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Future challenges

Tremendous progress in UQ for EFT since 2015 LRP. Now
we need to assess the combined (& presumably correlated)
effect of parameter uncertainty and truncation uncertainty,
something few analyses so far have done. This will be
computationally expensive; fast and accurate emulators will
be essential, interfaced with HPC resources for full-model runs
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What about problems for which there is, as yet, no
convergent EFT? Does Bayesian Model Mixing provide an

K
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accurate way forward? pr(y(x) | D) = 2 w (X)pr(y(x) | D, M,)
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