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Abstract
Flood risk reduction can be provided by interventions such as raising land or con-

structing flood defences. This paper introduces an approach to optimise the selec-

tion of risk reduction strategies. It expands existing economic optimization

approaches for flood defences, by introducing (largely) analytical formulations to

include the effects of approaches to mitigate flood consequences. The method con-

siders the size of the protected area and associated damages, the costs and dimen-

sioning of interventions and the likelihood of flooding. It is applied in several

practical cases. Within the context of this economic model, we conclude that a sys-

tem of flood defences is more economical than a landfill for larger areas. Fills are

preferred for small areas and/or for low costs. A combination of strategies is pre-

ferred when the value protected by the flood defence is low compared to the value

protected by the fill, or when the high value development is relatively small in size.

The sensitivity of outcomes to the choice of the main input parameters is presented,

as well as implications of the results and selection of strategies in developing and

developed countries. Overall, this approach supports decision makers in developing

effective strategies to manage and reduce flood risk.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Floods account for a large portion of damages from natural
disasters worldwide. With rising sea levels, and studies that
claim flood events are increasing both in magnitude and in
frequency (EEA, 2012; Kovats & Valentini, 2014), the
need for effective flood risk reduction strategies is clear.

Different strategies can be applied to reduce flood risks.
One strategy is to surround an area subject to flood risk with
flood defences, creating a “polder.” A drainage system is
installed to drain excess water from the polder to the adja-
cent rivers or sea. The technique worked so well that the
Dutch decided to invest a large part of the profits of the

golden age during the 17th century in reclaiming polders
(e.g., the Beemster and the Heerhugowaard polders). Currently,
a large part of the Netherlands consists of polders. Polders were
also built in countries such as Germany (along the Weser and
Elbe rivers), England (along the Fens near Boston), Surinam,
Bangladesh and India, where large polders were built in
marshes for agriculture purposes. More recent examples
include the airport of Suvarnabhumi in Thailand (Seah, 2005)
and the Pulau Tekong development in Singapore.

Another strategy for reducing flood risks is to limit
potential flood consequences by raising or flood proofing
structures, or raising entire areas well above expected flood
levels, creating large elevated landfills (or mounds). Local
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examples of this strategy are found along low-lying coastal
areas in the United States (e.g., Bolivar Peninsula, Texas),
where houses are raised on piles (Tomiczek, Kennedy, &
Rogers, 2013), or in unembanked areas in the Netherlands,
where farmers built houses on top of large soil mounds.
Larger scale examples are found in Singapore, Hong Kong
and Jakarta (IPC port developer, 2012). Massive landfills
were also used for large reclamation projects in the Nether-
lands: examples include the Botlek, Europoort and the 2nd
Maasvlakte areas in the port of Rotterdam and the IJburg
reclamation project in Amsterdam (de Leeuw et al., 2002).
Combinations of interventions can also be found, such as the
coast of Japan, where flood defences are combined with
landfills and large sea walls to mitigate tsunami risks after
the 2011 Tohoku Tsunami (Strusi�nska-Correia, 2017).

While both strategies have pros and cons, a key question
is which strategy is optimal for a given situation. Landfills
generally reduce damages but require large volumes of soil
(or structural interventions) when applied to large scale
areas. The required soil volumes for flood defences are gen-
erally smaller, but consequences in case of failure of the
defences will be larger. Economic optimization methods are
often applied within different fields of civil engineering for
strategic decision making purposes: examples include tun-
nels (Arends et al., 2005), coastal and port infrastructure
(Mai, van Gelder, Vrijling, & Stive, 2009; Nagao, Mor-
iya, & Washio, 2003). Specifically for strategic decisions
concerning flood risk management, economic optimization
has often been used to determine elevation levels (Kind,
2014; Tsimopoulou, Vrijling, Kok, Jonkman, & Stijnen,
2014; Vrijling, 2014). Related optimization models have also
been used to assess the impact of flood proofing measures on
residential building vulnerability (Custer, 2015), to support
decisions about the implementation of flood mitigation mea-
sures at different points in time (Woodward, Gouldby,
Kapelan, & Hames, 2014) or to assess the trade-off between
levee setback or heightening (Zhu & Lund, 2009).

A number of limitations hamper the ability of existing
methods to investigate trade-offs between flood defences
and mitigation of consequences (with landfills). Most
approaches in this field focus on one intervention, mostly
flood defences (Eijgenraam, 2006; Kind, 2014; Vrijling,
2001), but also house elevation (Xian, Lin, & Kunreuther,
2017). Approaches that consider both defences and landfills
(Tsimopoulou et al., 2014) approach this problem numeri-
cally and for a limited number of alternatives, without an
analytical solution. Existing approaches also mostly assume
a specific case or area, which does not lead to more gener-
ally applicable insights for different area sizes.

The aim of this work is to develop an analytical model
that supports strategic decision making in flood risk manage-
ment, specifically considering trade-offs between fills and

flood defences. The analytical model provides a (largely)
analytical solution for optimising elevation levels and costs
of a landfill or flood defence strategy. Solving the optimiza-
tion model analytically can provide insight in (a) the largest
drivers of cost and risk and (b) the influence of different var-
iables (e.g., size and value of the area, costs of interventions
and potential damages) on preferred strategies. This informa-
tion is essential for strategic decision making in flood risk
management.

The strategies for flood risk management included in the
model are simplified to highlight their respective (economic)
differences. Here, landfills represent approaches that reduce
the economic consequences of floods, such as flood proofing
or raising structures. Non-economic factors that may influ-
ence strategic decision making are not explicitly included in
the proposed model (e.g., loss of life), but are discussed sep-
arately in Section 4. Strategies other than flood defences or
landfills (e.g., land use planning, insurance, evacuation and
emergency measures for flood prevention) are beyond the
direct scope of this paper.

The paper is organised as follows: Section 2 derives the
methodology that enables optimization of the costs of raising
land and constructing flood defences (or combinations),
depending on the area to be developed and its value.
Section 3 discusses which strategy is preferred for specific
practical examples. Section 4 discusses other aspects associ-
ated with both strategies that may influence decision mak-
ing. Finally, Section 5 concludes with the main findings of
this paper and directions for future research.

2 | METHODOLOGY

This section derives a mathematical model that enables opti-
mization of the costs associated with raising land or con-
structing flood defences. The mathematical model includes
the dependency of damages on flood depth to accurately
model flood risk and particularly the effect of raising of
structures by means of landfills or other measures. The
approach builds on existing models used to evaluate the eco-
nomic implications of multi-layered safety (Jonkman,
Kok, & Vrijling, 2005; Tsimopoulou et al., 2014; Vrijling,
2014) and to optimise reclamation levels for port terminals
(Lendering, Jonkman, van Gelder, & Peters, 2015). Gener-
ally, these models compare the total costs of flood protection
based on a summation of the investment cost and the present
value of flood risk (i.e., the expected damages due to
flooding over the lifetime), see Equation (1). Flood risk is
defined here as the expected annual damages of flooding.
This approach was first used by van Dantzig to optimise ele-
vation levels for flood defences in the Netherlands (van
Dantzig, 1956); his method was later improved by
Eijgenraam (2006) to account for time dependencies
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(e.g., economic growth, degradation of flood defences and
sea level rise) (see also (Kind, 2014)).

