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SYNOPSIS : This paper concerns the analytical method of the RBO(Reliability-Based-Optimization) for rock slopes.
A reasonable assessment of the rock slope stability needs considering uncertainties of discontinuity characteristics
and evaluating the multi-failure modes ' the plane failure, wedge failure and toppling failure. The case study shows
that the optimum direction and cutting angle can be successfully evaluated by the RBO method for a rock slope
using the risk map of failure probability
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