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Water quality estimation in Nan Basin at station N.1 using QSWAT model
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Abstract

This research aimed to evaluate water quality in the Nan River Basin at the N.1 gauging station, focusing
on key indicators such as Dissolved Oxygen (DO) and Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD). The analysis
employed QGIS software integrated with the QSWAT model to simulate and monitor water quality between
2016 and 2018. The model demonstrated high accuracy in streamflow simulation during the calibration
period, with RZ2=0.7139 and NSE =0.6934, and remained within an acceptable range during the validation
period, with R2=0.6658 and NSE =0.5866. For water quality indicators, the model closely approximated
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observed DO and BOD levels in many instances, particularly during the rainy season when higher streamflow
enhancing pollutant dilution. However, during the dry season, greater discrepancies were observed,
especially in months with low flow and high pollutant accumulation. Overall, the findings indicate that the
QSWAT model performs effectively in simulating streamflow and water quality during the rainy season and

can be applied for water resource management and water quality monitoring in other watershed areas.

Keywords: Water quality, QGIS program, QSWAT model, Accurate, Geographic information systems
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Figure 1 Processing and display concept for SWAT model (Santosa, 2016)
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- Runoff data - Water quality data
QGIS QSWAT
Prepare information

Sensitivity analysis of parameter
Calibracion and validation |«

usirg SWAT-CUP

Yas No T

Comparison of two calibration techniques

when R => 0,70 and NSE > 0.50

Summarize and analyze of results from the model

Figure 2 Flowchart of QSWAT modeling study
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Figure 3 Watershed map at streamflow gauge station N.1
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Figure 4 Land use and land cover map

Figure 4 uansdhudoyanislduselovifinu (Land use data) wuin Nuitdwlngduiinls Aadudesas 35 ves
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gafu (Soil data) wuin Audrulngidunguausiu Anduiosas 78 vesiuiinisfinw wazdoyanuniminden

q
=

AnwnanigardydnunImy DO wazA1 BOD lasn15iAusiusiudoyadnnnsuaIuaAuuany nsensg
NineINTeTIURLaEAWIndon Tul w.e. 2559-2561 et dayadinanundeulewmsaiuseninadoyaluiui
Anwiudeyaiuguresuuudnaes QSWAT (Tufa & Sime, 2021)
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Table 1 Land use type and SWAT code

No. Land Use SWAT Code Description Area (Sg.km)
1 Water WATR  Water bodies (e.g., rivers, lakes, reservoirs) 14.176
2 Urban-medium density URML  Medium-density urban or built-up areas 47.242
3 Rice paddy RICE Flooded or irrigated rice fields 164.006
4 Deciduous forest FRSD Forest dominated by deciduous trees 307.449
5 Evergreen forest FRSE Forest dominated by evergreen trees 992.799
6 Mixed forest FRST Mixed forest types (deciduous+evergreen) 1,492.532
7 Agricultural land-row crops ~ AGRR  General agricultural row crops 1,574.653
Total 4,592.857

N13UTZUIANAYDILUUINADY

ANSIRVLUUINGDIVBINNTIFEASIY 13
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nsliuselomifiau uasdoyanguyniiu Alfndoulitrefuguuudiass QSWAT Tagazvihmsuszananalutisnis
Usuifley (Calibration) U w.a. 2559-2560 wazluzisvesnismiuasy (Validation) T w.a. 2561 1Hunszuaunsi
THuuuaedinadnifnrmaenndowioanwsssuni viodnvuzvesiuiiquihiiduegluiagtu uagldding
Usznranasiuiulusunsy SWAT CUP m’sﬂismmﬂ'qum"‘mm%ﬁwé’ﬂmimaﬁmamammﬂ;ﬂmmil,muﬂ'ﬂ
yostladpmng o lusssumaasluluaunismendaeans a9 Eq.1 (Armold et al,, 1998; Neitsch et al,, 2011) lne/lu
mMassuifisudoyauuudalui@ asldeduussavsfmnzauvomnaiimesluuudiaedidalng ideetuani
mmfmmﬂﬁqmﬁwzmmmﬁwLLUUf\i’waaQ"LiJiJssqﬂﬁisﬁumiﬂizLﬁuqmmwﬁéw Fauanasa £q.2 uaz Eq.3

(Wongsas

Taedn

r, 2011)
SW=SW + Xi—; (R-Q-ET-B-QR,)
sw o = USunashlupuidudselosd @adung)
¢ = 9295%8eLIa1 7 Ao Lan (Fu)
R = YSunauy Hadwnsg)
Q = YSunauhluaun @ediuns)
ET = YSuaunmsaessive (Qeduns)
P = YSunanhinduasluluiu @edums)
QR = Y3manihnluaasaiil Radwns)

USualeandiauazansul (Dissolved Oxygen; DO) A3 Eq.2

1nef

OXsurf:OXsat'KJ XBOD, Xﬂ

surg”™ 5y

ANUNTUYBRBNTIUArANE UL RednSuredng)