Total cost = Investment +Risk: ð1Þ

The total costs are minimised to determine optimal eleva-
tion levels (e.g., the flood defence or fill level), or in other
words, elevation levels that lead to minimal total cost. Here,
for simplicity, the before mentioned time dependencies of
optimal safety levels are neglected. The following subsec-
tions subsequently derive and compare the investment costs
(2.1) and the risk (2.2), after which the total costs are
optimised (2.3).

2.1 | Investment cost

The investment cost of the considered flood risk reduction
strategies depends on the size of the area to be protected, the
elevation level and the marginal cost. We consider a housing
project on a floodplain, see Figure 1. The base level of the
area is modelled by h0. The area to be protected from
flooding is modelled by variable A and depends on the land
use (e.g., housing, agriculture or industry), the amount of
structures and their footprint (e.g., 200 m2 per structure).
Additional space is reserved for infrastructure in and around
the houses. The total size of the area to be developed is
found by Equation (2):

A=Nd Ad Cd m2� �
, ð2Þ

with Nd, the number of structures (−), Ad, the footprint per
structure (m2) and Cd, an addition for infrastructure around
each development (−).

The investment cost function is derived for both fills and
flood defences. The investment cost of a fill is a function of

the area (A), the crest level (hm) and the marginal cost for
raising land (Cm), see Equation (3).

Im =A � hm – h0ð Þ �Cm €½ �, ð3Þ

with A, area of the fill, hm, crest level of the fill and Cm, unit
cost to build the fill [€/m/m2].

A similar relation is derived to estimate the investment
cost of a system of flood defences surrounding the area.
We assume that the total area to be protected is circular.
The length of the flood defences that surround the area is
derived with Equation (4), which calculates the circumfer-
ence of the area. The investment costs of the flood
defence system (Ip) are a function of the marginal cost for
a flood defence (Cd), its length (L) and the crest level
(hd), see Equation (5).

L=2 �
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
π �A

p
m½ � i:e:, the circumference of a circular areað Þ,

ð4Þ

Ip =L � hd−h0ð Þ �Cd =2 �
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
π �A

p
� hd−h0ð Þ �Cd €½ �, ð5Þ

with L, length [m], hd, crest level of the flood defence
(or dike) [m] and Cd, marginal cost for the flood
defence [€/m/m].

The investment cost of a fill increases linearly with the
size of the area, while the investment cost of the fill has a
quadratic relation with the area, as illustrated in Figure 2. In
general, for small areas, the cost for raising land is lower
than the cost of flood defences. For larger areas, flood
defences result in lower costs.

hd

h0

h0

hm

h0

FIGURE 1 A proposed development of a number of houses that
require flood protection (top). Protection can be provided by
surrounding the area with flood defences (middle) or raising the area on
a large fill (bottom)

FIGURE 2 Investment cost for a fill (blue dotted line) and a
system of flood defences (red straight line), depending on the area that
requires protection
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The area where the investment cost of a system of flood
defences becomes lower than those of raising land is mod-
elled with variable At, is found with Equation (6):

At =4 �π � Cd � hd−h0ð Þ
Cm � hm−h0ð Þ

� �
2 m2� �

: ð6Þ

Note that a straightforward prioritisation of flood
defences over fills, based on a solely the comparison of their
respective investment cost, is not complete, because this
ignores the differences in flood risk.

2.2 | Risk of flooding

Risk is estimated by the present value of expected damages
over the considered lifetime (i.e., the expected value of dam-
ages). It is defined by the product of the annual flood proba-
bility with its potential consequences (Equation (7)). The
annual flood probability depends on the considered flood
risk reduction system (if any) and the potential flood hazards
(e.g., fluvial, pluvial or coastal flooding). For a fill, the prob-
ability of flooding is determined by the probability that
water levels exceed the crest level of the fill. For an area sur-
rounded by flood defences, the probability of flooding is
determined by the probability that these flood defences fail
(i.e., breach). Failure may occur due to overflow or geotech-
nical failure (e.g., piping or instability). In our model, the
flood probability of an area protected by flood defences is
estimated by the probability of overflowing. It is then
assumed that the probability of other failure mechanisms is
negligibly small compared to the overflow probability.
Design guidelines such as (Ciria, 2014) provide guidance for
the design of flood defences with negligible probabilities of
failure mechanisms other than overflow.

The annual risk is quantified with Equation (7), given a
probability density function of annual water levels f(h) and a
damage function D(hw). The present value of flood risk is
determined with Equation (8) for a finite lifetime (T), taking
in to account a discount rate r. In choosing values for the dis-
count rate, developments in cost and economic growth should
be considered. For simplicity, the lifetime is assumed to be
infinite, which simplifies Equation (8) in to Equation (9). The
probability density function of water levels and the damage
function are derived in the following subsections.

R=
ð
f hwð Þ �D hwð Þ dhw €=yr½ �: ð7Þ

R=
XT
t=1

Ð
f hwð Þ �D hwð Þdhw

1+ rð Þt : ð8Þ

R=

Ð
f hwð Þ �D hwð Þdhw

r
for T !∞ €½ �: ð9Þ

2.2.1 | Probability density function of water
levels

The annual probability of flooding is estimated by the proba-
bility of water levels exceeding the crest level of the fill (hm)
or flood defence (hd), as illustrated in Figure 3. Annual
extreme water levels (hw) are typically described by an expo-
nential distribution (Jonkman et al., 2005; van Dantzig,
1956) with constants a, the location parameter in meters,
and b, the scale parameter in meters (see Equation (10)).

f hð Þ= e−
hw−a

b

b
: ð10Þ

Equation (11) describes the probability of non-
exceedance of water levels (P[hw ≤ hd or hm]).The probabil-
ity of exceedance of water levels (P[hw > hd or hm]), which
represents the probability of overflow, is found with
Equation (12):

F hð Þ=1−e−
hw−a

b yr−1� �
: ð11Þ

Pf hw > hd,hmð Þ=1−F hð Þ= e−
hw −a

b yr−1� �
: ð12Þ

2.2.2 | Damage function

The damage of flooding is typically divided in direct dam-
ages (i.e., material damages) and indirect damages
(i.e., business losses). Here, indirect damages are assumed to
increase linearly with direct damages, in line with the
approach proposed by Hallegatte, Green, Nicholls, and
Corfee-Morlot (2013). Therefore, indirect damages are
included in the direct damages, and depend on the land use
(e.g., housing, agriculture or industry).

The direct damage of flooding (Dpot) is determined by
the value of the protected area, which, among others, con-
sists of the value of all structures and infrastructure in the

FIGURE 3 Flooding of an area in a polder and on a fill
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area. It is quantified with Equation (13), which is a function
of the size (A) and value (V) of the area.

