 5% 21.5% 95 0% | 105.0%
% vty Horkenis Damags Bfed L 11.8% i4.3% A0, W% 11.5%
Asmble O ] # L] 1% L] 43
st Zuihin Damags Oauss Ji%6 83% % 3i.3% 140 | 100.0%
% wilihin Hormanial Damage Bfest 5% 1859 J% 5i0% HET% AR
[ Tt [1] 1] g E i i¥
& wilinin Damags Dauss 0% A% B8% 4% 585 | IG00%
% wlihin Horboeninl Damags Bifect % G% 24% iR 14.3% 0%
Terigiony ntind i [ g [ [] E
Cisnnals % within Camags Causs % 5% 100.0% 0% % | 000%
% elitin Horzordsl Damags Effent % % i1.8% % a0 B0%
Frogds fe T a ] & [1] [1] £
& witiin Damags Dause RiE EES 440% 4% 0% 0% | i0nons
% within Hevizorda) Demage Efest 0% 520% BTN 137% % 0% 30.3%
imergi Dot L1} H 4 ] o ] 3
Enpsiaion . . . ;
% wfihin Demsgs Csuzs % T ek % B% L% | 1000%
& within Hoeroniel Demnsge Bt R 11.8% 8% i % S 1.8%
Hildsry Dawnage  Cowd g i} [i] a 1 u H
wiinin Damaye Geuse Ti% R 0% J% Pl | TR
% within Hovizonisl Damags Bkt 0% U3 0% Ji% 4.0% I% 8%
Bylideding Lovuimt i [ i 4 f [i] 4
% witiln Damags Causs I iy S 100.0% i) A% | 000%
% wihin Horenial Derisge Bt % % % 55% Fi A% A%
Wgiar Bepslan Count g @ ] 7 £ '] H
% within Camage Cause A% A% J% BN % A% | 10008
G within Hovtsandsl Damage Bifeck i 0% % a8% i) 0% £.3%
Archeeaivgical Coaun i 1] 3 9 1] it #
Baaiinn % within Darsags Couse RS Rz FEI% IR0 I% 0% | 1000
% witinin Horkrordal Usivags Efsed 3% A 1% 4% Rt A% SA%
Losiing [0 i 4 & i [] ] g
% vihin Damags Causse i) % ARA% 1A% % JR | inens
% i Horbeobel Dersge Bt B% I% TR 14% i 3 % L4%
Duriging Piee [T [] ] ] [] ] [] ]
% within Damane Causs 0% % 100.5% 0% % % | 1000
H withien Hoveontsl Darggs Tt % iz £4.0% S A U 1.8%
[£F Ot [ [] 4 F] a i El
% vilflvin Diarnage Cause i iz 2A8% EB.7% 0% % | i00.6%
i Horkronial Davesns Efe % % 24% AT D% 8 1.8%
Gigve Fits Cooumt [ 1] [] & i [ &
S widihin Demege Cause Ji% A% 0% A% 167% A% | 900
S ydthin Horbzonial Demege Bt B% B %% BE% $.0% A% 3Es
Pl it St 4 i it 1 ] i i
s wathin Damage Catss % R % C.0% % L I i
& wthin Hormental Devasgs Efedt % B S5 4% 0% % B%
et Pogisn Oaunt i [0 [ 1 & [ ]
& wiibin Dorasge Cause % % 5 pakis-2 200 L | J008%
ottt Hordpontad Dantags Bk i i 2 4.4% L% 0%
Saissy Lot [ it [ i i [ 1
% within Denmas Cauge 3% R L 1U0.0% A% A% | j0Row%
A ifhin Hovonisl Dasnage Bl S 0% it 145 % % R
Linbvonam Gt 4 i 1] s i 1] i
W i Darnage Causs 0. 0% R %% pG % A | 00D%
% wiltin Horizondal Damage Sk JOEI% W% % I% it % TE%
ot 4 EH 42 T3 - E id8
B wilhin Darmage Causg 24% 191% 5.0% 43.5% 14.5% 3% | 1008%
A it Horheeisl Daraage Bifect 100.0% AT 0. 0%s 100 0% 1 0L AO0EE | 1006
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TABLE H-141: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT

