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7} AN EARARL 2049 BeBARL AMRAR SHLR, SolEATEA 4
a k) .

A
B, S Afe) 57AEE AME-3l T

AL L F N FAHTFTFS Thiessend] 7HEH-E AHEstdon, that
N :

—
wzel YafAe 247 ) BsaEs vl 9o AgrAdae $Fe &

ool Mg 250 sSAtoERY RESEH APREFel NS 7Y
on] A AR dd 2F FESFH AHAEFL 22 331 - 9307 mm, 776 ~ 28955 m’/sec
o Welg yehya gk
33 4FEAM 2 HAAE FEFEFHAEYY e B

dyiHo 2 FERFL BA/NYS A4 FARY(IF AHerA) $o2 U9
A, ool & AFolME APEAMY AFAW 20 2 wAAss} 1 - 209 Ae 4 AL
seiste} AAFOYE Agaict AFEANRH o YolNE R EY olsta] el Fog
A, N3t A/, KE vidse= dto w4 N& v 732 KE 272 do 23
o % £ETH Y B ATAFY AE52THY P4 2 ATHI viwy I P2 @
F Qe AP oAESE, K ge 7o I dxe Table 13 2ok oj7lolM AA s
Ao FelgheAal, Nk AFd4, Ko ghe 242 128 - 805 % 12 - 6429 WS Jehigl
o @d, AgAuRdel QoINE RS s KO 7 ANEsRA 2 bz P
A KW & 27142 sto] PGl g I RAFFERIF AE5EIH 3
T8Fo] & dAgE= FFHANHES, KU A5 73

Table 1. Parameters for Linear, Time-Invariant Model of applied watersheds

Gamma . | Gamma | Effecuve

) o Watershed
s]:-ls{:n Watessbed | * o rauntal :::1 “area ) P20 mv,x funciion | rainfall
largument, N N. T (N)| R(10m)

Teemokjang {1 ‘87, 6, 7.09:00- 6. 8.17.00 559 | 297 332 1947 | 2173
Habanung 11 '87. 6. 7.10:00- 6, B.20.00 820 | 270 | 423 1545 | 1459

Hen  [Jangpyung {87 6 7.08:00- 6. 905:00 | 1051 | 264 | 881 1475 | 3836
Ruver 1. 774 5.14.06:00- 5.15.07:00 [ 805 | 181 |®n&i | 1818
Msesan 127 - 710.04:00 ¢ 1120 ¢ 396 | 386 | 3675 | 9307

3. . 8. 7.11:00 ¢ " 188 , 59 | 0955 | 1167

o T2nbu i 5. 82300 1 800 | 392 | 324 | 545 | 2472
Rover VKoo - G800 7, 306:00 | o 1 231 | 265 | LT | L1148
2 73 7.3004-00- 7310500 | &0 | 379 | 200 | 4638 | 0409

Neg ;1. 7:00- 73103100 : 137 | i.zz 93] 0.331
| 2. 7:00- 4. 8.18:00 ! - 6.42 ' 0988 | 2077
g:: Supyung 5 - - 42708:00 | B30 g |oan | os3e | 102
I 6.30.11:00 ! ©j28 1 353 | 0901 | 1.081