Dpot =A �V €½ � ð13Þ

A linear relation is used to estimate flood damages for
increasing flood depths. In case of dike failure, water
levels in the protected area are assumed to become equal
to the outside water level. Other flood characteristics and
dynamics (flow velocity, rise rate) are not included in the
simplified modelling here. Thus, for an area behind a
flood defence, the flood depth after failure is equal to the
water level (hw) minus the initial level of the floodplain
(hw − h0). For fills, the flood depth is equal to water level
minus the level of the fill (hw − hm). This is illustrated by
the following figure:

Damage occurs when the water levels exceed the crest
of the flood defence or fill. Flood damages are bounded
by a maximum food depth (dmax), for which all value is
assumed to be lost, which depends on the land use. For
example, agricultural land will have a lower value of dmax

than industry or housing, because all crops are assumed
to be lost once the surface of the land is flooded. Here,
the value of dmax includes all potential damages of the
protected area, including infrastructure and indirect dam-
ages. The resulting damage functions for fills
(Equation (14)) and flood defences (Equation (15)) are
included below:

Dfill = 0 €½ � hw < hm

Dfill =Dpot�hw−hm
dmax

€½ �hm < hw < hm + dmax

Dfill =Dpot €½ �hw > hm + dmax :

ð14Þ

Ddike = 0 €½ �hw < hd

Ddike =Dpot�hw−h0
dmax

€½ �hd < hw < h0 + dmax

Ddike =Dpot €½ �hw ≥ h0 + dmax :

ð15Þ

The relations between flood damage and flood level are
illustrated in the conceptual damage functions in the left
graph of Figure 4, which assumes that the flood defence
level is lower than the level at which maximum flood dam-
ages occur (hd < h0 + hmax). When the flood defence level is
higher than the level at which maximum damages occur
(hd > h0 + dmax), all value inside the flood defence system
will be lost once the flood defence fails. This is illustrated in
the right graph of Figure 4 (and depicted in Equation (16)).
The graphs also illustrate that, for a given water level, the
flood damages of an area protected by flood defences (i.e., a
polder) are higher than the damages to the same area on top
of a fill.

Ddike = 0 €½ �hw < hd
Ddike =Dpot €½ �hw ≥ hd:

ð16Þ

Risk is found by multiplying the potential food damages
with the probability of flooding. The following conceptual
graph illustrates the present value of the risk for increased
elevation levels of fills and flood defences. The risk
decreases with increased elevation levels for both strategies,
because the probability of flooding reduces with increased
elevation levels. Notice how the risk of flood defences is
always higher than of fills, because once an elevation level
is exceeded, polders flood completely resulting in higher
damages than fills (Figure 5).

FIGURE 4 Damage function for hd < h0 + dmax (left) and for hd > h0 + dmax (right)
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2.3 | Total costs and optimization

Economical optimization is used to determine optimal eleva-
tion levels, based on minimal total costs. The total costs are
found by summing the investment costs with the present value
of the risk (Equation (17)). The minimal total costs are deter-
mined by minimising the respective total cost functions with
respect to the fill and flood defence level (Equation (18)).

TC hd;m
� �

= I hd;m
� �

+R hd;m
� �

, ð17Þ

∂TC
∂hd;m

=0, ð18Þ

with TC, total cost, I, investment cost and R, present value
of risk.

2.3.1 | Optimization of total costs of a fill

The total cost function for a flood risk reduction system con-
sisting of a fill (TCm) is found by combining Equations (1),
(3), (9), (10), and (14), providing the following function (see
Appendix S1):

TCm =A � hm−h0ð Þ �Cm +Rm, ð19Þ

withRm =
A �V �b
r �dmax

� e−
hm−a

b −e−
hm + dmax −a

b

	 

: ð20Þ

Including the risk function in the total cost function gives
the following equation for total costs of a fill:

TCm =A � hm−h0ð Þ �Cm +
A �V �b
r �dmax

� e−
hm−a

b −e−
hm + dmax −a

b

	 

:

ð21Þ

Note that the present value of the risk of floodplains
without flood risk reduction measures is found when solving
Equation (21) for hm = h0. Equation (21) is minimised to
obtain the optimal level of the fill (hm; optimal),

∂TC
∂hm

=A �Cm +
A �V
r �dmax

� e−
hm + dmax −a

b −e−
hm−a

b

	 

=0

hm;optimal = a – b � ln cm �dmax � r
V � 1−e−

dmax
b

	 

:

ð22Þ

The optimal elevation level of a fill depends on the
parameters (a and b) of the exponential distribution of water
levels, the marginal cost for raising fills (Cm), the depth
where flood damages are maximised (dmax) and the marginal
value of the area (V). It is not influenced by the size of the
area, since both the cost and damages increase linearly with
the area.

2.3.2 | Optimization of total costs of a polder

The total cost function for a system of flood defences sur-
rounding a (circular) polder (TCd) is found by combining
Equations (1), (5), (9), (10), (13), and (15), providing the
following function (see Supplementary Material):

TCd = L � hd−h0ð Þ �2 �
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
π �A

p
�Cd +Rd ð23Þ

withRd =
A �V �b
r �dmax

� hd
b
−
h0
b
+1

� �
e−

hd −a
b −e−

h0 + dmax −a
b

� �
:

ð24Þ

Including the risk function in the total cost function pro-
vides the following equation for total costs of a flood
defence system, surrounding a polder:

TCd = hd−h0ð Þ �2 �
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
π �A

p
�Cd +

A �V �b
r �dmax

� hd
b
−
h0
b
+1

� �
e−

hd −a
b −e−

h0 + dmax −a
b

� �
: ð25Þ

Equation (25) is minimised to obtain the optimal eleva-
tion level of the flood defence (hd;optimal):

∂TC
∂hd

=2 �
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
π �A

p
�Cd +

A �V
r �dmax

� h0
b
−
hd
b

� �
� e−hd −a

b

� �
=0

hd−h0ð Þ � e−hd −a
b =

2 � ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
π �Ap �Cd �dmax � r �b

A �V : ð26Þ

FIGURE 5 Conceptual graph of flood risk depending on the
elevation level of fills or flood defences
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The optimal flood defence level depends on the param-
eters (a and b) of the exponential distribution of water
levels, the marginal cost for raising flood defences (Cd),
the depth where flood damages are maximised (dmax) and
the marginal value of the area to be protected (V). In addi-
tion, the initial level of the area (h0) to be protected and
the size of the area to be protected (A) also influence opti-
mal flood defence levels. Equation (26) can be rewritten
in the form W� exp(W) = Z, in which Z is a given con-
stant and W the unknown variable. This so-called “Lam-
bert function” is solved numerically in the practical
examples in Section 3, because functions of this type can-
not be solved analytically. Other examples with similar
functions are found in (Kok, Vrijling, van Gelder, &
Vogelsang, 2002; Lendering, Jonkman, & Peters, 2014).
As will be shown in Section 3, larger areas to be protec-
ted result in higher optimal elevation levels for flood
defences.

Note that the previous derivations (Equations (23) to
(26)) represent situations where the flood defence level is
lower than the water level where maximum damages occur
(hd < h0 + dmax). If the flood defence level exceeds the level
where maximum damages occur (hd > h0 + dmax), all value
behind the flood defence is lost once it fails. This assump-
tion is often used in previous work (van Dantzig & Kriens,
1960; Vrijling, 2001). Equation (25) than simplifies to Equa-
tion (27) and the optimal flood defence level is found with
Equation (28).