ANALYSIS)
Haytsanal Dersags Bt
U 1 | lmEmieny | Eeslersly kﬁ@iﬂ% Taguli
Unhgeson | Paripherd | fracllansl paiial Exlanei wholsesly ksl
Irevsionisnd Gt [3] El i g i i 24
B wiiin Damags Gousy i i8.0% F5.0% A5.0% 50% 0% | IOEDS
S within Horeontsl Demage Bt 0% T1A% 18.5% 12.5% 4% 155% 11.4%
&raple Saunt a 4 @ 18 8 B 44
S % wifhi Damags Seuse % 1% % 13.2% 34.1% 130% | 1000%
W within oo Damege Efiect i i2.3% % 18.0% 5.7% TEO% BAE
Cuuhamin Courd [1] [ 1 L] [ i i7
S within Darmags Ceuss I% 0% 509% 48.8% IRA% 58% | 1000%
G within Hotonial Demaege Siect A% i) 213% kRS S 17.3% 125% a1%
Srrhdian G [il [1] E] @ [i] [i] 5
Channsls N
% wilihln Demnga Causs 0% I A 00.0% 0% e S8 | 1000%
% wiibin Horbontal Damags B A% % 11.8% % % s 28%
Rosds Gourt [ id 16 11 [d [ 37
B uglifiin Damaps Cevge Ric 0% SRI% e 9% 0% | 1000%
Hwihin Hosdoontal Damege B % 550% 37.2% 181% % sk 201%
wlmsrzl [£2 ] 2 1 [] ] [i] 3
Edvackion )
% wiithin Damags Souso W% 88.7% 32.5% i) % W% 1000%
% wAthin Heveonial Dervage Efect L% 1A% 2.3% 0% O% J% 1.9%
iflitEany Cagi o ] 1] i i a i
Damage N
% witiin Demags Deuse 0% A%k 0% it A00.0% M | (000%
% yelthilm Herbosnin] Danmags Effact 0% 0% 0% %% 4% A% 5%
Buligozing Goun 0 [ 0 H [} [} 4
S vithin Damags Dauss 0% A% 0% 100.3% % L% | 108.0%
% withiz Horlzonbel Demuags Effest 0% 5% 8% 5.5% J% 5% 15%
Wakar Evesion feaT u o ] ¥ [i] i 7
e within Darnage Tanss % % % T0R.0% A% H% | inne%
% wilthin Hortzontsd Damage Bfflect % 0% 0% LB% % 0% £0%
Arghasolaglesl  Caurnd 0 [ 3 i 0 B 4
Exvavaiion . .
H wiinin Damage Cause 5% 0% 78.0% FEIR 8% A% | 10D0%
% within Hortzonka! Duenage Efect f% 0% 7.1% 1.4% A % A%
Lonting Count 0 [ 7 3 3 [ (]
% witthin Denrsge Caues % 0% 70.3% 30.0% % B% | 100.0%
% wiihin Horlzands) Damegs St A% % 18.3% £.9% 0% 0% S7%
Dugniping Fis Cotnt ] a 2 o [{] [1] F]
% within Damags Cause 0% 0% 100.6% i J% 8% | 1000%
% within Hetizonlal Damags Effest A% 0% 4.7% 0% A% % 19%
Cuts Guunt [1] [ 1 F [ [ 3
% wiinin Cramage Cavee % % 333% 8875 0% 0% | 100.0%
% wilihin Hoveontal Demage Effect % 0% 2.5% 2.7% % 0% 1.7%
Grave Plis Connt i i 1] 4 ] i) 7
% within Damngs Causy % 0% 0% 87.4% 4258% 0% | 1000%
B wilhin Henemviel Damage Efect % L8 % 6.9 10.3% M5 £0%
Plte e Cout i g il i I a 1
T wedttin Durnvege Cense it % % 100.0% % 0% | 160.0%
% within Hovieondal Demagy Eifest ] fei ] % 1.4% 0% £% B%
Mabrsl Ecosion  Cound [ 0 [] i i [i] &
% vithin Damege Couss % A% A% 0% BLD% D% | 1085%
% within Horportal Damegs Bt 8% 0% 0% 14% 138% i ) 29%
Fsihesy Caunt [i] ] ] i [ a 9
Fowithin Demegs Cause 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% % | 1000%
%wiithin Horizantal Dasnage Bt biE % % 1.4% O % G%
[ [ E i [ [ [ [ )
Hhywithin Damage Tause 1G00% % 0% D% 0% %% 100.0%
S walhin Hessantal Damage Bt Rl % % % i 0% B
St 4 i@ 43 73 ] E] 178
Yo wilinin Camaue Cause 3% 10.3% 5% 1% 18.8% A5% | 100.0%
s withiny Hedzanial Damags Efect pLice) RN § % 10008 1L TO0O0% | 100R0%
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TABLE H-142: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
Unbeaan Lol 4 Tkl
Diswslommmert Count [i i a X
% within Damage Cause 1% 4. 2% O% | 100.0%
% within Horantal Dermage Effect A% 3% i FE.5%
?;}%ﬁﬁuf@ Count a 18 7 &1
wittin Darrage Cauge % A% 13.7% | 1000%
% within Horkeonkal Darmage Effect 8 5555 97.5% 23.3%
Conhiands Caonget [} 7 i 2
% withiln Dariage Causs 1%, % 45% BAR% A% D% | 100.0%
% within Hovizordsl Darmage Efiert % % 3% 14.9% 237% T 10.0%
Ireigating G [ 1] H fi] i [ B
Chsrmale . ; ;
% wiiiln Damens Ceuse 0% % 100.7% 0% % Q% | 100.9%
% within Horlsordsl Damages Sfect L% % 11.48% L% H% i 3%
Rezss [t 1] 12 14 1 i 0 4
% wiihln Demags Calss 0% 30.0% 35.0% 35.0% S L% | 100.0%
& within Hovizanial Damags Eeet SV 48.5% A% 148% M - 1R.E%
Hinazel Cepnk [«] 4 4 i I a k]
s % wiitin Demags G ms | wrs 32.3% % % 0% | sonos
% wiliin Horizonds) Demags Bfest i 7.7% 1.5% 0% 0% i 1.4%
e Damage  Oount B i 7 i i 1] 1
% within Domags Sousa 0% A% % 0% 100.05% M | 1000
% witkin Higmntal Damans St % A% % % 3.3 i) %
Bulldazing Dnt 0 ] q & 0 jal B
S withdn Darnage Cause % A% S 1 005% S 0% 000%
W witiin Horeonlsl Dorvsigs cifeet 1% A% A% 6.4 % v 7%
Water Ernelon G [i] [1] i ] a [] ]
o wiiiin Daonags Cuues 0% A% i 100.0% H% 0% | 1000%
% within Horeontsl Demsge Bffect 0% s -3 85% L% 0% 385%
#rhaezglogicel  Cound % ] 3 i [1] [1] 4
Excavation ; ~ .
% within Darmsge Causs Ris Ji% Ta% WBO% oy 0% | 100.8%
o within Horzonts! Damege Effect 0% L% 5.8% 1A% 0% 0% 1.8%
Loaling Count a 0 @ 4 1] n 12
% within Ciamage Cause % 0% 6.7 % 333% % ) 10L%
e within Horizootal Damage Effest 1% % 18.3% 4.3% % 0% 5%
Cumping Fifs Caount 1] 0 2 i 1} [} F
% within Damags Cause % 0% 100.0% 1% 1% % | 1000%
% within Hovizonial Damags Effsct 0% 0% 4.5% 0% 0% 0% 9%
Cuts Court a o 2 3 i @ &
% within Damage Cause % 0% 40.0% 60.0% 0% % 100.0%
% within Horizonlel Damsge Sl L% it 4.5% 3.3% 0% £% 2.2%
Brave Pite Caunt [i] i il ] [i] ] 15
% wiithin Derisns Cause 0% 10.8% A% BO% % ing% | 100.0%
% within Hovizondal Damags =it i 38% B% 85% L% 13.5% A5%
Pits Oty et i i ] i [i] [} 1
% within Daensge Cause % pi ) % 0% it 0% | 1000%
B wilthin Hivizonts) Darags Siect i g3 5% 1.4% R s S 5%
Matural Eroston  Gount i i i F] 4 [ B
% within Darnage Savse % 6% 0% IEE% 86.7% 0% | DEO%
% within Hurzontal Darmage Efect 0% 0% 0% 2% 135% 0% 27%
Feafliay Gt P il L 1 fi [1] i
% withire Dumage Cause 0% 0% 0% 100J% % J% | 100.0%
% wiifln Horzontel Dernggs Bt ] J% % 11% M5 ] A%
Unigwssn G 18 1] i il 4 i i8
% within Domegs Gavss faig 3 sl % % §3% 0% || 1008%
% wiihin Horleonisl Damegs Sfa G £k % Ji%k L% 33% % BER
St 18 f] &4 @% ET] E] el
B wdithin Damege Causs a2% 185 205 #27% 128% S8% | J00.0%
% withln Horzoninl Demage Efeet H00L.0% 100.5% 100.0% 100.0% 1O0.0% TGS | 1000%

