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favety] €34 BRARE 1274mm 2 HRIGEY 13¥olyd 199 BAREL
3,000m* A HRFHMES 9 %ol TEt] ERERS BB As FAUFANE
KBRS RYRMEZ A7t 258 AAsA dFd3n o 2ddE ERKES) 379 24
=7t 68 ~9H ) #hsolNn, FRMEKE 1267m*h # 80 % A=Vt AR, BE L #®
A So2 WHER '0F Hitel Jd RAREES £M RAAAEES & 270fm
Tt BAKY ftifol BE nAA 23 AFF AKED JAdn Ae Qo))

3 KEHES] B UFoZ B4AHE BAEES 939 1972~81471A 104
9 BKE LHol A3A £F%H HEEES 1983F HMEECZ ¥ 1,200 Do @3t o4
3 TEAA dIo] AFE RER o A

SEvE mile B4ES 2d I RREKe IR WHERC Bon =W st @)
q g EH I/ Fol Boh olf@E KK Kt dE FHidHYd Fixlk € BARE
< tid3 Ho}; ke ulg AA dFE-E9 ®wile FKEKRZT 300 ©) 4= AR 4
M FANEES 9% S KEF BRI FIIFE S3dd44 o3& Hol ¥

AT BiEHS By ERA ®EHs7 Asixe atw, 8B 39S 13 KB
# &t (hydrologic design) & F3l3odor @t X/ KTHEH KB RHBT KK EE
FIKE HMSEZ BBIAE XDBEEYS] 27 £& NFE Asted 7180 HE KEKEK)
o mtE, B 5 dA4ss R & £ At

ol gzto] KNEBY HEHE HME MW g el d8rx K#Bag BN LE
sk, 4% FEIH MTeR RIHAE(design frequency)d] T3 BHE, L BtiRE
(peak discharge)& ZAdoF 3tn WA A+ R =015 RESZIHAN RHBAEAN
HFEE FIHALE AF3}7E dd. AHER KIBEWY 3de Bk A% BEw
o) WHAdE MEDR Aee Hr7 222 BWRON REEE 7AXNE nforslsy  REH
BmES AN REMHEE FWeR, KA (runoff hydrograph)E &8st fFE
= s3stdol @k o)fF e KXBH RHE AMME AFRI Astx KxEH
(hydrologic data)®} #b#2f9 & (physiographic data)’} £ABRTGE 4353 gt}

'90% WE AV Wi KBRS EERJI 91 %, MHEEN 75 %, BBAFHIIL 52 %
22 BT 55 % o F#da, W AFE WL KXWS Auiso] YA koA BrkR
EHF BB AT AAort o] FiKS ¥k RIBRE APV A L BT
o 9% ARG TR FIIKE, BAREFHREZS KK AHKER BH L Kk
T AAY KL BE®we Rit, BT L ERETRE A} o AN KEKRY HES &
ARgol AR oZ s BEREFEKXIH KEFRS BRI d9n 2.

olshzte AN UM e HtkEN B WAL, RHER I HEFSS K
T EWS /4 wel §d¥oz A Slo] W = Kx®Ba BT, et € %
#HeE 23 FHAHA Wate] A Fojet o},
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& REAME o3 FE 233} AFAIANAN +HR AXEHS BHABHEHS
aFetd BHRHM(return period)d KFIREHS R WM (design period) 9] B|AEFE
TFH JHE BN WIREE AANZA A

& HAE BREHiREAR7T 199299 R HEHE Y8 Malaysia B9} Terengganu iR
Wl Sl Setiu IL RKE o2 4@ BRREASTAAN 2@EFEMY DHRMES, 2@HF Y
HEABEHaED B3 KUESE BHHN KAr-HEMBRS) #E, Thiessen Mol 48 &
A BWmoH, K@) F3 L okl BE & BARS MIWEA H§39 RERA
HHHE 5 U999 AXBN SRS BKEE BHE 28 S2E 383 RERHEHE
& TSR /M BEd WIIREE #HHAC.

2. " % %

#M%EA/Y (1977) (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation)& 9| Mol ma} A= AREEs)
MERKY) AEF A2 PR AR REEA4S S99

e BuRBFRHE RHEREY (1982 (AMANE ZIYE P& 2008 B Bt
AoV GERABRASR F TS HARESE dtn HYe TaAEgyuc} Bk 9
o gEK Hema kol 20%F F/HA KBS Z keI FH.

Bihi R EE AR (198)HARNAE HKIHE HMire) $AF HMANE 9
Aol 20dol $d RES WEHHEA dgde HE 1k BES FS T mE) mE,
e, BWH BeS ERS APddn 2)es Ao

EWO(198)AN M WIS BokE & RET W 1009 HEMES BASR BENANE
50 sEMES BAES KRR Aok

£%(1986)91 18t Snyder & W& AHE, hEM D MEBE BEH o] do) BT
o T viAE BHAEZES do MAAKY HAHI ¥ BKkP(flood wave) o) 71 %
Ao 2 EFata gkt i BARE G0d NEH~PMF) & AA3A.

