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Abstract

In this study, Chungju inflow was simulated for climate change considering the uncertainties of GCMs
and a stochastic model. TEN (Transfer Function Noise) model and 4 different GCMs (CNRM, CSIRO, CONS,
UKMO) based on IPCC AR4 A2 scenario were used. In order to evaluate uncertainty of TFN model, 100
cases of noises are applied to the TFN model. Thus, 400 cases of inflow results are simulated. Future
inflows according to the GCMs show different rates of changes for the future 3 periods relative to the past
30-years reference period. As the results, the summer inflow shows increasing trend and the spring inflow
shows decreasing trend based on AR4 A2 scenario.
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Fig. 4. Monthly Inflow to Chungju Dam and Monthly Rainfall in Jecheon

Table 1. Statistics on Chungju Dam Inflow and Jecheon Rainfall

Raw Data Normalized Data
Statistics Chungju dam Inflow Jecheon rainfall Chungju dam Inflow Jecheon rainfall
(m?) (mm) (m?) (mm)
Mean 4.59E+08 122.2 0.00 0.00
Stdev 7.16E+08 156.8 1.00 1.00
Skewness 3.16 2.61 0.32 0.00
kurtosis 13.19 8.72 2.56 2.46

Table 2. Table for Test Skewness (Snedecor and Cochran, 1967)

) Significance Level ) Significance Level
Size of Sample Size of Sample
1% 5% 1% 5%
250 0.360 0.251 400 0.285 0.200
300 0.329 0.230 450 0.269 0.188
350 0.305 0.213 500 0.255 0.179
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Fig. 7. Comparison between Observations and Inflow Scenarios
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