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A B S T R A C T

Human interventions to optimise river functions are often contentious, disruptive, and expensive. To analyse the
expected impact of an intervention before implementation, decision makers rely on computations with complex
physics-based hydraulic models. The outcome of these models is known to be sensitive to uncertain input
parameters, but long model runtimes render full probabilistic assessment infeasible with standard computer
resources. In this paper we propose an alternative, efficient method for uncertainty quantification for impact
analysis that significantly reduces the required number of model runs by using a subsample of a full Monte Carlo
ensemble to establish a probabilistic relationship between pre- and post-intervention model outcome. The ef-
ficiency of the method depends on the number of interventions, the initial Monte Carlo ensemble size and the
desired level of accuracy. For the cases presented here, the computational cost was decreased by 65%.

1. Introduction

Human interventions in rivers, usually on the scale of a hundred
meters to several kilometers, are carried out all over the world to im-
prove various, sometimes competing, river functions. Motivations for
such works include flood protection (Klijn et al., 2013; Warner and van
Buuren, 2011; Rijke et al., 2012) and ecological restoration (Downs and
Kondolf, 2002; Buijse et al., 2002; Stewardson and Rutherfurd, 2008).
Detailed physics-based models are used to quantify the impact of in-
terventions on river systems. Lammersen et al. (2002), Bronstert et al.
(2007) and Te Linde et al. (2010) studied the effect of river training
works on hydraulic variables along the River Rhine. Remo et al. (2009)
did a similar study for more than 100 years of river engineering along
the Middle and Lower Mississipi River, and Dierauer et al. (2012) as-
sessed the effectiveness of dike relocation (termed ‘levee set back’ in
that paper). In ’Room for the River’, a recently finished large scale flood
protection program in The Netherlands which consisted of 39 projects
and had a projected budget of 2.0–2.4 billion euro, impact analyses
with detailed physics-based models were a key ingredient in decision
support (Rijke et al., 2012). In all reported studies model accuracy was
increased and tested through a calibration-validation scheme, following
good modelling practice (Rykiel, 1996; van Waveren et al., 1999;
Jakeman et al., 2006).

However, the inherent problem with this deterministic approach for

impact analysis is that models are used to provide predictions outside
measured conditions. Not only are some interventions — especially
those aimed at flood protection — aimed at impact under unobserved
extreme conditions, but once calibrated for a pre-intervention river
system, models cannot be assumed to retain their accuracy when ap-
plied to the modified post-intervention system. Nonetheless, un-
certainty is not explicitly quantified, either because there is high con-
fidence in the physical basis of the hydraulic model (Te Linde et al.,
2010) or because of limited resources (Bronstert et al., 2007).

In environmental management, there is an increasing need for
policy support that is realistic about uncertainties that may impact
decisions (Uusitalo et al., 2015). In model-based decision support this
requires identification of potential sources of uncertainty and methods
to quantify uncertainty of model output. There are many ways to ca-
tegorize sources of uncertainty. One way is to distinguish between
uncertainty in parameters, model input and technical implementation
(Draper, 1995; Walker et al., 2003; Warmink et al., 2010; Skinner et al.,
2014). In river modelling, parameter uncertainty is considered to be
dominated by hydraulic roughness (Horritt and Bates, 2002; Warmink
et al., 2013b), and to a lesser extent boundary conditions derived from
rating curves (Pappenberger and Beven, 2006; Di Baldassarre et al.,
2010) and uncertainty in geometry (van Vuren et al., 2005; Neal et al.,
2015). Quantification of model output in river modelling as a function
of various sources of uncertainty is carried out using variations of
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Monte Carlo simulation (Werner, 2004; Pappenberger et al., 2005,
2006; Warmink et al., 2013b; Straatsma et al., 2013; Neal et al., 2015).
In catchment hydrology and climate change, probabilistic assessment of
environmental impact is quantified using Monte Carlo simulation
(Eckhardt et al., 2003; Breuer et al., 2006; McMichael and Hope, 2007)
or multi-model approaches (Giorgi and Mearns, 2003; Tebaldi et al.,
2005; Smith et al., 2009; Thirel et al., 2015). However, to our knowl-
edge there is no literature on probabilistic impact analysis for physics-
based models in the context of a changing environmental system, either
due to human intervention or natural causes. A partial explanation for
this knowledge gap is that long runtimes of a detailed river models
render a fully probabilistic assessment with Monte Carlo simulation
arduous with standard computer resources. It becomes infeasible in the
context of river intervention modelling for decision support, where
designs will go through various iterations and intermediate forms be-
fore a decision to implement it can be made. Therefore, to meet the
growing demand to incorporate uncertainty in decision support, a more
efficient uncertainty quantification method is required.

