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A . MR R R e ) e S I B [ AR MR e 2 R B R, AR A
TP BRMOKIFR TR B . 275 F /KB 73k i i WP A SOl &, RIS AN [R) BRMAT B A9 5
ERER . FHEHEREALBE . Mk IS R R KRR EESE, IR T AR
MRS o K a2 BT LR 2 5 0, R AR S R GRS Pl
AR —FP 7L 2 AR RO E — A, AR K T R R, A B S
FRRENZE, SRSk G SRR 1228 ORISR &, X8y kel &
X 1) 2 ARR TR AR o i AR L E AR A At ek, s 8 2R AT LA AR 55 T I sl ) AR K T
Frim; oCE MR X N R K & . BRARZE R A A58 I 10 4% (] 25 S P — e i Z0ms 20, ]
e, ST RE T EORVE, AT & s R L S AR A A R B ] DL Z s LA - b R
FHZERY, BRARZS [ AT RANELEN, ARMGERUR FIHL R AR T 28 () 22 SRR, X sl
PMOK IR SR R (E AR — 2D 5T

ITAF InVEST B 17 ZRMOK J5 I 5 B S 2 () AR A6 75 TR 0 FH A 2, InVEST
IR I TR - O, A5 A ) 3K gl 25 SE PR 28 BRI K i, R 53
MRS B KA, P SEBRZRHUR S REK S R @ Al AL (Budyko curve) IR
5. WRPKEE, HIEMIETREL. LRSI R T R A, TR
IRIFRAFR L o H A DL /N 5 SRR AR 23 ] S A FRRAE D R I 537 o

MARMOK IR FE B R R R, LR R R, e R AR R
HI AR IR SR i . A4E N InVEST BRI T ZRMOK IR IR TR VTN S, ©AT BIWFSE KRR
FZ AP i B S HGH A TR > A A5 21 it 2 AR MOK IR TR 77 1 ) 2 4
PUE . Wi, X R TC I S e R AR IR TR 5 i AR PR AR AL, SR P S AR MOK
PSR R RN, VU | R K AR AR AR o BT Vs BRI F7 2 3 K S5 R 8 R
Dige, B Lt RS A A ) ROEE AR MOK IR SR D e AN R R BUE . A HRBERY,
AN Ti) B To] R ) I8 R 428 3 Ao R T AR P % oz e A — AR BRI, R OK U T 7 T e
HRS ] RBERAE AT, A BT 38 P BRAR R /K U F2 DI BE

A 3 A K SRR PRI 7K SCHEER A8 4 B R A L BORS A EY, RERSIARIRRA G AT R
A2 B340 AN )M, B TR S PP SR MOK T R D e 1) — A B 2R AR
I3 A FK CAE AL (Soil and Water Assessment Tool, SWAT) H 20 42 90 £ & LIk |
FEABRIE I P15 2] 1 35 Y 2 B H A R sm p W BRAILR 8 K S R PR T
(Hydrological Response Unit, HRU) FIF-ds i 43, MAE. H A1 H 56 a] RO X
ZEHCE . T HERAR I M T AR I AR K S B8R B S AR A TR AT Y, IR AR
2 B TR TR B3 VL A A AR A3 g P 4 B Ve 38 b A IV A T 3 1 2 KU X
SR, sl R, R EE HEAYR SRR E - . ik, DOETIR
W), ARG AR FRAE L) 73 BRMOK SO B B TT, K F i B AR MRAS 3 252 93 A 114 3t 3k
SWAT /K SCEEAY 5 AR AR AR I AR 1 7K Pl i B, 8 HB RO 34 2253 A Tt Bl i AR Aok
TR R R AT, DA BRI 55 58 1 P SR A3 1 TR LB

2

2.1 AR XA K E

2.1.1 HFREX LA TREARETNE (K1), K302 km, A 5629 km®, £ 74KE
FIPER MRS, PIRILA TRZHAGE I (2K A 2.5 kmAb) . A SCEEUA
LK Sk DL B ESE X, TR 5042 km?s A R W BT 1 22 RS, ARSE
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PR K & 1200~1900 mm, [ K 4E
AR, FEERESSH, [H
=R EE A0 Y e AR S P o
PRI EFHLIE ., WA, BIERIK
L, HHORHZEAIDIMH R 3

