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Abstract
This paper shows a detailed, advanced procedure to implement cost–benefit analyses 
(CBAs) in order to assess the effectiveness of flood mitigation measures. The town of Lodi 
(North of Italy) has been selected as a case study for the research work, as it was hit by a 
large flood in 2002 for which several data are available. In order to compute the benefits, in 
terms of avoided damage with the mitigation measure in place, micro-scale damage models 
developed within the Flood-IMPAT + project were used. The great amount of input data for 
such models comes from results of a two-dimensional river modelling, for what concern 
the hazard parameters, and from open-source database, to evaluate the vulnerability and the 
exposure of the hit area. The research highlights that technological-advanced, high-perfor-
mance hydraulic models allow taking into account a variety of hazard scenarios, with rea-
sonable computational time, supporting the proper accounting of the probabilistic nature 
of risk in CBAs. Nonetheless, such high-resolution tools support the implementation of 
micro-scale damage assessment models, which can provide information on the distribution 
of benefits in the investigated area, increasing the effectiveness of CBAs for policy making.

Keywords Flood risk · Cost–benefit analysis · River modelling · Flood damage · Urban 
flooding

1 Introduction

Riverine floods are natural phenomena that affect many people living in floodplain areas 
and cause serious damage to the built environment, urban services and natural ecosys-
tem. In this regard, the EU “Floods Directive” (Directive 2007/60/EC) was established 
in 2007, requiring Member States to establish flood risk management plans (FRMPs), 
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in order to reduce the potential adverse consequences of flooding. In the largest Italian 
basin, one of the key players in the implementation of the Floods Directive is the Po 
River District Authority that has picked several APSFRs (Area with Potential Signifi-
cant Flood Risk) within the catchments as the areas where flood analysis is a priority.

This paper considers one of these areas and shows part of the results of the research 
project Flood-IMPAT + (an Integrated Meso and micro-scale Procedure to Assess Ter-
ritorial flood risk), undertaken by Politecnico di Milano in collaboration with the Po 
River District Authority and the partnership of several other stakeholders, in support 
of the implementation of the Floods Directive in Italy. In particular, the paper presents 
the cost–benefit analysis (CBA) of the mitigation measures built in the town of Lodi 
(North of Italy) after the last catastrophic flood occurred in 2002. Contrary to other 
CBA studies, the objective of this work was not related to the identification of the best 
mitigation strategy for the investigated area but to the choice of reliable, robust and 
informative tools to be used as the basis of any CBA by the Po River District Authority, 
for the development of FRMPs. In detail, the ex-post analysis of the implemented miti-
gation measures was conducted with high-performance hydraulic and damage model-
ling tools, with the objective of understanding potentialities and limitations of such an 
object-level, detailed approach.

CBA can be defined as a systematic procedure to compare the potential benefits of a 
given project (or activity) to the costs of employed resources, using money as unit of meas-
ure. Accordingly, it can be considered as an analytical tool which provides an overview 
of economic advantages or disadvantages in decision-making procedures (EC 2014). CBA 
has been used in projects for disaster risk reduction by different governments, international 
financial institutions, donors and NGOs since the middle-last decades of the twentieth cen-
tury, and becomes more frequent in the last twenty years because of the recent context of 
austerity across many countries which calls for specific consideration of the economic effi-
ciency of projects, including those related to disaster risk reduction (Mechler 2016). With 
specific reference to floods, CBA became mandatory for European Countries with the issu-
ing of the Floods Directive, which explicitly asks for consideration of costs and benefits of 
any flood risk management measure. In fact, by permitting the comparison between today’s 
clear mitigation costs and future uncertain benefits (i.e. risk reduction), CBA is an effective 
tool to support policy makers in choosing among several risk mitigation alternatives and to 
obtain consensus on the expenditure on public money in time of peace (Pesaro et al. 2018).

Nevertheless, recent international reviews show that CBA’s ability to influence deci-
sion-making in disaster risk reduction is limited or even declining (Shreve and Kelman 
2014; Mechler 2016; IEG 2010). This can be due to the different shortcomings of common 
practice for CBA in disaster risk reduction, which are well identified in Mechler (2016) and 
briefly reported below.

A first big issue is related to the limited capability of properly representing disaster risk. 
Disaster risk is a function of hazard, exposure and vulnerability in the investigated area; it 
is equal to the expected damage in the area, due to the occurrence of disastrous events, over 
some specified time period (UNISRD 2019). Benefits of disaster risk reduction projects 
thus correspond to the avoided expected damage linked to the project that is to risk reduc-
tion. Disaster risk is probabilistic in nature; if this nature is not taken into proper account, 
benefits can be wrongly estimated. Reasons for not addressing probability in the correct 
way are different. On the one hand, risk assessments are usually based on a limited num-
ber of hazard (and consequently damage) scenarios, mainly because of high computational 
efforts required by hazard modelling; moreover, these scenarios usually do not include 
most catastrophic events, on which little information is available for reliable modelling. On 
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the other hand, the dynamics of exposure and vulnerability is difficult to capture and to be 
accounted for, and then often neglected.

A second limit of present CBAs lies in current damage modelling capabilities. In theory, 
all benefits that can be expressed in monetary terms should be included in CBA. As a mat-
ter of fact, only benefits linked to direct damage and loss of life are considered, mainly 
because of limitations in modelling indirect damage (Merz et al. 2010; Meyer et al., 2013). 
Yet, even estimations of direct damage can be incomplete, as most of the available damage 
models focus on a limited number of exposed elements, typically only residential build-
ings. Last but not least, damage estimation is characterized by significant uncertainty, 
which increases when damage estimation tools are not available for the area under investi-
gation and must be adapted/transferred from different contexts.

Third, evaluating the distribution of costs and benefits of disaster risk reduction is still a 
big challenge; this is particularly tricky for decision-makers whose choices are also based 
on the evaluation of who is benefitting and who is taking disadvantages from a specific 
decision. This point is strongly related to the scale at which the analysis is carried out; as 
the scale increases “it becomes less clear how the intervention produces costs and benefits, 
who benefits and who is disadvantaged, and what other external factors come in” (Gowdy 
2007).

Eventually, a further limit of present CBAs lies in the capacity of considering indirect 
factors like externalities, disbenefits and opportunity costs (i.e. losing benefits due to being 
unable to use funds for other important objectives). This is again due to large difficulty in 
modelling such items, possibilities for their identification and modelling being further hin-
dered if the analysis is performed at a large scale.

The analysis carried out in this paper is aimed at understanding whether hydraulic and 
damage models with high resolution and performance can help to overcome the above-
discussed criticalities, and at which cost. Hydraulic modelling and damage modelling are 
research disciplines per se, with their histories and achievements. The present manuscript 
does not aim at bringing innovation in these specific fields, for which more or less con-
solidated tools are used. By contrast, the innovation claimed by the manuscript lies in the 
integration of these activities towards a cost–benefit analysis of a flood mitigation measure. 
The paper is organized as follows: Sect.  2 describes the case study under investigation; 
Sect. 3 explains methods and data implemented in the CBA, while Sects. 4, 5 and 6 are 
devoted to the description of results; the latter are critically analysed in Sect. 7 with con-
clusions closing the paper.

