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2015 4FRIK TG BT 4 LT Budyko B AGB LI HIF 5 1 o 8 8K SR A A G 28, B T I I e e il PR TR 1A
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Exploring the effects of vegetation dynamics and climate changes on the Chaohe

watershed actual evapotranspiration—Budyko Hypothesis approach
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Abstract: The Budyko hypothesis, less parameters and definite physical significance, was used to quantitatively analyze the
effects of climate changes and vegetation dynamics on actual evapotranspiration. It is of great significance to study the water
balance and energy distribution in Chaohe watershed. We used the Budyko empirical model to verify the water-energy
balance theory based on the hydrological and meteorological data from 1961 to 2015 in Chaohe watershed. The most suitable
model of the basin and the optimal values for the model parameters were determined. Furthermore, we quantitatively
analyzed the impacts of vegetation dynamics and climate changes on the actual evapotranspiration. Results showed that the
Budyko model modified by underlying surface parameters improved the accuracy of predicting actual evapotranspiration
compared to the classical Budyko models. The Fu Baopu model had the highest precision in the Chaohe watershed ; the mean

relative error, the Nash efficiency coefficient, and the coefficient of determination were 27.66 mm, 0.82 and 0.85,
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respectively. Using the optimizing model parameter (2.54), the Fu Baopu model could better reflect the changed
characteristics of the actual evapotranspiration. Finally, the scenario analysis indicated that vegetation dynamics and climate
variation in Chaohe watershed played a positive role in actual evapotranspiration; climate changes are a major driver of the

increase in actual evapotranspiration.

Key Words:; vegetation dynamics ;climate changes ;actual evapotranspiration ; Fu Baopu model ; Chaohe watershed

ZEHI % (Evapotranspiration, ET ) J&7K S A A1 AE 2 - (14 OG5, 2 W T 30 3k /K FNAB s RE /K I e
AR NG S, it A U S A [ AR B 1) 28 A 3 S 70 A ol 4l 7K 9 050 A8 R R0 AR T o ™
PRl BT BR R A 5 32 K SCHEREP A R 58 Bk 1 ) 2, ELTE R30S B 25 UK (1Y
BN E T R i K SCREALRLEE T2 90 M BT )7 e )2 i T a8 B AR Bl i A e S A8 Ak
NZETE s B I BFE 24 b X E R 42 SWAT(Soil and Water Assessment Tool ) 434 27K SCHL IR 57 <,
AR AR XoF BT YR X R LA AR T R, AR AR AR T SVM AR AL Ak A AR AR I S 2 R
PABAR TR AR BTk, T AR FH I T B FE A MIKESHE 521 DL K 15 S48 B Ak 1 -+ 3t 1 FE D
R K AR A XTI K SO sE MR o TR ORI SR S B 4 2, HR 8 I S EUFEAE AN o 12 | 3k B4
B3 FHPESZ 2 IR, AR =, 2 TOKPGE S P AT IS 1Y Budyko RN SEPRZEHIUL TR B ML 1T 8
TR ETY S U, SERRZE R AN 32 7K 3 L R A A 25 2% 1 1 52 o, R S T B T AR R
M ZE RO A ) BB R, R, W K T 3O 45 R 1Y Budyko 18 TE AR R M A R SR ST
Budyko R 5UMk. , 3% 2608 TE AR A 7E S BRI A 3012 5000E " L Gao " AR B Z AT I 358 S P 28 B &
AR EGREFE |, %K (Precipitation, P) FIVEFEZE A ( Potential Evapotranspiration, PET) %78 fb It [r] §: 5%
T RIS PR HUR IS B S SE T Budyko fREAMHT T SRS R R R 5 R K R TEE A 2 UK (1 )
WK FR, IMEE AR BT Budyko BIEEHRTT T FBORM RURAR F0S/0 10 RN . b, Fidl T 4w
AR E AR A AR A B, TR A I 7K AT, PRT e 2 PR A A B3 It B s 28 IR Y O B, KA
U S 2o ST A SR AR IR (0 /K FAGKE B ST AR I G AR A AT 45U, A5 A [ A e 2 A T R R i B
HOIE I, DS B AR R U A At TR AR A A AR X R YT A S PR 2 R
HEATRAY A3 BT N SR S B IR VLR YA . /N2 SR Budyko AR 3BT AN [] A B 25 60 1
TRt K AR R 2R R 52 0], I 5 A [R) AR R8T 2 3 T B S0 U

