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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Hi All – I’m here to talk about the future.  More specifically the future of Hydraulic Modeling with respect riverine environments, and how it impacts Montana’s floodplain community.

I’m guessing there are several different groups in the audience with regards to your familiarity with 2-Dimensional Hydraulic Modeling; some of you have likely used 2 Dimensional Hydraulics Models to varying degrees, some of you may have been involved in the review of a 2-D Model, some of you may have only heard about 2D models, and many of you have you may not know what I mean when I say 2-Dimensional Hydraulic Model.


* Case Study — Shell Creek, Nebraska

How 2-D Modeling Can Help the Floodplain Community

An Example Submittal and Challenges

\_



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Let me go through a quick overview on what I am going to cover;
First I will discuss the differences between 1-Dimensional Modeling and 2-Dimensional Modeling
Then I will talk about why 2-D Hydraulic Modeling has been gaining such steam recently.
Next I will talk about how the Hydraulic Engineering Community is progressing, and I will go through a Case Study.
Most importantly I will talk about how 2-D Modeling can help the floodplain community
And then I will go through what an example submittal might look like with a 2-D Hydraulic Model and discuss some of the challenges involved


. -7 ~
\/' WHAT DO YOU MEAN BY TWO
s DIMENSIONAL MODELING

— 1D MODELING
v 1 FLOW DIRECTION
COMPUTES ONE VELOCITY /ONE WATER SURFACE

2D MODELING

2 FLOW DIRECTIONS

e COMPUTES LATERAL, DEPTH AVERAGED VELOCITY
* VARYING WATER SURFACE -

F ‘
L
-
{]
1
i
®

MONTANA | V. \ ‘

\ , o
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION e ) \


Presenter
Presentation Notes
First off you may be wondering what I mean by Two-Dimensional Modeling.

1D models, as depicted on the top graphic, determine flow in one direction at predetermined cross-section locations.  Providing one averaged velocity and one water surface elevation at each cross-section

2D models, as depicted in the lower graphic, calculate flow paths in two directions at any given point within a modeled reach.  Using the topography of the floodplain to determine/develop hydraulic results.  Note in the graphic, the velocities are the same from the river bed to the water surface, however they differ across the cross section, with red depicting high velocities and green depicting slower velocities.  
This is a big step forward from 1D models as we are now able to determine velocity magnitudes and directions at various bridge components or floodplain encroachments rather than just one averaged velocity across a predetermined cross section.
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Presentation Notes
No let me go through when to use a 1-D Hydraulic Model and when to use a 2-D model.  Here is Table 4.1 from Hydraulic Design Series No. 7 (HDS-7): Hydraulic Design of Safe Bridges, produced my the US Department of Transportation and Federal Highways.  This table provides modeling selection guidelines for bridges and rivers.

Clarify what the symbols mean on the table.

Go through a couple of the examples specifically that relate to the type of river crossings we deal with in MT; Wide Floodplains, Highly Variable Roughness Floodplains, Highly Sinuous Channels, Multiple Openings,  Highly Skewed Crossings, Detailed Flow Distribution at Bridges, Significant Roadway Overtopping.

As you can see 1-D modeling still has it’s place when it comes to the simpler river crossings and minor floodplain constrictions, but 2-D modeling is regarded as the better means to a solution for many of the more complicated types of river crossings.
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Presentation Notes
Let’s start with WHY 2-D modeling has been gaining speed.

With the increasing power of the personal computer and the advances in Hydraulic Modeling Software now anyone can use 2-D Hydraulic modeling software, and you don’t need a super computer.  So why would a Hydraulic Engineer go through the trouble of learning new software when what we have been using seems to work, most of the time.
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Presentation Notes
First, 2-D modeling provides for more accurate and realistic results because it determines flow directions and extents based on the overall topography of the floodplain and not predetermined locations or a predetermined path.  2-D models will capture the varying water surface elevations across a floodplain and the true extents to which they reach.  
 
Here is a flow trace created in SRH-2D that shows all the different paths of flow that were captured in the 2-D Model, most importantly the north overbank flow which overtops the roadway just north of the bridge opening (click).  While developing the model the key was determining where flows left the main channel and entered the north overbank flow path leading to the roadway overtopping (click); multiple estimates where made for a 1-D model and none were accurate.