2  Study site, reference past event, protection works realized

Lodi is an Italian town, located in the Lombardia region (northern Italy). The municipal-
ity covers an area of 41  km2, and the number of inhabitants is about 45,000 (ISTAT 2018) 
with a population density of 1,095 inhabitants/km2. The town is crossed by the Adda river, 
one of the largest tributaries of the Po river, which is the longest stream of Italy (the catch-
ments of the river Po comprehend most of northern Italy for around 71,000  km2, while the 
Adda’s one extends for around 8,000  km2). The territory around the town is basically flat, 
as Lodi is located in the largest alluvial plan of Italy (the “pianura Padana”, formed by the 
Po and its tributaries), and is disseminated with irrigation ditches communicating with the 
Adda river. Moreover, the urban development of Lodi has brought to the construction of 
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neighbourhoods and industrial zones in flood-prone areas. As a result, Lodi is exposed to a 
significant flood risk and has been included in the APSFRs of the Po basin.

The worst recent flood of the Adda in Lodi occurred in November 2002. The flood 
resulted from a most critical combination of events for the lower part of the Adda, namely 
the simultaneous increase of the discharges from the Como lake, of which the Adda is 
emissary, and of the Brembo river, that is the largest tributary of the Adda upstream of 
Lodi. During the night between the 25th and 26th of November, the Adda reached the 
hydrometric height of 3.43 m above the reference level (68.28 m a.s.l.), corresponding to 
a discharge between 1,800 and 2,000  m3/s. The return period of the peak flow rate has 
been estimated as ranging between 100 and 200 years. Large portions of the town were 
flooded, on both sides of the river, with water levels above 2 m in some neighbourhoods. 
Some areas were flooded by the irrigation ditches and canals that suffered from backwater 
from the Adda river. Backwater generated by two bridges located in the town of Lodi also 
negatively contributed to flooding the surroundings. About 500 people were evacuated and 
the total damage exceeded 14 M€ (data supplied by the Municipal and Regional authorities 
and elaborated within the Flood-IMPAT + project). The residential and the business sectors 
were the most affected, up to an amount of, respectively, 7.8 and 4.1 M€; the remaining 
part of damage was mostly related to public services and infrastructure, whereas the agri-
cultural sector contributed for only about 2%, in accordance with the urban nature of the 
town.

After the event of 2002, for the hydraulic safety of the town, several protective struc-
tures have been designed and built on both the left and right banks of the Adda river under 
the supervision of the Interregional Agency of the Po River (Agenzia Interregionale per il 
fiume Po—AIPO) and of the Regional Authority (Regione Lombardia). However, in this 
article, only the defences built on the hydraulic right have been considered in a cost–benefit 
analysis (CBA). These defences include trapezoidal soil embankments, reinforced concrete 
walls and drain gates on the ditches. Moreover, mobile barriers are to be mounted onto the 
walls before calamitous events by dedicated personnel, in order to increase the elevation 
of the protection structure. A map with the Adda river, the City of Lodi, the Como lake 
and the Brembo river is presented in Fig. 1, together with a map of the works performed in 
Lodi; overall, the mitigation measures extend for approximately 3,500 m.

3  Materials and methods

3.1  Cost–benefit analysis

In order to quantify the economic advantage of the built mitigation measure, the benefit/
cost ratio (B/C) criterion has been adopted, because it seems the most intuitive tool thanks 
to its relative metric (benefits per costs). In fact, B/C is frequently used in the context of 
disaster risk reduction and to communicate with decision-makers (Shreve and Kelman 
2014).

B/C is defined as the ratio between the benefits arisen from a mitigation measure 
and the overall cost of its construction. In the context of flood risk management, costs 
are defined as the amount of investments needed to make the mitigation measures fully 
operational and include those for the risk assessment analysis, construction and mainte-
nance of the built infrastructures. Benefits are instead defined as the potential damages 
to exposed assets, avoided thanks to the realization of the measure; considered damages 
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must be quantifiable in monetary terms and include the physical damage to the built 
environment and the economic activities. Other indirect benefits include, for example, 
the potential economic growth, reduced costs for emergency management and reduced 
time of recovery.

In this study, B/C was calculated with the following equation:

where.

– D1 and D2 (€) are the expected damages before and after the realization of the measure 
at stake;

– P  (years−1) is the exceedance probability of a flood event in one year (that is the inverse 
of the return period);

– C (€) is the cost of the mitigation measure;
– T (years) is the service life of the measure.

Equation (1) implicitly assumes a zero inflation. In fact, the total costs of the measure 
should be contextualized at the moment of the analysis and evaluated over the lifetime of 
the flood mitigation measure, considering a discount rate; the same should be done for 
future damages. However, considering that inflation has settled near zero in recent years, 
the assumption is considered reasonable for the present evaluation. Moreover, since a 
higher discount rate increases the preference of present benefactors and the burden onto 
future generations, very low or zero discount rate should be applied for environmental pro-
jects (Venton 2010). This is equal to assuming that protecting the environment for future 
generations have the same value as protecting the environment today (Shreve and Kelman 
2014).

(1)B∕C =
∫ 1

0
D1(P)dP − ∫ 1

0
D2(P) dP

C

T

Fig. 1  a Context map with the Adda, Brembo, Serio and Po rivers, the Como lake, the city and province 
of Lodi; b track of the protection works built on the right of the Adda river at Lodi (flow is north-west to 
south-east), where yellow = soil embankment and red = concrete walls
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In practice, computing the B/C ratio requires, on the one hand, the assessment of the 
costs of the flood mitigation measure and, on the other hand, the quantification of the dam-
ages. The latter must be quantified with and without the mitigation measure in place. Risk 
is defined as the integral of the curve obtained by plotting the damage versus the exceed-
ance probability of the flood; the difference between the integrals of the curves obtained for 
the conditions before and after the implementation of the flood mitigation measure repre-
sents the yearly benefits arisen from it. The integral of Eq. (1) thus allows considering all 
the probabilities (or return periods). If B/C > 1, the benefits generated by the mitigation 
exceed the total costs, and therefore the structure represents a good investment for the soci-
ety; the higher the benefit/cost ratio, the better the investment.