740

—~
—



TABLE H-143: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Urimaem | Pedgheral 8 e . Total
Daslopment  Coun o 4 g 1 1 1 5
S within Dernage Cauge 0% 18.0% 28.0% 400% £0% £0% | 1000%
% within Horzonkal Dersge Effect T 13.3% 20.5% ViL3% 19% 23% ing%
Arabis Cong ] 7 i3 23 i? 8 [
anricuiiurs . e . o " ’ ;
% within Demags Ceuss 0% 1R B 41.8% 30.9% 145% | 100.0%
% within Horontel Damage Effact % 333% A% 23.7% 50,0% §8.7% 23.3%
Grghsids Count 1] [ 1 i4 ] 4 24
% within Demege Dauss % 0% £.3% 58.3% 223% 42% | 10RAEs
% within Hovbontal Gemage Efsct % e 23% 14.4% 235% % 10.2%
!i(;‘jig_&t St 1] [ ] i} i 1] g
etz % wilfiin Damags Calse L% % {00.0% 0% 1% 0% | 100.0%
B il Hovkontsl Demage Effect % % 11.4% 0% 5% L% 2%
Hosds Sount ] 18 i5 8 i 1] 48
%within Demage Gauss D% 28.8% 2285 32E% D% A% | 100.0%
il Hoshondsl Demsne B A% ER3% 389% 185% % % 18.58%
Hinaral Count [1] 2 i ] o a 3
Exdraniion " - . .
% within Damage Cause 0% B5.7% 233% 0% % 0% | 100.0%
9% within Horizonts) Dawmage Efect % 8.7% 23% M% 0% s 1.3%
Sy Canpt [1] [1] 1] 1] 4 a 4
Dumage ;
Sewithiln Damags Gauss % % 0% % 0% T | IDIO%
% weithin Horbndal Damage Efest 1% A% iy A% 19% A A%
Bulidozing [T 1] i] a L] i [ ]
% within Damage Cause % M% % FERTE % 0% | 100.0%
%within Horonis) Damage Efet M W% S 8.2% i T 25%
Pisler Ernsinh Cound [ ] 1] g [1] 1] ]
% within Damaga Dause % A% % A% 0% A% | 1000%
% il Horlennds) Dariage Efeat i 0% 0% B.2% 5% 0% 4%
ﬁaﬁ%ﬁ&ﬁiﬂ@mﬂ Gapnt i [1] 3 £ 1] ] 4
Exaaian %wiihin Demage Osuss % 0% 7R0% ZE0% D% A% | 100.0%
% within Hoizonisl Damane Effec L% % BA% A% 0% 0% 1.3%
Lodtig Caunt 1] 1] 7 § 1] 1 15
S within Damage Osuse 1% 0% R aa8% 0% 9% | ionms
% wilhin Hovzontal Damage Efecd M% A% 15.2% 83% % 8.9% 55%
Cupnping Phe  Ooued [1] i 2 1] 4] [ 2
% within Demese Oauss i) % FO3.0% 4% 0% A% 100.0%
e wwithin Horzonksl Damage Blsd s iz 45% 0% % 0% %
Dl St [1] 1] i 4 [1] a g
Swithin Cramage Cause A% % 30.0% E0.0% % % | 000
Swithin Horfzontal Davmage Effact J% J% 3% £4% 1% 1% 24%
Tavave Pite it [1] i [i] ¥ 2 i i1
% within Damsge Causs % 84% 0% B35% 18.3% 21% | 100.0%
% within Honarss] Desnage B L% £k A% s 549% pRCE 4.7%
s e Caunt ] 1] /] i [i] G i
% within Damage Cavss 8% 0% A% % 0% | 100.0%
% weithin Herizondal Damane Efed A% 0% % % 0% 0% A%
Fiatural Sount [1] [1] [i] F 4 [ &
Erosion ; ; P— s
Seowiithin Darnage Canse Sish A% A% 333% BT % | 1000%
% within Horzonte) Damage Effect M% H% A% 1% 11.8% 0% 25%
Ralleny Lok 1] i ji] i [i] o 1
% within Damsge Ceuss 0% % % 100.0% 0% 0% | 100.0%
% githin Hovizontal Cramiage Efsct 0% S5 A% 0% % J% A%
Unknovwn Gt 19 1] il i i G 2
Fewithin Damage Sause G505 % % Lis 0% A% | 100.0%
B within Horonkal Damage Effect 000 % % % A 0% BEE
Smunt 18 E ] &8 g7 1] 12 338
% within Demazge Cause 81% 123% T85% #1.1% 14.4% 5% | T0D.O%
% witthin Hovteanis] Demage Efant TOE.5% %% U8.0% 0% 100% A00G6% | 100N
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TABLE H-144: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)

