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The Applicability of Modified Gash Model in Canopy Interception of Pinus sylvestris Forest in Northern Da Hinggan Mountains
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Abstract
Hinggan Mountains, the rainfall, throughfall, stem flow characteristics and their heterogeneity were measured ,the canopy interception was sim-

(Jiangxi Environmental Engineering Vocational College, Ganzhou, Jiangxi 341000)
In order to verify applicability of the revised Gash analytical model in simulating canopy interception of Pinus sylvestris forest in Da

ulated with the revised Gash analytical model. The results showed that the total rainfall was 493. 12 mm. The amounts of interception, through
fall and stem flow were 122. 65, 368. 34 and 2. 13 mm, respectively. Throughfall ,stem flow and canopy interception simulated by the revised
Gash model were 378. 07,4. 02 and 111. 03 mm, respectively. The value of canopy interception simulated by the revised Gash model was
11. 62 mm lower than the observed value. The revised Gash analytical model of rainfall interception was employed and the simulated intercep-
tion values were close to the measured ones with an underestimation of 9. 48% , indicating that the revised Gash analytic model could be used

for estimating canopy interception P. sylvestris forest in Da Hinggan Mountains.
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Fig.3 Relationship between stem flow and rainfall
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Fig.4 Relationship between canopy interception ( ratio) and rainfall
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