The estimation of B/C implies then the following intermediate steps: (i) the estimation 
of the hazard intensity (e.g. the extension of the flooded area, the spatial distribution of 
the water depth and water velocity) for some discrete return periods chosen to discretize 
the damage-probability curve, with and without the mitigation measure, as the input to the 
damage assessment, (ii) the estimation of damages associated with each flood scenario, 
(iii) the risk assessment and (iv) the evaluation of costs. In the following subsections, 
methods and data implemented for hazard and damage modelling are described. As regard 
the hazard, it is obvious that a higher number of considered discrete scenarios (i.e. return 
periods) yields a more accurate representation of the damage-probability curves. In this 
study, thanks to the high performance of the adopted hydraulic model (see Sect. 3.2), four 
return periods were considered, equal to 50, 100, 200 and 500 years. These include some 
return periods typically used by the Po River District Authority for flood hazard and risk 
mapping, one of which (200 years) also is the design return period of the mitigation meas-
ure under investigation. With respect to damage, only direct damages to residential build-
ings and agricultural activities have been considered in this study, according to available 
damage models for the investigated context, developed within the Flood-IMPAT + project. 
This choice was led by the willingness to avoid the spatial transferability of foreign models, 
in absence of data for their validation.

3.2  Hydrodynamic modelling: PARFLOOD

Flood modelling has been performed via a two-dimensional (2D) model based on the 
Shallow Water Equations (SWE). In particular, we used the numerical code PARFLOOD 
(Vacondio et al. 2014, 2017). The code solves the 2D-SWE using a Finite Volume scheme, 
which allows simulating inundations over irregular bathymetries and with transcriti-
cal flows and wet/dry fronts (Vacondio et al. 2014). Moreover, the PARFLOOD model is 
implemented in CUDA/C +  + programming language and exploits the computational capa-
bilities of graphics processing unit (GPU) devices: thanks to the intrinsic parallelization of 
computations, runtimes are drastically reduced compared to serial codes (Vacondio et al. 
2014), and high-resolution simulations of large domains are no longer hindered by their 
high computational cost. Vacondio et al. (2017) also introduced a new type of grid called 
Block-Uniform Quadtree (BUQ), which allows discretizing the domain with non-uniform 
resolution while maintaining the efficiency of the GPU. The adoption of BUQ grids is par-
ticularly useful for simulations of very large domains which locally require a high degree 
of detail, e.g. levee breaching, flood propagation in urban areas, etc. For a more detailed 
and comprehensive description of the model and its development, the reader is referred to 
Vacondio et al. (2014, 2017). The model has already been successfully applied to real test 
cases (see Vacondio et al. 2016; Dazzi et al. 2018, 2019, 2020; Ferrari et al. 2020), but this 
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work represents the first exploitation of the results of PARFLOOD simulations to estimate 
the hazard parameters required by damage models. The model has been calibrated with 
reference to the flood of November 2002 and then used to generate hazard scenarios for the 
return periods considered in the study, in the two conditions with the mitigation structures 
not yet built and in place, respectively.

3.3  Damage modelling for the residential sector: simple‑INSYDE

In order to compute the monetary damage to residential buildings, a simplified version 
of the INSYDE (IN-depth SYnthetic Model for Flood Damage Estimation, Dottori et al. 
2016; Molinari & Scorzini 2017) model has been adopted, called simple-INSYDE (Gal-
liani et al. 2020). The latter is a synthetic micro-scale multi-variable model that presents 
the advantage of an explicit formulation and a user-friendly implementation, still implicitly 
maintaining the dependence of the original model from a large number of hazard (6) and 
vulnerability (18) parameters. The INSYDE model has been validated for the 2002 flood in 
Lodi by Molinari et al. (2020). Galliani et al. (2020) demonstrated that the use of simple-
INSYDE leads to comparable results and does not decrease much the accuracy of the dam-
age forecast compared to the full version of the model. In simple-INSYDE, the absolute 
damage Dres (€) to a residential building (excluding its contents) is obtained summing up 
four damage components, using the following formulae:

(2)Dres = RVbasem ⋅ Abasem ⋅ dbasem + RVstorey ⋅ A ⋅

[
n∑
i=1

(
dstoreyi + dfloori

)
+ dboiler

]

(3)dbasement = f
�
Abasem

�
f (LM,du) →

⎧⎪⎨⎪⎩

f (BA) = 0.02 +
0.35√
BA

f (LM, du) = 1 + 0.3 arctan (du − 36)

(4)

dstorey = f (h)f (A)f (LM, du)f (BS)f (FL)f (q) →

⎧
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

f (h) = (0.17 − 0.02h2)

f (A) =

�
0.2 +

7√
A

�

f (LM, du) =

�
if LM low, 1 + 0.15 ⋅ arctan(du − 36)

f LMhigh, 0.8 + 0.2 ⋅ arctan(du − 36)

f (BS) =

�
1.35, if BSmasonry

1, else

f (FL) =

�
1.35, if FL high

1, else

f (q) =

�
1.35, if q = 1, presence of pollutants

1, else
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where.

– di is the relative damage, considered as the ratio between the damage and the replace-
ment cost of the exposed element in which the building is split (i.e. basement, storeys, 
pavements and boiler), obtained as a function of hazard parameters, i.e. water depth 
(h), duration (du) and contaminant loads (q), and vulnerability parameters, i.e. level of 
maintenance (LM), building structure (BS) and finishing level (FL);

– RV  (€/m2) is the replacement value of the building, obtained as function of different 
parameters, such as building type (BT), building structure and finishing level;

– Ai  (m2) is the footprint area of the flooded storey(s) or basement;
– n is the number of flooded storeys.

3.4  Damage modelling for the agricultural sector: AGRIDE‑c

Monetary damage to agriculture was estimated by means of the AGRIDE-c model for the 
Po plain (Molinari et al. 2019). The model furnishes, for different kinds of crops (namely, 
grain maize, wheat, barley and grassland), the damage suffered by an individual farmer. 
This damage is expressed in terms of percentage of the net margin the farmer would have 
if a flood did not occur. The relative damage is calculated as a function of hazard (i.e. water 
depth, duration and time of occurrence of the flood) and vulnerability (i.e. the tillage prac-
tice, and the strategy adopted by the farmers to alleviate flood damage) parameters. Fig-
ure 2 shows, as an example, the model for the estimation of flood damage to grain maize in 
case of minimum tillage.