TCd = hd−h0ð Þ �2 �
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
π �A

p
�Cd +

A �V
r

� e−hd −a
b for hd > h0 + dmax : ð27Þ

hd;optimal = a – b ln
2 � ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

π �Ap �Cd �b � r
A �V

� �
for hd > h0 + dmax :

ð28Þ
The following conceptual graph illustrates the investment,

risk and total costs of fills and flood defences, given optimal ele-
vation levels and increasing size of the protected area (Figure 6).
The example is based on the values included in Table 1.

For small areas, the total costs of fills are lower than the total
cost of flood defences. The transitional area is defined as the
area size for which the total cost of fills and flood defences are
equal, see Figure 6. The following graphs illustrate the invest-
ment cost, risk and total costs of both flood defences and fills
for areas smaller (Figure 7) and larger (Figure 8) than the transi-
tional area (given the data in Table 1). For areas smaller than the
transitional area, fills are always preferred over flood defences
since this strategy will lead to lower total costs. For areas larger
than the transitional area, flood defences are preferred over fills
from a certain elevation level: the transitional elevation level.
This level is found by finding the elevation level for which the
total cost of both strategies is equal. A similar analysis was per-
formed in (Lendering et al., 2015), where elevation levels for
land reclamation where optimised for fills and polders.

3 | CASES

3.1 | Introduction

Several practical examples are discussed to analyse situa-
tions where a strategy containing one or multiple layers of
protection (i.e., a landfill and/or a flood defence) is preferred
from an economical point of view. While the following
examples have been highly simplified, they represent
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FIGURE 6 Investment, risk and total costs for increasing size of the protected area
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realistic, practical cases in which decision makers are faced
with deciding between a protection or consequence mitiga-
tion strategy. Table 1 contains the generic input variables

used, which are based on values commonly used in flood
risk analyses in the Netherlands.

The sensitivity of the examples to the chosen values
is investigated with sensitivity analyses. This section
includes four case studies: an example with a single land
use (3.1), an example with multiple land uses (3.2), an
example for reducing risk given an existing flood defence
(3.3) and an example where a minimum safety level is
required (3.4).

3.2 | Single land use

We consider a residential area to be built on a floodplain
along a river or coast. Flood risk reduction can be pro-
vided by raising the entire residential area to a level well
above flood levels or by surrounding the area with a (cir-
cular) system of flood defences. The optimal levels for fills
and flood defences with increasing size of the protected
area are determined, based on the values included in
Table 1. The results are shown in the following graphs
(Figure 9):

We find that the optimal level for fills is a constant,
irrespective of the area that is protected (see Equation (22)).
The optimal level for flood defences increases with increas-
ing size of the area, as the optimal level is a function of the
area (Equation (28)). Note that in this example the optimal
elevation level of the fill is lower than that of a system of
flood defences, because the optimal flood probabilities for
fills are larger than for flood defences.

Figure 10 illustrates the resulting total costs for optimal
elevation levels of both a fill and a system of flood defences.
Raising fills is only beneficial (economically) if the total
area is smaller than the transitional area size (in the example
about 30,000 square meters). A system of flood defences is
more economical over raising the area on top of a fill, pro-
vided that the area is larger than the transitional area and
optimal elevation levels are chosen.

TABLE 1 Generic case study variables

Description Variable Value

The base level of the floodplain. h0 0 m

Location (a) and scale (b) parameters of
the exponential water level
distribution. This level represents a
case similar to the North Sea along
the Netherlands, with a relatively
mild sloping exponential distribution.

a
b

3 m
0.3 m

Discount factor for discounting risk
over the lifetime, taking in to account
changes in economic growth, costs
and damage (Deltares, 2011).

r 0.05

Marginal cost for raising land with a fill
(including cost of outer slope
protection against erosion), based on
(Jonkman, Hillen, Nicholls,
Kanning, & van Ledden, 2013;
Lendering et al., 2015).

Cm 25 €/m/m2

Marginal cost for constructing flood
defences (5 million euro per kilometre
for levees with a retaining height of
5 m (Jonkman et al., 2013)).

Cd 1,000 €/m/m

Value of residential/ industrial land and
depth for maximum damages, based
on estimates used in the National
Flood Risk Analysis in the
Netherlands (Rijkswaterstaat, 2016).

V 1,500 €/m2

dmax 5 m

Value of agricultural land and depth for
maximum damages, based on
estimates used in the National Flood
Risk Analysis in the Netherlands
(Rijkswaterstaat, 2016).

V 100 €/m2

dmax 1 m

FIGURE 7 Investment, risk and
total cost for optimal elevation levels,
given an area smaller than the
transitional area. Here, the fill is
preferred over flood defences
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3.2.1 | Sensitivity to the marginal costs

The previous example assumed a constant ratio between the
marginal cost for fills and flood defences. The following
subsection discusses the sensitivity of the results to this ratio.
In this analysis, the optimal levels, probabilities and total
costs for significantly higher and lower marginal costs of
both fills and flood defences is estimated (Figure 11).

The solid blue lines represent the base case of flood
defences (1,000 €/m/m), while the dotted blue lines are the
optimal levels for higher (2,500 €/m/m) and lower (500 €/
m/m) marginal costs. The solid black lines represent the base
case of fills (25 €/m/m2), while the dotted black lines are the
optimal levels for higher (50 €/m/m2) and lower (5 €/m/m2)
marginal costs. The optimal level of both fills and flood
defences reduce with increasing marginal cost, and vice
versa for decreasing marginal cost. In summary, higher costs

for raising fills or flood defences result in lower optimal ele-
vation levels.

The increased marginal cost of fills (50 €/m/m2) benefit
flood defences over fills (left graph of Figure 12). For this
specific example, flood defences are more economical for
areas larger than about 7,000 square meters. Such high costs
for fills may represent projects where existing residential
areas are to be raised or redeveloped to reduce flood risk. In
contrast, reduced marginal cost for fills (5 €/m/m2) result in
a larger fill development size where fills are preferred over
flood defences (Figure 12).

3.2.2 | Sensitivity to the land use value

The sensitivity of the model to different land use values is
analysed by reducing its value significantly, which may
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FIGURE 8 Investment, risk and total cost for optimal elevation levels, given an area larger than the transitional area. Here, flood defences are
preferred over fills

FIGURE 9 Optimal level (left) and flood probabilities (right) of raising the residential area on a fill or surrounding the area with flood
defences, for increasing size of the protected area
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represent agricultural land use (Table 1 assumed a residential
or industrial area; Figure 13).

Smaller optimal elevation levels for both fills and flood
defences are found due to a reduction of the land use value.
The transitional area (30,500 square meters) does not change
significantly compared to the base case (Figure 10),
suggesting that the sensitivity of the transitional area to the
land use value is small.

3.2.3 | Results

The results for the base case use typical values for western
countries such as the Netherlands, with relatively high
investment costs and damages. While the potential damages
do not have a large influence on the preferred strategy (only

on optimal elevation levels), high marginal costs result in a
strong preference for flood defences over fills. In contrast,
low costs and damages (e.g., for developing countries)
would typically lead to a stronger preference for fills,
because the area where flood defences become more eco-
nomical over fills increases significantly.