212 HIE BREBHERAAOE. &
YR AL 35 7K S0k 2001—2010 4E H 42
A, AR A K SO R I R
Ht o BEACEE A AT IR 32 A4 TR o 3 A
i) 2001—2010 4F H B K 7 5 s,
AR K SO IR S At . R
P RN K . A 2 A Y
2001—2010 4F 50 d , A48 B U
SRR B . KBRS K
AR FGOR, himE %
JrpAlt, IR, A A
A R SRR v 1250 J5 - eSS
B &g 2, mhoe XA dE 11285
B, ISR, BT
2 [ AR R T & 1 4 5K R R

(Soil Plant Atmosphere Water, SPAW) K1 WXL E
§k{4i—l—%ﬁ§§” 5 2006 ﬁgiiﬁ;’w)ﬁﬁﬁﬁ Fig. 1 Location of the study area

H TM 8GR AR R . DEM %58 (i i B2 Bt B BBl 50 R 551 84t sl 3 9t
%730 mx30 m.
2.2 RERFRMDELRZS 6] 5 f B9 SWAT B H 33
2.2.1 SWATHEEIE/r  SWAT BLEE iy 52 B ARV AL 58 il (USDA-ARS) FF & 1Y
TSR 0 A K SRR RN 7E 2o 2R+ 38 R bR KRR
AR B 2 i dirh , WA 0] 4 A B X 7K . YR VDRI TS Y W G R I
ELAHERK SCHEER A B 23 A8 A ad B A M0 B IE AL . SWAT AR o e i sk o0 25 T4~ 1
sk, BRI G A U ST R R o AR TR R SR A S A AN K SO R R T
(HRU), H:ASHRU HAME—J@MEAFE A LR . 3 B AY4LG . SWAT B Bk
R HRU AT E, EEAFREAY LR I 7 Bra HRU /KBS0, @il
TCWEEE, B R A T T B g
222 SHRMMBRE B HIRIEN BRI B TR]S KRN H5C (HRU) J& SWAT
FERI B AR (s BB oT, HAR U TRl — HRU AL B M RN 3 A . 38R
e RE I AR . 5 ARMREEER A 0] 40 A7 AHEE B 1 HRU B9 A4 i AR AT

(1) BRI 5 K3 e AT B AT, 43 6t bR . -4 R
VOEBIE, A EA A R A JE PR AR K SCE AR N 1 HRU . 4= R B R & s
) S — - b R BB AR G IRk A TR s IR R R S B R — - B i
A TR O8] 5 3 R (e R — I R B e A SRR i A AR SO LT
AR ISR A B AR S S BRI, R R | R e R AR
TR B {EAR I 0.
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(2) Fu40FIH SWAT £ 8 HRU & & AL, 1EABEAY A B HRU B8 785014 AR AR
HRU %5 [0 504 o FEF VAR HRU 58t , 385 BRI A B, ikt ARk HRU
VARG 25, i HRUGIS 4t , dFFr8disibiss, 15 215 HRU By 25 [a] 70 Ai (4]
2.3 EF SWATEEIMHFMKBEEFEITET X
23.1 WFEITEFZE s HKE LR RRMOK IR SRR, &MOKE VAR AR
K, Bk SR DL A AR A 22 B A K IR i S, BpOe o29,

W=P-E-R (1)
K. WRBMOKIRES R ; P. EFIR S HAZRIXISAERROK & | 28R fIH R

SWAT FE R B9 X R 53Ry Z2 A F- Uk, 1774 It 3l o) 43 2k 224> 7K S vy .56
(HRU), DJIHRU NH/MERIPATE, EHRU i 72800k . A . 18k . #i Rk
G RRAERL (K12), T SWAT A 7K - Rl nT LLRR -

AS,=PREC,-E,- WYLD, (2)
Kb i FRE I NHRU; ASERS i NHRU 7K AR b HE; PREC N5 i1 HRU %
Wi ; EFR/RS i HRUZERUR & WYLD.ZRm M i HRU i 7K &, WYLD A4
FARWSURQ: . Y LATQ, . Hi F A2 GWOA = A4 AR AL, BN

