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An Application of Point Estimate Method and Decision
Tree in Risk Analysis of Slope Mitigations
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Conservation National Chung-Hsing University, Taichung,402 Taiwn,R.O.C.

Abstract

This study selected mitigation of two slopes as examples for demonstration of the decision
support using point estimate method and decision tree to calculate risk. The uncertainties of slope
stability and failure probabilities are evaluated using point estimate method using the values
parameters of one plus and minus standard deviation. The factors of safety for slopes were evaluated
using the Slide code with Morgenstern and Price method. Risks were evaluated by multiplying the
failure probability with consequent costs. The risk of the slope mitigations then can be calculated for
assisting decision makers.

(Keywords: Point Estimate Method, Slope Stability, Decision Tree, Risk analysis)
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Figure.6 The decision tree for landslide mitigation (Modified form Turner and Schuster,1996)
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Table 5 The PEM result of Case I with natural restoration
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Table 6 The PEM result ofCase I with retaining structure mitigation
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Table 7 The PEM result of Case I with anchor mitigation
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Table 8 The PEM result of Case II with natural restoration
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Figure.7 The decision tree for slope mitigation of Case I
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Table 10 The PEM result of Case Il with anchor mitigation
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Table 11 The risk analysis result of Case I

SARLIO HAMEEY A HIHE LSS % RS RES
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Table 12 The risk analysis result of Case II
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Figure.8 The decision tree for slope mitigation of Case
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