Yeong \Hwasun . 7410 1.22.00-10, 213:00 | 977 7.26 217 7 113 | 0864
San o .71, 6.15.03:00-1017.2000 T4z 13 7757 | 169
River |/PE¥° 2 75 4261700 42742:00 © 1407 ¢+ 711 ¢ 12 188553 | 4028
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34 39 238y noAAx 9 A& v
341 ASHHF 2 ASFIFTIEAILS] vlal 4
AFEAALTIM) € HIAHFEFEIAZICTVM Y 235 /7Fe ASIASF/S
F uwEs AEEAN 2 HPAE FEFRIUNEH Y FFFFEBANL AZJAF/E
EgAte vlwg A= Table 29 2ok J2in A¥A MR Pa AFBAERY ) < oy
Fgako) zhzt 1086 - 24612, 1075 - 20901 m/sec 2 AHAWRH 9 Flo] AZHFHFe
108 - 2465 m¥/sec ol A FIHE F 2HE BAFa oy AFAHLI APEAE
239 AFSFEGANE 24z 30 - 140, 1.0 - 107 hrse] HHARA] o] AA AFAHR 9
Aol AEHFRFELAIZL 20 - 130 hrs o o9 2HS $L& 2o4E veEhga gl walA,
AZHATHF dig AU Yo AT RHFRFe HALAE 0B%EA APBAER
o ot mAFHTRFe] HA LA, 542% nis Y & HIEE Uehia ler £ ®
Y AEFEEDALY AZAFFIFIEGAIT0 Uit QAEMS A A AFIFRFIES
gAztel g AYAERH 2P IFRFEGANS] HELeAe 164%2A APEAARE
o A7 19.80% vl £ AE RoFT Yt old YN DY DAYFH A=
A5 ARHEA 2 28 IFFHcEANY ASFFFIF=GANT ] A4 EA-E
A2 % A7 Table 3004 B uie} o] 278 23 23 JFH3 JAFFFEGA o] 73
159 FoAel AN §3 MFAWRHY T 2RI FHFd IFHFEDANY A
BAFE 09924 AFEBAMTH 9 BAPFRFH FFRFEBAY F3As 09783 0.886
Boh dd & 159 Aol QA=A

Table 2. Comparison of simulated peak discharge and time to peak between LTIM and
LTVM to the observed peak discharge for calibration

River: : Occurence period Qs RE T RE
System | 2o, of rafall event Obs. _TIMLTVMLTIMLTVM Obs. ILTIMLTVMLTIMLTVM
leemoangi]. 67 6. 7.09:00- 6. 817:00 274 2..78,2:83 139 157 601 65 7.0 833 1667
Havanung!1. 87 6. 7.10:00- 6. £20:00 235 23.53, 233 135, 251 80, 7.2 90 100 125
Han Jangpvung)l. 8. 6. T.08:00- 6. 6.05:00  60.9 5020'61.6 115/ 1.64 80 6.1 90 1375 125
River 174 5.16.06:00- 5.15.07:00 596 3566 5653 658 012 120 107 130 1083 832

. P | i ;
IMaesan 2. ‘74 7. 8.20:00- 7.10.04:00 ;2465 7569:24612128.73 | 0.15° 13.0] 10.3| 14.0.20.77 7.6§
| 3.'75. 8. 6.06:00- 8 7.11:00: 26.9 23.67'2671 12.01: 0.71; 60, 52° 7.0'12.33 16.67

i Tanbu {1, '87. 6. 7.16:00- 6. 8.23:00 -~ 42.4 38.64142.08. 8.87 0.75{ 11.0{ 9.5, 12.0.13.64; 9.09

Geum § 1. 73. 7. 2.08:00- 7. 3.06:00 : 35.0.33.65 3547 6.271 1.20] 40, 35 50,125 250
River Joewn o3 730.04:00- 73105100 10£ 1075 1086 046 056 60 58 10 333 1667
vog | 1773, 7.3007:00- 73103:00 137 12481383 831 095 50 45 60100 200
NeE 2,774 4. 7.07:00- 4. 818:00 285 2825 2834 088 036 100 62 110 380 100
Dong 'SUPYUIE , oo 0611:00- 4.27.08:00 2357442 2389 28 004 10 65 80 143 1426
R Ve 14,775, 6.29.18:00- 6.30.11:00¢ 42.4 4216{42.28, 057 0.28/ 20; 10/ 3.0 500 :50.0
Yeong Hwasun 11, 7410, 1.22:00-10. 2.13:00 380 3602 38.17 521 045 50 27 60 460 . 20.0
Sen [ LT 61708100- 6172000 11 10 115 098] 022 80 42 60 475 125
River | & 2,75, 4.26.13:00- 4.27.12:00210.9° 20801:203 ° 0.90. 0.90 9.0 -3 10.0 1885 11.11
Mean | i 542, 0.75 . 19.85 1€6.44
Obs. : Observed, LTIM : Linear Time Invariant Model