3.5  Used data

The data used in the present study include:

– A Digital Terrain Model (DTM) of the area, with a resolution of 1 m;
– Orto-photographs of the area;
– Cross sections of the Adda river, surveyed by the Po River District Authority between 

2000 and 2002 during a study for hydraulic restoration of the Adda river;
– The hydrometric levels measured from July 1998 until June 2018 at the Napoleone 

Bonaparte bridge (see Fig.  1), obtained from the Environmental Monitoring Centre 
(ARPA) of Regione Lombardia;

– Peak discharges for reference return periods, according to the previous study by Ros-
setti et al. (2010);

– Images of the November 2002 flood event in Lodi from Civil Protection, Municipality 
and Police databases;

– The estimated extension of the flooded area during the event of November 2002 (Ros-
setti et al. 2010);

(5)dfloor = f (h, FL) =

{
0.04, if h > 0 and FL high

0, else

(6)dboiler = f
(
Abasem, h

)
=

{
0.015, if Abasem ≠ 0 or Abasem = 0 and h > 1.6 m

0, else



Natural Hazards 

1 3

– Hydrometric levels at the Napoleone Bonaparte bridge during the event of November 
2002 (Natale 2003);

– The estimated hydrograph of the November 2002 event (Natale 2003), with a duration 
of 120 h and a peak flow rate of 1,837  m3/s;

– Values of the indoor water depth in 121 georeferenced control points (the red dots of 
Fig. 3) as reported in damage compensation forms compiled by citizens after the occur-
rence of the flood, and from reconstruction of photographs taken after the event;

– Geospatial vector file of the census zones in Lodi, including aggregated information on 
the level of maintenance, structure and construction typologies of residential buildings, 
taken from the National Statistical Office (ISTAT—Istituto Nazionale di Statistica) 
database;

Fig. 2  Relative damage (i.e. percentage of the net margin of the farmer if a flood did not occur) to maize 
crops, in case of minimum tillage, for the different combinations of times of occurrence of the flood (i.e. 
month), flood intensities (i.e. water depth and flood duration) and damage alleviation strategies ("c" = con-
tinuation; "r" = reseeding; "a" = abandoning) (Molinari et al. 2019)

Fig. 3  Points with information 
on inundation depth (red dots) 
and clusters used for the calibra-
tion of the hydrodynamic model 
(ellipses labelled with capital 
letters)
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– Geospatial vector file of residential buildings in Lodi, taken from the Geoportal of the 
Province of Lodi, including local information on the footprint area and the number of 
storeys;

– Cadastral data of the buildings in Lodi, including local information on the presence of 
basement and the finishing level;

– Replacement value for residential buildings in Lodi, from CINEAS– CRESME – ANIA 
database (i.e. a shared database among the Consortium of Politecnico di Milano for 
insurers (CINEAS), the Centre for market and economic research on construction mar-
ket (CRESME) and the Italian National Associations of Insurers (ANIA));

– Cadastral data of agricultural plots in Lodi, including information on the crop type, as 
included in the Agricultural Information System of Regione Lombardia (Sis.Co.);

– Geospatial vector file of agricultural plots in Lodi, including their extension, from the 
Agricultural Information System of Regione Lombardia (Sis.Co.).

4  Results of inundation modelling

4.1  Set‑up and Calibration of the hydrodynamic model

As mentioned, a preliminary calibration of the hydrodynamic model was performed with 
reference to the 2002 flood event. The parameters used as a benchmark include: the bound-
ary of the flooded area, measured hydrometric levels at the Napoleone Bonaparte bridge 
(see Fig. 1) and the values of water depth obtained from the damage compensation forms. 
These water depths were first converted into water elevations taking into account the ele-
vation of the ground. Then, since the benchmark values were not uniformly distributed 
in space, they have been grouped into 9 clusters, named A to I as shown in Fig.  3; for 
each cluster, an average water surface elevation (WSE) has been computed. This procedure 
obviously carried some uncertainty related to the conversion from any indoor water depth 
into a water elevation; however, the uncertainty was reduced by the cluster-based averag-
ing, which also damped the effect of possible outliers.

The modelled reach had a length of 17 km (3.5 km corresponding to the in-town por-
tion of interest and an additional length to reduce the effect of a downstream boundary 
condition). The area of the computational domain was around 100  km2. Terrain data were 
obtained from the available high-resolution DTM, locally manipulated on the basis of on-
site surveys. The domain was discretized using a non-uniform spatial resolution, equal to 
2 m in the urban area (including the river), to 8 m along the rest of the river and to 16 m 
elsewhere (roughly 2.7 million cells overall).

In the urban areas, individual buildings were modelled as impervious blocks (see 
Fig. 4a), this being permitted by the fine computational grid. The roughness coefficients 
were calibrated to obtain a good match between simulations and observations. The best 
results were obtained with Manning coefficients of 0.033 s/m1/3 for the main river chan-
nel and 0.015  s/m1/3 and 0.06  s/m1/3 for the urbanized areas and for those with brushes 
and forests, respectively. It is acknowledged that the heterogeneity of the study area could 
suggest considering additional roughness zones; however, the results presented below will 
show that a good model performance at control points was achieved even with this simpli-
fied Manning distribution. A hydrograph to be used as an upstream boundary condition (in 
a section about 5 km upstream of the Napoleone Bonaparte bridge) was expressed with the 
formula:
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where Q is the discharge  (m3/s) and H is the water depth (m) at the section of the hydrom-
eter just downstream of the Napoleone Bonaparte bridge. Flow hysteresis was neglected 
given the relatively short distance between the section of the upstream boundary condition 
and the bridge. The peak flow rate was 1,840  m3/s. A stage–discharge relationship was 
used as a downstream boundary condition; the latter was placed at a bridge section and 
was sufficiently far from the town to avoid a significant influence on the water elevations in 
Lodi. The results obtained with the calibrated roughness are depicted in Fig. 4. The flooded 
area matches the observed perimeter quite well, with the exception of a slight overestima-
tion on the West side of Lodi and a few missing areas downstream of the “Tangenziale” 
bridge (Fig.  1). The agreement with the water levels measured at the gauging station is 
also very good: the peak water elevation at the Napoleone Bonaparte bridge is captured 
with a 4 cm difference, and maximum difference along the event is 16 cm. As regards the 
control points, the comparison between surveyed and simulated levels is quite satisfactory: 
the mean elevation difference for the clusters is 0.11 cm, the mean absolute difference is 
0.30 cm, and the Nash–Sutcliffe Efficiency Index (NSE) is 0.74.

4.2  Flood scenarios for variable return period

In order to create the flood hazard maps, necessary to estimate potential damages, syn-
thetic hydrographs were determined for return periods of 50, 100, 200 and 500  years. 
The peak flow rates were retrieved from earlier determinations of the Po River District 
Authority, also reported by Rossetti et  al. (2010):  Q50 = 1,642  m3/s;  Q100 = 1,806  m3/s; 
 Q200 = 1,971  m3/s; and  Q500 = 2,187  m3/s. Furthermore, synthetic discharge hydrographs 

(7)Q = 4.9521∗H3.2557

Fig. 4  With reference to the event of 2002: a flooded area returned by the hydrodynamic model, compared 
to that indicated by Rossetti et al. (2010) (in red); b measured and simulated water levels at the Napoleone 
Bonaparte bridge; c measured and simulated water elevations for the point clusters of Fig. 3
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were determined by averaging the discharge time series for flood events with a peak flow 
rate exceeding 970  m3/s during the last 20 years of recordings at the Napoleone Bonaparte 
bridge gauging station (water elevations were converted into discharge using Eq. (7)). Fig-
ure 5(a) presents all these dimensionless hydrographs, where scaling factors are tp as the 
peak time, Qp as the peak flow rate and Hp as the peak water depth. The plot also includes 
the mean dimensionless hydrograph, the standard deviation and the coefficient of varia-
tion of all the hydrographs. The different hydrographs obviously had variable shape, but 
the coefficient of variation of the discharge was less than 10% for [(t-tp)Qp

3]/Hp
3 varying 

between  −25 and 30; the mean hydrograph thus seems a reasonable representation of a 
typical behaviour of the river. The dimensionless shape has then been used to create the 
synthetic hydrographs with assigned return period, based on the known values of the peak 
discharge, as shown in Fig. 5(b). Hydrodynamic simulations of the propagation of these 
synthetic hydrographs were carried out with the model parameters determined during the 
calibration.