WYLD,=SURQ, + LATQ, + GWQ, (3)
A= (1), 55> HRU BARMOKIEIR SR & Y] LLRR O
Y,=PREC,- E,— SURQ,=AS, + LATQ, + GWQ, (4)

BT SWAT B ) BRMOK G RR AT IBEHE . FERRVE7EARMRHRU [, — 437K it
A ZENE | IR R A ZERUR MBI KRR IR 4 KR, — R IE B RAR I
B, HApoKaES HIE T BRI T, —fa gt mrE 00 ARE, —a B2
KA s, R T ARGICABN ) ARG SRR K B S IEER T AR
KSR . DOKTERRMMAER, X (3) FRMARMAKIERRAFE T4 T
MR AR M HRU (7K S8 5 (R o et v B 55 B L ) IR o3 7K B A8 0 X0 4
T, WATRIREINC (4) MZER. gL, BT SWAT B RTERERS i 4~ ARk HRU ARMOK
JEIRFE R AT AR R -

W,= Y (PREC, - E, - SURQ,)* S, x 1000 (5)

AP WFRIREREE (AR HRU K JRIR B (m?) 5 PREC, 37855 i1 AR MK HRU [ R

%7’;;(’?) 5%7£<('1’11|EC) s

Lo A

11 LI |

Lo - Y

g e ©
A A4

wEE == HFAEW(SURQ)
. _EPR(LAT
etz | AN EARI(WYLD)
BREHTKE T ATREEGWQ)

REKZE —
HEHT K

B2 SWAT FELK S R BOGHRUKAGH T R 7R 25
Fig. 2 HRU hydrological process of SWAT model
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(mm); E,ZF/RHE i MFRMHRU SEPRZERUL I (mm); SURQ,FR/R i > FRFHRU /=4
R (mm); SERS I NHFMHRUEF (km?); jRR4E,. H . HEERE
JIR N (AL o

Sevt T A ARMCHRU B /K IR R 5 W, 7R ICIERE TR A ZRMK HRU A9 7K R T8
FEmL AN, SRR A RO IR SR, R

w=3"Ww, (6)

A n FRTEARARHRU B9 855 7R L

ZA MR SR 5 o (6) THE TS AR R MOK IR IR SR = P4 AR
MOKIRA TR ik il HKIRZ N, B DAARFR R R 1 AR MR IR 5% B o DA i S A
232 REMBERSHEE EIRSCSA MBI A MEILN, Penman-Monteith A7
TR fEZE K, s 1B KRR A 0K &, SR K R MR,
SR 73T R FH SWAT2009 H 47 B RS A3 i b . AR A BRSBTS, 0
PR BE KT 0.05 19 7 MBURSE, ¥EFH Nash 250 (E,.) ™ MHEXRE (RY) . FHXFR
7= (PBIAS) SRITANBIABUSAS R .
2.3.3 AEERESFMEEIZRE WA, HATH 3FREE) R A ZRAR K R I 2 5T b
A3, R RS R RURE R U 0 75 R A it R AU [ RO S iy K T TE] R e R i DA
A ZAFRWBOK SR, EEUERK L d. LR K S dFERTITIEIA ZRAR K TR 7 AR
oA A AR SR e, IS B R ROk K DT — S d A2, I
fEf/IN AL IESHR/INT dOK TR SR A A A K ] RO JR0G 55 £ 19 H AR fRRRAE

3

3.1 HERIPR A 58

TV 8 2006 45 A+ Hb R PSSO A1 2001—2010 4FFE TR T AR, A0 T 40U
2001 4F, BHEHI R 2002—2006 4F, BRIk 2007—20104F , #Zuli ki (A&, &M
WK scEs) 450 H . HREXERSHG TR E S TIE . 28 1R 34 5k s AN [a] s i) )RUBE
RETRREHE 5 SN A e

MAERE LF, 34wl sy S IEIRCR RECHIAHOC REGERK T 0.9, HHXHRZE
HBNTF10%. WA RJE BB, BHER . B0E 3/ 0l s 3CR RECER R T 0.9, BEHERIARXT