BFUd FA3P1980)NE W HEE Q9 EREC T M2 BEagded A#
#i%ko] d4H™ highz FEd FELHMS 100009 ~THESA HARPMPOZdT, A
%ol THE &, significante 2 FEFW, 1,000d ~10,000d, AR#EHE oA low=d
o] 100d~1000d 22 HEHHES AAS v A,

e BRED (1986)MME ENBEHE N RHBKEY) BES W ETE
o2t ABCDE. F22 ¥F3td] ABC 79 EHE&FIAME RHEEES 238 FRHMS
Zt2} 2009, 1509, 1008922 stx DF S AL 80d, EF S MARIINNE 50F0 2
AGHAoy A4 FHY WIRERHP1988)) FRMML Al pEh, BEN =8
= wet 38 £ g 2o BT AFRAME 300 2004, Z1EF "l E 309
o)A 100%d Akol o] ko] Ap-&s)Urh.



Chow?(1088)5 o] <3t KA RE H#} #9 BAL TN E/HESF Aoy 1 3y
= Bk, BtkEE S T BAE A% Aov dEdde AAHRK, KIRES ZE
FIZAE A% Ao}, o]AF HMgol gU= KIMEHS #H3V A @y, BED
298 ;o HEHBAKE MAScol ok M AR AU YAE 82E AT
BEwes TS 2858 ITHERS MaYw KTEkd dd #EE o ¥4 AN
Chow™(1988) $& AIHfWmS MM, PHEHE X X#HEE SEAAT. Chow(1988)d <
39 %HE National Academy of Sciences (1983)o1 M & #itBtKEES KIHEHS TF, A
REEEE L BiEne TR e FRPME 50d~100d01 302 HEEFHNen FHIIR
e HARRES BRHAAE BREM 2d~504d, HAddME 50d~2008°202 A3
Aok

AA Ad(1900)0) )3 Y EE TRM(US. Corps of Engineers)& ARBHS} #BH
M B%S TR ATHEWS high, significant, low2 SE33  Bokmbe ek M
el 7)o wal Bk E PMFoA 503 BEME7IX HEI=FE K2HE ERE FAF
gt $ava BREDA09DA sd chAoleiBE AAAY Y ) (ESCAP)AME R
2M@ES) WEHBKS) BRUMS MR WRMEK, ERaE, £ENER, AR, KRN
9 —po R BEHso BE 2ddA BH 50098 AL} AR At aEa &
WoeolAel HEE Tyt BRMmRAME 5AFY 309 Alo]o] RHBK FRUME
Add HL3}E Aog Hol glon o HH: REEMEXZARICID)AAE AEHE ¥ 3l
0. & ARAME RHBAS REY HEOZE EMENEM (welfare economics) BEH
02 Chow $(1988)0] #|¢td MMKEL B3 Hik(single objective) & A3
FORE Q) HEEME REHES BRIZA FAD.

3. EXHES

KTH:EYS BERHHAES RT3 AN KB #4 #7 (hydroeconomic analysis)& X

Ban, Y RHMAES 2D T5E #EYS) RA(capital cost)S FmMIA Hol Bk
2 Q% pEBHE: L84 4. .

MEADG B2 AP RAEFEHES MR A (annual basis cost)2Z2 EAYF F olF
A3t 7835 48 3R (total annual cost curve)®& YAHM o] HiROLZFEH RERAE
et AdA Mg Bl #EHS REY 5 A4

BEBAKE ALY BEES HESZ) A%, xyE ISl RItBAID G2 x&F £
gokgtan ¥u, x<xy ol gk} GAHA ¥ x>xy oA BKEE AT x
o} gtk7 ojw o] BAET BEL f(x)dx ol o2 A¥ BHEEEL DF ¥ W AZHE
E£MBEA Dys dR2s EANB + Ao
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Oplimum design retum

70 period (25 years)
60 .
" Minimum total cost
50 +f A A \

Cost
8
J I

0@ X T T LA T v
I 2 5 10 25 50 100 200

Design retum period (years)

o Riskcost ©O Capitalcost 4 Tofal cost

Fig. 1 Determination of the Optimum Design Return Period

by Hydroeconomic Analysis

Dy = Lw D(x) flx) dx = ceeereeerecereeeiieieiiiiieeei, (1)

o} 7] A,

Dy : &dzhl8, D(x) : #H&, fodx : FAFEo|} 4(1) D=
x>xy 1 MHUE 472 2 ol Z U EMIAMY BEHS ADE s Zze
BN 7IdHE Hafdg Tt aEHA A v § Dys EHY 4 Ut

X-1 < x < xQ AS

4 D; = f D (x) fIX) dx rreerererrareeetin e (2)
A7ZIM 4 Di = i FRAA JId=EE gEHEY

2QX& T aLER EASA

4D, = [ D(xi-1) 2+ D (xi)] fx: 0 d x
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- D(xi—1)2+ D(x:) [ P (x<xi) - P (XS xj-1)]  weeeeecesmnseccsancnns (3)

G714  Px=x) - P(x<x1) = [1- P(x2x)] - [1- P(x2x-1)]

