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Objectives Applications and results
The aim of this poster is to provide a glance of how value of information The examples below illustrate the type of typical results obtained from Bayesian Updating and Vol-analysis for river dikes and levees with respect to
concepts can provide decision support in the realm of flood risk geotechnical failure mechanisms (here: internal backward erosion). For detailed discussions refer to Schweckendiek (2014b).
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quantitatively underpin the impact of information from site investigation
and monitoring on the reliability (estimate) of levees and the value of
information in terms of expected savings in reinforcement costs.

the levee would be safe and no retrofitting necessary. The decision tree of this
simplified example in figure 2 shows the difference in expected costs per decision
option, which can be easily expressed in terms of Vol and BCR as indicated.
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Conclusions and outlook

The cost effectiveness of investments in uncertainty reduction can be
: : : assessed by comparing the expected (pre-posterior) costs (to reach a
choose site pre-posterlor anaIyS|s ; I . . . .
investigation parameters : (MCS-realisations) pre-set reliability target) of different strategies with different types of
site investigation and monitoring, incl. no monitoring or inspection at
all. In the presented approach, the consequences of failures are only
treated implicitly through the reliability target. Such an approach is
more accessible to practitioners than a fully risk-based approach, but
also has drawbacks (see Schweckendiek, 2014b).

- Examples reported in the selected references have shown that
retrofitting cost . . . . . .-
(based on design) the value of information can be very high, if the prior uncertainties are
large, as is very typical in geotechnical engineering.

Future work in the theoretical domain should focus on the
combination of multiple sources of information and on the analysis of
staged strategies. Most importantly, besides theoretical developments,
\ol-approaches need to be made more accessible for practitioners by

ol expected ftting ¢ providing guidance and simple tools.
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