The central question in this paper is: how can we reduce the com-
putational investment of uncertainty quantification for impact analysis
of river interventions with physics-based models? We approach this
challenge by combining a hypothesis of inter-model correlation be-
tween the various models involved in impact analysis with the rigorous
Bayesian approach developed in the multi-fidelity framework of
Koutsourelakis (2009). The new method is tested by comparing it
against a classical Monte Carlo approach.

We introduce the framework of impact assessment, the case studies
and the efficient uncertainty quantification method in section 2. Results
showing the output probability distributions of both the classical Monte
Carlo approach as the new, efficient method are presented in section 3.
Section 4 discusses potential applications of the method for decision
support in river management, sensitivities and possible extensions. In
section 5 we briefly summarise the method and results, and draw
conclusions.

2. Methodology

2.1. Definition of hydraulic river models and parameters

A hydraulic (alternatively termed ‘hydrodynamic’) river model is a
predictive tool made with a modelling system using data and para-
meters specific for a natural river system at a certain period. An ex-
ample of a model is a SOBEK hydraulic model (the modelling system)
for the River Waal (the natural system) as it was in the summer of 2010
(the period). Since these models are physics-based, the parameters in-
volved generally have a clear physical interpretation. Of all the para-
meters in a hydraulic model, roughness coefficients are generally con-
sidered the most sensitive and uncertain ones.

Various elements in a river system generate hydraulic resistance. In
the following, we consider that each roughness element has its own set

of parameters, specific to the roughnes formula, and that each instance
of that element inherits the same parameter values. For example, in this
paper we use the Manning formula to account for friction of the
roughness element ’grass’, which only has the Manning coefficient as a
parameter. The roughness element ‘grass’ is used in many places
throughout the model, but with the same value of the Manning coef-
ficient for each instance it is used. The value of the friction coefficients
can be determined in various ways. For many elements, values have
been estimated with empirical research (Chow, 1959). In practice,
roughness parameters are often calibrated for specific cases based on
often limited measurement data. However, in both cases there remains
significant uncertainty in those values, the effect of which will propa-
gate to uncertainty in model outcomes.

The spatial distribution of roughness elements in natural rivers is
generally heterogeneous. In channels, roughness often comes from bed
material, bed forms or structural elements like groynes. Floodplains are
generally more diverse, with various vegetation species, hedges, pools
and other structural features. Human intervention in a river system may
change the distribution of roughness elements by removal, addition or
modification of structures and roughness elements. For that reason the
collection of friction parameters pre-intervention is not necessarily
equal to the collection of friction parameters post-intervention.

2.2. Case studies

We explore two different river interventions in a low-land river. In
both cases the objective is to calculate the water levels along the river at
a given high and steady discharge. We refer to this discharge as the
design discharge and the water levels produced during this discharge as
the design water level (DWL). The use of a steady instead of unsteady
conditions leads to an over-prediction of water levels by nullifying
diffusive attenuation, but avoids subjectivity related to the shape of an
unsteady discharge wave. The two cases are both chosen to cause a
significant lowering of the DWL, but by different processes.

The first case is relocation of a dike. Many low-land rivers fre-
quently experience water levels at or above the general level of the
surrounding hinterland. Dikes are embankments specifically built to
protect the hinterland against floods, but in turn constrain the river
system. In the Rhine River, this has led to a so called ‘technological
lock-in’ which necessitates continuing strengthening and raising of the
dikes (Wesselink, 2007). An expensive, but effective alternative is to
relocate the dikes to increase the size of the floodplains. Real-world

Fig. 1. The model is a straightened, idealised version of the River Waal, with a two-stage compound channel along the entire channel. The two intervention types are
implemented between km 50 and km 60.

Table 1
Overview of roughness parameters in the model.

Roughness element symbol Mean Variance

Main channel nm 0.03 0.0022

Brush nb 0.07 0.012

Grass ng 0.04 0.0052
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examples of dike relocation can be found in the ‘Room for the River’
project in The Netherlands (Rijke et al., 2012) and along the Mississippi
River (Dierauer et al., 2012). In the second case, we locally remove
high-friction vegetation within the bounds of existing floodplains. Some
vegetation types significantly increase water levels by offering high
resistance to flow. Replacing such high-friction vegetation, such as
shrubs or trees, with low-friction vegetation, like grasses, can sig-
nificantly reduce flood levels.