P(x=x-1) - P(x2x)

o2 (HRE ©Al veid
D(xi-1)+D(xi)
2

A4D; - [P(x=xi-1)-P(x = xi)]  wocereecsersensrorrniiiiiae. (4
e i ENE 4% REBYM(return period) Yo tid M REBEEL 9 R
Z BEHY 4 ot

Dy=g[ D(x.-_1)2+D(x,-) ] [P(x = xic1)-P(XxZxi)]  ceoesrermmeeesessnnnenannsnnnes )

A71M, Dy : €M MBEHE, Dx-n), D) : AP 5 739 & #EH,

P(x): &A% &gold.
= @ WAt Total cost)= M KE¥W RM(Dc, Capital cost)d FH BBEH(Dy,
Damage risk cost)& 43 EHHES UthadEz2 RER FRHAMES ARA B
Q) #rol ¥}

4. E¥ R HETGE

41. # #
7t PREER D

& oA o] &¥ Setivll MRS Malaysia H# Kuala Lumpur fA JLERFO=Z
500kmE oA & 507 20'~50" 50’, & 10" 24'~10" 30’ o] frE3tx Ao, JLH
Monsoon ffEe] 9802 Mol BXHBAAM o)EHojeE T FM] &g Lo} B
& 9ko] BFE Setiu L2 TWE M BT R Eo] HEH of YL PKkE H3 &
o BES 932 de 4Rl

Setiu T WK< Buluh WH(Hulu Setiu), Pelungil ¥, TarumilL WK, Guntungiik
(Tasik) ® AMek Janah Hiko = FAH gon WHREKS & 45 ot £ FR
A 4¥%5EE Chalok IT, Bintang L R Ular L9 HRREALS &% 380k, 99.7k, 11.84ka ©}
b, oA & WIREHES 937kd2 Terengganu Region o & M) 72 %& A
9t} (#= Fig2 Sg. Setiu Catchment Map) Setiu L& FZo)A BE3}Y HHF FAY
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2 &2 oAt WHET TEAQAA JInE AAEZ AFRE AA AA A
Al Buluh #t&ejA FO7tAE v9 Hed Y& olF1 A, WK HEE EL. 974m
A AF3e] Buluh "€ E EL. 7.00m, I FRAME FHKET 74m o o)&v},
Wik LT BB (vegetation)FHlE FBHCE o, FRSre RFVEAY, &= o
dx AAYY #Es AFa Atk

01 2. 34 5 67 8 91011210115 (KM ) }<
N,
\ N Ty R
~ "% = N

Fig 2. Sg. Setiu Catchment Map
Y. K &=

Setiu {L WKL JLH Monsoon ¥ B Monsoon® 2 AFHE F714 9 Monsoon® &
e 9L ¢x Yok 4L Monsoond 11AH¥ 3A7x Fffiol L, A Monsoon Ri&
< S5AYH 9AZA HHE 4FE &9 T dWds BHREK 7 NS Bon ZEER
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¥} EEEBE e wef mpel w9 2 B Ba
Table 1& Setiu L KN 60km EZF o} 9 X% Kualar Terengganu BRATS] ki S
Yehia sl

o BWe Rl

Setiu WiENA o) FREEL 3,250mmel AL &#H A 600mmeol A= A
80mme) BMLAHE ol F AN WSt L) BRELA/E AF3) Aol7t o, Kk
< MRS MERECY) F33 F MR 2¥A & ERE LAFAE 43 A3, £FH
BefofiE Figd A RoAF3 gl

o] A E FA RHE WHiEE 1959~19704 Datad #4843t BFm- X ABHESY
A& A L3}UE Fig. 49 o] FEF WHBKANE BAKEel 1,400~1,800mm, WA
A = 2,000~2,400mmE BWHAASE 2A9F2 At

Fig. 3 Mean Annual Rainfall (mm) (1950 - 1995)
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Table 1. Climatic Variables for Project Area

(1) Data from Kuala Terengganu Airport(1985~1991)

Month Jan lFebIMarI Apr [May I Jun l Jul ] Aug [Septl Oct [Nov I Dec | Mean/total

Temperature

Max(T) 30.1 31.3 325 335 34.1 338 335 334 3300 324 316 304 325

Min(T) 20.7 209 213 228 226 220 22.0 218 220 222 222 215 218

Mean(T) 26.0 26.4 271 277 2717 275 270 269 267 266 262 262 268
Relative Humidity

Max(%) 952 965 963 976 975 975 973 976 97.7 981 978 945 97.0

Min(%) 68.1 643 643 622 621 609 60.1 616 623 650 694 695 64.2

Mean(%) 815 80.7 814 823 833 832 826 820 842 853 864 818 83.1
Sunshine Hour (hr) 61 86 78 85 175 75 73 67 65 59 49 51 6.9
Number of Rainday (Day) 171 77 90 94 110 103 96 131 186 181 233 201 167.4
Rainfall Depth(mm) 117.0 37.0 1433 1105 110.7 923 79.6 121.6 2130 2205 790.7 407.1] 24433

