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In this study used tank model and specific discharge to calculate low-flow of mountain basin and supply data
that need in water resources plan. Low-flow is calculated byspecific discharge and area ratio method as resulted
that calculate storage of low-flow by tank model was construed that showd all similar aspect. In judged to help
in water resources plan establishment calculating low-flow using model to supplement uncertainty of observed
data in that calculate of low-flow ungaged mountain area. It shows by economical and realistic plan until 12
years after development that run parallel and use economic performance analysis result valley flow and
groundwater. But wide area water services and Chungju dam since 12 years onward was expose that is economic.
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Table 1. Basin characteristics at dongdalchun
Basin area(km) River length(km) Average height(EL. m) Average slope(%)
53.7 9.92 505.74 51.81
Table 2. Yearly precipitation at the Dukjusa (Unit © mm)
Year 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Precipitation 1219.0 9705 14425 1765.0 1630.8
Table 3. Evaporation of the Chungju station (Unit : mm)
Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
Evapo. 321 398 | 696 | 1090 | 1351 | 1380 | 1160 | 1156 | 909 | 67.8 39.2 30.0
Table 4. Parameters of the tank model in this study (Height of runoff and initial sorage coefficients)
Parameters HI11 H12 H2 H3 S1 S2 S3 S4
Study area 45 25 10 10 0 10 3b 80
Parameters All Al2 B1 A2 B2 A3 B3 A4
Study area 0.30 0.15 0.28 0.09 0.080 0.0070 0.0060 0.0016
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Fig. 4. Comparison of flow at the A2. Fig. 5. Comparison of flow at the A3.
Table 8. Characteristics of runoff by tank model(2000~2004) (Unit : m¥/s)
Classifications Dorigdal chun” Al A2 A3
Max 71.484 6.989 8.027 3.275
Average 1.989 0.194 0.223 0.091
Standard dev. 4739 0.463 0.532 0.217
Variation 22.459 0215 0.283 0.047
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Table 9. Results of Runoff analysis(Tank model) (Unit : m>/s)

Dongdal chun Al A2 A3
Drought flow 0.196 0.019 0.022 0.009
90% 0.417 0.041 0.047 0.019
80% 0.537 0.052 0.060 0.0.25
Minimum flow 0572 0.056 0.064 0.026
70% 0.617 0.060 0.069 0.028
60% 0.722 0.071 0.081 0.033
Normal flow 0.849 0.083 0.095 0.039
50% 0.859 0.084 0.097 0.039
40% 1.030 0.101 0.116 0.047
30% 1.295 0.127 0.145 0.059
Abundant flow 1.544 0.151 0.173 0.071
20% 2.034 0.199 0.228 0.093
10% 3.792 0.371 0.426 0.174
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Fig. 10. Observed flow data at A3. Fig. 11. Discharge observed at A3.
Table 10. Comparison of Plans
Classtfications Plan 1 Plan 2 Plan 3 Plan 4 Plan 5
Cost 6.90 590 12.80 10.0 22.90
Maintenance 0.70 0.70 1.40 : 0.72 0.38
Water rate - - - 0.03 0.18
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