For the scenarios without structural defences, both the flooded area and the depth values 
increase for higher return period. As an example, Fig. 6 shows the comparison between the 
maximum water depth maps without and with structural defences for the synthetic event 
with 200-year return period as a reference case (maps related to the other scenarios can be 
found in supplementary material). We focus on the water depth instead of the water veloc-
ity, because the latter assumed relatively low values as a result of the slope of the river 
Adda (less than 2‰) and of the floodplain context. Moreover, the water depth is the first 

Fig. 5  a Dimensionless event hydrographs for the last 20 years, with mean, standard deviation and coeffi-
cient of variation; b synthetic hydrographs used as upstream boundary conditions for variable return period

Fig. 6  Extracts of flood hazard maps (maximum water depth) for a return period of 200 years a without the 
mitigation structure and b after its construction
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hazard parameter required by existing models to calculate direct damages. Grid cells with 
water depth greater than 3.5 m were excluded from the representation, in order to reduce 
the range of displayed water depths (values in the river are up to 15 m), thus maintaining a 
better resolution for the values in the city. This obviously implies that water depths are not 
depicted in the main river channel, that is well recognizable in the middle of the maps. It 
is evident from Fig. 6 that, with the addition of the mitigation structures, no flooded areas 
are detected on the hydraulic right for the return period of 200 years; indeed, the mitigation 
measures were designed to contain the 1/200 years’ flood (including a safety freeboard). 
By contrast (as can been seen in the maps supplied in supplementary material), with the 
return period of 500 years a considerable area resulted flooded in the upstream portion of 
the domain due to the overflow of some elements of the structural defences (this being rea-
sonable as the 500-year flow rate is larger than the design one). In general, the construction 
of the mitigation structures on the right side determines a slight increment of the levels on 
the left (from 3 to 10 cm). These detailed inundation data were crucial to achieve an accu-
rate damage assessment as described in the following.

5  Results of damage assessment

5.1  Residential sector

Applying simple-INSYDE requires each building in the flooded area to be characterized in 
terms of local hazard and vulnerability. To this aim, it was assumed that the water inside 
the buildings could be promptly pumped out and so would not persist for more than 24 h. 
For the water depth outside a building, the maximum water depth on the building perimeter 
was used to determine the flood damages. The potential presence of pollutants in the water 
was finally considered as able to increase damages to the built environment.

The building vulnerability was evaluated as follows. Starting from the available 
information on the presence of basement, if a cellar was present, the basement area was 
assumed equal to the footprint area of the construction; otherwise, a zero value was attrib-
uted. For buildings with no information on the presence of a basement, we considered the 
presence of a cellar with an area equal to the footprint area of the building multiplied by 
the percentage of buildings with a basement (determined from the sample of the buildings 
for which data were available). In this we reached a complete assignment of the basement 
area for all the involved built environment and respecting a proportion of basement pres-
ence. For what concerns the level of maintenance (LM), a distinction between high and 
low value was made (as required by simple-INSYDE) starting from information contained 
in the ISTAT census file. In particular, for each census area, the total number of buildings 
with optimal and good state of conservation was determined, as well as that of the build-
ings with moderate and very bad level of maintenance. Then, a representative value of LM 
has been assigned to each census area based on the prevailing state. Such value was given 
to all buildings included in the census area. Similarly, for the building structure (BS), the 
representative value of each census area was defined according to this procedure: if the per-
centage of masonry structure was greater than other types, such as reinforced concrete and 
wood, a greater value of the parameter was assigned for all the buildings belonging to the 
considered census area; otherwise, a lower value was attributed.

The results of the implementation of simple-INSYDE to all investigated hazard scenar-
ios show that, according to the design return period of the levee system (200 years), for the 
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scenarios with 50, 100 and 200 years of return period, damages to residential buildings on 
the hydraulic right are completely avoided. On the contrary, for the 500-years scenario, 
the flood water overtopping the mitigation structures causes some damages to the residen-
tial area on the north-west side of the historical municipality. Figure 7 depicts an exam-
ple of damage assessment for the return period of 200 years. Finally, Fig. 8 displays the 
estimated damage to residential buildings versus the exceedance probability of the flood, 
for all the investigated hazard scenarios; preliminary analyses showed that no residen-
tial buildings and only few agricultural plots are flooded for very frequent events (return 
period ≤ 20 years), as also suggested by previous local studies (AdbPo 2003). Considering 
the low amount of damages coming from the agricultural sector we therefore assumed no 
quantifiable damage for 20 years of return period (see also Sect. 5.2). A linear trend has 
then been assumed between the estimated damages for the investigated scenarios; this is 
obviously a simplification, but it does not flaw the outcome of the study. The curves show 
similar trends of damage, with the only exception of the higher increment of damage from 
100 to 200 years without structural defences. The latter is due to the fact that, without pro-
tection on the hydraulic right of the river, a considerable increase of the flooded area has 
been estimated for the scenario with 200 years with respect to the one for 100 years. On the 
contrary, with the addition of the structural defences, the smaller increment of damage is 
only due to an increase of the water depth in the flooded area.

Fig. 7  Damage assessment to residential buildings a without the mitigation structure and b after its con-
struction, for the return period of 200 years. The colour legend is the same for the two panels

Fig. 8  Relationship between the 
exceedance probability of an 
event and the expected damage to 
residential buildings, without and 
with structural measures
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5.2  Agricultural sector

In order to implement the AGRIDE-c model, for each agricultural plot, information about 
the area occupied by the different crops considered by the model (already available from 
cadastral data) was combined with information on the hazard and on the vulnerability of 
the investigated area. The hazard parameters required by AGRIDE-c include: water depth, 
duration and time of occurrence of the flood. As regards the water depth, an average value 
has been computed, for each agricultural plot, by overlapping the hazard maps and the geo-
spatial vector file of the agricultural plots. The computation of damages to agricultural sec-
tor has been performed assuming that the flood occurred in November. This choice derives 
from the analysis of the hydrometric levels in Lodi, from the second half of 1998 until 
June of 2018, showing that November is the month when high water stages in the river 
have been registered more frequently (2002 flood event included). Finally, as regards the 
permanence of water on the field, considering the crop types present in November and their 
life stages, it can be assumed that the duration of the flood does not influence the potential 
damage in this period of the year (see also Molinari et al. 2019). Indeed, grain maize and 
soy are absent and the damage is associated with the bare soil only. Wheat and barley are in 
the germination phase, and in case of flood, the damage is total even for very rapid floods, 
being the crops in the weakest stage of their life. Grassland is in the vegetative rest phase, 
and no damage is observed until the permanence of the water reaches more than 15 days, 
a very infrequent phenomenon in the area under investigation. Nonetheless, the impact of 
grassland on the total damage to agriculture is very low with respect to the other types 
of cultivations. With respect instead to vulnerability, AGRIDE-c requires to set the tillage 
practice and the alleviation strategy adopted by the farmer. In the perspective of assuming 
the most convenient setting for the farmers, the minimum tillage and the most economi-
cally convenient strategy, for the time and the crops investigated, have been, respectively, 
adopted, for all plots in Lodi.

