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Numerical Model for Flood Inundation Analysis in a River(ID:
Uncertainty Analysis

oL & &"/ & H A7/ A A FT
Lee, Hong Rae / Han, Kun Yeun / Kim, Sang Ho

Absiract

The numerical model named “DWOPER-LEV” for the uncertainty analysis of flood inundation is
developed. DWOPER model is expanded to compute overtopping risks of levee and to predict the
range of the possible flood extent. Monte-Carlo simulation is applied to examine the uncertainties in
cross section geometry and Manning’s roughness coefficient. The model is applied to an actual
levee break of the South Han River. The risks of overtopping are computed and the possible range
of inundated area and inundated depth are estimated.
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