PLACES SIMPLIFYING ASSUMPTIONS”
NECESSARY IN 1-D MODELING

Single Water Surface Elevation

Estimate Flow Splits/Changes in Flow Direction

Where Flows Leave and Return to a System

1 Flow Leaves the System

[Es’rimq’ring Ineffective Flow Areas JJ
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Presentation Notes
Second, 2-D Modeling does not require many of the major simplifying assumptions and estimations necessary to complete a 1-D model, because these assumptions and estimations are replaced by actual hydraulic calculations completed by the 2-D model.
These estimations can include;
predetermining flow splits and points of needed hydraulic data with preset cross-section locations – This must be done by the modeler through field reviews and review of historical evidence
estimating where flows leave and return to a system, or estimating how much flow leaves a system – using multiple reaches within larger reaches in 1-D models causes stability issues with models and still requires a predetermination of split locations by the modeler
estimations of ineffective flow areas - Ineffective flow areas are used in a 1-D model to help show the limits of how river flows may contract into a bridge opening and then expand back out.

Sometimes these assumptions and estimations can be determined with fairly good accuracy, but most of the time these estimations are very difficult to make and can lead to major differences in what a model shows and what actually happens in real life.  Because we just don’t know what we don’t know when it comes to building an accurate floodplain model.
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| File Options Std. Tables Locations Help

Reach  |River Sta |Profile QTotal | Min Ch El |W.5. Elev| Crit W.5. | E.G. Elev |E.G. Slope| Vel Chnl [Flow Area| Top Width |Froude # chl
o) | [ @ [ @ [ | (u | fu) | Gafo | (|
Woodside | 10025.33 [25-Year [17600.00; 3470.32 3476.30 347596 3476.71 0.006794 6.46 4619.51 2806.98 0.78
Woodside | 10025.33 [50-Year | 19300.00 3470.32 3476.51 3476.89 0.006064 6.25 5243.38 2943.19 0.73
Woodside| 10025,33 | 100-Year | 2100000 3470.32 3476.80 3477.11 0.004773 571 6107.58 3009.34 0.54
Woodside | 10025.33 [ 500-Year | 24500.00 3470.32 3477.38 3477.62 0.003311 5.07| 794197 3391.99 0.52

Woodside | 9265.759 [ 25-Year | 17600.00 3474.96 0.000961 3.51 7308.05 0.30
Woodside [9265,759 | 50-Year | 19300.00 3464.68 3475.47 3470,35 3475.62 0.000746 3,33 B920.39 4163.02 0.27
Woodside [9265.753 | 100-Year | 21000.00 3464.68 3475.98 347057 3476.11 0.000589 3.16| 10577.74  4346.78 0.24
Woodside | 9265. 759 [ 500-Year | 24500.00 3476.74 0.000472 13032.60  4450.07 0.22

Woodside [8605.98 | 25-Year | 17600.00 3474.47 0.000588 8016.38| 4398.99
Woodside [8605.98 |50-Year | 19300.00 3461.11 3475.05 3470.39 3475.20 0.000508 3.46| 9150.01 4475.27
Woodside [8605.98 |100-Year | 21000.00 346111 3475.62 3470.67 3475.76 0.000433 3.40| 10265.87| 4519.43

Woodside [8505.98 |500-Year | 24500.00 346111 3476.40 347119 3476.55 0.000405 3.49) 11811.32 4623.45 0.21
Woodside | 8081.008 [ 25-Year | 17600.00 3460.96 3473.06 3469.53 3474.25 0.000323 4.90 6458.48 3921.29 0.30
Woodside 8081,008 | 50-Year | 1930000 3460.96 3474.60 3470.00 3474.87 0.000723 4.83 7280.53 4354.9% 0.29
Woodside [8081.008 | 100-Year | 21000.00 3460.96 3475.20 347098 3475.47 0.000650 4.79| B086.03 4413.91 0.28
Woodside | 8081.008 [500-Year | 24500.00 3460.96 3475.99 347144 3476.27 0.000638 5.01 9084.53 4518.30 0.28

Woodside [ 7013.039 | 25-Year | 17600.00 3454.78| 347277 3467.01 3473.30 0.000902 5.80 3033.67 ©108.24
Woodside [7013.039 | 50-Year | 19300.00 3454.78 3473.41 3467.33 3473.97 0.000892 6.00 3217.54 6592.22
Woodside | 7013.039 [ 100-Year | 21000.00 3454.78 3474.00 3467.65 3474.60 0.000338 6.20| 3389.56 6878.11
Woodside [ 7013.039 | 500-Year | 24500.00 3476.03 0.000044

