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Synthetic case - Case study: Sain‘t-Lamb_ert-de-LaUzon
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Conclusions
] _ | AERT and SMR tools do not observe the same phenomenon, and their measures are complementary. g -
L “ Inversed anisotropic ERT data shows a good fit with the observed data:
. = Our electrical inversed modelling tool allows quantifying the anisotropy of the res:stlwty field.
Electrical and hydraulic anisotropic models are in good agreement. -
Future aim: Quantify regionally the hydraulic conductivity using this new hydrogeophysical approach et
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