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Fig.1 Division of the study areas
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Tab.1 Parameters used for the Latin hypercube sampling
el E2 BHEX Hfy F/ME BRME
MAAEK PMc W R R A KR d! 2 5
BMRc W A d! 0.01 0.06
PRRc W R d™! 0.01 0.06
fisift rNitM SN d-! 0.04 0.2
g KRO CERr &8 e — 1.5 5.32
etk KCD fh2F T A T 3R d! 0.01 0.15
KA fk KRN MEVR OB AT B R/ VK A d! 0.001 0.01
KLN TG PERURLZS A ML AU/ MK i 3R d-! 0.01 0.1
KDN B RS LA M R d! 0.01 0.08
KRC MV IR A5 AT HILBR S5/ N K A o 2 d! 0.001 0.01
KLC T M TR 2578 BB Fe /N K S i 22 d™! 0.01 0.1
KDC BIRASA MR ML R d! 0.005 0.15
KRP EVA OB A5 U fec /N K i i 56 4! 0.001 0.01
KLP T R URE 25 HILI SR/ K fife i 38 d! 0.01 0.1
KDP RS AN R L R d! 0.01 0.3
JEHR Keb TR RE m™! 0.45 0.55
KeTSS BRI RURL AT O R AL L/(m-mg) 0.01 0.1
KeChl M RIE R L/(m-mg) 0.01 0.07
IsMIN T/ IV IE K BH SR S Langley/d 40 60
KA FIER KHNitDO Tl A SR e T 4 g 0,/m’ 0.5 1
KHNitN T A A R %L g N/m? 0.5 1
KHCOD 2 e R T A Y R R 4 mg/L 0, 1 1.5
KHNe AR R AR AR mg/L 0.01 0.25
KHPc¢ W A R AR R 4 mg/L, 0.001 0.005
KHDNN SR AN % g N/m? 0.05 0.2
KHORDO BT AN 5K g 0y/m’ 0.5 2
TR KTHDR TR AR R R 2R 40 — 0.05 0.1
KTMNL IR B R I R B — 0.05 0.1
KTCOD A2 T A e D T R A — 0.03 0.05
KNitl T AV T e 3 A A T T A3 15 e R 4 - 0.002 0.006
KNit2 5L T T A i T IR X T P SR 5 ) R - 0.002 0.006
KTGlc TR T TMcl B3 5 SR AR K s iR — 0.001 0.01
KTG2c TRLEE T TMe2 B SR AR K s — 0.001 0.01
TMecl W P K R IR M C 20 27
TMc2 W A R R IR AR A o 27 30
KTR A SR 3R 11 TR R A — 1 1.05
KTBe WS SLRIR A R B R A — 0.05 0.08
VLR WSe WU R m/d 0.005 0.03
WSrp eV RS A I DL R m/d 0.2 1
WSlp TR A A AL R m/d 0.2 1
3) & SURUSRHI 4
VER I3 1Y Nash-Stucilffe ¥ 250 MUK FIHE ™, Feikal ol .
L(0/Y) = | - a/al (1)

Ao, L(6/Y) FoRHE i SEINRIAAIE, o FoRBUTIINBRET 22, ap Fom LTI )5 2%.
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1osY) = L(6/Y) - L, (0/Y) (2)
l L,.(6/Y) = L.(6/Y)

KL 106./Y) RIA—ALE BIRRAE, L, (6,/Y) F L, (6,/Y) 7350 A Fog/INFI B KA SRAEL. R U9 — AR5 B LSR
EIEATHERR , 2351 B 95% F1 5% 15 90% A7 IXIA] Y b 300 S o5 i 158 DIV 5 8 AN Ml 7 X 1) 98 B2
FVRHXT AN 58 98 SRR T Al 1Y o S80S B A E .