T Darmags Eime

W | Poiphargd intal
Ceplapent St B E g i a2
& witlin DRmage Causs D% 120% 8% 43,5% 4,3% 0% | Jmnask
W wiihin Horimnal Daregs St % 140% 187% pLES 28% % 10.3%
Brale agrisuiune ount [ 2 2 24 1% 7 ]
it Dorags Coues 0% EA% SES 438% 34.5% 129% | 1000%
S within Horbenetal Darosie B % 120% 7% 2H.0% 54.3% GRES 248%
Opshatds Ceannt [ 3 o 4 B F] 5
% wilhin Damage Cause A% 120% 0% SB% 240% 20% | 1000%
Sewithin Helesolal Danags Bt A% E0% L% 14.5% 1F4% 1R2% 11.2%
Invipatinn Channsle [ [ [ 3 4 £
% wilhiln Damags Cause R % 100.0% % J% % | 100.0%
%wiinin Hodeortal Damege Sl Ris 1% 88% J% S % 15%
Heads ot [ 14 18 13 a a 43
Sowiinln Damags Caugs S F3E% dET% 0% % A% | 1HLD%
Sysiitin Hareosdsl Dotnnge Bt % 5B.0% A% 13.8% % % i88%
Hingral Bdradiion Cipmnt 4 H 1 [} [ o E
Fosithiln Daraage Cause 0% BBI% A3.3% 0% bi:) 9% | 1A%
Seydthin Horzootkel Damage Effed s 2% 1.8% 0% J% 0% 15%
Biitey Daminge Count [ a [d ] i [ 1
Byl Damage Gaise % 0% A% S 1B % | 1800
Gl Hoadzntal Dersage Bt % 0% % 0% 18% L% A
Enltdoning Cmunt [ [ i) [] i 1 11
Hhydinln Damape Causs D% B 21% FLYE 249% 21% | 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damags Effect 0% 0% 1.9% 8.3% 28% 81% 48%
Water Erosion Count 1] ] a ¥ 1] a 7
% within Damage Cause 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within Horizontal Damage Etffect 0% % 0% 7.3% 0% 0% 21%
Wialtor Ereglon Soprd a b o 2 1 1] 1
% within Damsge Cause 0% A% 0% 0% 1003% 0% | 100.0%
% withln Hodsontal Demage Efed 0% % 5% %% 8% % 4%
Archassingios] Ewavalion  Count i il ] 1 i il 4
Howtitiln Damage Cause e L% FENG 280% L% A% | 1000%
Gl Horzortal Dernege Bkt D% s 58% 108 i e 18%
Lavding Cowrg B [ E 3 2 7] iz
%ewithln Damage Cougs i Ji% 780% 25.0% b B | 108
il Hodmnlal Damage Bl S S 18.7% 1% i R BAR
Dusnging Pia o & g E [} 1} 1] 3
wilhin Damage Cause i) Ji% J00.0% 0% % T | 0REE
eysili Horepalel Damage Bt J% L% £5% B% pic 3 A% 13%
Gl Tt [ [ 2 8 [ 1] E
Sewithin Damage Cause i i 2% THO% e A | 0
Hwilhin Horzontial Demege Efiest % L% 7% §2% s A 8%
Orgen Ple Courd o 4 1 & 2 i 2
% wifln Denagy Cuuve D% i 11.1% 55.6% 3% 11.9% | 109.0%
Y wifihln Hoveondsi Damegs Efect i Y % 15% 52% 7% 21% 40%
Pl (it [T [ [] 2 [ [ 7
Seowdlhiln Deroggs Deves L% i 7148 258 i) 0% | 1000%
% waithin Horosniel Cureege Effed I% 5% B2% 1% ) 0% 31%
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TABLE H-145: HORIZONTAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT

ANALYSIS)
Penpierl
Dremligriment Sk a d
ewithin Darmage Cause % 125%
Fewiithin Rorizortal Danage el 0% 11.5%
Hrabile apriculiure Gount [} &
Sewdthin Darmags Cause 0% 5.3%
% within Hortzontsl Ceivrage Effeel % 1H.8%
Crehards Caurit ] 3
“owithin Darmags Cause 1% 1L it 58.0% 28.0% g% | 100.0%
Suithin Horboniel Demags Efact A% 11.5% % 14.8% 1E0% 1E4% T08%
Ivipeiion Channsls Tt 1] [ 3 ] [ [i} 3
Bulinin Dernags Caise % e T08.8% i ki S| TR
% within Hovizonisl Demage Sieel 0% % 5.4% 0% % % 1.5%
Ragde Sount [1] i8 18 14 7 [ 45
B einin Devsgs Cavss 4% 325% IEE% 4% % A% | 1000%
% wilthin Horkants) Damege Efect % GEF% 28.8% 14.8% 0% 0% 18.4%
Hinors] Bdrasvilan fe [] H i [ i i 3
Hewithin Dermage Cause 0% BE.T% ey Eis D% A | 000e
awithin Horzonial Demage Efet % i 1.8% s 0% Rk 1.2%
filiEary Daage Count [1] [i] [i] o i i 1
ewithin Damage Cause i % Ric % 1000% %) Te0ns
% velthin Horlzordsl Demage Biset 0% it i J% 25% % A%
Bllldozing Courg g 1] i 8 1 9 i1
Haithin Demags Galise A% R 2i% FR7% 21% £9% | 1000%
S%owibhin Hovkentsl Damage Efact i 6% 1.8% B5% 25% 7.3% #3%
Water Ersgion Cawd [ i} 1] 7 3 i} 7
Swihin Damege Caves Ak it L% 100.0% % % | 000
Fwilin Horleontal Demsge St S % s 74% A% D% 21
Vistor Erosion Count a [ [/] 1] 1 [d 1
%within Demage Cause 0% A% 0% 1% 100.0% A% | 100.0%
%welthin Hovzontal Damags Efect Ji% A% 0% % 25% J% A%
Archacological Beavalion  Courd a U 3 i g o 4
Seithin Darasns Csise B % EO% B0 % J | 100
e within Herkonbd Darrge Bl o M S4% 4% % T 1.7%
Lisgtirig Sou ] [ 2 4 [ [i] i3
o wlfin Danaga Dauss i % 86.3% 0 % 5% | 1060
e within Hevzorisl Damage Efact J% A% 181% 4.3% A% A% 55%
[ T Gt [1] B ] [ [ [ E
il Darange Causs A% i3 §0.0% s A% % | onms
Wdithin Hovizonisd Darmayge B % A% 54% Ut M 0% 1.3%
Guls Caunt o 2 2 ] @ a H
% within Damage Cause 0% %% B0% 7E.0% 0% 0% | 10004
within Harizontal Davoage Efest A 0% 8% 8.4% A% S 34%
Grave Pits Count 1] a 1 4 4 1 in
% within Damage Oauss 0% 0% i0.0% 40.0% 40.0% 100% | 100.0%
% wdinin Horlzontal Damege Effsct D% % 1.8% 4.3% 10.0% 7% 4.3%
Fhig {08m) Court ] [ [ % [{] 1] 7
Howlihin Damegs Cauze i S% 4% ZBEB % A% | 1000%
o vl Horlzudal Demays Efisct % % a9% 4% % A% 0%
Metural Eroslon ot 1] a u K] 4 [ §
Shewithin Damage Cauge Rk i A% FIE% SB.F% A% | IR
9 saathin Horizontal Damnage Efeet % % % 1% 0% 0% EEH
Faibway Caunt 1] i ] k| @ pl 1
o within Daraaije Cause a% A% % ADEO% A% 0% | 100.0%
Horwithin Horionl Dernsis Bt L5 % % 1% % ke A%
Linhnoam Count 3 1] a i} n 1] 3
Swithin Damage Cause 100, 8% % ic %% A% %6 | 100
% within Hovizontal Damage Bfesl | 100.6% £% 0% 0% 1% 5% | 1%
st E] 28 8 84 48 13 252
Lwithin Damags Cause 1.3% 19.2% 220% 4B5% 17.3% £8% | 1000%
T withiny Hosteonta) Detaae Bt 108.0% 100 8% A . 3% 035 400 1000% | 900.0%