3.3 | Combining multiple land uses

This subsection discusses examples in which multiple types
of land use are combined in an area, each possibly requiring
a different strategy for risk reduction. For example, combin-
ing agricultural land with a residential area (Figure 14). Note
that the flood defence and fill are dependent and correlated
through the water level. A flood defence in front of a fill will

transitional area

FIGURE 10 Total costs for
optimal elevation levels of a fill and a
system of flood defences, given
increasing size of the protected area

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

x 10
4

4.4

4.6

4.8

5

5.2

5.4

5.6

5.8

6
Optimal level per area

size of development [m2]

le
ve

l

low fill cost

high fill cost

base fill cost

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

x 10
4

10
-5

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2 Optimal flood probability per area

size of development [m2]

pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
of

 fl
oo

di
ng

low fill cost

high fill cost

base fill cost
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lines represent the base case of a flood defence and fill respectively. The dotted lines represent the scenario with low and high costs
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lower the flooding probability of that fill if it has a higher
level than the fill (and vice versa), thus also reducing the risk
associated with the protected area on the fill.

Based on the findings of the preceding section, we find
that a flood defence is economically more beneficial than a
fill for areas larger than the transitional area. Different com-
binations of land uses and preferred flood risk reduction
strategies are shown in Figure 14 and in Table 2 (given the
data of Table 1).

A combination of a flood defence and a fill is only pre-
ferred if one land use is smaller than the corresponding tran-
sitional area and the other larger. For example, a residential
area smaller than its transitional area can be placed on a fill,
while the surrounding agricultural land (smaller than its tran-
sitional area) is protected by flood defences. This is

illustrated in the second sketch in Figure 14. From an eco-
nomic point of view, a combination is also preferred if the
agriculture area is smaller than its transitional size, while the
residential area is larger than its transitional size. In this case
it might be more practical to have both land uses be protec-
ted by a flood defence, if there is sufficient room for the
agricultural land to be placed behind the flood defence (see
fourth sketch of Figure 14). A single layer of protection is
preferred for all other combinations.

We also find that optimal elevation levels for flood
defences are lower for smaller land use values. For this case,
it may be more economical to construct one flood defence to
protect both land uses. As further discussed in Section 4,
additional planning considerations (e.g., water management
and infrastructure) may also greatly affect the choice for a

transitional area

transitional area

FIGURE 12 Total costs for optimal elevation levels of a fill and a system of flood defences, given increasing size of the residential area
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flood risk reduction strategy and its layout and
implementation.

3.4 | Developing behind an existing levee

An example case study is considered where an area requiring
flood risk reduction is situated behind an existing flood
defence. The question here is whether it is wise to raise the
existing defence or invest in landfills (Figure 15):

The marginal cost for raising the entire residential area
are estimated at 25 €/m/m2. The marginal cost for rein-
forcing flood defences are 50% of the costs of constructing
new flood defences (Table 1): 500 €/m/m. We consider an
existing flood defence with an elevation level below the
optimal elevation level (see Figure 16). For this case, higher
optimal elevation levels are found compared to the base case
scenario (Figure 9), as a result of the reduction of the mar-
ginal costs.

In addition, we find that raising a fill behind the existing
flood defence is only economical for rather small areas
(in the example we find a transitional area of about
1,500 m2). Reinforcing the existing flood defences is pre-
ferred for larger areas. This example illustrates that the pres-
ence of flood defences results in a stronger preference for
flood defences over fills.

3.5 | Design for a minimum safety level

The preceding examples assumed that there is no minimum
safety level and the optimization process continues until
optimal levels are found. However, there are practical situa-
tions in which fixed safety levels are required, which may
lay below optimal levels. An example is shown based on

FIGURE 14 Combination of multiple land uses and risk reduction strategies in a floodplain

TABLE 2 Combination of multiple land uses and risk reduction
strategies in a floodplain

Agriculture area
smaller than
transitional area

Agriculture area
larger than
transitional area

Residential area
smaller than
transitional area

Both agriculture and
residential area on
fills

Combination
preferred:
agriculture
behind (small)
flood defence
and residential
area on fill

Residential area
larger than
transitional area

Combination
preferred:
agriculture on fill
and residential
area behind flood
defence, although
possibly more
practical to have
both land uses be
protected by a
flood defence.

Both agriculture
and residential
area behind
flood defence

h0

hm

FIGURE 15 Developing behind an existing flood defence:
reinforcing the flood defence or raising the floodplain on a fill?
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flood management in the United States, where minimum
safety levels are based on an annual flood probability
of 1/100.

In those cases, optimization of the elevation level can
become less relevant. However, it can still be interesting to
consider whether consequence mitigation is an attractive
alternative to reach the same amount of risk reduction. The
following graphs compare the total cost of raising fills and
constructing flood defences, specifically for a flood proba-
bility of 1/100 per year (corresponding with an elevation
level of 4.3 m in the base case). While a system of flood
defences is more economical when the total costs are

optimised, the figure shows that the costs of raising fills are
lower than the costs of flood defences (irrespective of the
size of the area to be developed; Figure 17).

4 | DISCUSSION

4.1 | Results and practical implications

The model concept serves as a basis for strategic decision
making. More realistic inputs for elevation levels, damage
density and investment costs could be incorporated in more
detailed analyses—often necessitating numerical elaboration.

transitional area

FIGURE 16 Optimal level (left) and total costs (right) for raising a fill or reinforcing the existing flood defences, given increasing size of the
residential area. The existing flood defence level (3 m) is below the optimal level (5 m)
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Country—specific values for sea-level rise, costs
(e.g., Jonkman et al., 2013), damage values and discount fac-
tors (considering economic growth), can be used to come to
realistic local applications and the local “demand for safety”
and need for coastal adaptation (Hinkel & Nicholls, 2010).
Further localised studies may also consider a broader set of
interventions, including protective measures such as storm
surge barriers, nourishments, reefs and different forms of
damage reduction.

The results for the base case use typical values for west-
ern countries (e.g., the Netherlands), with relatively high
investment costs and damages, resulting in a strong prefer-
ence for flood defences. The model framework can also be
applied to cases and applications in developing countries,
typically characterised by relatively low investment costs
and damage densities. Such characteristics lead to a stronger
preference for fills, because the transitional area where flood
defences are preferred over fills is much larger.

While this study focused on an economic-engineering
consideration of risk, other drivers may determine which
strategy is preferred. For example, flood defences are better
adaptable to changing boundary conditions due to sea level
rise or subsidence: it is easier to raise existing flood defences
than to raise an entire fill. Another important aim could be to
prevent or minimise future settlements, which are larger
when fills are constructed compared to flood defences (fills
have a larger footprint and therefore higher pressures on the
subsoil). Raising fills on weak subsoils can become very
costly and time consuming, if soil replacement is needed to
prevent large settlements.

