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Application and comparison of hydrological models in small watersheds of humid regions
LI Qiong' , GONG Junfu? , WANG Hongxin' , PENG Wei' , XIAO Shai'

(1. Hydrology and Water Resources Survey Bureau of Yichang ,Yichang 443000,China;

2. College of Hydrology and Water Resources , Hohai University , Nanjing 210098, China)
Abstract ; Xin'anjiang model, Sacramento model and TOPMODEL were applied in three small watersheds of humid areas of Chi-
na. The relative error of flood peaks and error of the time of flood peaks were taken as the evaluation indexes for assessing the
forecasting accuracy,and applicability of different hydrological models in different basins. The results showed that:In Nanyang-
he watershed. the Xin'anjiang model had the better Prediction accuracy than the other two models, and none of these three
modals had high accuracy; In Wuduhe watershed, the Xin"anjiang model had the highest prediction accuracy, which meet the
prediction accuracy requirements,and the Sacramento model had moderate, while the TOPMODEL model had the worst accura-
cy; In Maopinghe watershed , Xin'anjiang model had the highest prediction accuracy, while the Sacramento model and TOPMOD-
EL model had slightly lower prediction accuracy than Xin'anjiang model, but these three models meet the prediction accuracy
requirement. After a comprehensive comparison,it was found that Xin'anjiang model had the highest prediction accuracy in the
three selected watersheds.
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Fig. 1 Location of three watersheds and spatial distribution of discharge and rainfall stations
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Tab.1 Main parameters and their values of three hydrological models
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Tab. 2 Simulation results for three hydrological

models in Nanyanghe watershed
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Fig. 2 Flood process line for No. 2011061701
flood in Nanyanghe watershed
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Tab. 3 Comparison of flood process simulated by three hydrological models of No. 2011061701 flood in Nanyanghe watershed
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Tab. 4 Simulation results for three hydrological

models in Wuduhe watershed
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Fig. 3 Flood process line for No. 2013052420
flood in Wuduhe watershed
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Tab. 5 Simulation results for three hydrological

models in Maopinghe watershed
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Tab. 6 Qualification rate of three hydrological

Hfi: 0

models in each watersheds
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