743

—~
—



TABLE H-146: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON CORONA (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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TABLE H-147: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON CORONA (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-148: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003

(AMALGAMATED SITES)
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TABLE H-149: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT

ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-150: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
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TABLE H-151: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-152: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED

SITES)
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TABLE H-153: VERTICAL EXTENT OF DAMAGE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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8.8 - DAMAGE LEVELS AND SITE STABILITY

TABLE H-154: DAMAGE INCREASE BY IMAGERY TYPE (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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TABLE H-155: DAMAGE INCREASE BY IMAGERY TYPE (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-156: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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TABLE H-157: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON DIGITALGLOBE 2003 (UNIT ANALYSIS)
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TABLE H-158:

DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (AMALGAMATED SITES)
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Bailidosing Cound 1 1 2 [ kil B
4 within Damsge Catse 187% 18.7% B.0% A% 18.7% 100, 0%

Water Eroslon Gournt 2 & il il i ]
% yaithin Damage Cause A5 FEI 0% 0% B 0%

Archaeoiogioal Bvcavation  Count il 2 7 ] [i] Fl
% within Damage Dause fi% SOE% 5.0% 0% % | 100.0%

Laoting Gounk k| & i 1] 3 12
% withln Detnsge Cates B.3% BRT%H 0% N% % | i0n0%

Digriping Plis Cord @ o} 2 I i} 2
% withln Damags Gauss S s 00 0% %k s 0%

Cus Count [} 3 ] i 2 §
% within Demege Causs 5% B0.0% % 0% A00% | 100.0%

Grove Pis Count i B 1] il & ia
% within Damege Cavss b% B0G% 0% 0% 40.0% | 100.0%

Pits {0l Connk i} k] [ [ |1} 1
% within Damege Dause A% 4 00.0%: 0% i D% | {D00%

Mefural Eroalon Courd 7 & [ 1] i B
% within Danage Cause % B3.3% % 0% {8.7% | 100.0%

Raliway Count i i ] I & 1
% within Darrage Causs % 3 0L i 0% pit 100.0%

Usilinawy Count il 16 il il 2 18
% within Damage Cause 0% 84.2% 0% % 168% | 100,0%

Count 5 117 &1 4 33 220

% within Damage Cause 23% £3.2% 27.7% 1.8% 150% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-159: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON SPOT 2004 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Usmiage nsressing?
Jis
2
M bigrasss DhighsiBlake )
Unbmiossn wielbls I Mg Tekal

Eresslopment it i 8 1 2 25
% wiihin Damags Causs % Fa0% £.0% 80% | 100.0%

Asble gptioulioee Caurt 1] 30 k] 1 &g
% wiihin Damage Seuss % 54.5% 1.8% AMO% | 100.0%

Orehmrde Lot a H E i} 8 4
% within Demaye Gauss f% 28.1% 3T 5% B 33.3% | 100.0%

Infigslon Channels Count i [ & [1] [i] &
% within Damage Cause D% 0% 00.0% piis 2% | 1000%

Roads ot o 24 12 4 8 &%
S%owithin Damage Causs S B2 2% % G.F% 1.0% | DI

Mineral Extraction Coumt 1 2 [i} i il 3
% wilhin Camage Cause 33.5% BE 7% 0% 0% A% | 100.0%

Hikiery Darage [T @ 1 [3] [i} a 1
% velthln Derciage Ceuss D% 100 1% b e A% | 1000%

Buallstoing Gowd ] ] 3 [ i E
% wiihin Damage Cauge 18.7% 18.7% £0.0% s 3 16.7% FO0.0%

Watar Evasion Do 2 5 Ja} i} 3 g
it Darngge Couse 0% 50% % A% H% | 100.0%

shesulogics] Basvsiion  Coumd il 2 2 1] i &
% within Damage Causa 0% 50, 0% 50.0% % Mg | i00.0%

Londing Congnd q o] a [1] k] i3
B weltnln Danags Ceuss 7.7% 59.2% 0% % 2349% | 100.0%

" Dusiging Fie Count ] i ] i ] ]
% wdibln Damage Couss 0% 1% 100.0% % 0% | j000%

ke Sk [i] 2 [i] [ 2 g
S pdthin Damage Calss Bit 3 B0% % 0% 400% | 1000%

e Fils Ceigt ] 6 i} i 4 1
S wilidn Damage Caise 81% 54E5% % % 3BA4% | 1000%

Plis (Ohen Gt ) b 1} i a 1
Bwdibin Damans Causs i 0L % i A% | f00neE

Mahira) Eroston Coupt i 5 [} [ 1 [
G veiindn Darnags Causs B B3.5% % B% 187% | 100%

Rallwsay ot @ 1 o ) 1] 1
wiibin Damags Caues % 100.0% 0% 0% 0% | 1000%

Unlzon ot [ 18 i} ot i 20
% within Damage Catse L% 80.0% 0% % #0.0% | 100.0%

Gt 8 122 &0 B 42 238

% within Damage Sause 2.5% 51.7% ZEA% 5% 17.8% | 1000%
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TABLE H-160: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2009 (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Targe Deres s
Tnerasesg
Ieass Increage siniaf ]
. sinee f ance’ Betwa Incresss BiNCe
v | "Caeie | Gone | s | obtaranes | D amor | Cgme | eesene | wew | Tom

Doveiupran Court ] ] [ [} 10 i [1] 2 * 33
% wilinin Danegs Uause 0% a7% A% % £3.5% 458 it 7% 8.7% 100.9%

Hrable aprisuliine Souns i 2% E] [ @ 1 3 g ] 58
% wiinin Damags Cause 8% 2% 184% % 18.4% 4.8% 1.8% A% Bi% | 100.0%

opehards G o & il i & i o a 7 %
% wiinin Damans Daiee A% 20.0% X B 180% 4.0% A Ei ] B0% | 1000%