(2) Data from Kota Bahru Airport(1986~1991)

Month Jan [ Feb |Mar | Apr |[May| Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep [ Oct { Nov | Dec | Mean/total
Temperatute Mean(C) 25.7126.1(26012791280]27.7{27.3]| 27.0 | 268 |255]26.0 ] 258 25.7
Relative Humidity Mean (%)|81.3{80.4180.3/80.4180.8|81.2/81.9| 827 | 83.3 |84.6| 86.7 | 84.1 823
Sunshine Hour Mean (hr) 71 183858876 [69|72]| 69 | 61 |60|4371 49 7.0

No.of Rainday 119|54 | 75(82 10693 |126( 133 | 178 1179|207 | 18.1 152.9
Rainfall{mm) 61.5]35.0]105.6 859 ]102.5[101.7/143.0] 160.5 | 213.5 {218.0{526.0|549.5| 2302.6
Evaporation Mean(mm) 44 149153([55)|5046 46| 45 | 45 | 42| 36 | 37 4.7 |
Wind Run Mean(km) 98.9(96.8195.7|76.2[70.21645]653| 61.0 | 644 {63.1] 67.5]1024 771 |

SOUTH CHINA
SEA
/

Fig. 4 Ketara Area Mean Runoff (mm) (1959 - 1970)
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42 WHRITL
7t ERFE OBBE A

o] kAl HEBNSE 2MAT7F +4959a &Y KegBuluh BAFE WL BRER
oli E T} ST ERHBNEREZ 7IFER 1oy 19694 Data 7F 4512w Buluh
Wik BWEHS OME(1960~1968)MMMET HxP Aok, o JIFAF 1960, 63, 65
Buluh REERHKEF o) &3t BABRBOFKE A8 K-HB/BAE Setiu T HJIIBEN
Agsta kir- HEHBRating curve) 8 8 43 g3 2d. (= Fig. 5

RATING CURVE FOR FLOOD CONTROL ANALYSIS

10 DERIVED USING AVERAGE OF 60.63.65 RATING CURVES

-4
: PR cer=t
2 -
o) -
"‘ \o //
E 1 o~
2 RO
< o
i o2
& el
0]
o e
L 01 4
0o
w
o f
2 !
S / :
o+ i '!
0.01 . - —
01 W 100 199

1
DISCHARGE(m3/s) log scale

Fig. 5 Derived Rating Curve for Flood Control Analysis

Rating Curve & #+5% AR Jeud &34 3.
46 < H < 85m, Q=9.03(H-4.13)'°
H > 86 m, Q=0.0018(H-4.13)*
409 WEREAN 25T 2M@E159~-190BHEY vayg A e BREHS 2H
3 Y. BHBEES BEsr] Asd BE Datad AESHS WEIL £ KER
BEH S BERAMES EASY RHAKBEEHE AP BE- KK Model & BARAAT. ol
A& Fig. 6 I FFR= Iyt
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Bkl HES 98 BH AESNS F3d RHBAKS HEIIT. RHBAESE H
237] A3 FASe FLASEA0Y REL v HES}Y MY B ASEEE BW
& (rainfall), #FMPIM (duration) ¥ K (return period)V A Hydrograph®& HE3 = ZAelth.
Hydrograph A4 RAKES RHKELE HEPY. RAKES REH}7) A3 4@ W
ERWFTe) 32ME4E(1959~1990)3t 9] RiRAEHESE HAJAC HE FHRwmEES Hes
t ARoREE BWAuREet B (i@ol =et HESE Thiessen M WS HARA
t}. Fig 7. € Setiu {L 3% Thiessen Aol n, BHEAESE HH37] 989 Thiessen &
22 AL WK FHEHEHEAS Gumbel BESME 4H3IZ MY HHMH 1H BHES =
8 WM A7A FEE WHES KEE BRAN 9L & HEC-1 Modeldl A ¥} A
% 39, 2 A9 FHRYPM RHAKLES & & U Table 2.9 Fig. 8& BRFAE

SHe BRoln BE-HE SHETS Hydrograph 94 Btk Re HiEdlr) 939 HHEBERH
‘o2 EAEAY.

[ Streamfiow Data__
____ 1960 - 1969 ]

Rainfall Data !

=

1959 -1990 1

1
i Duration Rainfall
{12,357 days

Events tor Calibration
1961, 1963, 1966, 1967

Thiessen Areal Rainfall |
for 1,3, 7 days

Hydraulic Modelling
Verification
1986 events

Rainfall Frequency Analysis |
Gumbel Extreme Distribution |

Model Development
HEC-1

L o ot e e e —— . —— ————
Design Rainfall }
Select Design Duration N

N

Design Temporal Pattern
Pattern as in HP1

Raintall Runoff Model
HEC-1

B

Deslign Discharge
RP = 2,5,10,20,50,
years

Fig. 6 Schematic Diagram of Discharge Estimation by Design
Rainfall and Rainfall Runoff Model
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Fig. 7 Thiessen Network on Sg. Setiu Catchment