A AT 722 A 2 5 M Y B S RS A B T A S B PR 3% Al T 5 3% 2 s 28 A R X BRI, S
ARG AR AT I K B 5 04 1oy IR0 A A5 S A . AS SCIE B 4 Ff Budyko fBise A5l
Ak ST R 2 B A T RS A A T 3 IV DA 5 SR RS 2 20 1 R 2R B 9 It 3 52 B 28 180 1) 8 AL
fiE, BUORARABE RS S8 1 B AN (AU S5 it 43 A A=A 728 A0 FIAR B 722 A i Vi 3t 8 S PR 2 8 A ) 5 e, R P41 TG 52
DU e GER h IX S BT R AR A X 7K S AR A s i) B F S L,

1 ##F7EE

1.1 W58 X RO 5 45 R R

AR B TAEI TR, b 5T AR L (116°08'—117°28'E,40°34'—41°37'N) , MRIFR Jy 4854.82 km® . 1%k
R TR R TR KPS, A RN 10.4°C , AEFRR/KEEZ R 506 mm, FEIK AR N/ BCARYY , B4R e
H7, Z4 PN 60.43 mm, il FKRHE T /KSR EE 75008 3.42 12 m* il 1.71 42 m* , ZAEF-HK BER
S 3514w’ itdl H BRI KRR Z24E P YV AR 28 HUK 5200 1136.85 mm, IR DAMIRLL Al DA Fre
BehE, HHEERILARHERAE o & B SRR 3B T R AR R TR ASMR, SR 3535 809% ) I,

WS A I —F 27K 30 1961—2015 442 I BE S it N 8 1~ T dat sl B3 43 531 T Ak 7K Sk
By AU TR SCE G DL KR K A 22 G oAt GBI R R T [ A5 A5 O e A il o S
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SRR 4 3 TM 32 JBGEAR IE ATt T R A5 AR B 2
HE A A 22 BT 7 T A 78 (LR T ¥
1.2 Rk
1.2.1  Budyko fBi% i
Budyko B 1548 H 52 R 28 5L & 52 K A 45 14 (3= i R
BLIEREOK ) FIRE L 45 25 1F ( E BRI A2 L ) oSt
[i) FIR a1, 9 ok R 7K VR 7 28 B0 =2 1) A7 A8 Rl A S A 0%
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, N [ I I_z'(/% 1 159
HTFARD) F il Budyko HiZ™, HI, 116°30' 117°00' 117°30'E

P PET
AET = [PET x th PET XP(l —e 7) (2) 1 AR g E

. L Fig.1 Location of Chaohe Watershed
TERCABRBEIER , 7% 1 ) A — A e — L S A AR L
YRR, S8 4R I T — BB HJE T H N R A Budyko BIERTY (K 1),

&1 Budyko REBERBKRIERN
Table 1 Formulas of Budyko and its modified models

FEH Model A3 Formula Z% Parameter
Buagko AT f}f“}mh%[l -en(-75) ] TS MK TS
AET PET )
Choudhury (2 5 - 1 n 5 TR AR RN R A S AR B4, B ) n=2.6, K
oudha (P" + PET") — Pk n=1.8
0o AET PET PET\ “1 o R FTEA B MU S O, B8 o BUE il i B B
fgpes  AET _ PET r (PET
P P P 4 Budyko fh £k 56 2 KW
PET _ s N
AET 1+w w SEAEY AT R K R, 7R S R A 8 28 6 T #E L 3K A 1Y
LS —_— BETT . NFRRARI I w0 B A 2.0, % T H M g 38k oo AT FHAE
P 1+w E + P 0.5
P PET )

1.2.2 e R INE
K HBE EARE AR HL (FAO) #7715 IE. Penman-Monteith 23 23580080 1] Yt S i /e 28 0 & 1, LK
HATAR T