Figure  9 depicts some sample results identifying the parcels with different levels of 
damage. Then, Fig. 10 displays the estimated damage to crops versus the exceedance prob-
ability of the flood, for the investigated hazard scenarios and considering again a damage 
of zero for 20-year return period and a linear trend between scenarios. The initial growing 
trend of the damage is due to the increase of the flooded area for different reference sce-
narios. Indeed, for return periods equal to 50 and 100 years a greater number of agriculture 

Fig. 9  Damage assessment to the agricultural sector a without the mitigation structure and b after its con-
struction, for the return period of 200 years
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fields are hit by the flood. On the contrary, only a slight increase of the damage is observed 
from the 100-year scenario to the 200-year one due to a small increment of the flooded 
area. Increasing the severity of the event, namely the 500-year flood scenario, a wider 
flooded area is obtained but mainly in the urbanized zone nearby the historical part of the 
city. The latter causes an increment in the damage to residential buildings but not for the 
agricultural sector. The only increase in crop damages for the 500-year scenario is due to 
slightly higher water levels registered with respect to events with lower return period.

6  Cost–benefit analysis

The above results (Figs.  8 and 10) demonstrate that the construction of the mitigation 
structure reduces the expected damage. For the residential sector, for all the reference sce-
narios, the damage reduction due to the presence of the levees varies between 50 and 52% 
(Table  1), in accordance with the fact that the structural defence protects only the right 
side of the river, while flood and damage modelling covers the whole urban area. For the 
agricultural sector, the estimated damage reductions with the flood protection in place vary 
between 11 and 13% for the events with return periods of 50, 100 and 200 years. The per-
centage slightly decreases for the 500-year event, due to the additional embankment over-
flows which inundate an area on the North-East side of Lodi, which is mostly dedicated to 

Fig. 10  Relationship between 
the exceedance probability of an 
event and the expected damage 
to the agricultural sector, without 
and with structural measures

Table 1  Reduction of damage due to the mitigation structure for different return periods

Involved assets Variable Scenarios

T = 50 y T = 100 y T = 200 y T = 500 y

Residential buildings Damage without structural defences 
[M€]

12.00 13.58 15.98 18.80

Damage with structural defences 
[M€]

5.89 6.76 7.63 9.06

Damage reduction [%] 51.0 50.3 52.2 51.8
Agricultural activities Damage without structural defences 

[M€]
0.37 0.38 0.40 0.40

Damage with structural defences 
[M€]

0.33 0.34 0.35 0.37

Damage reduction [%] 11.7 12.0 10.8 8.1
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agriculture. The percent reduction of flood damages is more or less constant for all the con-
sidered hazard scenarios, in accordance with the results of inundation modelling. In fact, 
Figs. 1 to 8 in supplementary material show that, contrary to what expected, the protection 
level offered by the levees on the right bank is high even for return periods exceeding the 
design one, such us most of the urban area on the right side of the river is no flooded also 
for such an extreme event. In accordance, the damage reduction level remains constant.

However, do these damage reductions compensate the cost for the construction of the 
defences? This is the question we will answer thanks to a CBA.

The yearly avoided damage to residential buildings is about € 223,300, while that for the 
agricultural sector is around € 1,400 (two orders of magnitude lower than the former). This 
is due, on the one hand, on the prevailing urban inclination of the investigated area and, on 
the other hand, to the fact that damage to agriculture is minimized in November because 
mostly of the cultivated crops are in the resting phase. Summing up the aforementioned fig-
ures, the final result is € 224,700, representing the annual quantifiable benefit coming from 
the construction of the structural defences on the hydraulic right of the Adda river. The 
total cost of the intervention was about € 4,394,800. Considering a lifetime of the struc-
ture of 100 years, the cost of the flood protections is 43,948 €/year. The annual expense 
for ordinary maintenance is € 31,700, to which 18,000 €/year must be added for training 
courses of the personnel assigned to the assembly of the barriers onto the concrete walls. 
Therefore, the total cost per year is around € 93,648. This corresponds to a B/C ratio equal 
to 2.4, meaning that the structural defences produce yearly benefits, in terms of avoided 
damages, that are 2.4 times the total yearly costs of the flood protections. Therefore, the 
conclusion of this analysis is that the mitigation structures pay back for the initial invest-
ment of their construction. However, it must be noted that only damage to the agricultural 
and the residential sectors was considered and no damages with return periods greater than 
500 years have been computed; therefore, the final amount of potential avoided quantifi-
able damages could be underestimated, while B/C values could be even higher. Moreo-
ver, the estimation of B/C can be affected by the real functional duration of the structures 
that is unknown, especially regarding the reinforced concrete defence walls. In this regard, 
the functional duration of the flood protections for which yearly costs equal the estimated 
arisen yearly benefits (B/C = 1) has been computed as equal to 25 years. This means that 
the mitigation measure would continue to be effective for functional duration greater than 
25 years. Finally, considering the scenario in which serious events occur frequently, as evi-
dences from recent years show, and in the case that the flood protections do not suffer 
heavy consequences, the B/C ratio would definitely grow.

7  Discussion

In this section, we discuss advantages and limitations of the methods used in this study, 
with particular reference to CBA shortcomings that were discussed in introduction.

The urban flood simulations were performed using an accurate and efficient two-dimen-
sional, unsteady flow model and a high-resolution mesh. The model was calibrated using 
data for a major flood: we obtained a difference of 6 cm between the simulated water level 
and the observed one at the level gauge station mounted on the Napoleone Bonaparte 
bridge, and an average error of 14 cm with respect to more than 120 observed depth data in 
the flooded area. Treasuring the parameterization for the simulation of synthetic scenarios 
led to a reliable representation of the flood hazard in terms of spatially distributed values of 
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water depth, velocity and duration. Technological advancement is crucial for this achieve-
ment, because computational time is always a major constraint for hydrodynamic model-
ling. In this sense, the use of a numerical solver at the forefront of hydraulic science for 
both accuracy and efficiency (such as PARFLOOD) is an asset, not only for improving the 
effectiveness of the calibration process (and thus for reducing model uncertainty), but also 
to foster the proper consideration of the probabilistic nature of risk into CBAs, as more 
hazard scenarios can be considered without tremendously increasing computational efforts. 
For example, the runtime of the calibration simulation is only 8 h (for 120 h of physical 
time) on a Nvidia K40 Tesla® GPU (physical/computational time ratio = 15), despite the 
high mesh resolution (2 m) and the large number of computational cells (around 2.7 mil-
lions). Buildings were treated as impervious blocks, disregarding the indoor water stor-
age. The interactions with the subsurface systems and with minor moving obstacles, such 
as cars, garbage bins and bus stops, were also neglected. The results are however sound 
because of the performed calibration.