Woodside | 6359.093 Bridge

Woodside [6917.823 | 25-Year | 17600.00 0.005235
Woodside [6917.823 | 50-Year | 19300.00 3454.80 3470.10 3468.63 3471.98 0.005779 11.02| 1751.33 3609.13
Woodside [6917.823 | 100-Year | 21000.00 3454.80 3470.27 346898 3472.40 0.006346 11.72| 1792.37 3837.51
Woodside [6917.823 | 500-Year | 24500.00 3473.30 0.007134 1901.24 4573.42

Woodside | 5312.823 [ 35-Year | 17600.00 3471.52 0.005897 1644.75 3193.84
Woodside [6912,823 | 50-Year | 1930000 3454.90 3469.88 346873 3471.93 0.006653 11.51| 1677.37 3409.6%9
Woodside [6912.823 | 100-Year | 21000.00) 3454.90 3469.98 3469.08 3472.34 0.007524 12.34| 1701.15 3524.15
Woodside | 5312.823 [ 500-Year | 24500.00 3473.21 0.009734 1727.98 3602.91

Woodside [6902.823 | 25-Year | 17600.00 3471.11 0.000841 3169.38| 6015.35
Woodside [6902.823 | 50-Year | 19300.00) 3455.11 3470.92 346497 3471.46 0.000923 5.92| 3257.55 £546.43
Woodside [6302.823 | 100-Year | 21000.00 3455.11 3471.18 346529 3471.80 0.001005 6,29 3340.60) 6766.71
Woodside [6902.823 | 500-Year | 24500.00 347248 0.001161 3508.54 7209.50

Woodside | 6768.57% [ 25-Year | 17600.00 3470.78  0.002777 2349.19| 4527.03
Woodside 6768, 57 | 50-Year | 19300.00 3457.81 3470.00 3467.64 3471.09 0.003023 8,46 2438.86 4819.51
Woodside [6768.57% | 100-Year | 21000.00 3457.81 3470.18 3467.96 3471.39 0.003233 8.90) 2518.27 5084.04
| | Woodside | 6768.57* [ 500-Year | 24500.00 3472.01 0.003745 2686.12| 5885.27

Woodside [6619.335 | 25-Year | 17600.00 3469.85 0.012099 1772.10
Woodside [6619.335 | 50-Year | 19300.00 3460.81 3468.54 3468.51 3470.15 0.011621 10.18| 1896.64 3473.48
Woodside | 5619.335 [ 100-Year | 21000.00, 3460.81 3468.76 3468.71 3470.44 0.011095 10.38| 2023.14 3635.07
Woodside [ 6619, 335 | 500-Year | 24500,00 347101 0.010877 2232.41

Woodside | 5145.328 [ 25-Year | 17600.00 g 3467.96 0.001455 3 4714.66
. |Woodside |6145.328 [ 50-Year [19300.00) 3457.81 3467.88 3468.24 0.001481 4,99 5004.56 5430.52
Woodside [6145.328 | 100-Year | 21000.00| 3457.81 3468.13 3468.51 0.001307 5.19| 5299.49 610276
Woodside [ 6145.328 | 500-Year | 24500.00| 3457.81 3468.57 3469.00) 0.001565 5.56| 5822.72 £548.83

l‘l’olal flow in cross section,
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Presentation Notes
With the development of the user friendly 2-D software program has come the ability to greatly improve the communication of Hydraulic Modeling results through excellent graphics.
Results that were once only available with tables of numbers can be replaced by contour maps and flow traces visual aides.
You can easily create figures like the one here that shows existing floodplain extents in pink and proposed floodplain limits in blue.
Then easily point out the minor areas of additional inundation caused by a roadway grade increase and bridge replacement, highlighted by these red circles.  Versus the traditional table of numbers
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are many other disciplines involved in transportation related engineering and bridge engineering that are already utilizing numerical modeling techniques like those used in 2-D Hydraulic Modeling programs.  All of these groups use numerical modeling to get better answers to the engineering questions that they face.  
Traffic Studies
Crash Studies
Bridge Super Structure Design
Bridge Foundation Design

So why shouldn’t we as Hydraulics Engineers being using the best tools available to us to solve our engineering mysteries.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
1-Dimensional Models are essentially using the same modeling calculations and technology that was being used when HEC-2 was introduced by the Army COE in 1966.  Sure, with the creation of Microsoft Windows the interface into using the calculations became much different when the COE released HEC-RAS but it was still the same analysis methodology.