A flood defence solution generally requires more space
than a landfill solution. First, due to the footprint of the flood
defences, and second, because polders require a water
storage and drainage system, to drain excess water (due to
rainfall or seepage). Therefore, the effective area for devel-
opment inside a polder is smaller than a fill. This can be
included in more detailed analyses, as well as the operation
and maintenance cost of the water storage and drainage sys-
tem. Another driver that may influence decision making are
the higher potential flood damages behind flood defences
once flood levels exceed elevation levels. Decision makers
may want to prevent such hazards partly or entirely. Such
risk aversion can be included in optimization models, as was
shown by Slijkhuis, van Gelder, and Vrijling (2001).

Time constraints may drive decision makers to choose
for costlier strategies, in order to finish a project earlier,
achieve protection and/or start generating revenue. To avoid
long construction times due to large settlements, a deck on
piles was built in the Tanjung Priok port terminal in Jakarta,
(IPC port developer, 2012). A large fill or polder may have
been more economical (Lendering et al., 2015), but would
have resulted in significantly longer construction times. In

addition, landfill solutions can be built in parts, up to the
needs of the urban development, which is not the case for
the flood defence solution. Such examples influence the rev-
enue stream of a project and may result in different benefi-
t/cost ratios.

One of the most significant drivers of decision making
remains the budget available. In the Netherlands, almost the
entire county lives in so-called dike rings, and everyone pays
a “water tax,” which is used to construct and reinforce exis-
ting flood defences. In other countries, such as the UK and
US, only projects with high benefit cost ratios are funded.
The practical examples all assumed that there is sufficient
budget to raise entire areas to optimal elevation levels,
irrespective of their cost. However, budgets are often con-
strained, which may drive decision makers to choose other
than optimal strategies that are within the boundaries of the
budget.

A final driver of the choice of a strategy for flood risk
reduction concerns the governmental context. Flood protec-
tion of larger areas often relies on collective efforts, necessi-
tating the formation of water authorities and taxation.
Consequence reduction by landfills or raising of structures is
more easily achieved at the local level, up to the individual
household.

4.2 | Methodological considerations

Follow-up work can focus on the proportions of dimension-
less quantities, to understand how preferred solutions depend
on (and vary) depending on the chosen parameter values.
The sensitivity of the results to the location and scale param-
eters of the exponential water level distribution was not
analysed. Instead, all examples were based on the distribu-
tion parameters included in Table 1, which are representative
for a relatively mild exponential distribution as found in the
North Sea. Steeper exponential distributions, with larger
scale parameters (e.g., areas subject to hurricane storm
surges), can be found in other areas around the world (see
Xian, Yin, Lin, & Oppenheimer, 2018 for a comparison
between New York and Shanghai). Larger scale parameters
result in higher optimal flood probabilities and higher
risk. Due to the assumed values of other parameters
(e.g., marginal costs and land use values), significant
changes in the exponential distribution do not affect the gen-
eral conclusions drawn. Nevertheless, for local applications,
more research in the statistical parameters is recommended
to validate the results, possibly requiring a numerical
analysis.

The mathematical model derived in this paper assumes
that the marginal cost of flood defences depends on the
length and height of the flood defence. More detailed analy-
sis can also take other cost drivers in to account, such as the
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total volume of soil, the outer slope protection and the type
of flood defence. Furthermore, we assumed a circular polder,
while in practice different shapes are found and built. While
different shapes may change the analytical derivations
found, we expect the impact on the principal results to be
small. Another simplification was to assume that the value
of dmax includes all damages associated flooding: both direct
and indirect damages, according to Hallegatte et al. (2013).
More detailed methods break down direct damages in dam-
ages associated with land use and infrastructure and deter-
mine indirect damages based on the potential income of the
area for a specific period of downtime (Steenge &
Bockarjova, 2007).

Finally, loss of life was not considered. Generally, a land-
fill solution results in significantly smaller risk to life than a
flood defence solution. Flood defence solutions may require
a minimum safety level to satisfy maximum individual risk
standards. Depending on the maximum individual risk stan-
dards, such analyses may require higher elevation levels than
those found with economic optimization (see Jonkman,
Jongejan, & Maaskant, 2011). Another, more direct method
to consider loss of life, is to include the value of human lives
in cost benefit analyses. For example, in comparable cost
benefit analyses, the value of human lives has been esti-
mated by the nett national product (NNP) per inhabitant
(Jonkman, Van Gelder, & Vrijling, 2003; Vrijling, Van
Hengel, & Houben, 1998).

5 | CONCLUDING REMARKS

This paper expands existing methods for optimising the total
cost of flood defences and fills, by deriving largely analyti-
cal solutions for optimal elevation levels. Variations in the
size of the area to be developed, its land use and
corresponding value are included to model the total costs
more accurately. The derived equations allow for optimiza-
tion of a single strategy (i.e., a flood defence or a fill), and
combination of interventions (i.e., a fill behind an existing
flood defence). Using these equations, several practical
examples of decision problems in flood risk management
have been elaborated and implications for developing and
developed countries have been discussed.

Within the context of this economic model, we conclude
that a system of flood defences is generally more economical
than a landfill for larger areas (above the identified transition
level). Fills are preferred for specific combinations of areas
and land uses, or when low flood safety levels are required.
The ratio between the marginal cost of fills and flood
defences largely determines the area size for which flood
defences become more economical. An increase of the mar-
ginal cost of fills leads to a reduction of its application range
from an economic point of view (and vice versa). Besides

economic optimization of strategies, local requirements (lim-
ited rainfall flooding or settlements) or other drivers
(e.g., time or budget constraints) may influence decision
makers in deciding between different strategies.

The practical examples in this paper also demonstrate
that investing in a single protective layer (fills or flood
defences) is generally more economical than combining
multiple protective layers (fills behind flood defences). Nev-
ertheless, combinations of interventions can be attractive for
specific cases. An example of such an optimal multi-layered
strategy is found when the value protected by the flood
defence is low (agriculture) and the value protected by the
fill is high (human lives/housing/ industry) and if the high
value development is relatively small in size. The approach
also provides insight in tipping points between optimal
strategies and the sensitivity for the main problem
characteristics.

The model concept can serve as a basis for local applica-
tions in decision support models to highlight the essential
differences in cost and risk of several risk reduction strate-
gies. The derived methods have focused on landfills but can
also be applied to similar strategies such as floodproofing of
structures or raising houses. As such, it is relevant for differ-
ent areas subject to flood risks around the world (e.g., the
Vietnam deltas or Japan coasts). Final implementation
requires more detailed modelling of cost and risk, while also
considering social and ecological impacts of interventions
and governance. Ultimately, this work serves as a basis for
strategic decision making in flood risk management.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to express their gratitude to
STOWA, which is the research foundation of the Dutch
water boards, for their financial support. Additionally, the
authors thank prof. dr. ir. M. Kok for his useful insights and
guidance during the project.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors declare no potential conflict of interest.

ORCID

Kasper T. Lendering https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6820-
1840

REFERENCES

Arends, B. J., Jonkman, S. N., Vrijling, J. K., & van Gelder, P. H. A. J.
M. (2005). Evaluation of tunnel safety: Towards an economic
safety optimum. Reliability Engineering & System Safety, 90,
217–228. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2005.01.007

LENDERING ET AL. 15 of 17

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6820-1840
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6820-1840
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6820-1840
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2005.01.007


Ciria. (2014). The international levee handbook (1st ed.). London,
England: Ciria.