The quantification of damages to residential buildings was carried out at the micro-
scale (i.e. at the level of individual affected buildings), thanks to the high resolution of 
the hydrodynamic simulations. We used a simplified version of the INSYDE model. Water 
depths were taken from the hazard maps, while vulnerability and exposure values were 
obtained from data at the census level. Such a micro-scale approach supports a better defi-
nition of the distribution of benefits in the investigated area, increasing the information 
base for more effective CBAs for policy making; still, a more detailed survey and knowl-
edge on vulnerability and exposure elements, at the level of individual buildings, would 
further improve the quality of the assessment and support the definition of possible risk 
mitigation interventions for the single construction. Indeed, knowledge of the spatial distri-
bution of benefits at the time of intervention would have led to the comparison of alterna-
tive mitigation strategies, working at different spatial scales, like the construction of the 
levees versus the delocalization of urban areas mostly at risk or the improvement of most 
vulnerable buildings. In this work, however, benefits were evaluated only at the level of the 
whole municipality, according to the area of influence of the specific measure under inves-
tigation (i.e. the levee system).

As regards damage to agriculture, we only considered the occurrence of the flood in 
November. However, future researches should be focussed on a better evaluation of the 
effect of the distribution of damage across the year (depending on the time of occurrence 
of the flood and the corresponding vegetative stage of the plants) on the estimation of the 
yearly expected damage and, on turn, on risk. Given the importance of the time of the year, 
risk estimates should not be based only on annual probabilities, but also on seasonal prob-
abilities; this would imply changing the present conceptualization of flood return periods 
(Molinari et al. 2019). Nonetheless, in this paper, only damage to crops has been consid-
ered, while future assessment should be extended to other damageable components of a 
farm (i.e. livestock, storage material, machineries), in order to supply more comprehensive 
damage estimation to be included in a CBA.

The lack of comprehensiveness of the damage assessment is a limitation of our assess-
ment. Damage estimation was limited to direct damage to residential buildings and agri-
culture in order to implement models specifically calibrated in the context under investiga-
tion and to avoid the spatial transfer of foreign models. This could have compromised the 
reliability of damage estimation (Cammerer et al. 2013; Molinari et al. 2020), above all in 
absence of data for validation. Exhaustiveness of damage assessment is also limited here 
by the disregard of systemic and indirect damages like loss of property value because of 
the flood, damages due to business disruption, ripple effects and others. These items are 
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difficult to be evaluated due to the complexity of phenomena and (inter)linkages leading to 
damage and the lack of standardized modelling tools (Merz et al. 2010; Meyer et al. 2013). 
To cover this gap, the collection and the share of ex-post damage data, in a unique and 
consistent manner, should be encouraged, leading to an improvement of damage models 
calibration and validation (Molinari et al. 2019). The creation of a common database (such 
as the European Union spatial data infrastructure, proposed by the EU INSPIRE Directive) 
containing the aforementioned elements, will ease the identification of required data and 
results.

However, in the absence of adequate damage models, neglected (avoided) damages can 
be considered by means of proxy variables (e.g. exposure reduction) within a more com-
prehensive multi-criteria analysis (MCA) of the project; this alternative approach would 
allow considering also intangible benefits like saving of life, cultural heritage, ecosystems, 
etc. The development of a full MCA is beyond the scope of this paper. However, in order 
to supply a more comprehensive appraisal of the benefits related to the mitigation measure 
under investigation, Table 2 shows the reduction of some damage proxy variables, within 
the flooded area and for the different return periods considered in the analysis, for some of 
the exposed items neglected in the damage assessment. In detail, the following proxy vari-
ables have been considered:

Table 2  Reduction of damage proxy variables due to the mitigation structure for different return periods

Involved assets Variable Scenarios

T = 50 y T = 100 y T = 200 y T = 500 y

Economic activities Exposed value without structural 
defences [M€]

120.79 128.12 197.58 293.89

Exposed value with structural defences 
[M€]

62.61 62.61 63.35 69.40

Exposed value reduction [%] 48.2 51.1 67.9 76.4
Population Exposed people without structural 

defences [-]
6439 6858 8399 9647

Exposed people with structural defence 
[-]

2524 2542 2547 3233

Exposed people reduction [%] 60.8 62.9 69.7 66.5
Roads Exposed roads without structural 

defences [km]
60.1 66.9 72.6 79.9

Exposed roads with structural defence 
[km]

40.9 43.2 46.4 52.1

Exposed roads reduction [%] 31.8 35.4 36.1 34.7
Important facilities Exposed items without structural 

defences [-]
46 51 58 65

Exposed items with structural defence 
[-]

23 25 27 29

Exposed items reduction [%] 50.0 51.0 53.4 55.4
Cultural heritage Exposed items without structural 

defences [-]
24 28 32 37

Exposed items with structural defence 
[-]

13 15 16 18

Exposed items reduction [%] 45.8 46.4 50.0 51.4



 Natural Hazards

1 3

– The economic value of the exposed businesses (i.e. the maximum potential damage), 
calculated on the bases of the net asset value;

– The exposed population, in terms of residents;
– Exposed roads, in terms of kilometres of roads within the flooded area;
– The number of exposed important facilities, including: commercial services (to which 

belong hotels, supermarkets and banks), health services, police stations, public services 
(schools, universities, research laboratories, courts), religious places and sport facili-
ties;

– The number of exposed cultural goods, including: industrial architectures, residential 
architectures and services, religious structures, rural buildings and infrastructures.

Table 2 clearly shows that real benefits are higher than those calculated by means of the 
damage assessment (and this is especially true if also indirect damage would be consid-
ered), as significant reductions are expected for all proxy variables. However, their quantifi-
cation in monetary terms, and then their inclusion in a CBA, is still challenging for the area 
under investigation.

Underestimation of benefits is also linked to the discretization of the damage-probability 
curve. In this work, no return periods greater than 500 years were considered. Therefore, 
the final amount of potential avoided quantifiable damages was likely underestimated, as a 
value of the B/C ratio including extremely rare events. However, hydrological information 
for extremely rare events would be so poor that any result based on it would be unreliable.

