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• A three-dimensional EFDC 
hydrodynamic model was 
developed for Lake Ontario

• The model was developed using 
the open-source Environmental 
Fluid Dynamics Code (EFDC). 

• EFDC widely used open-source 
solver for hydrodynamic modeling 
in rivers, lakes, and estuaries.



Modeled current velocity and direction expressed as lines



Glider measured and modeled current velocity and direction expressed as lines.
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1. Inconclusive..  Why?
1. Make sure that forcing's used 

for EFDC model were for 2018.  
Was it an average of more 
than one year?

2. Would a sliding average show 
a better relationship 
(Average every 3 surfacing's, 
then try every 9, 15, etc.)

3. Are there other averaged 
values we could compare? 
(e.g. seasonal, depth etc.)

Depth

Glider versus Modeled 
Velocity and Direction



1. Depth versus Glider and Modeled 
Velocity  (plot)

1. Is there a shallow/fast VS 
deep/slow transition?

1. How would it be detected?
2. Is it driven by depth or 

distance from shore?
3. Does stratification effect 

this, or is stratification 
affected by the shallow/fast 
transition

1. Thermal Bar ??  
Seasonal effects??

Depth versus Glider and 
Modeled Velocity 
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EFDC Grid is hi-res out
To about 60 meters…..



Conclusions

1. Next Steps
1. Compare ADCP data 

from USGS
2. Compare Drifter data 

from EPA GLTED



Thanks!


