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Application d Sensitivity Analysis Module d SWAT Modd in Yunzhou Reservoir Basin

ZHANGLi-juan, QIN Fucang, YUE Yongjie, ZHANG Yarrjie, SU Jiang
(College of Ecology and Environment, |nner Mongolia Agricultural University, Hohhot, Inner Mongolia 010019, China)

Abstract : The =il and water assessment tool (SWA T) is aphysically-based continuous event hydrologic mod-
el. Thispaper mainly introduces the senstivity analys's model of the AV SWA T2005 and its verification in
Yunzhou Reservoir basn. Based on the sendtivity analyss, the main parameters affecting the smulated val-
uesin the watershed are determined. Results show that the CN2, SOL_AWC, and SOL K parameters have
the most sgnificant influence on the s mulated values of runoff from Yunzhou watershed, the senstivity be-
inginahighlevel ; and the SL OPE and GWQMN have the more significant influence on runoff , the sensitivi-
ty beingin a general level. The parameters are adjusted based on the above analyzed results and the model is
verified usng over 10 years data of monthly runoff. Satidfied smulation results are obtained with the relative
error under 15 % and Nash-suttcliffes coefficient (Ens) more than 0.7. The smulation result of SWA T mod-
el for Yunzhou Reservoir basin is good. Therefore, the application of senstivity analyss module of SWAT
model in the sil-gravel area of North China may improve the accuracy of smulation dramatically.

Keywords: SWAT model ; sensitivity analysis; parameter ; Yunzhou Reservoir basin

SWAT (Soil and Water Assessment Tool )

[13] [4]
AV SWAT ArcView 3. x GIS ,
SWAT 2005, , AV SWAT
:2009-09-21 :2009-12-28
: “ " “ " (2006BAD03A0201)
(19849, ( ), . , E mail :zhanglijuan-
1984 @163.com
(1965, (), , ) , E mail : ginfc @126.

com



3 SWAT

123
SWAT , 85 % 1254.94 km’ ,
) 370 mm, 7 —
(=81 8 ,=>10 1 600 3200 ,
, el 90 135d , ,
[10] [11] [12]
SWAT ) 13%
2
AV SWA T 2005
, 2.1
) 1 10 ,
DEM , Albers
, Krasovs kii
1 10 , GIS
, 3 , 4 1998 —
, 62 % 2007
, , , 1998 —2007
80 %, 1998 —2007 SWAT
, , 1—+4
3000 6000 m
1
i &3]
mYEA R
o P i DEM
TR IR 2000
HECR IR B - I 1700~2000
R HCR WM 18 1500~1700
HAIRWMEE L 1200~1500
HLRAKEEL 1000~1200
WV BUA KRB 1 800~1000
BEPEVE P BUR KRR [ 1500~800
R HOR A 4 [ ]300~500
FEHUR S 3R 45 1 [ ]10~300
e kAL o B R SR A £
B RS L
HACRER L
| Bl =R R £

3000 6000 m

3000 6000 m

DEM



124 30
2.2 LH-OAT
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