(erigation Channgls [ 1] [ 3 Bl [ [ ] P o E]
% swithin Dateage Uagss % % AL % R fi T J M | D0

jot Cowe i i 1d g # [} o 1 & 42
% within Damage Caes 0% 118 % % 14.5% R R 24% g% | 000%

Mineral Biraction Gt Kl g @ 4 1 0 ) i Q 3
% within Damags Coves 333% 333% S S A% % g 0% S | 100E%

Milltiey Dupnage Gaunt 0 i @ o 4 o i ] 0 i
%o wilindn Darnags Catse Rl TO0.0% % % % % % B% Ji% | TO0Es

Bulldozing Count a 1 2 bl 2 4 4] 4] H i1
% within Damsge Cause 0% 921% 18.2% 0% 19.2% 0% L% L% 54.5% 108.9%

Water Erasion Cord 2 5 a b it [ 0 a [ 7
% within Damaga Causge 28.6% 71.4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 1008%

Yisfine Erogion Cmt [ [1] [} [ [ 1] i [ b 1
Howithin Damegs Caves D% % L% % % % T % | U00% | 1O00%

frehmaciogive] Berndon  Count g 2 ) I [ 4 a g g i
% within Dareage Causs 0% S0.0% S0.0% s 0% S D% S % ) 1000%

Looing Goumt 1] 3 1] i 5 Q@ o ¥ 3 12
% wilhin Damags Osnse 0% ety M% 3% #1.7% K e % 280% | 1000%

Dz Pt Soud [1] 1 1 [ [] 1] ] ] 9 E]
Hewithin Deroage Dates T SAI% FRI% 1% T fed A T AR TS

Cute Covnd [ 2 @ 3 1 4 a o 5 B
% witrin Damage Caves sy BRI i % 1A% 0% A% L% §28% | 1000%

o Pits Gt 4 & 1 k4 1 o] ! il 1 B
S vwitiin Daraene Canse 144% 5E.6% % L% 114% A% % A% 141% | I000%

| FRe ey et Q [i] [] g 1 i) i [] & H
% within Daraage Cavss 0% R 0% % 143% L% B 0% CET% | 1000%

Hatal Eroalan Sount G & ] I @ & a o 1 8
% withia Damens Cause % B3.3% L% % i Ry % SV 1B.7% | 1000%

Raibwzy Courd [ g i i) a [ o Ll o 1
% wiiin Damene Coiee s 3 100,0% L A N Ei M5 S D% | 1000%

[ Count [] 3 [] ] Fl [ o [3 a 2
B within Darnsugs Causs 0% 00E% A% 0% % R s 0% O% | 1000%

Cioid g a7 4 E L 3 1 3 42 e

% within Dnmsge Cawse 22% 30.8% 12.8% 1.3% 1Z5% L% i% 13% 192% | 1000%
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TABLE H-161: DAMAGE INCREASE BY CAUSE ON GEOEYE 2009 (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Taries R ee et
[
insieess EicH Inereass
i I Ineraess  glnea
Unignown Hﬁ&iﬁt’gﬁa as&?géﬂam i gm.:ésﬂg-?w Imgsggé:ﬁna Jlgjg%@%;% e Tehsi
Cevalapmant Count o 2 7 o i 1 1 2 2 4
Swdithin Dareays Cause 0% B.5% 282% Ry 41.7% 4.2% A% 8.3% B3 | 1000%
Hrable agpicutturs Courd a Rt} 7 i 12 2 i il 5 57
% within Damags Gsusk 1% S36% 123% % 214% 5% 1.8% T EA8% | 100.0%
Opvhards Counk o El g F 4 i L] g 7 28
% witin Domens Couss 0% 2.5% 0% a0% 180% 4% A% R AN | 1000%
Imigafion Channaly 2ount a a El [] [] i [] [ [ 3
5 wdihin Davmge Cause % 0% 100w % J% Rl % L 0% | i000%
Roads Caunt a 22 0 g ] hi 0 i 4 45
Fwiftin Dernage Catse % AEI% T2E% T TES % LS L% BER | 100w
kgl Srartion {ount 1 1 i s 0 o o @ ] 3
wiinin Darnags Causs LS A% 235% i3 % Ry 5% % B | inaEs
hitery Damags Counk B i ] a @ i L4 i [ i
B wilthiy Damege Caues % 0 0% 5 % % oy % fo 8% | I06.0%
Buildesny Courd il 1 2 o 3 ] L} i & i1
owithln Darivaips Causs A% B1% TRE% Fis ] 183% [ Hi% B 545% | 1000%
Water Srogion Sount 2 & o ] o o n i) i3 7
% withln Darmage Causy A% 4% % J% 0% L% B B% 8% | 100.0%
Yislor Ereslon Count ] o g g ] |4 g i i
% wililn Deraage Cause % Ji% 1% S S S I% A% | 1Daaw | 1n00%
Arhesslosical Bxeevalion  Dount a9 i 2 u B ] o g [ %
% within Dsmags Causs S #1.0% Ba0% % % v P s A% | A00G%
Lapling Dot a 3 [ k] i L] i ] 3 bk
% wilhin Damags Cause i) BA% A% T% 4B3% AP % A% Z3A% | 100
Dengifi Pils aund i 1 1 [4] g [i] a [i] 1 Kl
Fowiffile: Darans Cause L 3% 38.3% 0% A% % A% % 353% | 100.0%
Culs ratid a 4 a [ g ] [ 1] E a
% wilhin Darnage Caves % DEE% Ji% b TLER M% % R BIH% | O0.0%
Gnga Fila ot 9 g b i 3 o] a ] i i
% withivs Damane Cause TEESR L 100% L] A% R Lk W5 108 | 1000%
Fibs dlthen [ [] [l 2 [ 1 [1] [ i H 7
it Damage Ceuse SO Rt % R ] TR R i L] BEMS | 100.0%
Matusal Emsion oot [} & o 1] 0 [ i i i §
% wiitin Damage Gauss P 838 % o Ji% RG] % % T87% | 100.0%
Rafbay Gpunt i 1 & 0 [ i} a 11 0 9
Fatilin Damegs Gaves A 0% P P % i S % Mg | 1060
Ui Gt [ E] i [ [ i [ ] [] 2
Howhinin Dorage Caune % 1I0.0% 0% R 0% % 0% % 0% | 100.0%
Count 4 8 A B kg & 1 3 42 32
% wilihiln Demsgs Gauie 13% A% 17.2% 1.3% 19.48% 1.7% A% 1.5% 181% | i00.0%
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8.9.2 - CASE STUDY: OUTER TOWNS