900
.408A - —_— -
0.408A(R, —= G) +y T+ 273 u,(e, —e,)

PET = 3
A+y(1+0.34u,) (3)

K, PET MW EZR U & (mm/d) R, KBS S (M) m™ d™") ;6 M Bl E (M) m™> d™) ;T R
BCC) 5u,08 2 m R EY K (m/s) se, MUK IUR (KPa) se, WEEBRKIUE (KPa) ;A R AR P-4
H(kPa/C) y B TIBERHE(kPa/C)
1.2.3 AR HE S KA

FRYEER I I 2 A - AR i i Rk i DL TS TR 28 B0k 1 R A B R R A 7 i 2R U5 45 B BTAY T 1 i
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A, P o 2K E (mm) s R W ZAE R FR (mm) ; AW i E KL E (mm) . g4 R E
M, i E K EA AL AT DL Z RS ASTT, DI, IR 2 AR K S R v LB
AET = P-R (5)

IEF AreGIS HIH AR ST H ST M b 4 PRI B, LR e 2
fix, thx, o+ fx, 1 "
S =F;ﬁxi=;Aixi (6)
o, x, A I SRR B (mm ) 5 XS AR 2 B M AR (km? ) 5n U N Y 52 25 4508, P R 3
SV (km?) 54 R SRR R
1.3 BORLEAHE bR
ARBFFE R 2 2280 ( Coefficient of Determination, R*) AHX}i%% ( Mean Relative Error, MRE)  44f1%%%
Z %0 ( Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiency Coefficient, NSE) LA f& J5 22377 #2 ( Root Mean Squared Error, RMSE) %} Budyko
BRIIATIEAY , 45 3k =0l 2,
Y. " (AET,, - AET,) (AET,, - AET,)
R = — — (7)
Y. (AET, - AET,)*./> " (AET,, - AET,)?

2. (AET,; - AET,)?
NSE=1- —"— (8)
D " (AET,, - AET,)?

MRE = 2 AET,., ~ AET,, 100 9
=— X
n ;- AETO,L’ ( )
D, (AET,, - AET, )’
RMSE = = (10)
n

X AET, FAET, 5351 5 i AEBOBIREI S PR 78 B B K - ERE T A SE PR 28 BUR B (mm) .
1.4 KRBt

f PRI L 1979 4F (1989 4F 1999 4EF 2009 4F 4 1] Landsat TM 3B EE5 1" B 2 it dsll bR b A1 7 b 751
TR AR (2 2) o Sh S RN A L BT A8 P X I 388 S s 2 3 1 T R 14 AN R 7 SR B Sk
SCURINE (3R 3) o AUR 1R 1 AR SEERT, 200l TS 5 5.6.7 HEAT LR, ARA 45 i BT S M A8 Ak R A 9 28 b
XA LA R s 20 2 DB 5 2 .3 4 0 I 5 5.6.7 FAT R, IR AR A AR A X SRR W& 5
o S PR A8 AR X ZEHOR B R 40 PR AR AP R 22 (AR

x2 BARSARMNHAEHREZHER

Table 2 Vegetation changes in different periods in Chaohe watershed

A H AL Area proportion/% LA Area change rate/%

Types 1979 1989 1999 2009 1979—1989  1979—1999  1979—2009  1979—2009
M Forest land 50.46 55.84 63.79 78.02 10.67 14.23 22.31 54.63
Bl Grassland 34.55 33.40 24.55 13.28 -3.32 -26.50 -45.90 -61.56
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2 BRESH x3 BRBREBETEE
Table 3 Scenarios for modeling analysis
2.1 ARASE RV 5 5 ER )| AR
4 ﬁ' % ;J: Bu dyko 1%4( LQL EI‘J 1:% 3__1.:! i’:] ﬁlé @Z ﬁ /ij( 1;% Tﬂ @ﬂ (EI Scenarios Land use Meteorological data