Let me use a analogy for you.  The Truck on the left is a mid-1960’s Ford truck and the truck on the right is a new 2016 Toyota Tacoma.  Both great trucks in their given time, but for the most anyone who was driving 1966 Ford Pickup has likely upgraded to something more modern.  Now, what are the reasons for this (ask the audience);
Safety Features
Fuel Efficiency
Additional features; navigation systems, power locks and windows, etc.
More user friendly; you don’t have to get out of the car to get into 4-wheel drive
More Reliable
Wider Range of Uses;
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
What is Everyday Day Counts:  Every Day Counts is a program that was started by the Obama Administration in 2010.   Every 2 years federal and state transportation agencies submit ideas for new innovations with regards to Transportation related concepts, like warm mix asphalt or improved pedestrian devices.  Typically every round of EDC sees over 100 ideas submitted of they select around a dozen to help fund and pursue nationwide.  EDC-4 which technically started in 2016 includes the very first Hydraulic Related Innovation in EDC history.
EDC-4 Innovation: Change = Collaborative Hydraulics Advancing to the Next Generation of Engineering
What is the purpose of the CHANGE innovation – The primary vision of the CHANGE innovation is the widespread use and understanding of the advanced analysis tools (like 2-D Modeling) for Hydraulic Engineering to promote better quality hydraulic designs.
We will provide free training to many different groups within the Hydraulic Community
A primary goal is develop multiple guidance documents with respect to building 2-D Hydraulic Models, writing up documentation reports for 2-D models, and reviewing 2-D Models.

How can it help the floodplain community – The biggest way the CHANGE Innovation can help the floodplain community is by helping to provide education and guidance on 2-D Hydraulic Modeling.
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Presentation Notes
There are basically two different 2-D Hydraulic Modeling software packages available that are widely used around the united states.  There are differences between the capabilities of each program, but in short;
SMS/SRH-2D
SRH-2D is endorsed by FHWA for Transportation related design and was created by FHWA and USBR in conjunction with Aquaveo
SRH-2D can assess any type of roadway crossing or impact to a floodplain.  Be it bridges in pressure flow, roadways that have multiple openings being either bridges or culverts, or flows around obstructions.
SRH-2D is public domain software and has been in use for river modeling since 2004
HEC-RAS 2D
RAS2D was created by the Army Core of Engineers
It is best used for floodplain modeling when bridges and culverts are not issues of concern.  Bridges that do not experience pressure flow can be modeled in RAS2D if the piers are properly modeled into the topography and mesh.
RAS2D is free software and has been in use for river modeling since 2014.



® | N
\_/ ~/ SHELL CREEK, NE

FLOODPLAIN ANALYSIS AND DESIGN w/



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now let me go through a quick case study from the state of Nebraska; this is actually a Case Study I stole from one of our EDC presentations but it greatly depicts the possible differences between 1-D model results and real life events. The reason I am showing this case study is to show how greatly different the results can be between a 1-D model and a 2-D model (real life)

This is a roadway crossing in eastern Nebraska on Shell Creek.  This photo is looking downstream across SH81.   The main bridge is to the far right of the photo (point), there is a relief structure left of that (highlighted by the row of trees), and the roadway is overtopping in the middle of the screen.  

The bridge was designed using a 1D model to pass the 100-year flood flow, but since it was constructed, it has actually overtopped a number of times during storms that were much less than a 100-yr flood.   Based on subsequent 2D modeling analysis that I will show you, the Nebraska Department of Roads determined that the roadway overtops at a 5-yr event, similar to what is shown in this photo. 

So what went wrong?  As I’ve noted earlier, a one-dimensional model requires many simplifying assumptions, and it only computes a single water surface elevation for each cross section.