TABLE H-162: NUMBER OF DAMAGE THREATS IDENTIFIED ON OUTER TOWNS

DigitalGlobe | SPOT | Geoeye
Corona
2003 2004 2009
No. of damage [ Outer Towns 17 25 25 26
threats Flat Sites 46 54 74 68
Average no. of [ Outer Towns 3.40 5.00 5.00 5.20
threats per site Flat Sites 1.39 1.64 2.24 2.06
[ 760 )
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TABLE H-163: DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY ON OUTER TOWNS (AMALGAMATED SITES)

iinagery
Compns | DigitslTichs BROT Geneys Total

Cravalopmant Caung k4 a 3 3 Wi
%owithin Darnsye Cause 18.2% 2F.3% 27.3% A% | 100.0%

G within Inagery 11.8% 12.0% 12005 11.8% 11.8%

Arslile aghculiures Count 4 g # 5 18
% within Damage Calise 222% 27E% 22.2% ATE% | 1000%

S wiihin Imagery 235% 20.0% 16.0% 18.2% 18.4%

Orichigirnis Count i 2 2 3 7
% within Darnage Causa A 28.68% Pl 428% | 1000%

S within lrmegey 0% 0% 0% 11.6% 7.5

Irrigation Channels Caunt i 2 F 1 E
Ho within Darnane Gause Ji% A% SIS 0% | 100.0%

S waithiny Irsgery 0% 0% A% 38% £4%

Roads Count 1 4| I 4 18
% within Darmage Causs 250% 250% 25.0% 250% | 100.0%

St magey 23.5% 1E0% 16,05 15.4% 17.2%

iflieeral Exfraction Caiint 1] 1 1 1 3
%wilhin Damage Cause A% 33.3% F39% 333% | 100.0%

B within Imagery 0% 4.00% 410 FE% 3.2%

“Euldozng Court ] 1 1 2 4
vt Davnage Couse M5 Fidl /OB B0O0% | i080%

& wilhin imageny % #.0% £10% 7.7% 4.5%

Yialar Eroslon ot 3 k| & 2 i1
% within Damage Csuse A% 275% B 18.2% | 100.0%

% within Imegeny 17.8% 120% 12.0% Ti% 11.5%

Archasclogical Exavation  Count i 1 1 i &
% within Damage Causs JED% 25.0% 25.0% i50% | 100.0%

% within Imagary 58% £.0% 4.0% 3.8% 4.3%

Looting Snunt ] 1 1 1 3
% within Darnags Cause A% 329% 33.3% 333% | 100.0%

% within e A% 4.J1% A.11%: 8% 3.3%

Grave Pils Caound @ 1 5 1 3
% wilinin Damage Causs 0% A% 32% 383% | 100.0%

% within Imagany 0% £.0% 4,0% 38% 3.3%

Pile (Ofen) Courd [ [ [ 1 1
% within Drarnsge Causs 0% i % | 1000% | 1000

& wilthin Inagesy % 0% Bii 3 3B% §.4%

Halbay Counk 4 L 1 K 4
W within Damags Causs B0 EI% 285,08 Z80% | 100.40%

wdihin Ienagey 58% 4.0% £.0% 38% £.3%

Unknaown Count 2 1 1 ¥ 3
% within Damage Causs B8.7% s 33.3% 0% | 100.0%

% wiithin Imagery 11.8% 0% 4.0% 0% 3.2%

Count 17 25 % 28 B3

% within Darags Caues 18.3% 28.5% 2BE% 280% | 100.0%

& within lnegery 100.6% ipoO% | 10668% | 16000% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-164: DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY ON FLAT SITES (AMALGAMATED SITES)