®1 3N HRAERERERBEMES SMER LR
Tab.1 Model performance: calibrated and validated results for annual, monthly and daily
runoff for Shilong, Anxi and Shanmei catchments

MEREE kS KeHEI(2002—2006 4F) IIERI(2007—2010 4F)
E,. PBIAS(%) R E, PBIAS(%) R
A gl 0.96 7.15 0.99 0.97 5.47 0.96
LR 0.96 24 0.99 0.93 8.2 0.96
Ll &k 0.99 -0.8 0.99 0.99 2.77 0.99
A VeE I 0.95 10.86 0.97 0.93 10.07 0.94
Ll 0.95 1.64 0.96 0.92 12.81 0.94
IS 0.97 5.43 0.97 0.98 6.87 0.99
H gl 0.87 6.87 0.86 0.82 6.07 0.83
LRl 0.86 8.01 0.89 0.76 8.9 0.82

IES 0.89 2.06 0.89 0.88 3.17 0.87
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TR2ZEBR AT 2B A 10.86%5h, FLAYWIA 3l s AHHR 22 O 46 X (EER /N T 10% . B0 TE AR R
ZAFTEN, Hra g RV SRR, A E] 10.07% ., 12.81%, 4
A RBEMERZEARLE09 LA o MHREE B, KR 30l SRR 25 e 0.85 L) I,
X IR ZHR /DT 10% o B0 UE I R0CR 2 B m R 1 58 0 1 0.87, IR N 22 il s 1Y)
0.74, AHXT R 25 B R LB 1 8.9% , A ML LU 3.17% . WA L&, BRI
FEAE I WS T3 A [ e ) RS B R R A At e o

3.2 ZHMHRU ZEH %

R A | R R A T AR A U R 0, BRI R 2774 HRU, %iit
AR oA HRU B AR, I 55208 oA FHAH Fe A inge 2 fs . 4550, Wi
FEARW A, Horh S2BR R ARBE S 4 17 FH 2805.87 km?, LI MEAL 5 AR bk HRU T 2 2815.75
km’, Wi A2 0.3%, SCHEL T SEPRARMBEL 5 8RR HRU 76 1 FUR/N 1 —30 AN
B F, HPRHRUIL 4681, (HiiBURFL 55.85%, $UE®%, iR . B3 17
MRBEH 5 ZRMKHRU 23 [B8) 43 A7 0 He g, A S e 1 5 78 25 18] 40 A L AL .

F2 AEL:HF A HRU SEERT R AERLE

Tab.2 Comparison of different land use HRUs with actual patches when the area threshold is set to 0.
FEBIEAL ) HY SR o RERIEAL S it

HAA - IRERG) e L) L) HRU it
Bt 460.33 461.55 9.13 9.15 403
B 157.31 156.30 3.12 3.10 301
FOTN 2805.87 2815.75 55.65 55.85 468
el i1 1057.30 1061.43 20.97 21.05 448
AL 388.23 391.55 7.70 7.77 426
i 39.33 39.58 0.78 0.79 199
IR 62.01 47.63 1.23 0.94 269
i) 68.07 67.96 135 135 260
W 5042 5041.75 100 100 2774

a

I ARARBRER
o {ERRARBERR

K3 ZRARBEH S BRAR HRU 25 [ 7347 5]
Fig. 3 Spatial distribution of forest patches and forest HRU

3.3 HZMKIBEEFE

33.1 FE/FEE K 452006 4F 1 HuF 5 2002—2010 4EFEK S T B ZRAR K TR AE 0 55
HAERRL, B 2003 45 271.41 mm, e 4E 2010 4F 4 565.25 mm, Z4EFI4(E N
410.40 mm, AEFRAREAN K, FRMOK IR0 T5 i 5 AERE TN 2 A SRR R, ME R BGA
0.89 (E5), FIAEREN E BAFMIF R EEZMHAE,

0 10km
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2700 600
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E 2100 M = R*=0.8926
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[ 1800 M ﬂlﬁi
#1500 5
Bl 1200 12400
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=900 2
& é L .
z 600 300 g
300
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K4 FBRMOKIRERTR B RAFEPRE 1L K5 ZRMOKIRAR A SR 55 AR R T R AR DG 2R
Fig. 4 Interannual variation of forest Fig. 5 The correlation between annual forest water
water conservation conservation and annual rainfall