Again, with the many assumptions that are made with 1D modeling,  I’ll say it again…..we often don’t know what we don’t know.
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Presentation Notes
{ANIMATED SLIDE}

This image shows the floodplain limits and velocity contours from the 2D modeling results.   Blue is low velocity and red is high velocity, as you can see from the flow that is spilling over the roadway.   The flow arrows (click) show that  flow spills out of the channel in several locations (click) upstream of the roadway, and there are multiple flow paths evident across the floodplain.   All of these flow paths are very difficult to discern during a site investigation, and consequently, it is extremely challenging to use a 1D model to evaluate this crossing.

(click) If we look at a cross section (or road profile) along this red line, (click), looking downstream, you can see the main bridge on the right (point), relief bridge in the middle, and overtopping on the left.  What do you notice about the water surface?   The water surface elevation on the left is about 3 ft higher than the water surface through the bridge opening.  Are these results from a 1D or 2D model?  What would a 1D model result look like here?  (click)   It would compute a single water surface. (click)
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Presentation Notes
Honestly for me the principal benefit that I see coming from the 2D Modeling is the benefit of providing more accurate estimates for the floodplain limits.  As I have said previously, 2-D Hydraulic Models give us the best estimates possible with respect to floodplain modeling and presents us the ability to provide the public with the most accurate answers we can give them.  With respect to floodplain analysis the accuracy of estimated floodplain extents can have a significant impact on those living in and around floodplains, and on the transportation infrastructure.
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Presentation Notes
2-D Hydraulic Models can help the floodplain community by providing more accurate estimations of the floodplain and how the river operates.  This way we can better evaluate which homes and structures are indeed a rivers floodplain so that the proper precautions and insurance measures can be taken.

The two figures on this slide depict the differences between essentially 1-D river model with some 2-D storage areas (on the left) and a full 2-D model (on the right).  Flow is from left to right in the photos.  
	The 1-D river model shows no flows leaving the system on the downstream end.

	You can see how the 2-D model captures the flow split and the water leaving the main channel on the downstream end that floods multiple homes during the 	assessed flood event.
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Presentation Notes
Another fantastic advantage of 2-D Models is being able to more easily convey the results of a Hydraulic Model through the enhanced graphical abilities of 2-D Hydraulic Models the acceptance of the hydraulics models within the floodplain community and public would be greatly increased.  

No longer are we stuck with large tables of numbers and simple figures to try to explain modeling results.  We can now use great figures like this contour map from a 2-D model that DOWL is working on for MDT that depicts the differences between proposed and existing conditions for a bridge crossing on a river.  Figures like this are very easily created, as are many of the excellent visual aides you have seen in this presentation.
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\E)(AI\/IPLE SUBMITTAL - ZONE A FLOODPLAIN
. WITH A AULIC MODEL

AGENCY USE OF -\pp]]c.a mion # Dale teceiy e"
Date Accepted Initizls ____ Date Forwarded to TS .E

Cn:n:n:] \I'J.mber Contract lesting da

MEPANEPA Cumpl.lmce E Ve O Mo Ifyes, =14 of this app not apply.

JOINT APPLICATION FOR PROPOSED WORK IN MONTANA'S STREAMS, WETLANDS, FLOODPLAINS,
AND OTHER WATER BODIES

Use this form to apply for one or all local, state, or federal permits listed below. The applicant is the responsible party for the project 2nd the
point of costact unl therwise desigrated  “Information for Applicant™ inc 2 agency comtacts and instraction: for completing this
application. T avoid delays, submit all required information, inchiding a project site map and drawings. Incomplete applications will result in
the delay of the application proce:s. Other laws may apply.

The applicant is responsible for obtaining sll necessary permits and landowner

] PERMIT AGENCY
310 Parmit Local Conservation District
SPA 124 Permit Diepartment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
| Floodplain Permit Local Floodplain Administrator
Section 404 Permit, Saction 10 Permit U. 5. Ammy Corps of Enginear:
318 Anthorization Diepartment of Environmental Quality
401 Certification
Mavigable Rivers Land Use License, Laaze, ar ]:?eps.rm’_al:t of Matural Fezsources and o 330, plus additional fee
Easement Conservation. Trust Lands hsnszemeant Division

A. APPLICANT INFORMATION

NAME OF APPLICANT (person rasponsible for project): Jeremy K. Taylor, PE
Has the landowner consented to this project? X Yes o No
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 201000

Physical Address: 2701 Prospect Ave.

