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Table 2. Simulation results

Chungju Reservoir Yeoju
; . maximum margin of
V@%ﬁﬁgvnél rlnargllr(l O)f discharge | discharge
evel (m
(EL.m) (m'/s) (m'/s)
design food level /
i 145 - 15,600 -
flood discharge

observed value 144.01 0.99 12,199 3,401

100% 140.76 4.24 14,249 1,351

120% 142.21 2.79 14,797 803

scenario 130% 143.18 1.82 14,876 724

140% 144.09 0.91 15,804 -204

150% 144.41 0.59 17,692 -2,092

4. T A9 vl

NFfelel F5ARNAL nHsn 2t AgdAe we $rxAEAE vmes] s T8
FAPEPMP)S $HOR 478 S 548 A% T2Y BAoR FFY FRo
Aidel} FF2AAE AdstE ekt FFY SRl FRAFE AMAAY B4 A AYS
Saets HAE LS, vTEY Phows FFA F57] el AWABENE AL
s wMe mestgth FRAGHA ME FLEERL BHS 9 A5A Rede B
AR FFAY BRFH ARFYFS FEFAS WG] FEAW} AFAHY FFFL
AAFI GIS ARE Bl FFUBRAE B oIFG} FFANAY ALAAS YA
o} Table 32 FoAHo EFgddad S vepdth, +24 ool $ AWAFA, T5x24A, 7
Aol AU AL Fe] A DEAAL NFow 2375 % o] AN &e Yehion]
AAABFANE AeF 49T olud BE 25737 %9 WAl ASHE Aow vy ol
e AFEe ART A T A9 FrAAe AANAY 73 %ol BHE Ao wely
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Table 3. Flooded area at main locations caused by PMF

Yeoju Chungju
inund;%t[in(z))n area rate (%) inundaz‘iin(z))n area rate (%)

total area 1,390,613 - 11,642,174 -
120 EL.m 566,684 40.75 2,011,933 17.28
119 EL.m 520,257 37.41 1,991,183 17.10
change of 118 EL.m 371,305 26.70 1,968,786 1691

flood control

level 117 EL.m 356,322 25.62 1,952,145 16.76
116 EL.m 348,096 25.03 1,945,238 16.71
New Treservoir 101,460 7.30 1,611,090 13.84
off-side channel storage 356,291 25.62 2,011,933 17.28
flood control reservoir 323,785 23.28 1,913,802 16.44
levee break 355,608 25.57 2,011,933 17.28
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