Custer, R. (2015). Hierarchical modelling of flood risk for engineering
decision analysis. Lyngby, Denmark: Technical University of
Denmark, Department of Civil Engineering. https://doi.org/10.
13140/RG.2.1.4846.1202

de Leeuw, H. A., Smits, E. P. T., Mathijssen, F. A. J. M., & Estourgie,
A. L. P. (2002). Reclamation on soft subsoil by spraying thin layers
of sand: The “IJburg” project near Amsterdam. Terra et Aqua,
89, 9–30.

Deltares. (2011). Maatschappelijke kosten-batenanalyse Water-
veiligheid 21. Delft, the Netherlands: Deltares.

EEA. (2012). Climate change, impacts and vulnerability in Europe
2012. Copenhagen, Denmark: European Environment Agency.
https://doi.org/10.2800/66071

Eijgenraam, C. J. J. (2006). CPB discussion paper. The Hague, the
Netherlands: Eijgenraam.

Hallegatte, S., Green, C., Nicholls, R. J., & Corfee-Morlot, J. (2013).
Future flood losses in major coastal cities. Nature Climate Change,
3(9), 802–806. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1979

Hinkel, J., & Nicholls, R. J. (2010). Assessing risk of and adaptation to
sea-level rise in the European Union: an application of DIVA. Miti-
gation and Adaptation Strategies for Global Change, 15, 703–719.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-010-9237-y

IPC Port Developer (2012). Construction of deck on pile system and
reclamation land. Retrieved from http://www.portdevco.com/wp-
content/uploads/2014/12/NEW-PRIOK-DEVELOPMENT.pdf.

Jonkman, S. N., Hillen, M. M., Nicholls, R. J., Kanning, W., & van
Ledden, M. (2013). Costs of adapting coastal defences to sea-level
rise— New estimates and their implications. Journal of Coastal
Research, 290(5), 1212–1226. https://doi.org/10.2112/JCOASTR
ES-D-12-00230.1

Jonkman, S. N., Jongejan, R., & Maaskant, B. (2011). The use of indi-
vidual and societal risk criteria within the Dutch flood safety
policy-Nationwide estimates of societal risk and policy applica-
tions. Risk Analysis, 31(2), 282–300. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1539-6924.2010.01502.x

Jonkman, S. N., Kok, M., & Vrijling, J. K. (2005). Economic optimisa-
tion as a basis for the choice of flood protection strategies in the
Netherlands. IAHR congress. Thessaloniki, Greece (19–26). Ret-
reived from http://hkvconsultants.com/ocumenten/EconomicOptimi
zationasabasisfortheChoiceoffloodprotectionstrategiesintheNetherla
nds_MK.pdf.

Jonkman, S. N., Van Gelder, P., & Vrijling, J. K. (2003). An overview
of quantitative risk measures for loss of life and economic damage.
Journal of Hazardous Materials, 99(1), 1–30. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0304-3894(02)00283-2

Kind, J. M. (2014). Economically efficient flood protection standards
for The Netherlands. Journal of Flood Risk Management, 7(2),
103–117. https://doi.org/10.1111/jfr3.12026

Kok, M., Vrijling, J. K., van Gelder, P. H. A. J. M., & Vogelsang,
M. P. (2002). Risk of flooding and insurance in The Netherlands.
In Flood defence (pp. 146–154). Beijing, China: Science Press
New York Ltd.

Kovats, R. S., & Valentini, R. (2014). ‘Europe’, Climate Change
2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Part B: Regional
Aspects. Contribution of Working Group II to the Fifth Assess-
ment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(1267–1326).

Lendering, K. T., Jonkman, S. N., & Peters, D. (2014). Risk approach
to land reclamation: Feasibility of a polder terminal. In
R. Steenbergen, et al. (Eds.), Safety, reliability and risk analysis:
Beyond the horizon (pp. 2507–2514). Amsterdam, the Netherlands:
Taylor & Francis Group, London http://repository.tudelft.nl/assets/
uuid:5ede00e1-9101-49ea-9a2f-81b99291b110/299.pdf

Lendering, K. T., Jonkman, S. N., van Gelder, P. H. A. J. M., &
Peters, D. J. (2015). Risk-based optimization of land reclamation.
Reliability Engineering and System Safety, 144, 1–11. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ress.2015.07.025

Mai, C., van Gelder, P. H. A. J. M., Vrijling, J. K., & Stive,
M. (2009). Reliability- and risk-based design of coastal flood
defences. In J. Smith (Ed.), 31st international conference on
coastal engineering (pp. 4276–4288). Hamburg, Germany: World
Scientific Publ Co Pte Ltd.

Nagao, T., Moriya, Y., & Washio, T. (2003). Optimization of the target
failure probabilities for port structures. In A. DerKiureghian,
S. Madanat, & J. Pestana (Eds.), 9th International conference on
applications of statistics and probability in civil engineering
(pp. 1041–1047). San Francisco, CA: Millpress Science Publishers.

Rijkswaterstaat. (2016). The National Flood Risk Analysis for The
Netherlands. Utrecht, the Netherlands: Rijkswaterstaat.

Seah, T. H. (2005). Design and construction of ground improvement
works at Suvarnabhumi airport, Geodrain. Bangkok, Thailand:
SEAGS. Retreived from http://www.geodrain.com/attachments/-
article/130/2005-Design and Construction of Ground Improvement
Works at Suvarnabhumi airport Bangkok-Wick Drain(PVD).Pdf.

Slijkhuis, K., van Gelder, P., & Vrijling, J. K. (2001). Optimal dike
height under statistical-, construction-and damage uncertainty. citg.
tudelft.nl, 7 (pp. 1137–1140). Retreived from http://www.citg.
tudelft.nl/fileadmin/Faculteit/CiTG/Over_de_faculteit/Afdelingen/
Afdeling_Waterbouwkunde/sectie_waterbouwkunde/people/personal/
gelder/publications/papers/doc/paper12.pdf.

Steenge, A. E., & Bockarjova, M. (2007). Thinking about imbalances
in post-catastrophe economies: An input-output based proposition.
Economic Systems Research, 19(2), 205–223. https://doi.org/10.
1080/09535310701330308

Strusi�nska-Correia, A. (2017). Tsunami mitigation in Japan after the
2011 T�ohoku tsunami. International Journal of Disaster Risk
Reduction, 22(November 2016), 397–411. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijdrr.2017.02.001

Tomiczek, T., Kennedy, A., & Rogers, S. (2013). Survival analysis of
elevated homes on the bolivar peninsula after hurricane Ike. In
Advances in hurrican engineering-learning from our past (pp. 108–
118). Miami, FL: American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE).
http://app.knovel.com/hotlink/toc/id:kpAHELOP0A/advances-in-
hurricane/advances-in-hurricane

Tsimopoulou, V., Vrijling, J. K., Kok, M., Jonkman, S. N., & Stijnen,
J. W. (2014). Economic implications of multi-layer safety projects
for flood protection. In Safety, reliability and risk analysis: Beyond
the horizon (Vol. 1960, pp. 2583–2588). Delft, the Netherlands:
TU Delft

van Dantzig, D. (1956). Economic decision problems for flood preven-
tion. Econometrica (New Haven), 24, 276–287.

van Dantzig, D. & Kriens, J. (1960). The economic decision problem
of safeguarding the Netherlands against floods. In Report of the
delta committee, part 3, section II.2. The Hague, the Netherlands.