We model both intervention cases using an idealised 1D model of
the River Waal. We use a bed slope of 1·10−4 m/m and a two-stage
compound cross-section consisting of a main channel and floodplains
on either side. The main channel is considered to be generally smooth,
while the floodplain is vegetated. To limit the number of variables, we
take the floodplain to be uniformly vegetated with brushes. For the
intervention of floodplain vegetation removal, we locally replace the
brushes with grass. The system is schematically depicted in Fig. 1.

The model is built using SOBEK, which is a numerical modelling
system that includes, amongst others, a solver for the one-dimensional
shallow water (St. Venant) equations. We force the model with a steady
upstream discharge of 10500 m3s−1 (consistent with the discharge used
to design intervention for the River Waal in the Room for the River
program) and constant downstream water depth of 6m. We use a
computational grid with a distance of 200m and maximum time-step of
10min. The friction coefficients are resolved through Mannings for-
mula. In this study, we assume the exact values for the coefficients
unknown and normally distributed with a mean and variance based on
Chow (1959). A summary of the model parameters is given in Table 1
and Fig. 2.

2.3. Classic Monte Carlo approach to quantify uncertainty

The main action in a hydraulic impact analysis is an inter-compar-
ison of two distinct models which, overall, are very similar. The first
model is the reference pre-intervention model that simulates the river
system in its unaltered state. The second model is the post-intervention
model which includes the planned intervention. The second can be seen
as a modification of the first, and as such the two share all character-
istics save for parts altered by the intervention. In this paper we refer to
these models as Mx with output X and parameterspace = n nΘ { , }x m b for
the reference model and My with output Y and parameterspace

= n n nΘ { , , }y m b g
1 for the post-intervention model. The effect of the

intervention can be straightforwardly calculated by subtraction:
= −H Y XΔ , with X Y, and HΔ representing some hydraulic variable

of interest. In this paper we will let H, X and Y be water levels, but any
other output variable can be used in its place.

Since model output is not regarded as a deterministic value, but
rather as a stochastic variable such that ∼X πi x with πx the probability
density function (pdf) of X, it follows that the modelled effect will be a

stochastic variable as well, i.e. ∼H πΔ HΔ . A proven and relatively
straightforward method is to approximate the output uncertainty
through numerical integration by Monte Carlo simulation. The Monte
Carlo method works by repeatedly sampling a possible set of parameter
values from their distributions, using that set as input for a model run,
and inferring probability distributions from evaluating each set in the
Monte Carlo sample. In this way, we approximate π HΔ from the en-
semble …H H(Δ , ,Δ )n1 where each member is calculated from

= −H Y XΔ i i i and n is sufficiently large.
Because the post-intervention model My is a modification of the pre-

intervention model, Mx , we assume their output probability functions
π π,x y are dependent. Therefore, the impact uncertainty π HΔ depends on
the covariation between π π,x y. The correlation between the two sam-
ples is preserved by using the same parameter set for generating both Yi
and Xi. To do so, we do not sample from the respective parameterspaces
Θy and Θx, but rather from the union parameter space = ∪Θ Θ Θxy y x .
This is a vital step in constraining the uncertainty of the simulated ef-
fect, because correlation between X and Y will decrease the uncertainty
of the effect. Additionally, it makes intuitive sense as drawing from Θxy
amounts to an element-wise subtraction where the only difference be-
tween the subtracted sets is the intervention.

Generally a large number of samples is required to make sure the
space of possible parameter values is adequately covered. This is
especially so if the samples are drawn using a simple random draw,
which is vulnerable to clusters (many draws close to each other) and
gaps (unsampled regions). Alternative sampling techniques have been
developed that target these problems, such as Latin Hypercube
Sampling or factorial design. Here, we use a quasi-random sampling
approach using the low-discrepancy sequence of Sobol’, which con-
verges much more quickly than random sampling (Saltelli et al., 2008).
Using this technique, we draw 1000 samples from Θxy. The results of
this draw are shown in Fig. 2.

2.4. Efficient uncertainty quantification

The Monte Carlo method is successfully used in many fields, but its
reliance on large sample size makes it prohibitively expensive in the
context of intervention design, which may require iteration and eva-
luation of competing designs. Increasingly, faster model approxima-
tions (variously termed emulators, meta- or surrogate models) are used
instead of the heavy, detailed model for resource intensive tasks like
uncertainty quantification.

The applicability of such models is limited if the number of un-
certain parameters is high, or if the model is used to project for unseen
conditions (Razavi et al., 2012). For example, a significant system
change by human intervention may easily invalidate model approx-
imations and require retraining on the new situation. Instead of model
approximates, one can also use less accurate versions of the same model
by using a coarser numerical discretisation (Kennedy and O'Hagan,
2000; Koutsourelakis, 2009). This avoids many of the limitations of
model approximations (Razavi et al., 2012).

