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Study on the Runoff Coefficient and Curve Number in
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ABSTRACT

At present, the rational formula is often applied to estimate the peak flow of watershed in
Taiwan. The determination of runoff coefficient of rational formula is usually confused to users
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because the range of runoff coefficient is so big as shown in the Technical Regulation of Soil and
Water Conservation. Runoff coefficient will directly affect peak flow and thus will affect the
decision of the engineering construction scale, so we have to do further investigation. In view of
this, we consider some factors of hydrology (rainfall, runoff and etc.) and geography (landuse, soil
texture and etc.) in Hou-long watershed to calculate the runoff coefficient C and curve number CN
by observed data, and to estimate the runoff coefficient C' and curve number CN' by the SCS
method. The relationship among these four numbers is also discussed.

The results show that the estimated runoff coefficients C' by SCS method are usually larger than
the observed C values. On the other hand, these CN’ calculated by rainfall and runoff records are
usually smaller than the CNs those are calculated by GIS technology and area-weighting conception.
For example, in Hou-long watershed the estimated runoff coefficient C' is about 0.90, and the
observed C values are between 0.76 and 0.82. Real average curve numbers CN in Pian-Chou,
Ta-Lu-Keng and Pei-Shih-Bridge basin are respectively 63.04, 61.82 and 61.83, and the estimated
CN' values are 44.98, 37.74 and 45.94.

(Keywords : Runoff Coefficient, SCS Method, Runoff Curve Number)
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Figure 2 . Location of Hou-long watershed
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