Day Phone: 406-444-7636  Evening Phone: E-Mail: jertaylor@mt gov
MAME OF LANDOWNER. (if different from applicant);
Mailing Address:
Phyzical Address:
Day Phone: Evening Phone: E-Mail:
MNAME OF CONTRACTOR/AGENT (if ona iz used);
Mailing Address:
Phiysical Address:
DayPhone: Evening Phone: E-Mail: I
E. FROJECT SITE INFORMATION
NAME OF STREAM or WATER BODY at project location Nearest Town
AddressT ocation; Gepcode (if available):
14 14 1/4, Section . Township . Range County
Longitude . Latitude

The state owns the beds of certain state navigable waterways. Is thiz a state navigable waterway? Yes or No.
If yes, send copy of this application to appropriate DNEC land office — see Information for Applicant.
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Presentation Notes
Now let me go through what a floodplain application submittal for a Zone A Floodplain impact might look like if a 2-D Hydraulic Model is used; now this example will be using the SMS/SRH-2D software program as that is what we prefer for use at MDT.
As is typical a Joint Application for a Floodplain Permit would be prepared and submitted; some typical documents that would be attached regardless of the type of Hydraulic model used would include;
An initial letter describing Hydrology and other important factors with respect to the river crossing of concern
As-built Plans for Existing Conditions, if available
Project Plans Sheets  - Proposed Bridge Plan Sheets
Right-of-Way Plan Sheets
SPA-124/404 Permit Authorizations if available at the time of submittal
	
Hydraulic Modeling Software Files

And of course,
The Hydraulic Modeling Results will be included and that’s where the biggest differences would be between a 1-D Hydraulic Model and a 2-D Hydraulic Model.  While there may still be a basic table or two with a few numbers submitted when a 2-D model is used the main component of the submittal with regards to models results would be various visual aides.
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Presentation Notes
First in order to convey how my model was calibrated I might include a figure like this one that shows flood limits estimated by the model overlaid onto a historical flood event aerial photo.  This is a great way to show how well a model is calibrated to a real flood event.
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Presentation Notes
The Hydraulic property of the most concern with respect to floodplain permitting is the estimated water surface elevations and the change in WSELs with an introduction of a proposed project.

For a permit submittal I would likely include figures for the both the existing condition (click) and the proposed design (click), and then I would also provide a figure like this one (click) that compares the existing and proposed water surface elevations.

This type of comparison map could be created for any of the hydraulics data sets developed, like a map comparing existing and proposed velocities or a map comparing existing and proposed depths of flow.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Often scour countermeasures are included on projects with floodplain permits and a figure like this one here that illustrates velocity magnitude contours with flow arrows is great ay helping to show where the values used in the countermeasure design came from.  The flow arrows are in the direction of the flow and the length and size are concurrent with the velocity.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Another figure I would include would be a comparison of the existing and proposed water surface elevations along the centerline of the channel.