332 AiEFE K 6°42002—20104EFRMOKIE A MFRa 2, ATLE N, ANFEA G
MOKIERATE 22 AR, AU BAE R E RN, BRI IE AR L, K2 2007
48 11 154.59 mm, H¢/NA2003 47 H9-29.15 mm, /KIEFEE Al , £UZA 6
FRMOK IR T k5 BPPIRES

94E[H], KIRMFRE N AN A M IE 2240 H , Hh HEUEA KA 11 H Z=RAE2
HA 13, Z 134 H M R K B EE R 12.61 mm, KM 26.32 mm, 9 HPLAE3—
10 7, FHR AREK S (E 4 31.84 mm, e KN 69.93 mm. KR % 50 G A 43 #5
JERE A R D R A 0y, FEAK R RN R I K DR R i U R BB K . K

%3
i=3
<

B 2002 gsoo b. 20034 Ezzg ¢. 20044F
i *® =t i ﬂIIEﬂ 250
§ 300 KIS R X300 ,é';: 200
1 200 5@200 gﬁi;g
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’5012345)2”5;39101112 ’5012345)2”5;89101112 ’5012345)65”5;89101112
g 00 20055 ’E“ZEZ e. 20064F g;gg £. 20074F
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IE 500 1 500
X300 L a00 §400
mﬁzoo mﬂsoo uﬁsoa
iémo H_| H-‘H_‘ *gzoo H] tézoo
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z g, nnﬁohﬂa%ﬂj L1 %gomnjﬂjm o lln
’5012345Ha&\789101112 SO 3 5 6 489101112 ’5012345}%{5}789101112
,5400 2. 20084F gm h. 20094F ESOO i, 20104
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Fig. 6 Comparison of monthly rainfall and water conservation in 2002-2010
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Y50 7% B AR IR B ) — AR R R R BHER ST A5, SF K 3—10 H K PHEE 55 5 K,
ZERBESIBR, SEAX ALK 11 A ZWAE 2 B RAYREK &, o BK IEE 57 4 o
Ho 7 M AEZRMOKIE A 55 SRR AR, HHOEREUR KN 2007 4219 0.91,
B/ IME R 2006 419 0.73, BAERIAHC R RATRE, FHCH BRI X R 2.
333 HifisF=E

(1) PeomPE KRR . oK 1 dBRMOKIR IR AR M IEE (K 8a), H/IMEN
2002 4E(#) 19 mm, HA(EH M 2005 4F 54 mm, ZAEFIE N30 mm, EER KRS d FRAROK
TR 77 2 e/ IME A 2009 4F 19 42.55 mm (& 8b), HKAH K 2006 4 77.73 mm, ZA4FFH)
B4 60.2 mm, K1 dBRMOKIERAFE 5 N EACHERAL (Kl9a), (U h0.18, #EL:

100 150 100
_ la.2002%F _ | b.20034F _ | e 20044
E 75} ve01097xe525345 £ 100 ¥-029676x+4.6764 E 75t r031068x+5.40628
bt R=0.81423 o R=0.90329 et R=0.87625
#& S50 = #& 50
§ E 50 §
g L g
£, £ o0 £,
% 3 3
25 50 BPY]
0 200 400 0 200 400 0 100 200 300
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150 150 200
. d. 20054 _ | e.2006%F | £20074F
ml%100 ¥=0.29606X+8.16815 m%loo ¥=0.21522X+9.5167 M%ISO ¥=0.29322X+6.28367
- R*=0.82602 . = R=072651, %100 R=0.91178
50 E 50 <t
= = 50
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0 £ o0 . E
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Fig. 7 The relationship between monthly forest water conservation and precipitation in calendar years
250 450
a. %j(l d EK%ZKE‘ ) i b. ﬁj(s d Elz%ﬂ(é
_ FAMOK IR RS R _ FRAOK RS R
E 200 E 350 -
@7 [ @7 300(-
150
o & 2501
= ool
ggloo %@200
= 2150
2 50 % 100
50
0
2002 2003 2004 2005 gos 2007 2008 2009 2010 0 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

