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Abstract

This study aims at the development of flood runoff model by comparing and analyzing nonlinear
models with linear models in river basins

The models which are used at the analysis are Nash model and Runoff function method as linear
models, and Tank model and Storage function method as nonlinear models.

The results, which are obtained from the analysis of these models by using hydrologic data of a
representative basin in Nakdong river, Wi-chun basin, show that the peak time, peak flow and
flood hydrographs by nonlinear models are better than those by linear models in comparison with
observed ones, and that nonlinear models are suitable as flood runoff model.
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Table 4. Constant of each rainfall by Tank model.

Runoff coefficient | Height of runoff orifice (mm) Infiltration coefficient
Station | Date ‘ T —
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Storage function method (84. 7. 22)
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Table 5. Constant in Storage function method.
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Table 6. Comparison of peak flow and peak time by each model. Cunit: @, (m3/sec) #,(hr)]
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Q» ‘ tp Qs ’tp Qt ‘t» Qs | 2t» Qs |ts Qtt 173 Qp‘ 173 Qp‘v 23 ' Qp' tp

Hyoreong | 83.7.22 263.33 8| 180. 4| 9| 452.4) 8 262.2 81 213.6 8‘31.512.571.8 0/ 0.4 0\18.9
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84.9. 2| 419.06| 5.5 308.6| 8 458.8| 5| 415. 5 5.5/ 375. 0| 526.4/45.5 9.5/ 9.1} 0.8 010.5) 9.1

85.8.17] 282.94, 15| 255. 9|16 286.916| 286.9| 15/ 273.915 9.6 6.3| 2.0| 6.7| 1.4 0] 3.2

85.9.18| 394.57| 22| 295.923| 395.822| 390.3| 22| 340.72225.0| 4.5 0.3 0 1.1 0113.7
Museung | 85.8.17| 988.59| 14| 786.0/17|1024.4[17| 953.2| 14| 804. 111420.521.4 3.6/21. 4, 3.6 0’18.7 0
85.9.18 1277.68 28| 970.7|30[1279. 829|1270. 6/ 281233.1)29]24.0| 7.1| 0.2 3.6, 0.6 01 3.4/ 3.6
Mean — - - — | — |23, 713.913.50 8.4/ 1.2]  0[10.7] 1.8
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