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An Agent- based Collaboration Model of Geocollaboration

QI Mingyao', LI Huiguo?, HE Jianban', CHI Tianhe?, LI Jiagi®
(1 Institute of Remote Sensing Applications, CAS, Beijing 100101, China; 2 State Key Lab of Resources and Environmental
Information System, Institute of Geographic Sciences and Natural Resources Research, CAS, Beijing 100101, China)

Abstract: Geocollaboration is a kind of group work that people take part in together to solve some geographical
problems under a certain environment, such as map, virtual reality environment and so on. This article briefly
reviews the state of the art of geocollaboration and its collaboration model, then it presents an agent- based col-

laboration model. Different from other collaboration models’ decomposing methods (such as the decomposing
granularity of Activity Model is activities, and that of Role Model is roles, etc.), this collaboration model’ s de-
composing granularity is computing units, such as geographic models, user avatars, coordination controllers, mes-
sage transport services, and so on, all these units can be encapsulated by agents. At the end of this paper it as-
sesses the usability of the model, it is proved that agent- based collaboration model can exert the virtues of a-
gent, such as autonomous, reactive, collaborative features as well as its high expansibility.

Key words: geocollaboration; agent; collaboration model
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Sensitivity of SWAT Model to Detailed Soil Information

LI Runkui*?, ZHU A- Xing"?, Peter C. Augello®, James E. Burt®
(1 State Key Lab of Resource and Environment Information System, Institute of Geographic Sciences and
Natural Resources Research, CAS, Beijing China, 100101;
2 Graduate University of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, CAS, Beijing China, 100049;
3 Department of Geography, University of Wisconsin- Madison, Madison WI 53706, USA)

Abstract: As an important component of input data, soil information directly impacts the accuracy of the
simulation of hydrologic model. Sensitivity of SWAT model to detailed soil information was investigated through
comparison of the simulated stream flow produced by using SSURGO and SoLIM as different soil input data. A
case study was conducted in Brewery Creek, a 19.5km? area catchment in Dane County, Wisconsin. The
simulation results before and after model calibration both indicate that there is only slight difference between the
simulated streamflow. This study reveals the weak sensitivity of SWAT model to detailed soil information in the
hydrological modeling of a small watershed. The main reason for lack of insignificant difference is that soil
information was highly aggregated in the model and that the use of Curve Number as means for representing soil
variability in the model also muted the impact of detailed spatial information.

Key words: SWAT; SoLIM; soil map; curve number; sensitivity