Fig. 2. Histogram of the 1000 samples for each of the three stochastic input variables.

1 The friction parameter for grass is only part of the parameter space of the second
case,'vegetation removal'.
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Koutsourelakis (2009) showed that by exploiting the correlation
between coarse and fine models, rigorous estimates of output un-
certainty can be obtained. Here, we extend this concept by effectively
using the pre-intervention model as an emulator for the post-interven-
tion model. The method relies on the assumptions that (i) output of the
pre- and post-intervention models X Y, are not independent samples
but are correlated and (ii) that we can exploit this correlation with a
function =Y f Xˆ ( ) that allows us to approximate Y and, by extension,
the probability density function πy. The method consists of five steps,
that are repeated at each location where the uncertainty is quantified. A
schematic overview of the steps is given in Fig. 3. The steps involved are
the following, with p uncertain parameters, Monte Carlo sample size of
n, subsample size m, and ≫n m:

1. Make a list of size p containing all input parameters from Θxy in all
models. For each parameter, specify a distribution function.

2. Generate a ×n p( ) sample and evaluate using Mx to generate output
X ×n( 1).

3. Make a ×m p( ) subsample and evaluate using My to generate output
Y ×m( 1).

4. Choose an appropriate statistical model and estimate function

=Y f Xˆ ( ) given only X and Y.
5. Use f X( ) to generate Ŷ and estimate the uncertainty of Y and HΔ

given X

The first two steps follow the classical full Monte Carlo approach.
We deviate from the classical approach in step three by using a sub-
sample, instead of the full sample. The purpose of subsampling is to
provide enough points along the entire range X to accurately infer the
function f X( ). We use a stratified sampling scheme by dividing the area
from X X[min( ), max( )] in m bins and randomly take a single sample of
X from each of those bins. Unless stated otherwise, we use a sample size
of =n 1000 and subsample size of =m 20 throughout this work.

In step four we describe Y in terms of X and assume a general linear
model if the form:

N= + ∼Y f X ε ε σˆ ( ) with (0, )2 (1)

and

= +f X α βX( ) (2)

with parameters α β, for intercept and slope and Gaussian noise term ε
described with a zero mean and standard deviation σ. Under the as-
sumption of a linear relationship between X and Y, we can infer that if

= →β σ( 1, 0)2 , it follows that =H αΔ with zero variance. In all other
cases, the variance >V H(Δ ) 0. From this we readily see that preserving
correlation, as was discussed in section 2.3, is a vital step to constrain
uncertainty in HΔ .

We infer the unknown regression parameters =θ α β σ{ , , } through
Bayes’ theorem. In adopting a Bayesian approach, these parameters are
treated as stochastic variables. We specify prior distributions for θ re-
flecting our knowledge about their likely values. Then, using the m
observations from both X and Y we update these distributions through
Bayes’ theorem:

∝p θ Y p θ p Y θ( ) ( ) ( ) (3)

with the prior parameter distributions p θ( ), the likelihood of the data
given the parameters p Y θ( ) and the posterior likelihood of the dis-
tributions p θ Y( ). We obtain the posterior distribution by Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulation with the state-of-the-art No U-Turn
Sampler (Hoffman and Gelman, 2014) within the framework of
Salvatier et al. (2016), using 10000 steps, discarding half as burn-in
length. We shift all the data to the origin during the inference and es-
timation procedure, as this was found to improve inference. For all
cases we use the following priors:

• An (improper) uniform prior density on the real line for α and β.
• For σ we use an inverse-gamma prior IG a b( , ) with = =a b 0.1

The choice for uninformed priors reflects our lack of prior knowl-
edge about these densities.

In step five we use the quantitative probabilistic relationship be-
tween X and Y from the previous step to generate full post-intervention

Fig. 3. Schematic overview of the efficient uncertainty estimation for post-in-
tervention model output and impact analysis. The steps are described in detail
in section 2.4. In this figure: n: MC sample size; m: subsample size; p: number of
stochastic parameters; X: pre-intervention model output; Y: post-intervention
model output; Ŷ : estimated post-intervention model output; HΔ : intervention
effect.