VRS BRAEH R (0E A 0 (L 4 FSER ( BEIDURS BE 77 ; EZ 12:(:2;3
TE—E ML (R 4 ML 2) o WIS 2 L — : oo 901008
R K —IBTEZE U = B E R AT & Budyko JEAHIZE 4 1979 2000—2009
M, 48 Budyko R AY AL 45 IR 5 S PR 2R B A 5 1989 1980—1989
WHAEAERKZES , MR R B (0.68) , i 6 1999 19901999

7 2009 2000—2009

FRBR A XS 1R 25 R0 X O iR 25 43 5 R 0.78 . 7.64% Fil
43.44 mm , B BRI PRA8 RO TR =, YA
AU T #3000 2 505 EADURS B2 3 5, H e (L AR AR X ] 3 B S s 28 0 RSB A8 SR B -, DR 2R 8 X
B N RCR R BN AR IRZE43 50 0.85 .4.30% .0.82 Fl1 27.66 mm , (BRI REAL 45 Ry & Filih 7R 7
TR IK PR G R HER A B RIS PR A8 K . PRI, AR S 6 (e A A Xy it 3o S B 2% 0 & i A T
E—2L 53 HT

# 4 Budyko R E{EIEEEIIEE 5T
Table 4 Accuracies of estimated actual evapotranspiration by Budyko and modified models

H7Y BEHLME/ mm A/ mm

Model Analogvalue Caleulated value R? MRE/% NSE RMSE/mm
Budyko 479.31 447.46 0.78 7.64 0.68 43.44
Bt 450.15 447.46 0.85 4.30 0.82 27.66
ke 423.74 447.46 0.82 5.81 0.77 34.03
Choudhury 458.71 447.46 0.83 4.31 0.81 29.68

R* .U E RS , Coefficient of Determination; MRE ; #i %1% 2% , Mean Relative Error; NSE . A% 280, Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiency Coefficient; RMSE ;
Fr 22377 #1 , Root Mean Squared Error

2.2 AR RESEILL

TR AR BRI T R S AL o, B 18 T BB U 45k S BR 28 B8R AT LIRS B2 | 55 7R F38 408 B0 M o A b S
WA T A S PR 28 A AR AR RS 0 (3 5 RNIET 3) o ARSI I 2 A V24 i 0 | B K o DA SOV AR 2R TR it
YR N S 0 HATIE, M2 T RIS o BIEERUE N 2,54, FERSHE TR IR, (4 BERT AL 1) e
ERB AR AR R BN AR 2543 1R 0.89 F110.95 .3.66% F1 4.54% 0.88 F10.74 .23.79 mm £l
25.14 mm, FRASE 0 LIPS BRI REAE N B S B3 FH 13T e Sk S Bk iR M sl A28 4k

£S5 EBREBEENLTNER

Table 5 Simulation assessment of Fu Baoqu model

FEHEW] Calibration period B5UEI] Validation period
i e 3D W
BAME H5A MRE RMSE BUMA AL MRE RMSE
Analogvalue  Calculatedvalue — R? NSE Analogvalue  Calculatedvalue — R® NSE
/% /mm /% /mm
/mm /mm /mm /mm
448.51 444.55 0.89 3.66 0.88 23.79 435.73 457.46 0.95 4.54 0.74 25.14

R? . YL 5E ZRBL, Coefficient of Determination ; MRE ; /%1% 22  Mean Relative Error; NSE ; 21130 2 %L, Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiency Coefficient; RMSE ;
Jr 275K, Root Mean Squared Error
2.3 SEBRZEEA N A5 FIAE A 7S A 14 e 1
A A AR 2 T X S YT S PR 2 HIUR B S M R A A — e 22 S (R 6) . HERUHEIA I, 1961 —
2009 4SS A FIAE B AR A0 ( 32 BRI PRI AT 55 T FR 3 0 ) 155 S0 R S ZE EOR B, AR AR Ak e
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Fig.2 Relationships among actual evapotranspiration, precipitation and potential evapotranspiration in Chaohe watershed
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Fig.3 Calibration and validation of Fu Baopu model for actual evapotranspiration in Chaohe watershed
R? . o5& 8L, Coefficient of Determination; MRE ; #i%i52% , Mean Relative Error; NSE : 2411 %(#& 2%k , Nash-Sutcliffe Efficiency Coefficient ; RMSE ;
J5 2757, Root Mean Squared Error