B8 ARMKIR H 7 A R o 22 5 LU A

Fig. 8 Comparison of daily forest water conservation and rainfall (a: maximum daily value; b: maximum five-day value)
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60 90
a. fekld b. H&AR5d
]
=50l Y=0.17469X+13.82947 ~80F ¥=0.15137X+6.50966
g R*=0.1828 g R*=0.79573
i 15 70r
& & 60
§ 30| - é .
& " ] # I
20 L] " 40} "
80 100 120 140 160 180 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
[#7K & (mm) [#7K Bt (mm)

B9 Pk H R IR TR f 5 e e DG R ]
Fig. 9 The relationship between daily water conservation and rainfall in flood

season (a: maximum daily value; b: maximum five-day value)

RS dZRMOK TR 77 5 5 R A D R BN
0.8 (K9b), MFIERTR ., =

(2) oAl A R IR . Al K W e/
1 d BRI TR AR (. (8110), Z4F
SEH(E A -3.94 mm, HAER/ME R 2008 4
2.98 mm, HK{E K 20064E1 8.69 mm, ELE

FRMOK IR 5 (mm)
|

Bl 5/hd
F/NT AFRMOK IR RABAR I TUE, 24 T ) B E/NT d
HIEH-16.43 mm, Hrhfe/ME N 2009 41 B
12.82 mm, i F(ii 2006 41 26.51 mm., 303002 2003 2004 20'0;1 %H%'(()s) 2007 2008 2009 2010
B a,
K10 DAERS A AR MoK IR 7
4 Fig. 10 Forest water conservation in dry

season of calendar years

4.1 7K3Z 0 7 8 7T AR S {E X & 25 1 3t 1) A TET RRAEE AL B0 22 01

ANTR] ) HRU 37307 2K 25 B 52 ) SWAT AR AR il ) 45— b AR T T ARURE A iy 48 R
F402006 4 LA IR, ARAEE (WY051010 %7 RHAIH] . L. S
S ARBE N 5% 10% ., 10%) Z5AF T, AR s f st A AL (LAt s ]
FHHRU mFRGT) 5SPr A AR A LeEL . al DUA ) A T AR (R0 4% - 3 A
FHRU EAGZIET . LLY000000 gk, BEE LA AT AR B ERRE I, &4l HRU
T RZEETH N . PRds 8 . SR A AL RS, SR E M 0%HE I 1%, AR

®4 AREERBERESGT&HH A HRUERLE

Tab. 4 Area comparison of land use HRU under different threshold conditions

AS[A) = HB A HRU 4 18 A (km?)

EAEES

ARk Bt bl 1 B H s} i HitHh K3
Y000000 2805.81 460.42 1057.05 391.71 39.44 157.23 68.23 61.86
YO011010 2841.36 465.21 1070.07 394.55 25.98 153.14 56.32 35.13
Y051010 3037.92 431.81 1137.66 338.30 2.18 70.50 21.28 2.10
Y101010 3276.56 34731 1137.16 237.83 0 22.79 19.87 0.23
Y102010 3276.56 347.31 1137.16 237.83 0 22.79 19.87 0.23

Y102020 3276.56 347.31 1137.16 237.83 0 22.79 19.87 0.23
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TR 2805.81 k3§ /115 2841.36 km®; Y (BN 10%HF, ARHLTHFA R 3276.56 km®, Lt
1 R 0% 48 11 470.75 km®, 2£J16.78%. A SWAT BRI FHBFFTH, 38 5 A 2% i 1 AR
[ {35 TR 2% 28 = b R FH T AR AR (52 i), B — MR AE 5%~10% s A A 22 AR5,
ARSCEESE R 0%, PRAIE T IR AER S a6 AR 9 2R P L 1R R 25 8] 404, A
MARIE T4 SR A A 0, S SWAT BT FH T ZRMOK IEIR IR 15 2558 TR BERT

4.2 SHEIRESFELLE ST

EVLTS K A E B, 2002—2010 AFEAFF- Y [ i35 1686 mm,  FEIKAEPRAE LA
KED BRI AR, BT, MWAFERJE BF, BRMOKIRRIRRAERRA AR, R
KPR FR DI RERE AR E 3 FWRTR AR N B, FPR2Z BIAFAEM BN . R
EH.