Fig. 4. The uncertainty of the model output (MCI) and the accuracy of the
estimator (ECI) are both expressed as 95% confidence intervals.
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samples. Since the MCMC method (after the burn-in length) samples
from the joint posterior p θ Y( ) we can use the MCMC trace of the model
parameters to generate many possible ensembles Ŷ, where each Ŷ is a
simulation of the actual post-intervention water levels Y. We express
the uncertainty of model results in terms of cumulative density func-
tions (cdf). For the post-intervention results we show three results (see
Fig. 4):

1. In dashed red, the post-intervention cdf following from the classical
approach, plotted for validation of the estimation method. Of all
1000 model runs, 95% of the ouput fell between the water levels
corresponding to the 0.025 and 0.975 percentiles. We refer to this
interval as the 95% MCI (model uncertainty confidence interval).

2. In solid black, the mean of the estimated post-intervention cdfs,
showing the most likely location of the post-intervention cdf.

3. In dashed black lines, the 95% confidence interval of the estimated
cdf. At each percentile, there is 0.95 probability that the cdf ob-
tained with the classical approach lies between these lines. We refer
to this as the 95% ECI (estimation uncertainty confidence interval).
The ECI can be interpreted as an accuracy measure of the efficient
estimation method.

3. Results

3.1. Impact uncertainty with the classical approach

An ensemble of 1000 parameter sets was ran with the reference
model and the two intervention models. In the following we focus on
the results at 50 km from the upper boundary, which is just upstream of
the intervention where the reduction of the design water level (DWL) is
at its largest. For each parameter set in the Monte Carlo sample we have
two model output ensembles: the pre- and post-intervention DWLs. We
have combined these results in a scatterplot (Fig. 5). Both panels show
the full Monte Carlo and subsample, the regression result and the
identity line to emphasize the difference between the pre- and post-
intervention model output. The graphs show a strong positive linear
relationship between the pre-intervention (X) and post-intervention (Y)
model outputs for both cases. This indicates that parameter sets which
lead to high water level pre-intervention, also lead to high water levels
post-intervention. From these graphs we can already see that the effect
of the imposed dike relocation (Fig. 5, left hand panel) is likely more
effective (all results well below the identity line) and less uncertain
(smaller spread, higher linear correlation) than vegetation removal
(Fig. 5, right hand panel). For both cases the choice for a linear sta-
tistical model (2) seems to be justified.

The distributions of pre- and post-intervention water levels and the
hydraulic impact HΔ are summarised as cumulative density functions

(cdfs) in Fig. 6 and numerically in Table 2. Pre-intervention, the median
DWL is 9.11m above the datum.2 The bounds of the 95% confidence
interval are at 8.41m and 9.76m, which leads to an MCI of 1.35m.
After both interventions the cdfs are shifted to the left, indicating a
general decrease in DWL. For dike relocation, the post-intervention
median DWL is 8.58m (−0.53m) with an MCI of 1.17m (−0.18m).
For vegetation removal, the median DWL is 8.74m (−0.37m) with an
MCI of 1.14m (−0.21m). This means that for both interventions the
post-intervention water levels are lower and less uncertain than the
water levels pre-intervention. The reduced uncertainty is attributed to
the linear relationship between X and Y having a slope <1; visually
depicted by being non-parallel to the identity line in Fig. 5. We posit
two explanations for the cause of the negative slope. First, in the case of
vegetation removal, the introduction of a new uncertain variable with
relatively low variance. Second, (for both cases) a secondary effect of
the Manning friction formula: lower water depths lead to higher hy-
draulic resistance. This secondary effect is smaller for higher water
depths than lower water depths, causing a deviation from a unity slope.

Next, we look at the output uncertainty of HΔ . For dike relocation,
the median DWL lowering is 0.53m. The 95% confidence interval
(MCI) is 0.23m, with limits at 0.4m and 0.63m, demonstrating a
slightly skewed probability distribution. For vegetation removal, the
decrease in DWL is 0.37m with an MCI of 0.48m. These results show
that, within the strict bounds of the configuration used in this idealised
study, vegetation removal is not only expected to be less effective in
lowering DWL, but that the amount of lowering is also more uncertain.
The relatively large impact uncertainty of vegetation removal can be
explained from Fig. 5. Under linear correlation, the range of computed

HΔ increases both with increasing variance between X and Y, and with
a deviation from the unity slope. Fig. 5 shows that vegetation removal
results in larger variance, as well as a slope coefficient further from
unity than is the case for dike relocation. These results show that re-
duction of post-intervention model output uncertainty is not necessarily
a good indicator of the impact uncertainty.

3.2. Efficient estimation of post-intervention uncertainty

Through the Bayesian MCMC inference we obtained samples from
the posterior densities of the parameters α β σ{ , , }, which we fed into the
statistical model (1) to obtain probabilistic estimations of the model
output distribution. Results are shown in Fig. 5 and summarised in
Table 2. For a visual legend of the model output uncertainty (MCI) and
estimation uncertainty (ECI) we refer to Fig. 4.