5 i R S PR 25 IR K IR 80% 22 A, AL #E R4 AL 5 109%—20% , 1979—1989 4= i) AT it 3ak 5L B 2% H & kb 3k
HEWIREIN T 7.39 mm, Hod A9 L SRR ZEHOL I 1,11 mm, SR A5 i R A2 WUk i 7
6.28 mm , P& 435 SR ZE BUR BN E Y 15.02% 1 84.98% ; 5 1979—1989 4EAH LY, 1989—1999 4F i) i
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SRS PRAG BUAZ R REIN T 25.52 mm; Forb AR AR A A 70 51388 T R B 4R 19 17.209% F11 82.80% ; 3]
21 {HZC A, TR L SOPR e A i SRR 91.3% , A w37 i T B A I Xk 3t i 1 K 7 A Y T R T 3
20.51% , FER IR AT RR B9 AN W I , XAt Sk ik 28 T ) SRR T 0 O 1R A A R IR R I ek s A
I FEERE R,

R 6 HIAREAREFEEUMSBEETANEHEZ AR R

Table 6 Simulated response of actual evapotranspiration to land use and climate changes in Chaohe watershed

- - FE AR AR ZE /IR B2 0 G XT 25 TR B4 5 ]
i Er VI SRR /mm B SEPRZE %/ mm  Conuribution of vegetation cover change Contribution of climate change
Period Mean actual Simulated actual
o evapotranspiration evapolranspiration A/ mm BTk % A A/ mm DIk %
Variation Contribution Variation Contribution
1961—1979 430.66 430.89
1979—1989 438.05 437.17 1.11 15.02 6.28 84.98
1989—1999 463.57 458.30 4.39 17.20 21.13 82.80
1999—2009 475.27 467.60 2.4 20.51 9.3 79.49
3 Wig

3.1 Budyko fBRisii R S FHH:

H#K 4 Fh Budyko MR & 3, AT ST S A6 IERTRY | BEAS TN ot b Sz e i 4k 52 PR 28 10U (19728
PRAFAE | 3 5 B RO TSR ZE B AN SZ K SR RE 1 25 A P A P R (R I 24, 38 32 Bl T 8 T 2 A A0 T 24
PPN T Budyko B, 40 HT M R 9 ISR AR AL X 4 [ 71 A SR 38 25 O AR A L A S Bk
TS BRI OB S BT A TR X S 3 B A 1 T O R T R L 1961—2009 A 13T 37 B b A
AR Ak 5 | RS I 358 S s 2 R A LA Ry e S K SO AR B 25 5 A A B L T A | R I 1 ZE T
AR . PRI, R FH 5 R 3T 25441 Budyko 48 TEASE RSl 35 3ok S PRz R HEA AL, BB A% S0 Jon o 1
MK R A A e 2R B 3 B IERTEIT | Choudhury TA AR 2 T 4 7] 245 M {8 B e T U 4k 1 AR 174
/NP AR R AR UG AR R T S B A AR DX S T 2 M R A e ARG A
PBREST R R S N AT R B A DU AR A AL S AN A BAH R 4538152 SRAG AR TR AR 8 37 K 1
B 45 Hh ARMORT 7 G ) 4T SR ME— SR, 220 T H T A5 1 28 ) S M X S B 2K R 1 R
), TS A0 BER T th 240 o M E 255 5 I8 T OB AR AR AR | 1 308 A X U sk K i 5 DA B RO B3R 2 ) A
FRIGSER DA I BB TSI b S R BT 4 TR A% % e S S PR 2 8 A R S
3.2 (AR R S B

