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Table 1. Information of Reservoirs
Name of . Present Situation Assumed Situation
Reservoir Location Capacity Release Capacity Release
(m% (CMS) (m®) (CMS)
) East 127°00°10”
Ojeon o 57,000 Jan-Dec: 0.0005 57,000 Oct-May: 0.01
North  37°21°13
East 127°00°10”
Baekun o 1,628,000 Jan-Dec: 0.003 1,628,000 Oct-May: 0.1
North  37°22°43
East 126°56°56" May: 0.01
Samseong o 30,000 60,000 Oct-May: 0.01
North  37°25°08 Oct-Sep: 0.02
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Table 2. Effect of Reservoir (CMS)
Name of Reservoir Without reservoir With reservoir
_ Drought flow 0.00002 0.00052
Ojeon
Low flow 0.00369 0.00419
Drought flow 0.057 0.060
Baekun
Low flow 0.102 0.105
Drought flow 0.000 0.001
Samseong
Low flow 0.000 0.003
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Fig. 2. Comparison of Flow Duration Curves Between w/ and w/o Reservoir
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Fig. 3. Comparison of Flow Duration Curves Between w/ and w/o Reservoir Operation
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Soil and Water

and King, K.W. (2002).

Assessment Tool: Theoretical Documentation Ver. 2000. Texas Water Resources Institute, College
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- 813 -

Fs] (A=).

o
=k

Rl

2

257

}

o
el



