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Fig.6 The river grading based on the different thresholds
1 1
Tablel The gap’ s geomorphic parameters based on different catchment thresholds 1
N/ Li/km A/km?

@) 0.2km* 1km* 2km* 3km> 4km* S5km’ 0.2km’> 1lkm* 2km* 3km’ 4km’ 5km’ 0.2km’> 1km’> 2km* 3km’> 4km* S5km’
1 496 112 58 41 28 22 059 127 176 205 289 322 047 226 442 605 9.18 109
2 113 26 13 8 5 5 1.17 267 475 678 11.6 107 2 8.7 189 269 574 57
3 28 6 4 3 1 1 288 818 102 114 329 329 8.06 37 81.5 100 404 404
4 6 2 1 1 8.8 14.1 23 23 36.99 157 404 404
5 2 1 14.09 19.6 1574 404
6 1 19.55 404.3

2 2
Table2 The gap’ s geomorphic parameters based on different catchment threshold 2
Ry R, R,

@) 0.2km* 1km* 2km* 3km’* 4km’ S5km’ 0.2km’> 1lkm* 2km* 3km’ 4km’ 5km’ 0.2km’> 1km’> 2km* 3km’ 4km’* S5km’
2 439 431 446 513 56 44 197 211 269 331 4 333 426 384 428 444 626 522
3 4.04 433 325 267 5 5 247 306 216 1.68 284 307 4.04 425 431 373 7.04 7.1
4 4.67 3 4 3 3.06 172 225 201 459 426 496 4.03
5 3 2 1.6 139 426 257
6 2 1.39 2.57

3.62 341 39 3.6 53 4.7 2.1 207 237 233 342 32 394 373 452 407 6.65 6.16
() (b) () (d) (e) U] (®
7 a~e f~g

Fig.7 The river grading based on different area levels (a—e); river grading map based on different scales (f—g)
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3 . 1
Table3 The gap’s geomorphic parameters based on different standers and scales 1
N/ L, /km A, /km?

1 1 2 3 4 5 1 25 1 2 3 4 5 1 25 1 2 3 4 5 1 25
1 113 59 41 29 22 111 113 223 343 428 539 637 127 1.17 225 433 605 876 109 224 2.02
2 27 13 8 6 5 27 30 252 482 678 855 10.7 275 2.13 834 1890 2688 447 574 853 7.7
3 6 4 3 2 1 6 6 846 1023 1142 972 329 846 649 37 8148 1003 89.1 404 369 36.6
4 2 1 1 1 2 2 14.1 2299 2299 23 14 127 157 404 404 404 157 157
5 1 1 1 19.6 19.7 199 404 405 406

4 . 2
Table4 The gap’s geomorphic parameters based on different standers and scales 2
Ry R, R,

1 1 2 3 4 5 1 25 1 2 3 4 5 1 25 1 2 3 4 5 1 25
2 419 45 51 48 44 41 38 1.1 141 159 159 168 216 1.82 371 436 444 511 527 38 382
3 45 33 27 3 5 4.5 5 34 212 1.68 1.14 3.07 3.08 3.04 443 431 373 199 7.04 433 476
4 3 4 3 2 3 3 1.7 225 201 237 1.66 196 426 496 4.03 4.54 426 4.29
5 2 2 2 1.4 141 157 257 2.57 258

342 39 36 33 47 34 34 19 193 176 1.7 237 208 21 374 455 407 388 6.15 374 3.86
4.1 5
,strahler Table5 The gap’s geomorphic parameters
based on different methods
’ o b
strahler R Ry R R,
0.2km*(Y0.2) 3.62 2.1 3.94
o N
) k(Y1) 3.41 207 3.73
. 2km¥(Y2) 3.9 237 452
, , 3km(Y3) 36 36 407
’ s H 4km*(Y4) 53 342 6.65
, 3 4 Skmi(Y5).7 47 32 6.16
2
, 4km 1km(B1) 3.42 1.88 3.74
2
Skm ° 6 7 2km?(B2) 3.93 1.93 455
2 2
Al 3 . Sk, 3km’(B3) 3.6 176 407
o 3 ,
4km’(B4) 3.8 17 3.88
,strahler 5 . 8, 35
5km*(B5) 4.7 2.37 6.15
o)) 34 2.08 3.74
25 (€25) 2.1 2.1 3.86
154km*
( )o 2km?
2km? s 4 5
b
8 ’ >

Iig.8 The gap’s geomorphic parameters based on different methods
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Factor Analysis of Geomorphic Parameters
WANG Huan'?,LIU Jiufu'??,XIE Ziyin'?, WANG Wenzhong?
(1. State Key Laboratory of Hydrology—W ater Resources and Hydraulic Engineering,
Nanjing Hydraulic Research Institute, Nanjing 210029, China;2. Nanjing Hydraulic Research Institute, Nanjing 210029, China;
3. Research Center for Climate Change, MWR, Nanjing 210029, China)

Abstract: In this paper, AGREE algorithm was applied to extract the geomorphic features. The system adjusts the surface elevation
of the DEM to be consistent with a stream, which is formed hydrological digital elevation models integrate digital elevation models.
Analysis was on the topography parameters derived from different catchment threshold (0.2km?, 1km?, 2km?, 3km?, 4km?, 5km?),
different scales (1:10000, 1:50000, 1:250000), and different areas of the standard basin (0.2km?, 1km?, 2km?, 3km?, 4km?,
5km?. The result shows that the topography parameters do not change with catchment threshold, scales and area of the standard if
the river orders is 5.

Key words: geomorphic parameters; different catchment threshold ;different scales;standard of different basin areas