Vrijling, J. K. (2001). Probabilistic design of water defense systems in
The Netherlands. Reliability Engineering & System Safety, 74(3),

16 of 17 LENDERING ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.4846.1202
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.4846.1202
https://doi.org/10.2800/66071
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1979
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-010-9237-y
http://www.portdevco.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/NEW-PRIOK-DEVELOPMENT.pdf
http://www.portdevco.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/NEW-PRIOK-DEVELOPMENT.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2112/JCOASTRES-D-12-00230.1
https://doi.org/10.2112/JCOASTRES-D-12-00230.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2010.01502.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2010.01502.x
http://hkvconsultants.com/documenten/EconomicOptimizationasabasisfortheChoiceoffloodprotectionstrategiesintheNetherlands_MK.pdf
http://hkvconsultants.com/documenten/EconomicOptimizationasabasisfortheChoiceoffloodprotectionstrategiesintheNetherlands_MK.pdf
http://hkvconsultants.com/documenten/EconomicOptimizationasabasisfortheChoiceoffloodprotectionstrategiesintheNetherlands_MK.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3894(02)00283-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3894(02)00283-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfr3.12026
http://repository.tudelft.nl/assets/uuid:5ede00e1-9101-49ea-9a2f-81b99291b110/299.pdf
http://repository.tudelft.nl/assets/uuid:5ede00e1-9101-49ea-9a2f-81b99291b110/299.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2015.07.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2015.07.025
http://citg.tudelft.nl
http://citg.tudelft.nl
http://www.citg.tudelft.nl/fileadmin/Faculteit/CiTG/Over_de_faculteit/Afdelingen/Afdeling_Waterbouwkunde/sectie_waterbouwkunde/people/personal/gelder/publications/papers/doc/paper12.pdf
http://www.citg.tudelft.nl/fileadmin/Faculteit/CiTG/Over_de_faculteit/Afdelingen/Afdeling_Waterbouwkunde/sectie_waterbouwkunde/people/personal/gelder/publications/papers/doc/paper12.pdf
http://www.citg.tudelft.nl/fileadmin/Faculteit/CiTG/Over_de_faculteit/Afdelingen/Afdeling_Waterbouwkunde/sectie_waterbouwkunde/people/personal/gelder/publications/papers/doc/paper12.pdf
http://www.citg.tudelft.nl/fileadmin/Faculteit/CiTG/Over_de_faculteit/Afdelingen/Afdeling_Waterbouwkunde/sectie_waterbouwkunde/people/personal/gelder/publications/papers/doc/paper12.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09535310701330308
https://doi.org/10.1080/09535310701330308
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2017.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2017.02.001
http://app.knovel.com/hotlink/toc/id:kpAHELOP0A/advances-in-hurricane/advances-in-hurricane
http://app.knovel.com/hotlink/toc/id:kpAHELOP0A/advances-in-hurricane/advances-in-hurricane


337–344. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/B6V4T-447
5SXJ-D/2/67b27fa241ab41a3fbfb45669a961cc4

Vrijling, J. K. (2014). Multi layer safety: A generally efficient solution
or work for all. In R. D. J. M. Steenbergen, P. H. A. J. M. van
Gelder, S. Miraglia, & A. C. W. M. Vrouwenvelder (Eds.), Safety,
reliability and risk analysis: Beyond the horizon (pp. 37–43).
Amsterdam, the Nethelands: CRC Press https://books.google.nl/
books?id=u1DvBQAAQBAJ&dq=multi+layered+safety+a+generally
+efficient&hl=nl&source=gbs_navlinks_s

Vrijling, J. K., Van Hengel, W., & Houben, R. (1998). Acceptable risk
as a basis for design. Reliability Engineering & System, 59(1),
141–150 http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S09518320970
0135X

Woodward, M., Gouldby, B., Kapelan, Z., & Hames, D. (2014). Multi-
objective optimization for improved management of flood risk.
Journal of Water Resources Planning and Management, 140(2),
201–215. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)WR.1943-5452.0000295

Xian, S., Lin, N., & Kunreuther, H. (2017). Optimal house elevation
for reducing flood-related losses. Journal of Hydrology, 548,
63–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2017.02.057

Xian, S., Yin, J., Lin, N., & Oppenheimer, M. (2018). Science of
the Total environment in fluence of risk factors and past events

on fl ood resilience in coastal megacities : Comparative analy-
sis of NYC and Shanghai. Science of the Total Environment,
610–611, 1251–1261. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.
07.229

Zhu, T., & Lund, J. R. (2009). Up or out ?—Economic-engineering the-
ory of flood levee height and setback. Journal of Water Resources
Planning and Management, 135(2), 90–95.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information may be found online in
the Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Lendering KT,
Jonkman SN, van Ledden M, Vrijling JK. Defend or
raise? Optimising flood risk reduction strategies. J
Flood Risk Management. 2019;e12553. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jfr3.12553

LENDERING ET AL. 17 of 17

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/B6V4T-4475SXJ-D/2/67b27fa241ab41a3fbfb45669a961cc4
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/B6V4T-4475SXJ-D/2/67b27fa241ab41a3fbfb45669a961cc4
https://books.google.nl/books?id=u1DvBQAAQBAJ&dq=multi+layered+safety+a+generally+efficient&hl=nl&source=gbs_navlinks_s
https://books.google.nl/books?id=u1DvBQAAQBAJ&dq=multi+layered+safety+a+generally+efficient&hl=nl&source=gbs_navlinks_s
https://books.google.nl/books?id=u1DvBQAAQBAJ&dq=multi+layered+safety+a+generally+efficient&hl=nl&source=gbs_navlinks_s
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S095183209700135X
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S095183209700135X
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)WR.1943-5452.0000295
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2017.02.057
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.07.229
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.07.229
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfr3.12553
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfr3.12553

	Defend or raise? Optimising flood risk reduction strategies
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  METHODOLOGY
	2.1  Investment cost
	2.2  Risk of flooding
	2.2.1  Probability density function of water levels
	2.2.2  Damage function

	2.3  Total costs and optimization
	2.3.1  Optimization of total costs of a fill
	2.3.2  Optimization of total costs of a polder


	3  CASES
	3.1  Introduction
	3.2  Single land use
	3.2.1  Sensitivity to the marginal costs
	3.2.2  Sensitivity to the land use value
	3.2.3  Results

	3.3  Combining multiple land uses
	3.4  Developing behind an existing levee
	3.5  Design for a minimum safety level

	4  DISCUSSION
	4.1  Results and practical implications
	4.2  Methodological considerations

	5  CONCLUDING REMARKS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	  CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	REFERENCES