Table 2. Result of Rainfall Frequency Analysis (mm) using
Thiessen average rainfall data from (1959-1990)

Retumn Max Rain Fall (mm) for Duration
Days
Perio 1 2 3 5 7 14 30
yTS.
2 194 280 349 439 505 694 1007
5 264 391 497 630 719 1010 1404
10 295 466 595 - 757 861 1219 1667
20 333 537 688 878 996 1420 1919
30 356 577 742 948 1075 1535 2064
50 383 629 810 1035 1172 1680 2246
80 409 675 872 1115 1262 1812 2412
100 421 698 901 1153 1304 1874 2490
200 458 766 991 1270 1435 2068 2734
250 470 788 1020 1308 1477 2130 2813
400 496 835 1082 1387 1566 2262 2978
500 508 857 1111 1425 1608 2324 3056
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2000

/; 14 Day duration rain
1500 - -

o

3

§ L 7 Day duration rain

=‘.: / //;/a 5 Day duration rain

€ 1000

: / /// : A 3 Day duration rain

T

£ ]

% // //‘/;//i 2 Day duration rain

: %/ /._’_‘__,-J 1 Day duration rain
0 |

1 10 100 ' 1000
RETURN PERIOD(YEAR) - log scale ’

Fig. 8 Rainfall Frequency Analysis Design Rain
Depth - Frequency - Duration Curve

. B~ Model

A8 (Hydrograph)® EE3 7] 913t BWEKME Model 29 3149 HEC-1& @&
3ttt HEC-1& FSMBERAHEL EHAY WAHE Programme OS2 £TEMo|A Ba
B
Setiu WS MM T} mBHN WME FHAGD 6 EHo= 4% Aok
2} Wik segment o ¥ criteria & S} ¥}
D) AX#BmEe F4¥ FM(tributary)s] 988 won k¥ BMAULE 8 9o
ol AFAAM ZH AXHRES 371 & Aow 2 NHA SFEIHNLE BEHY 5
e},
2 WHRS B FTFY KB/AXBY HHEKXEASBNY BH)S 23T U= $9L o
F:3:3=3
BA-KX#BL 71ZXNE St REHKEI) HMMGES BEsr) At @EE.
BERRE HER7) A8 #AkE LA BA7 HEC-1 Modelol #fH ¥ o

RABETE RAX BAE FINNEZ RERHES HEH7) 9% EReven)e B
BeKE S (flood event) ©]ojo} 3},
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a8y KRB E(event calibration)& A o] &5 BWAME Buluh BB 1960
~1968% 7449 HHE EHte] HRAEZ 4H) BMWHNA 60 ZE BHER Data
7t Bk 78 HMBEHO) & BAR W NS RES) 8 ALY 3] o) FoA.

ol2| g B (events)EEL A9 ¥A(calibration)dl ArE3 %, 78 BAKEME/T BET A
Zidl o1 &9 BAEMol BEY AL H4HYT & AU

SCS A#kel ¥ M (runoff curve number)7t K&K FEHKSZ o &HR 2™ CN 9 3t
S EGSFEAe mal L3R, HRER, bR R RABERE, KB kegd g 7
HAE ol

Table 3. Summary of Catchment Characteristics

Item Length | Area | S w | Le | o | Tl
Stations (km) (Km?) (%) | (hour) | (km) (h)
Kg. Che Long 23.0 140.0 2.15 73 12.0 2.0 45
Kg. Buluh 26.1 156.8 1.58 8.8 125 20 5.0
Sg. Pelung 9.0 14.1 0.16 6.1 41 40 70
Sg. Tarum 17.7 734 0.10 111 92 20 6.4
Sg. Guntung 26.3 143.0 2.29 8.3 140 4.0 99
A. Mek Janah 56 74 0.22 3.8 26 8.0 9.6
R1 40 33 1.30 2.1 20 40 28
R2 50 103 0.08 40 28 40 56
R3 1.0 26 0.40 0.7 05 8.0 27
R4 05 24 1.27 0.3 03 4.0 0.7
A. Jawi/L1 28 6.7 0.14 2.1 14 8.0 6.6
L2 30 11.2 0.03 29 15 8.0 9.0
L3 40 143 0.05 34 2.0 40 5.0
Sg. Ular 40 11.8 0.14 2.8 20 4.0 42
Sg. Bintang 19.0 99.9 0.20 64 85 40 11.3
° Sg. Chalok 350 | 3800 | 0.03 25.0 190 8.0 534

Note : Tc = Time of concentration(hour)
Lc = Length to catchment centroid(km)
C: = Catchment characteristics constant
T lag = Catchment lag time (hour)
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KEBH HEA €8 ARF FEIFHE WEV) A4H  LKKRXY SCS
HEC-19 A &3i3id.

B k&

Z} Wike] E¥E5L Taylor ¢ Toh(1976)9] Hydrological Procedure No.llol &% @
HAol HEE AT BBAEL H$ A

EmEE AXE

Lg =

S

q714 Lg : EREM (hr)
L : EZHRBRE (km)
L. : EECANN Ho7ztAe HEER (km)
S : Fi5 EAME (%)
C.: MBHERA G& B
T} g Table 3& & Wik RTFES Adsin 2@ 3lojd.