T BER I R 3R S50 o RENS I WL T R UERAE | 4 ) R W AR A X S PRI R AR, TR Ik, A
TS o BB ESEBFIE I s S PR 28 R DG 3 R IEAR Y ey (e A R o 00 ] 37 512 o 26 1
K AEASCR B (BT SRAFAE— B R 25, X R ZLR OB AITE . N IS8 o I, BOEREK R R B
A RIS T 3 Rl P AR R, T AT B 20 1H:40 60 AFARTT 4R | R ARL Bk 1A FRAS DRI 8 o 40 ) S Aok o
TR BRI 2450.3 km> 353 3788.7 km? 3401 T 54.63% ; BZ 21 H40%00 3 , Y0 T 37 bk e A ol 7 2 0 i %
AR 91.30% , BRULZ AN, BT e 20 g 70 ARG EE 75050/ NK R RN, 5565 Stk + £
R TR B KPR LA D545 57.27 ko) AEBE A28 Ak DL K TR 0 S g6 b 380 900 90 38 52 B 2% 1
BUK AR K, T B HME I B R N R S o ST AR, B E B SR R EUE (0 = 2.54) 32
e (A B A A A o Y SR 3 3 A
3.3 SRR B AR A ZE UK ) R

7 SRRt SRtk 7 A A AR A AR A R Lo Vol ek ) SE PR 2 R A R A, P R B AR AR X 26
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KAL) TTER /N, 1979—1989 4, S ARk B B BRA&HUR BN 84.98% , TR B 7 35 AR Ak i S PR 78 1l
RAACBE 43 L R 1.11% , F WS AR Ak 2 51 3 Sk 28 R 38 in 9 = 225, 1961—2015 41 i) i 37 4uk (4
IR IR AE —E RR R IS5 T SEBRZEH AR 1Y b A I HL I BP0 3G 0 b T R AR A
( FZEIR R ) 5 R 8% It 1ol S o 288 I 1) 52 e, A A0 A< A 728 A X0 U 8 28 10K 1) BT R R B i/ A
1961 47T Ly 10T Y Sl P i T FEUAS DRI 84 0, 3] 2009 4F Mk B T B 3788.7 km?, o 384N AT i 3k i) 78.02% , 1
WIS 1961 A LA T 61.56% , SR 1 it 38 b i AR A 2 I R S BOR S S PR 28 0 T [, 1
FF ) S SR ) S PR 2 & e ISR AR R 11 L A TR 3 2 R DR Ay A b B i T AR o5 A5 R
IR K AH DRI AR i, 6 11 BOE AN N ZEHOE RE sk, Ak, 327K 3 BRI s AR s e 3ok i 1% B
- i SR 2 37K G DL A I 5 28 I 2R DR I 7 S S PR 2% % B T B S PR 2R U, FE A B S |
R F1A) S0 S 25 10 AR T Hh bR s 2 1 A 1 Bk

4 Lt

R T R WS A A RV B 5 A X i A 3 S PR 28 UK [ e ] AR F 9 LA T 4 il Budyko fRIEAERD, 1L
R0 BERCRY 1 — 20 3 i IR L PR 28 HIUR B AR AR RAAE | 38 S XS TRN  HT S 40 0 A TOR AL, S8 I aff b 4 58 <
A 725 A R B A8 AL T IR L PR ZE HIUR IS, 25 SR 3R B

(1) TR A FM R, RS A TS50 Budyko 16 1EH R fE % 541 iy sz Wi Yo 37 a8 52 s 2%
R AR . v (ot B ASE AR S0 30 S o oo, AR IR 22 AN AH IR R BN 2 5 AR R 22 40 1) R 4.30%
0.82F1 27.66 mm,

(2) XHEI BRI R SR S5 0 ATk, 15 v 3 R0 56 E 300 110 R 56 22 85, 4 A 30803 22 ORI a5 22 2y i
JEBER B 2 Ee Uy 2,54, R BERIRY 28 558 Ak 5 e A% BN v A i s BT it 4 S B 2K 1 & 1 8 £k
FFIE,

(3) N A EEAB AR i i 0 S A 2 A AR 2 A X Yl 38 56 B 25 180 1) Bk 6 B, AR ARk 2 5 |
AL I 358 ST s 28 BB R 1 0 %) S 20K 2y g AR B A D SR A A 5 I AR R I (R T AR ORI
Jn, X ZE A B DTERCR AT LT H BTER A 10%—20%
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