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Percent

dry season 22 /07 /2002 - 31 /05 /2004

Two Dry Seasons
Aggregated

15.0 22 5

Intensity [mm/h]

Percent

wet season 22 /07 /2002 -31,/05/2004

Two Wet Seasons
Aggregated

Intensity [mm/h]

Jul /2002 — Sep /2003
Oct /2003 — Apr /2004




Rainfall (mm)

Gross rainfall 2869.12
Throughfall 2357.43
0 Stemflow 23.81

1 25 49 73 97 121 145 169 193 217 241 265 289 313 Interception 487.89
Events

— Gross rainfall — Interception loss

Interception

%

Jul /2002 — Sep /2003 m
Oct /2003 — Apr /2004




Throughfall | Stemflow
% %

Brazil
Brazil
Brazil
Colombia
Brazil

Interception Reference
loss (%

19.8 Franken et al. (1992)

8.9 (+£3.6) Lloyd e Marques (1988)

11.6-12.9 (£5.9) Ubarana (1996)

12.0-17.0 Tobon et al. (2000)
17.0 Cuartas et al.
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Discharge
(mm day™)
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(mm day™)

Rainfall
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Transpiration
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Transpiration
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The new Automated and Integrative Method of measuring
interception used here has shown satisfactory performance and
proved much less complicated to operate over long periods than
classic distributed grid of throughfall gauges.

The troughs integrate throughfall along a sampling line, collecting
data as an “integral™ accross environments affected by several
different canopies

Although the few events recorded have discrepancies, similar results
were obtained between both interception systems. Those
differences are caused by spatial variability of rainfall, particularl
the dry season; and differences in vegetation archltecture whic
currently belng analysed.. 4 | |
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The events analysed has a total rainfall of 2869.1 mm; a throughfall
of 2357.4 mm (82.2%); and a stemflow of 23.8 mm (0.8%). We
can conclude that stemflow is not significant and can be
disregarded.

Interanual and intraseason variability of rainfall has significant
impact on interception: measurements shown interception loss
varying from 15.3% to 24.6% between the dry and wet season;
and from 12.1% to 21.9% from a wet to a dry year.

Further results form the Asu catchment (Tomasella et al. 2004)
indicates that |ntercept|on has a S|gn|f|cant |mpact on the
“hydrological balance
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