Effect of soil parameter uncertainty on assessing climate change projection in two small Sierra Nevada watershed
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1.Research Background 3.RHESSys Modelling Framework 5. Study sites
» The importance of soil parameter uncertainty in hydrologic Vertical hydrologic processes Carbon and nitrogen processes
modeling is generally well understood, but its effect is not well :
studied in climate change impact analysis, especially for
Sierra Nevada watersheds in California.

« Location: P301(1.32km2) and B203 (1.4km2) in King River Experiment Watersheds and
part of Southern Sierra Critical Zone Observatory

« Precipitation: 1513mm(P301), 1517mm(B203), On average, 20 to 50% of the annual
precipitation at P301 falls as snow. In B203, 75 to 95% falls as snow.

cpe s . . « Soil: Both soil types are highly permeable and have high percentages of sand.
» The sensitivity of model estimates to soil parameter

uncertainty varies with study sites and the variable of interest.

« Vegetation: Sierra mixed Conifer(>80%) with barren land and mixed Chaparral, and P301
has denser tree cover (higher LAI) than B203.

« Elevation: P301(1794 to 2102m), B203(2182 to 2490m)

» Estimates of the impact of climate change on hydrology are
needed for lower order catchments that are the focus of forest
management practices and stream restoration projects.
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2. Research objective

; L 4. The uncertainty analysis
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