For the first intervention, dike relocation (Fig. 6, upper panels), we
see that the mean estimated post-intervention results are virtually

Fig. 5. Design water levels (DWL) from the pre-intervention (X) and post-intervention (Y) models for the two case studies. Regression was performed on the
subsample (+) only. The dashed lines show the confidence interval (CI) for estimated post-intervention water levels.Ŷ

2 In the following, we omit the mention of the datum.
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identical to the classical MC results and that the ECI bounds are small,
both for the water levels (upper left panel) as for the hydraulic effect
(upper right panel). The median estimated effect is 0.53m (classical
MC: 0.53m) with an ECI of only 0.04m. Here, this means that there is a
95% probability that the median effect of dike relocation obtained
through classical MC lies between 0.51m and 0.55m. Estimations were
also computed for the design water levels (DWL) and the uncertainty
intervals (MCI). From those results, summarised in Table 2, we see that
the accuracy of the estimation method is very similar between HΔ and
DWL, while the ECI increases for estimation of the MCI. A greater es-
timation uncertainty for the MCI is not surprising, as it is computed
from subtracting two uncertain variables, namely the estimations 2.5%
and the 97.5% percentile. Overall, we see that the estimation method is
able to accurately and precisely approximate the results from the
classical MC.

For the second intervention, vegetation removal (Fig. 6, lower pa-
nels), the estimated DWL and HΔ distributions agree with the results
obtained through classical MC. The median DWL decrease is estimated
at 0.36 cm with an ECI of 0.11m. Overall, the ECI results are larger
compared to results for dike relocation. The cause for the larger ECI is
the introduction of ’grass’, which is a stochastic parameter not present
in the pre-intervention model. The introduction of grass lead to a

smaller correlation between the pre- and post-intervention model re-
sults, shown in Fig. 5. As correlation decreases, the linear model (1) is
less capable to estimate the post-intervention model results. As such,
the posterior distributions of the statistical model resulting from the
MCMC inference are broader, which explains the larger ECI. In general,
we see that if similarity between the pre- and post-intervention model
decreases, the ability of the efficient method to approximate classical
MC results diminishes. Nonetheless, even when the second intervention
removes the entire floodplain vegetation and replaces it with a new
vegetation over a length of 10 km — which is quite extreme — the
estimation results are accurate with robust measure for estimation ac-
curacy. The reason why there is still significant correlation between
both models, even when almost 80% of the cross-sectional profile has
changed, is likely due to backwater effects. This indicates that there is
an important spatial dimension to uncertainty quantification, as well.

3.3. Longitudinal intervention impact and backwater effects

In the previous paragraphs we have shown results at km 50 where
the hydraulic effect is at its maximum. In Fig. 7 we show results ob-
tained by repeated application of the estimation methodology for sev-
eral locations along the river. The resulting trend is typical of a local
river intervention. Over the length of the intervention (km 50 - km 60 in
both cases) equilibrium water levels are reduced. This leads to the
creation of a backwater effect (of the so-called M1 type) by which the
intervention impact increases from neglible at the end of the inter-
vention to maximal at the beginning. The decrease of the DWL is then
propagated upstream through another backwater effect (of the M2
type). The colors in Fig. 7 depict the probability of the interventions
impact, with darker shades denoting a higher probability. For each
location, we have shown results from the mean estimation cdf. Results
show that the uncertainty for both interventions is greatest at the
maximum effect at km 50, with dike relocation having a greater and
less uncertain effect. The effect of backwater on the uncertainty is
clearly visible. From its maximum value, the uncertainty then propa-
gates upstream through the (M2) backwater effect and decreases fur-
ther from the intervention. Therefore we see that not only water levels
are subject to backwater effects, but confidence intervals as well.

Fig. 6. The cumulative density functions (cdfs) of X (pre-intervention), Y (post-intervention) and estimated post-intervention (Ŷ ) water levels (left) and hydraulic
impact HΔ (right) for dike relocation (top) and vegetation removal (bottom).

Table 2
Post-intervention model uncertainty confidence interval (MCI) and estimation
uncertainty confidence interval (ECI) for design water levels (DWL) and inter-
vention effect ( HΔ ) from classical Monte Carlo (MC) and the efficient estima-
tion method. All values are in meters.