Imnagen
Covgng | DiglialBlohe 8ROT Gengys Tatal
Crevalogrren Courd i g ¥ ¥ 2
% wiihin Davage Cause 4.8% 2BE% 33.5% 333% | 100.0%
% within Irnegem 17% 11.1% £.5% 10.3% 875
Brghbls agvicuttuse Cound 18 18 23 18 7E
% wiihlo Demege Cause 5% 21.9% 385% 2E0% | 100.0%
& within hoapery #1.5% A% 28.7% 75% 3.4%
Orehards Courd 1 1] 13 EF] 5
% within Damage Cause LE% TE% KRS 333% | 1000%
% wiltin imegery 2.3% 18.8% 17.6% 17.8% 14.5%
Roads Count & id i3 13 a4
% within Damage Causa 155% T.9% 29.5% 285% | 1000%
S within lrmagery 13.0% I2.3% 17.6% 18.1% 18,4%
Mineral Eraction  Caount 1 i 1 i 4
% willis Dauvapy Cauge 25.0% 280% 2E0% 80% | 1000%
% wetihin Ionengeny 2% 1.8% 1.4% 1.5% 1.7%
Bulidezing Caunt 1 a | 3 5
% within Darage Cauge 20.0% % 20.0% 60.0% | 100.0%
% within Imagery 2.2% J% 14% 44% 24%
Water Eroslon Catrt 3 2 2 2 8
% within Damage Cause A33% ZE2% 22.2% 22.2% | 100.0%
% within rageny BEY% 3.7% 7% 29% 3.7%
Wiatior Erosion Count o i i | 1
% within Damage Cause Ji% D% 0% | 1000% | 100.0%
% within Iragery 0% A% D% 1.5% A%
Lialing Tt 1] 2 3 Z i
% wiithin Damage Causs g B8% §2.8% Z88% | 100D%
% within Imagery % i1% 4.1% 28% 25%
Cuts Cour i it 1 2 3
% wilhin Dermisos Caies Ji% % 33.9% Ba.7% | 100.0%
% within Innageny 0% % 1.4% 2.8% 1.2%
Grave Fits Court 1 3 3 3 10
B within Dernage Cause 10.0% 00 30.0% 2005 {00.0%
% within Imagery 2.2% 5.6% 4.1% 4.4% 449%
Matural Erpslon Count 1 1 2 2 8
% waitiin Damage Cause 168.F% 18.7% 34.3% B335 105.0%
% within Irnages 2.3% 1.8% 2% 23% 1.5%
Unlaan Court 12 1 B 1 20
% within Dawage Causs BO.0% B 30.0% 50% | 1000%
& withiy Irageny A% 1.8% 8% 1.5% 8.5%
Count 48 54 [ &8 242
% within Demiags Cause 18.6% 22.3% 30.8% 28.9% | 100.0%
% wililn vsgan 100.0% 000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0%
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TABLE H-165: DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY ON OUTER TOWNS (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Iviagesy
Comora | DigislGlobe | BPOT Geoeys Tiatad
Cesglopmmnt Count 2 3 3 3 11
% within Darmage Cause 18.2% 27.5% 27.3% 27.3% | 100.0%
% wilthin imagery 21% 11.1% 1.1 % 10.7% 10.5%
Arahle agricutbune ot & L # ] i
% within Damage Cause 30.0% 25.0% 20.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within Imagery 27.3% 18.5% 14.8% 17.9% 19.2%
Orchards St It} 2 2 3 7
% within Damage Causs % IB.E% 28.8% 428% | 100.0%
% within Imagory 0% 7.4% 7.4% 10.7% BET%
infigation Charmets ot a 2 F 1 5
% within Damage Causs % 40.0% A0.0% 0% | TN
& within Tmsgery 1% 74% A% 3E% 4.8%
Rosdes it & 8 5 & n
% within Damage Causs 2E.0% 2E.0% F5.0% 250% | 100.0%
Hoalthin Imagen Z2.7% 18.5% 18.5% 17.9% 18.5%
ineral Exiraction Count 0 1 i 1 3
% within Damage Cause 0% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0%
% within Imagery 0% 3% 7% 26% 2.8%
Buildesding Cournt a 1 i 2 4
% within Damegs Csuse % 25.0% 25.0% 0% | 100.0%
B within lrnvagery % 37% 3% 7% 8%
Wiater Evesion Conmk 3 3 3 2 11
% within Damage Cause IT.3% IT.3% 7.5% 18.2% | 100.0%
% within Imagery 12.6% 11.1% 11.1% 7% 10.65%
Srchaeological Bxcavalion  Count i i 1 1 4
% within Damsage Cause 25.0% 5.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0L
% within Imagery 45% 3.7% A7% 3.8% 3.8%
Looling Count i} 4 1 i 3
% within Demage Cause % 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% | 100.0%
% wiihin Imsgeny 0% 37% 3% 35% 23%
Graa Pliz ok i} i 2 2 8
% within Darmage Cause L% 33.3% 33.3% 333% | 100.0%
% wiithin Irvagery % T4% T4% 1% 58%
Pits {Olhasy Cont i i n i 1
% within Dxmage Cauge 1% % % | Tunms | Tomn
o within magerny % 0% % 3.8% 1.0%
Ry St 1 i 1 i 4
wdihin Damane Cause 2505 15.0% 250% 250% | 100.0%
% wilhin magery 4.5% 2% 2% 5% 8%
Usibargen el i i} i ] &
% within Damegs Causs B0 0% iy 20.0% A% | 100.0%
owlinin Imagery 18.2% D% 37% 1, 7 48%
Count 2 7 7 28 jd
% within Damags Caues 2.2% 28.0% 28.0% 288% | 100.0%
% within Imagery 100.0% JUR0% | T000% | i000% | 1000%

—

763

| S




TABLE H-166: DAMAGE CAUSES BY IMAGERY ON FLAT SITES (UNIT ANALYSIS)

Iaisery
Comne | DighsiBlobs EPOT Dpogve Tobal

Davalagment Cmnnk 1 & B ¥ 22
% weithin Darmage Cause 4.5% 27.3% 264% 31.8% 100.0%

% within Iraagery 1.9% 11.3% 8.2% 10.4% 2.5%

Arable agricuiture  Count 18 18 26 19 a0
% within Damage Cause 153.58% A00% 325% 23.8% T000%

& weithin lrmaneny 35.5% 30.2% 295% 4% 0%

Oreharde Cgunt 1 10 8 {2 38
% within Damsgs Caues 25% IBES 41.0% Wme% | 100.0%

% velihln lnosgen 1.8% 10.5% 18.4% 17.9% 184%

“Roads Court ] 12 17 i3 38
% vwitidn Denage Cauzs 12.5% E.0% 4% A% | 100.0%

% i Tregere i1.5% 22.8% i95% 19.4% i8.8%

flinsral Badraction  Cound 1 1 1 1 &
% within Damsgs Couse 0% 25.0% 2810% B0% | 100.0%

% wiithin Imagaty 1.8% 1.5% 1.i% 1.5% 15%

Bulldosing Count 1 g 1 3 g
@ within Demage Seuse 20.0% 0% 200% 80.0% | 1000%

@ within rnagary 1.8% i 14% 45% 1.8%

Yisiar Broelon Cauni 3 z 2 # @
% wilhin Damage Caues 3% 2.7% 22.3% Z33% | 100.0%

4 within Imagery 5.8% 2.8% 2.3% 3.0% 3.5%

Yisitar Eresion Count a a @ i i
% within Damage Cause 1% 0% 0% | 1000% | 1000%

% within Imageny 1% % S 1.5% A%

Loofing Count i 1 2 1 4
% within Damage Cause 0% 35.0% 50.0% 250% | 100.0%

T weltle Imanery % 1.8% 13% 9.5% 15%

Cuts Count il g 2 2 4
% withln Damege Cauge % % 80.0% H00% | 1000%

% wilihin magery A% 0% 1.3% 20% 1.5%

Grave Flig Cond i 3 & 3 11
% within Darage Cause 2.1% I7.3% I8.4% 27.3% | 100.0%

% within Irnagery 1.89% 5.7% 4.65% 4.5% 4.2%

Matizral Ergsion Count 1 1 2 2 &
% within Daroage Cause 16.7% 16.7% 33.3% J33% 100.0%

% weithin Imagery 1.9% 1.8% 23% 20% 23%

Unkoown Count 18 1 & 1 28
% within Darisge Cauge BEI% 8% 2321% 8% | i00.0%

B within negen HEB 1.9% £9% 1.5% in0%

Gk a2z 53 87 ar 258

% within Damsge Caugs A 5% 336% JEE% | 10B0%

% within [magery 100.0% 00.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000%

( 764

| S




Appendix I

Database
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