= -

036 CdL-L: - 71.-)035 ............................

WEHBARES BESZ) 98t Table 29 WAEME HEC-1 Model A =913t3ict. 18

Bk BRRES RAKE MHE AP
Me #ozz 1H RAME HolF

RitpeEA o2 AY3tgch Buluh #iEe BKEE By
k@ oz AdRAct RHBHEENM S42

otate] HHMmE HRES BEHeto SCS Hikol 9J&e TEo)A BHuEmE F83t9 ARE
HEEES BH3 9 HEC-1 Model 9l Muskingum o /9 H#:9 Algorithm & &
st S AkTiRe HHEstA Setiu LY THHM Fiame) BoKBLEHKE vt
7] 918t ke HEF BFEES HEC-1 Modelol A-g35te EHE Wixd §%&%E Table

4 ¢ Fig. 9% &

Table 4. Adopted Results for Flood Mitigation

Modelling Confluence Return Period (yrs)
Station Site Name 2 5 10 20 50 100
10 Kg.Buluh 225 318 393 468 566 643
12 Sg.Pelung: 237 334 413 496 594 666
17 Sg. Tarum 340 473 583 692 873 945
30 Sg.Guntung 557 776 942 1081 | 1308 | 1491
41 Sg.Chalok 1121 | 1579 | 1914 | 2211 | 2644 | 2790
50 River Mouth | 1173 | 1660 | 2016 | 2334 | 2750 | 3118
Where St.10 : discharge of Sg.Setiu at Kg.Buluh.

St.12 : discharge of Sg.Setiu at Confluence with Sg.Pelung.

St.17 : discharge of Sg.Setiu at Confluence with Sg.Tarum.

St.30 : discharge of Sg.Setiu at Confluence with Sg.Guntung.

St.41 : discharge of Sg.Setiu at Confluence with Sg.Chalok

St.50 : discharge of Sg.Setiu at River Mouth
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Discharge of Sg.Setiu at Kg.Buloh
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Fig. 9 Design Discharge (m/s) using Design Rainfall of 1 Day Duration
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Table 5. Calibrated Manning’'s “n” by 1986 Flood Discharge

Location | From E:?{/;r) Mouth mmge Manning’s n
Channel Overbank
STN.No.50 0 2347 0.022 0.04
STN.No.41 896 2023 0.02 0.05
STN.No.30 14.42 1263 0.030 0.05
STN.No.18 20.60 769 0.030 0.052
STN.No.12 24.04 530 0.053 0.06
STN.No.10 24.50 506 0.035 0.065
'STN.No.l 29.00 450 0.036 0.065

¥ TRMEA BARY HEC-2 Model& THUY BEHE 22 AL Setivilol HE3e) KiF
HES A9 -,

o] TEaPL FFY FHI 1xkTolH HIAHoR WId:e REWIEFLZ A3
AdE Relw, kigo) KiEd HKE, LFLR AW Energy €4 F& HEY F e 7)
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8 HAEY 5 Qo2 FoA mEw wEE} Foks R 284 I3%E MAT B/R
¢ 23 AAAA K PREASS ABRHES AAGHAS

1986%F 12H o) B4 Bkl 3o REY Manning o HEMRKE Table 59
t}. A9¥ Manning 9 n fiE F)il9 RBAEES AEAQ FARE FHNA B@E
BMREXRE JEBEAE ¥ Stickler 2R 3t REFAT. o)}l BEMTE YR HEC-2
Model o] 5%, 104, 204 R 504 BHUASE H& @HARAG. < AF& F3

Setiu iL& Che Long “H&olH MO7A &4 ®EF] Bokfr Beh wol MAHE HRE 2
o F5h.

5, R R EE

51 BKHBE B

IR S Bekol ol 3l RKEE LY & Ae /M BEND HEJAdE BFn
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Fig. 11 Highest Flood Water Levels at Buluh Station
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BEAKEE FIARA £EHAE (frequency)d 2413817 S13te]  BukEkst FHMM (return
period)# 2] MHER S @834AT. AE KELE FA37] Y39 Fig. 59 Kir-HKkis
8 (Rating curve)d ol 43U, 4HER (A= Table 6)o J3td 19 Kzt 29A Kfr
£ 1004 HAE 2 854 HEd HIHe ez pdHAG

B 4o st BREY BRI Kiro)A 19864F kol Hote] Kol E HY
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52 EBHBE o
Bokmso] EEES ¥ REF WAl MEW REWAr(economic life)& EH3}A

ge AL gu g
olgiyg MAEEE Y9$ R A} HEYE F A9 (Viessman 1977)

1-(1-—Ln
R=1-(1 T) )]

o7]A4, R : BRE WX (risk probability)
T : BRIEM (return period)
n : ¥ EDWM (economic life period)