Classical MC Efficient estimation

Median MCI Median MCI

Mean ECI Mean ECI

Dike Relocation
DWL 8.58 1.17 8.58 0.05 1.18 0.11

HΔ 0.53 0.22 0.53 0.04 0.26 0.12
Vegetation removal
DWL 8.74 1.14 8.74 0.12 1.16 0.29

HΔ 0.37 0.48 0.36 0.11 0.56 0.33
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4. Discussion

4.1. Application to non-idealised cases

In this paper, we made a number of simplifications to the model and
the distributions of the stochastic variables. However, in real-world
cases two-dimensional models might be preferred over one-dimensional
models, while the choice and distributions of stochastic variables will
be based on analysis of the specific river system. Here, we discuss
possible approaches to apply this method to real-world, non-idealised
cases.

The uncertainty ranges in this paper were based on the tables by
Chow (1959). These ranges might be less applicable for specific real-
world river systems with heterogeneous floodplain vegetation and sig-
nificant bed form dynamics. For example, under extreme conditions the
river bed morphology may transition from river dunes to the sig-
nificantly smoother upper stage plane bed (Naqshband et al., 2015; van
Duin et al., 2017). In real-world cases, extensive quantification of input
distributions can address these issues and lead to better informed dis-
tributions and selection of uncertainty sources (see, e.g. Straatsma and
Huthoff, 2011; Warmink et al., 2013a; Neal et al., 2015).

In this article, we limited the stochastic variables to hydraulic
roughness coefficients. However, additional sources may be considered
including geometry (Neal et al., 2015), land-use map errors (Straatsma
et al., 2013) and boundary conditions.

The act of introducing a modification to a river system itself can be
uncertain as well: the intervention may not be built or develop in real-
life as it was designed. This may extend to the exact location and di-
mensions of new embankments or uncertainty about which vegetation
will naturally develop in new or modified sections of the floodplain.

Methodologically, additional uncertainty sources and input dis-
tributions can be readily incorporated, by adding the additional un-
certain parameters to the union parameter space Θxy. The proposed
method may then be applied to any set of one-, two- or three-dimen-
sional models. However, two remarks are made. First, in this article we
considered the model output of interest (here, water level at a specific
location) to be time-independent. Introduction of time dependency in
the model output variable, for example by using an unsteady boundary
condition, would either require iterative application of the proposed
method (e.g. for each time index), or an adapted (multivariate) statis-
tical model. If possible, the time dependency can also be eliminated by
taking the average, or maximum, of the output variable. Second, the
accuracy of the estimated uncertainty is limited by the correlation be-
tween the regression variables and appropriateness of the statistical
model. Too great differences between pre- and post-intervention models
will decrease model output correlation and increase both the un-
certainty of the statistical model and the estimation uncertainty.

4.2. The choice of a statistical model

The efficient uncertainty quantification method described in this
paper allowed us to obtain an accurate estimation of the water levels
and hydraulic effect post-intervention with lower costs, for the two
studied cases. However, the accuracy of this method strongly relies on
the employed statistical model. In this paper we have adopted, fol-
lowing the principle of parsimony (Young et al., 1996), the most simple
applicable model: a stochastic linear model. In both cases, the linear
model was appropriate.

However, the existence of non-linear relationships between pre- and
post-intervention models cannot be excluded. At low water depths,
strong non-linearity in friction and vegetation models may introduce
non-linearities between the regression variables. Furthermore, con-
trolled structures, inundation of retention zones or dike breaches may
introduce discontinuities. In such cases, alternative statistical models
will have to be explored.

4.3. Increasing the accuracy of the efficient uncertainty estimation

The accuracy of the efficient uncertainty quantification method is
expressed through the width of estimation uncertainty confidence in-
terval (ECI), as shown in Fig. 6. The width of the ECI, and thus the
accuracy of the estimation method is determined by two causes. First,
by the width of the posterior distributions of the regression parameters

=θ α β ε{ , , }. Second, by the limited sample size n of the full MC sample.
The first cause can be reduced by increasing the subsample size m.

This will, through the MCMC inference, produce narrow posterior dis-
tributions for those parameters and a narrower ECI. To demonstrate
this, we have incrementally increased the subsample size from =m 5 to

=m 500. Results are shown in Fig. 8. We observe a sharp decrease in
ECI width for small subsample sizes, followed by a slow decrease with
increasing subsample size. It is not expected that the ECI will decrease
to zero due to the random element ε of the statistical model (1) and the
large, but still finite sample size (here, =n 1000) from which we gen-
erate the cdfs. ECI convergence graphs like Fig. 8 can be used to de-
termine how many subsamples are required by starting with a low
number (e.g. =m 5) and incrementally increasing the subsample until
the desired level of accuracy is achieved.