RE : Relatuve Error LTVE : Linear Time Vanant Model
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Table 3. Correlation analysis of simulated peak discharge and time to peak calculated by

different models for calibration

Model Correlation coefficient
D Ty

LTIM 0‘978“ 0.886“

LTVM 0‘999” 0.9%”
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Fig. 1. Comparison of runoff hydregraphs

derived by different models for cali-
bration at leemokjung watershed of
Han river
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Fig. 2. Comparison of runoff hydrographs
derived by different models for cali-
bration at Tanbu watershed of Geum

river
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361 FAFRYF L FFRF=GA0 vm B

28 o148 viviesl Roldgaie AExe] WS FA Wolux| wolopsim A3
Aol wotol §ivh matM 270 ¥ HAL syl AFRAY AME FEAMEA 28ty A4S
Aot AR AR wiEsE AR E] BAE gE o8N 4 2¥d AF AFHF
I FFHFEeALE FAAADL FAAYHL vAS BPA Y TdEA e ast AR
A2 ¥w3AT. Table 42 ZAFFHIN AFIAFHFN) A FOexE 248 2
doln] FFERF il AAY FUAE 031 - 795% WAE JENIQT BFHoT MyYE
AR o] 350%, ABAERY) 1.02% 2A BAA A 542%, 0.75% 9} Hikd @
£ vehiiglon], AFRFsEAlztel el HAE JNAE 667 - 5667% WAE Byw 37
Hog APANUR o] 1583% 24 BAA 9 1644% BT} g ZolE k& eyl s w
AHEAARH o] 3057%2 BAA 19.89%0°l 8] thd FA el old HajA, Aoy B
o A% HAE AxF AF Table 541A B niglh o] ARFFL AFBAMR 0 AAAS
0998, MAAHE o] 09990]3 BAAI= ztzh 0978 3 0999 A BT 1% o] {948 ey
AL FAFFFEDAN QA AFEAERFHo] FuAS 0899, AFAMRFH) 099924 BAA
°] 08386 3 0999 o ¥ Lx9 FAHE BYPozA AvtHo T Bo AFEF L AERIS
2 AR A FEEE 5 Utk

2

X

Table 4. Comparison of simulated peak discharge and time to peak between LTIM and
LTVM to the observed peak discharge for verification

River : Occurence period Qe ! RE . Te ! RE
! Watershed L T :
System | : of rainfall event | Obs. | LTIMILTVMILTIMILTVM Ots. | LTIM ILTVM|LTIMILTVM
leemoking 1°87.101021:00-101205:00 | 238] 23451 2392] 147) 05 110 565 1200 38181 509
Han Habanung ;'85.10,11401200~10.12.122’30,‘ 25.7) 26.92] 26491 475 3070 100, 821 110! 180 1667

River Jangpvung ''87.10.10.22:00-10.1207:00 1 18.3! 47.12] 49.04] 244! 133" 110" 630 1200 3727 309
Maesan 74 5.19.17:00- 520.22:00 1 107.31104.23106.95] 2861 033 150! 96 16.01 2017 667

Geun  Tanbu |87 81313:00- 81409700 | 1589|16152115841] 165 0311 501 401 B0} 42861 14.29
River Koen  |'73.727.14:00- 72813:00 2391 220 | 2356] 7951 1421 30, 331 40l 100 3333
! : i : ! i . ! i i
‘;f\f;mr@ Eupyuhg 73.5.1405:00- 515.16:00{ 175] 1789 1765] 223) 086 1001 78! 110] 220 | 100
{Hwasun  |'74.7. 417:00- 7. 5.11:00 1 341] 6264] 64.39] 2.28] 045| 30 470 40 56671 3333
{Tpgyo 1774, 7. 611:00- 7. 707:00 | 109.1{101.79]109.88] 6.70] 071] 100! 70] 1L0| 30.0 | 100
Mean | | I 359 102] 3057} 1583
Obs. : Observed LTIM : Linear Time Invariant Model
RE : Relative Error LTVM : Linear Time Variant Model
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Table 5. Correlation analysis of simulated peak discharge and time to peak by different
models with observed peak discharge for varification

Model Correlation coefficient '
Q T
LTIM 0.998" 0.899"
i LTVM 0.999" 0.999™
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