OXg (1- ;, )" B ndFS Mol RAHA] FE KRG @

RE nd 3¢ Mg A9 &&8 grs=z mEhme REMPMLS RHET Rit
EE nd S Y FRES 9A BA}= A 23 A

9 REHET AUY RUIWAHM (50~80F) 20 %9 fLES HANL EEH FS
ET TAEY AN 80 % 9 AUYEE H &3 Aol Aol

Table 7& o217tx] K% FARAE AT Rt WOMRME YebdAoln. & BF
s RBEYEL S0Foln FHUAF RIABHMELE 0FI 22 RS FHRMRM
< ogF 2ol HH ¥ + Ao

(1.1 %
0.80=1-(1 T)

T=191 =5 2049
o] 9} o] {FHEME 4 ¥ (Risk analysis)l Xl EIRES 80%2 7HA3 3, FIIRES RitHFa
[ (economic life period)-& 302 E3H UL W FHHEEM (return period)L 204 0] A3
£ 9uj. o] BRE FHAYUEAA A AHES AT HKEH SR Adgn =
AANEA7 g EFa o
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Table 6. Exceedance Probablity of Flood Discharge at Buluh Station

Date Time Rainfall Water | Discharge | Exceed. Return
mon. yr. (mm) |{Level (m)| (m%s) |Proba (%)| Period
30-12-66 05.00 176 9.30 271.69 31.25 3.2
5-01-67 19.00 271 9.94 T44.72 1.00 100
27-12-68 13.00 143 9.02 167.94 83.33 1.2
30-11-69 05.00 189 8.96 150.94 90.91 1.1
29-12-70 05.00 131 9.11 196.60 66.71 15
21-11-71 19.00 166 8.43 no data - -
16-12-72 04.00 122 9.08 186.60 66.67 1.5
10-12-73 11.00 168 9.11 196.60 62.50 1.6
21-11-74 14.00 112 9.30 271.69 32.26 31
24-11-75 19.00 97 8.78 108.72 9091 1.1
23-11-76 14.00 91 9.20 229.50 50.00 2
77 no data - no data - -
7-12-78 02.00 133 9.36 300.17 25.00 4
79 no data | no data no data - -
29-12-80 18.00 19.6 850 94.20 90.91 1.1
81 no data - no data - -
15-12-82 18.00 6.2 953 395.73 10.00 10
4-12-83 21.00 231 9.28 262.74 33.33 3
84 no data - no data - -
85 no data - no data - -
30-11-86 - 281 9.69 509.28 357 28
7-12-87 10.00 109 8.96 150.94 90.91 1.1
1-12-88 22.00 136 9.82 621.85 118 85
1-11-89 04.00 125 8.65 99.39 90.91 1.1
90 no data - no data - -
31-12-91 16.00 - 8.82 117.07 90.91 1.1

Table 7. O&M and Renewal with Different Facilities

eyers O&M Economic Life
Type of Facilities (%) (Year)
1. Large-scale earthwork
(a) Earth fill dam 05 50
(b) Bund 1.0 30
(c) Breakwater 05 30
2. Irrigation Scheme
* (a) Large 25 50
** (b) Small and medium 7.0 30
|+ (c) Unlined canal 5.0 20
** (d) Pipe and lined canal 1.0 30
3. ** Mechanical equipment 5.0 20
4. ** Pump and motors 5.0 20
5. ** Electrical equipment 5.0 20

Source *) Tan B.T., Economic Analysis of Water Use
in Selected Rice Irrigation Schemes in Asia (1987)
*x) Kemasin-Semarak Project, Kelantan State (1980)
O & M : Operation and Management
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53 RHI EREOH

BHo RHAEE HHsy) 9stel AN BRMMY W RAG HEE WY
H5zo] ol Fo| Ak

BABREEHE ATAEY Bk REBAA 43 F3Qqe™ 2 FREE Table 83
o BABEE 7MX Y2oz HEIHA AAHAD. 198649 BAREE RAMIW 2
Th&& 19804 BAKolN B

Table 8. Flood Damages with Flood Year

Damage Cost

Damage
Description 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1986 1987|1988 | 1989|1991 | Total
Roads & Bridge 1 | 255 | 35 |1,073| 87 |1,013| 100 | 120 | 2,683

Irrigation & Drainage | 52 | 90 | na | 133 | 18 | 8 |[na | na | 377
Agriculture & Others | na | na [ na [514 |na| 40 | na | na | 54
Total 53 | 345 | 35 (1,720{ 105 {1,138 100 | 120 | 3,614
Present Value 61 | 389 | 39 |1,852(1111,190]{ 103 | 120 | 3,365

Note : n.a = Data are not available

Fig. 12 € BRAHEC B& BABREE Jdetulen, 53 Yo dd A3 HEE FR

Bl uel 4% F/HME Bolx vk Fig 12 2 ¥ FREMA wet Ay Bokg
#E Table 99 e} o, 204 HES BkE A4HE R BAKEES 96 58 M
$ A= A4
o] BABERES WMl KTMEYwe) BERHAEMES 27 A4 BEH IA.
Setiu Lol RE5FE FiEsHA BHAKE HF9) KT REol I3t PBEE ¢A =Hez H=
+ MK RREMCT LEHAD. AL AP} A% HF fFEE MEATE Y23
HEE R ofd dd BokRHREMA KEA ¥ 4HE RESAT. 2 KRE Table
1091 Bk MEMNZ ot EAHH 2w 64 R 104 HES) BKBO] BB E HKE 27
83 %, 80 % 9 cl=2& Aoz HHHN.
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Fig. 12 Flood Damage — Return Period Curve