4.4. Application of efficient uncertainty quantification in river management

Quantifying uncertainty is increasingly important for decision sup-
port in environmental modelling (Uusitalo et al., 2015). Monte Carlo
(MC) simulation can be used to quantify the uncertainty of model
output when model input and parameters are uncertain. However, as a
river system changes due to natural of human causes, the uncertainty
quantification needs to be updated for the new system. This adds to an
already heavy and often infeasible computational burden.

Fig. 7. Comparing the effect of two different interventions — dike relocation and removal of high-friction vegetation — along the river. The effect of the intervention
is propagated upstream through the backwater effect.
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In this paper we have shown for two idealised cases that similarity
between two models can be exploited to significantly reduce the cost of
MC simulations, if a full MC for a reference model is available. In in-
tervention design, this method can be used to rapidly and robustly
quantify the probabilistic intervention effects while prototyping various
designs.

The effective method offers three main benefits. First, it reduces the
computational cost. In terms of effectiveness, the proposed method
reduced the number of model runs by = −

+

+
E 1 n km

n kn , assuming the
runtime is equal for all models involved, with k the number of inter-
ventions or otherwise changed systems. For the case presented in this
paper ( = = =n m k1000, 20, 2) the effectiveness is approximately
65%, not accounting for the statistical analysis. In our study this ad-
ditional effort was in the order of minutes, although no additional effort
was spend on optimisation of this process.

Second, the models runs performed during the efficient uncertainty
quantification can be re-used to increase accuracy if more resources
become available for a larger subsample or even a full sample.
Following above formula, the efficiency of the method will then de-
crease accordingly to zero for a full sample. Finally, the method is non
invasive (it requires no changes to model code) and model software-
independent.

5. Conclusion

Detailed physics-based models are increasingly used to support
policy in river management. These models are known to be sensitive to
uncertain input, but quantifying the uncertainty of model outcome is
very computer intensive, necessitating methods to decrease the com-
putational burden.

In this paper we have proposed an alternative, efficient uncertainty
estimation method that operates on the key insight that both models
involved in impact analysis (a pre- and a post-intervention model) are
extremely similar in most ways — apart from the obvious system
changes introduced by the intervention. This similarity is manifested in
a correlation of model outcomes, which can be first approximated and
then exploited, using only a subset of the full post-intervention en-
semble. We describe the correlation between the pre- and post-inter-
vention models probabilistically using Bayesian regression within a
Markov-Chain Monte Carlo framework. In using a Bayesian approach,
we are not only able to accurately estimate the impact uncertainty, but
obtain a robust measure for the estimation accuracy as well.

We compared probability density functions of post-intervention
water levels and of the intervention impact computed with the efficient
estimation method against a classical Monte Carlo approach for two
disparate idealised river interventions aimed at decreasing flood levels
during high discharge: one (dike relocation) aimed at greatly increasing
the cross-sectional area, the other (vegetation removal) at fundamen-
tally changing floodplain configuration. In both cases, uncertainty in
model output is introduced by uncertainty in the friction parameters.

Inspection of the results show interesting similarities and differ-
ences between the two intervention cases. For both cases, we observed

a reduction in model output uncertainty after intervention. However,
the impact uncertainty of the intervention is different. In particular,
fundamentally changing the floodplain configuration by introducing a
new uncertain variable (here: a new vegetation type) leads to a lower
correlation between pre- and post-intervention model outcome and
consequently to a greater uncertainty in intervention impact.

Although further research is required to generalize our results for
specific interventions and more complex cases, the results underline the
importance of uncertainty quantification for models that support deci-
sion making.

The efficient uncertainty quantification method introduced in this
paper was used to obtain accurate estimations of post-intervention
water levels and impact. Results show good agreement between the
classical approach and the new, efficient method even at a subsample
size of 20 model runs. The accuracy of the estimated uncertainty de-
pends on the correlation between the pre- and post-intervention model
output, as well as the appropriateness of the statistical model. In our
cases, the computational costs was reduced by 65%, compared to full
Monte Carlo simulation.
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Appendix A. Software availability

The method described in this paper was implemented in Python 2.7.
The implementation is available for download from hdl:10411/
GCS6HE, including test data for the cases described in this paper. We
make use of the Anaconda distribution, freely available from https://
www.continuum.io/, and the packages SAlib (Herman and Usher,
2017) for quasi-random sampling and pyMC3 (Salvatier et al., 2016) for
NUTS MCMC. The numerical model used to generate data is SOBEK,
version 3.4.2. It is part of the Delft3D Flexible Mesh software suite. For
information on availability and licensing we refer to https://www.
deltares.nl/en/software/sobek/. Full reproduction data, including the
hydraulic models themselves, is available from the corresponding au-
thor of this paper upon request.
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