In fact, literature strongly underlines that any CBA is affected by uncertainties, that 
potentially increase with the scale of the event, due to the presence of assumed values 
adopted in the analysis (Handmer 2003). These uncertainties also regard the estimation 
of costs and benefits, discount rates or externalities evaluation (IDEA 2014), making the 
outcome of a CBA highly sensitive to the assumptions one makes (Brouwer and van Ek 
2004). This is obviously the case also of the analysis performed in this paper although, as 
previously discussed, certain expedients were taken in order to reduce uncertainty (e.g. the 
use of high-performance hydraulic modelling to enhance the calibration process, as well as 
the use of local damage models). A sensitivity analysis of the most critical and uncertain 
input parameters should always be carried out in order to critically interpret CBA results, 
so as to increase the usability of CBAs for decision-making. In this paper, given the robust-
ness of the result (B/C = 2.4), a full sensitivity analysis was not carried out; indeed, the use 
of local calibrated models should guarantee that uncertainty in input parameters does not 
affect the positive evaluation of the mitigation measure. However, an analysis was made to 
appreciate how CBA results would change for plausible evolutions of hazard and exposure/
vulnerability conditions in the investigated area.

First, we evaluated changes in CBA outcome in the case flooding predominantly 
occurs in May rather than in November. This allows assessing the potential effects 
of a modification of the seasonal distribution of extreme events because of climate 
change, i.e. to better incorporate the probabilistic nature of risk. Climate change and 
urban development are key elements contributing to increased flood damage (Poelmans 
et al. 2011). Recent studies have shown different effects of climate change on flood risk 
(Löschner et  al. 2017) and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change claimed, 
with low confidence, that climate change has affected the frequency and magnitude of 
flooding (IPCC 2014). The choice of the month for the sensitivity analysis derives from 
the investigation of the hydrometric levels described above, identifying May as the sec-
ond most hazardous month for hydraulic extremes. Considering inundations in May, 
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damages to agricultural activities change because, in this period of the year, crops are in 
a different life stages with respect to the ones in November. In particular, the estimated 
benefits to agricultural sector rise to € 3,000/year, leading to a B/C ratio of about 2.42. 
This minor change in CBA results is due to the fact that estimated damages to the agri-
cultural sector are two orders of magnitude lower than those for the residential build-
ings, as the Municipality of Lodi is mainly characterized by a urban environment. It is 
however worth noticing that, in this case, the result of the CBA is slightly greater than 
the one obtained for the flood in November. This is because the avoided damage to agri-
cultural sector increased considering the crops life stage in May.

Second, sensitivity analysis can also be applied to assess the B/C ratio of alterna-
tive (future) scenarios, supporting the inclusion of exposure and vulnerability dynamics 
into CBA. For example, the effect of local and regional development plans, in terms of 
future spatial patterns of exposure and vulnerability, can be investigated. In the case of 
Lodi, the local development plan does not include new growth areas in the floodplain; 
however, we considered the scenario linked to a “levee effect”, in terms of a false sense 
of safety after the construction of the mitigation structures (Di Baldassarre et al. 2018).
In this scenario, the construction of flood protections generates an economic growth 
of the protected area and this is accompanied by a lack of resilience from the popula-
tion, in terms of bad memories of events that occurred in the past. Finally, the scenario 
involves new urbanization of flood-prone areas behind the defence walls and levees. To 
perform the analysis, a new potential urbanized area is assumed, located between pre-
sent residential zones and few industrial sheds. The hypothesis is that this new area 
would be filled by other residential blocks, with similar characteristics to the surround-
ing ones. Moreover, a further sensitivity analysis has been performed, considering two 
different typologies of constructions, in terms of type of building structure, presence of 
basement and finishing levels. In fact, these three parameters, involved in the computa-
tion of direct damage to residential building, have a great influence in the final amount 
of potential damage. In particular, buildings made of bricks are more vulnerable than 
reinforced concrete and wood, the presence of basement implies the total flooding of it 
with the addition of the damage to the boiler, while high finishing levels lead to higher 
damages. Considering the two opposite conditions of construction parameters (which 
are representative of a resilient urbanization and not), the expected damage in case of 
levee overtopping (T = 500 years) ranges from 3,700 € to 45,500 € for each new build-
ing, corresponding, respectively, to an additional damage with respect to the reference 
scenario between 1 MLN € to 12.3 MLN €. The new residential buildings would be 
located in fields currently dedicated to agriculture sector. Therefore, the construction of 
the new residential area would bring to a reduction of the potential damage to agricul-
ture in November of approximately 13,300 €. Considering the new damages to agricul-
ture sector and the two opposite values of additional damage to residential building, the 

Table 3  Updated B/C ratio for a “levee effect” scenario

Construction tipology Yearly benefits to residential buildings 
(avoided damages)

B/C results

Original urban configuration € 224,700 2.4
Less resilient € 222,000 2.38
More resilient € 205,000 2.2
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B/C of the measure would decrease as shown in Table 3. However, the yearly benefits 
still exceed the costs of the structures, proving the effectiveness of the flood protections 
even in this aggravated scenario.

8  Conclusions

This paper presents the cost–benefit analysis (CBA) of the hydraulic defence built in 
the town of Lodi (North of Italy) after the last catastrophic flood occurred in 2002. 
The analysis, conducted with high-performance hydraulic and damage modelling tools, 
highlights that such an object-level, detailed approach can help overcome the known 
limitations of common CBAs for disaster risk reduction. First, technological-advanced, 
high-performance hydraulic models allow taking into account a variety of hazard sce-
narios, with reasonable computational time, supporting the proper accounting of the 
probabilistic nature of risk in CBAs. Second, such high-resolution tools support the 
implementation of micro-scale damage assessment models. The latter provide informa-
tion on the distribution of benefits in the investigated area, increasing the effectiveness 
of CBAs for policy making. Micro-scale assessments allow also a better/deeper investi-
gation of future scenarios (i.e. risk dynamics) by means of a sensitivity analysis; on the 
other hand, comprehensiveness of CBAs in terms of consideration of possible direct and 
indirect benefits is, unfortunately, still an issue requiring improvement of the knowledge 
base for damage modelling. Nevertheless, in the absence of adequate damage models, 
neglected (avoided) damages can be considered by means of proxy variables (e.g. expo-
sure reduction) within a more comprehensive multi-criteria analysis. Finally, the analy-
sis put into light the complexity and the multi-disciplinary nature of flood risk manage-
ment and, specifically, of CBA in disaster risk reduction; in fact, the working group 
included hydraulic engineers, damage analysts, urban planners and economists, the need 
for whom demonstrated the inappropriateness of a traditional, sectoral approach to the 
problem at stake.

The entire procedure proposed in this paper can be applied to other geographical 
contexts, at least in river basins belonging to the Po plain area, to evaluate different 
types of mitigation strategies, in support of the implementation of the Floods Directive. 
Particular attention should be paid in selecting the correct hazard, vulnerability and 
exposure parameters required by the Simple-INSYDE and AGRIDE-c damage models, 
whose further improvement and validation may guarantee their applicability in a wider 
number of contexts.
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