4) SHUBE S

WRAEAE AL TR 3) PRI RURE R/ NG SRS 0 10 4, B4 BT A B MR /0 A i S BSR4
SRR LS L AT AR A (1 10% , A SRAE S H053 A DX 18] A T A 20 i) S UK R BUR — SR HAR, R
BB ATR I ERE 2%, QR B o 5 2 45 R U 3 I S A k.

5) IR R AL

SB[ty L 8K o Bl K-S #5312 ( Kolmogorov-Smirnov test). fifi A #5 K T [] i &5 & ( Maximum
Vertical Distance, MVD) 5 SCHUBHE BT AR BURSE B /K S 8003 AN [ B U ).
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Fig.2 Sensitive indices in the simulation of chlorophyll
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Fig.3 Uncertainty interval and monitoring data of chlorophyll in four subareas
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AR ) A 8 A DX R X i AR A e (91.67% ), AR X AN S 1 ( 132.58% ) B 5 iy 5 10 X A5 o ok 2 A A 2 12
DUPAR I, DX 18] 32 55 AR A (66.67% ) | XA S Pt 42/ (74% ) (3 3) . IX U I X T35 97 S M v AR Fr)
DX AU SR B AN B R PO, T 2 AT

BREADEAS R B AN R L A BE P (] AN T2 1, 4 A0 DR ADL R 39 B0 AN 8 G PR /0N, B I ) AN DB 486, e
FRAE 100~ 150 d LUJF , AN 52 P S 25 30, AR A0 =22 i) 0 BB PR 45 2R, AR U S R S iR R AL AT G

W T P8 £ T o LA RO R Py 4 i, 98 288 11 A R it % 3 4 K RHE RS
HMTEER, N RO E 2 AT B A5 R E Tab.3 Uncertainty indicators in four subareas
LB 3.

R I o Wi AWER SN AR
E’ﬁ?ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%{ﬂﬂﬁﬁxﬁﬁmﬁlﬂV\]JEF%B X iEE ) 5 i (mg/m3) X 7] 55 i

S ST B HEE. A0, D )RR ——
TSP VEAEL MDA ARG T SCBRmg s, kg TIIOOE B33W6 1081 s T

. e REWIX 91.67% 16.44 12.40 132.58%
SRR | W B s S A7 AR SR A1 e P R R o )rﬁ;%%‘i%“ 66.67% 2106 43,00 74.33%

HY, SN RO R BRI A BT ) 75.00% 12.34 23.84  51.76%
3.3 SHIEER 0251

T AL SC 0 50 A1 A0 S 1 50 43 A 1Y, D9t 0.20(
T DL i 2 JORL IR AF P Ji 960 2 A 0 3 A BRLASE
TAZ R R BN e R A KR SR

Logg( s
(=}

(PMo) (81 4) , RO AE 2.3-2.6 (IR, BL =

SR B8 BB, 7 M X 4] 90 P 52 °'°5'H H H . H H
ASLADL Y Y [FIE S B T ML T 3.8 1, R0 07300 233 2.67 3.00 333 3.67 400 433 467 5.00
a5 B Y G/ BT A 9% | 2 A Y X SRR/

HRAB 2T RERIRAALE Y 2.0~ 3.8 RAA1RET B 4 SR K ORI 0 1
USSR (R 4). Fig.4 Posterior distribution of PMc

4 ZHOTREBUEE

Tab.4 Possible ranges of sensitive parameters

HURSHL SRR AT F/MA SENIE]
KeChl MR R - 0.04 0.07
KTGlc R A I EY - 0.006 0.010
PRRc LA R d! 0.01 0.04

PMc KA K R d! 2.0 3.8
BMRc PEASILRIAR R d! 0.02 0.06
TMcl HIGE AR C 23 27

WSc PSP R m/d 0.02 0.03

SRR AT L i VA R SRR B AR F A (R th T2 A R A A B E P R (UG i S
BOH B TCIEIK B EAACH) B ). I i T2ECZ M7 PR A IR, 22 R g
TEAES LG LA SR BB E A T, PSS ) USRS BB B A S A HUEL, (LS5
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