MHRIE FF, BILRIRE KA AR RRE KR, B K H )14 327.88 mm, 1
A A AN 36.4 mm, =FIKZE3—10 H BN ik 2 4F R AY 89.16% . Bk &/ 3
O3 AR BRMOK A TR Bt BUAE . BRI H A SR K /N A7 22 T BRARK U5 i
HIE AR, e T ] RBEBRMOK IR SR & FAMEVE- . FEK S K0 H 0 AR E R
KK FEAKE/N A Oy, ARMGE T N AR S R eI AR I, AR T ARARES E A
FIVERT . RE VLRI ARARM SR KR . AR EA, 760 RESR T REL,

MHRBEERE, K1 d, EERKS dBRMOKIRHFREEER B, FBRMIETK
Wit BRI K, ARG R S IRE . /N1 d. IESHR/N T dBRMOK IR SR
SRR, B B TR oK SRR AR R X E B K &, iR,
TREAIE AN ARG, R T B E FAMETER .

5

BT R 2B IAR RS () o0 AT ANIESERY B, O S M8 78 AR MOK LR 77 D RE A I
] RUBEREAE , MR8 0 A 2K SO SWAT B9RF AR, $ i 1 S RS (8] 234 5k 19 7K SC
Wi 7B CR G0 T 1 5 I SWAT AR (R /K - JEU R, 4 T 2 TRk APk A AR AR
LA AR MOK IR IR B TR A S DIRRI IR A F IO 1], A3 T 2006 4F 1
MR 25 0F T 1 SWAT B8, G340 H7 T 2002—2010 4R /K 25 A4 B VLI SR MoK D5
FrERII 2SR, Z5BUT
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LR AR K PR SR ) 22 I 1] RO o, DT A SRS AR MO K IR 5= T RE PE A S 16 T
— AT

(2) AN[F) e E] ROBE AR MO IR IR IR DI RE 22 5 W o ARMOK AR SR 0O IE (R, SR
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oy iR e s, AR BE, SFAKA Gy S AlK A 0 Z 1R ARMOK PR 7 Y 1E 7
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et 7K S0 T R K LR R i 0 LA, AR S 7K D TR RO IR R 7 R R Sy S, ARAROK IR
PRI FAME DI RE A AT oy

ity LR B, BRMOKIRESR A2 BIGOK . B AL AR 2R R, R [ —
e i< TR AV 2. N R 17 N T 2.9 7 B 1 D S = N RS s i i 2
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Multi-time scale analysis of water conservation in a discontinuous
forest watershed based on SWAT model
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Abstract: A method has been developed based on the Soil and Water Assessment Tool (SWAT)
to quantitatively evaluate the water conservation function of forests and its multi-time scale
characteristics in a discontinuous forest watershed. Using this method, we have divided
hydrological response units (HRU) based on the spatial distribution of forests, and derived a
formula to quantify the water conservation in discontinuous forest watershed based on the
water balance method. Here we take the Jinjiang River Basin in southeast coastal China as an
example. We constructed SWAT model under land use conditions in 2006 and analyzed the
temporal variation of forest water conservation in the study river basin under precipitation
conditions from 2002 to 2010. The results show that (1) the SWAT model of the study area is of
high accuracy, and the hydrological response unit can accurately reflect the distribution of
forest patches when the area threshold is zero. The model provides a new method for
evaluation of forest water conservation function in the discontinuous forest watershed using a
distributed hydrological model. (2) The annual conservation of forest water in the Jinjiang
River Basin was 271.41- 565.25 mm. The annual conservation function of forest water is
relatively stable, and there was no runoff regulation between consecutive years. The monthly
conservation ranged from —29.15 mm to 154.59 mm, which is positive for most months of the
year. The forest water conservation was positive in extreme precipitation period, and negative
in extremely dry period. This demonstrates the function of forest water conservation in
retaining rainwater in wet periods to decrease flood in the river and supplying water in dry
periods to supplement the flow at the daily scale was more effective than that at the monthly
scale.

Keywords: forest water conservation; water balance method; distributed hydrological model;
Jinjiang River Basin