Table 9. Adjusted Flood Damage with Return Period
Unit : M $ 1,000

Return period (Year) 2 5 10 20 50
* Risk probability(%) 99.9 9.8 95.7 78.5 45
** Damage (Total) 6,800 7,800 8,600 9,600 11,000
Crop 1,300 1,500 1,630 1,800 2,000
Traffic 4,700 - 4,900 5,200 5,400 5,600
" Economic 640 840 | 1,050 1,300 1,700
Infrastructure 185 390 700 1,250 2,800
Evacuation and Public 147 192 295 270 350
Health

Note : * Risk probabillity is the one to occur at least once
in 30 successive years.
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Table 10. Comparative Inundation without and with Bunds

Sub- Flood . Without I?unds . With Bur_lds Mitigat-
area Frequency | Highest | Duration| Area | Highest | Duration | Area ion rate
(year) |W.L(m)| (hr) (ha) | W.L(m) (hr) (ha)

2 7.83 0 15 7.78 0 0

A 5 8.54 0 17 8.49 0 0
10 9.07 4 40 9.06 26 40
20 9.57 10 75 9.42 42 55
2 475 50 690 1.85 0 0
B 5 5.24 54 755 2.05 0 0
10 5.60 55 800 2.30 0 0
20 591 80 935 2.62 20 30
2 5.13 15 50 5.54 30 57
c 5 5.65 19 62 6.73 39 62
10 6.03 24 68 7.95 50 68
20 6.36 30 75 8.53 52 75
2 3.97 17 75 2.0 0 ]
D 5 459 20 85 232 0 0
10 5.00 23 95 2.69 0 0
20 5.32 27 100 3.07 0 0
2 3.77 40 225 261 50 25
E 5 437 44 360 3.20 54 150
10 4.96 47 575 3.36 55 200
20 5.07 49 675 351 56 250
2 1055 82 92%
5 1279 212 83%
Total| 4, 1483 308 | 80%
20 1860 360 80%

Table 11. Cost and Benefit for Bund Scheme with Different Return Period

... Return Period

Description 5 10 20 50
1. Total Cost(M$1000) 3,017 66,485 69,350 74,075
(a) Bund 40,456 43,924 46,789 51,511
(b) River Mouth Improvement 22,561 22,561 22,561 22,561
2. Flood Damage (M$ 1000) 7.800 8,600 9,600 11,000
3. Flood Mitigation Rate (%) 83 80 80 77
4. Annual Benefit = (2) X (3) 6,474 6,880 7,680 8,470
5. Annual Cost 6,685 7,052 7,680 7,857
6. B/C = (4) X (5) 0.968 0.976 1.044 1.078
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g 7bA KXERS BT KEE FAN BRABES BN KIMEwme Ritdl

Fasy, od MEwel A AKEE /MY RHBARS FATLE AL F4F A%l €
.
B3], ®)Il @5 Way AYY HMEI}] WIHKE HEL Kk BWERS BW
& EHES FASY K-HKEk AXHEES FESFT BHARES VA2 FIBE BtK
&8 FEe 9B KXBY FHrol 87 KB 4o SR AP RHRAA Bt
KEEENE FHTY BREFEHES 333 4B BENY FIIIRERH AEFES
24 & + dA €.

& REANE ol F oAl Aersle] KTHMEWwe AEY RUHFEKE HE 3t 23
< 23] 93 Malaysia Setiu 1L WK EHE BA ddd. 2 ERE oS4 &L
BHE A

1. EBED# (risk anlysis) MM T ERE(risk)E 80% =2 BRESL MHIIIRE ] ®HWH
AR (economic life period) 30 o & A Y2u} FHHM (return period) 20%E L
2 JEiH.
2. BHEHMY e BABES 2d HMERd d3 Jdic RGN gt F3% F
7HAE JErE Y.
3. Rl ®IEESLT YA} st BRA Vol FR:E AL FE, AS
HEMENAY & AEES W3 Sy ER\ME W= 6oy Rez #APHIAG.
4. BOKHEN T REFQ) xolg§ RESHT 1 BB FERAS HEY KREZ BREx
o]7} 204 MEMESR 24m F Wolilg W RAdMol ®PHxole Wt 71&r) nd
e S8 WE BAgF
5. Wigwe BRERRAY GSHEE vIY BESHS A A3 @IRE #itde
205 MAEEMEIE /M REHo U AR SHEHUAG
ol o] ¥KE AF KT HWEWe RHE Hside JANG HEHE A3 &9
o] RERAL B € S tEEH S EEEE 2P R RE EFHIY
—f& FIe BRYMES) REL 20%F HEIC M FEHMA Ao2 BE HAG
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