Something I would be sure to include on the figure would be the location of the bridge, which you do not actually see here.  This figure is very similar to the profiles developed with a 1-D model.
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Presentation Notes
Another figure that may be submitted would be a depth of flow contour map like this one here.  You can see several homes within the limits of the modeled flood event.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
So now what about a a submittal for a floodplain permit within a detailed floodplain?  It can be done but there are a few challenges.
As we sit today there are no finalized FEMA guidelines for the use of 2-D models.  In the Fall of 2016 FEMA came out with some Draft Guidelines concerning the use of 2-D Hydraulic Models for the submittal of floodplain permits; comments were due back before the end of the year and that is where we sit.  So there are guidelines being developed by FEMA in conjunction with Federal Highways Hydraulics staff’s input.
Another dilemma is the determination of the Floodway of a Detailed Floodplain.  Neither of the common 2-D Modeling programs can estimate these limits at this time;
I do know the creators of SRH-2D and FHWA Hydraulics Engineers are currently working on this ability in conjunction with FEMA.
A common obstacle that the SRH-2D creators, FHWA Hydraulics personnel and FEMA personnel are working on is the ability to provide a single water surface elevation for a given cross-section.  
The issue here is that typically across a given cross-section the water surface does indeed vary, especially when looking at large flood events.
Another issue that would arise is the ability to create new floodplain maps for say a CLOMR submittal.  I have shown you can easily create accurate maps depicting floodplain extents with a 2-D Model, these maps can in turn be exported with global projection coordinates.  The issue becomes what is shown on the maps for water surface elevations, as I have mentioned previously 2-D models estimate a varying water surface across a given floodplain cross-section which is what occurs in real-life.
So what do we today when the river crossing situation calls for a 2-D Hydraulic Model to be used and the river also happens to be a detailed floodplain?  Most common is to use the 2-D model to develop a really good 1-D Hydraulic Model.  The 1-D model is develop from the 2-D Model by using it to make all of the simplifying assumptions necessary in a 1-D model and by using it to determine flow splits and cross-section locations in a 1-D model.  SRH-2D currently has a the ability to export data directly to HEC-RAS.
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Presentation Notes
Here is a list of helpful figures that could be included in a floodplain permit submittal with a 2-D Hydraulic Model, several of them o covered with the previous example
Existing and Proposed Water Surface Elevation Contour Maps
Comparison Contour Maps like the ones we saw in the previous slide.
Existing and Proposed Depth Contour Maps
Comparison Contour Map for Depths
Velocity Contour Maps with Flow Arrows (also a Comparison Map), great for
Determining flow splits
Determining scour countermeasure inputs
Flow Angles
Velocity Magnitudes
Calibration visuals with Historical Flood Aerials.
Floodplain Extent Maps – Maps depicting just the floodplain extents at any given event.
Froude Number Maps – This would give you a way to look for any areas of critical flow, like overtopping of a levee or roadway.
Flow Trace Videos – these are just great for being able to see what is going on within floodplain at a given flow event.
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* J.R. Taylor, District Hydraulics Engineer /FHWA CHANGE Champion — jertaylor@mt.gov
* Every Day Counts Innovation: CHANGE

Helpful Software Links

* SMS/ SRH-2D Free Reviewers License

* www.aquaveo.com/regulatory-review
* SMS/SRH-2D: Supported by FHWA Resource Center, MDT, Aquaveo
* http://www.xmswiki.com/wiki/SMS:SRH-2D
http: / /www.aquaveo.com/software /sms-learning
.0 Current Version
ace.army.mil /software /hec-ras /download
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Presentation Notes
First off if there are any questions regarding 2-Dimensional Hydraulic Modeling feel free to contact me and I will most definitely do what I can to answer any and all questions.
Now remember folks while this may seem overwhelming now this is only the first step in the path in the overall accepted use of 2-D hydraulic models for floodplain permits, and this process is not something that is going to happen overnight.  There will learning curves for everyone involved in the process and our goal is to continue to make progress down this path.  A great tool that we will have moving forward will be the work of the EDC CHANGE Innovation Team.

With the CHANGE innovation being sponsored by FHWA there will be a number improvements with respects guidance and training for 2-D Hydraulic Modeling.  I am the CHANGE Innovation Point of Contact for the State of MT so I will now as soon as any information developed by the CHANGE Team becomes available and I will be able to disseminate this info.  Just a quick reminder of some of the things the CHANGE innovation we help provide;
Numerous guidance documents some of which will involve helping to review 2-D Models
Develop and provide many different types of training some which will also involve the reviewing of 2-D models; this is training that would be sponsored by FHWA.
The reviewer training will consist of topics like learning to navigate through an already developed model and will highlight the important parts of the model that can be assessed for issues.

EDC funding will be determined at the end of March 2017 and then the innovation team will be proceeding with the development of the guidance and training then.  If there are any questions regarding this please contact me.  

Software Developers – 
Here are links to both the SMS/SRH-2D and HEC-RAS 2D programs.
Depending on what type of software was utilized there will be help available to possibly answer questions, these links are included.
SMS-SRH-2D; There are several avenues of help for suing SMS/SRH-2D
There is a wiki page that is an interactive help guide for SMS
Tutorials to go over single steps or features of SMS/SRH-2D
Workflows that take a user for the development of a specific type of 2D Model, such as a pressure flow bridge
HEC-RAS; A HEC-RAS blog has been created and is run by Chris Goodell who is the Director of Applied Research for WEST Consultants.  The blog is a good place to look for answers to specific questions with HEC-RAS.
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Presentation Notes
I want close out my presentation with a figure provided by Jonathan Weaver from Great West.  Thanks Jonathan!  This is a flow trace on top of the WSEL contour map for a 2-D Hydraulic Model that was created in RAS2D.  Note all the places the main river loses water to the adjacent smaller creek at a high flow event.

Are there any questions?
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