OXsurf =
OXsat = ANUMINTUYDI9NTLIUDUM (Taansunaans)
Ki = BOD deoxygenation rate (si93u)

tov = Time of concentration ¥an5lualufinfu (F2139)

(Eq.1)

(Eq.2)
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USinaeendiauiigdunidiesnisliluruiunisdesansdunidviiniisesaasldneldan1ngiideandiau
(Biological Oxygen Demand; BOD) #14 Eq.3

2.70rgCsyrq (Eq3)

Qsurqarea, hrurg

BODsyrq=

Tnei
BODsurg = aandiuduwes BOD Tuthinfiu @adnsusedns)
orgCug = U%mmm%vauﬁ’wmﬁaﬂuﬁwﬁ'ﬁu (Alansu)
Qsurg = ﬂimmmmmu (Hadung)
areanrurg = Wuwmamauauaqmaawmwm (GRERARIGIETE))

wnaainnsanaulanuudians
AU EIUALMIUE VR UUT 180 TUN1IRANTUIAILABAARBITUTBIAIIINKATBINITTNEDI KAZAIEILNA

Platinnstuiinlivieanase Tngldinasinnsussiudaseansan toun adudszansnisinavla (Coefficient of
determination; R?) a4 Eq.4 (Chacuttrikul et al., 2014; Tumkoon et al., 2017) Fadusudidenldlunisuonan
AnuusiugwesuuUan lunismnazumiisonis Tas R2 sgfidiegsening 0 fa 1 fd1 R2unlnd 1 wanein
ﬂfju%am“aﬁy'\iamrﬁﬁulﬁmﬂ A1 R2 191lna 0 LLamdﬂnfcjwifaaﬂaﬁ”'qaaqﬁmmé’uﬁuéﬁuﬁaEJmﬂ

YL (XX) (YY) (Eq.4)
e xP i, v

R? =

Tned
R? - AduUsyavisvesnssinaule
X; - fhutsdastiitintuas
X - Aadeiulsdasitintuase
Y; = fUUININIALUUINGDY
Y = ANRAYFILUIINLAINWUUR A

AUTZANSATNUBILUUIADY
A1 Nash-Sutcliffe efficiency (NVSE) Toulalun15uonszauauLyl ug1909luuInandni oUsedns nm

UszAndnavraaluuinass (Model performance) Tun1sminaziuAffednis 63 Eq.5 (Nash & Sutcliffe, 1970) agil
A1BETENING -00 s 1 Fep1 NSE Wiy 1 nunedls wuudnaesanunsamanziualaglifinanuianain wina1 NSE
ag3¥ning 0.36-0.75 nueiia wuudnaesanunsannaziuAaghunusiminela

i)
NSE = 1- Zn - ] (Eq.5)
Lir—1)?

Tne?
Ardunan 7o 7 dfegsening 1 fan
ANIIANNAZLUAINLUUTI8D9UDIAT Y

=X
Il

ALRAYUDY Y,
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NANISIY

lunsnwadsildusegndliuuusaosndamans wuusiaes QSWAT saufulusunsy QGIS dwsunsinay
dyilaanini (DO, BOD) Tnan sifisuduAINIASgIuAMA MUY IMUIBIUATHAIUALNATY NTENTI
yinensTIIYIALarAIndon faul e 2559 F9 wa. 2560 Mlensusuiileuuuudiaes way T wa. 2561
Tiftensnmafigaiuuudiaes luiuiguminiiu anidifah N1 Tnesemssdunuasulddeielud

wan1sUsziiuyzinaiivi

wansUszNUS I YNnuUUTIa0e QSWAT flanilfnun N.1 Tudrsnisusuiiiey (mqadneu 2559-
HaNAN 2560) AN RZ 0l 0.7139 wage1 NSE oyl 0.6934 Fauansfsmnuduiuduazauusiugwesuuuinaes
TunsdaesUiananivh dalutisnismusou moednmeu 2561-na1Ax 2561) A1 RZ anaudu 0.6658 uavAl
NSEagjﬁ 0.5866 wigintuansdanuwiugfisensuld Amsfiwesing 9 anwuudiaes uanslilu Table 2 Tng
nsusuieudeyaseningd w.e. 2559-2560 uagn1sniuaeudeyasevined we. 2561 wandlilu Figure 5 lgiA
duusyavinisindula uazAUsrviamusauuudians wandlilu Table 3

Table 2 Optimized model parameters

Parameter Minimum Parameter value Maximum
r_CN2 -0.2 -0.11 0.2
v__ALPHA BF 0.0 0.75 1.0
v__ GW_DELAY 30.0 158.31 450.0
v__ GWQMN 0.0 1.56 2.0
v__GW_REVAP 0.0 0.15 0.2
v__ESCO 0.8 0.89 1.0
v CH N2 0.0 0.16 0.3
v__CH K2 5.0 78.8 130.0
v__ALPHA BNK 0.0 0.44 1.0
r_SOL AWC -0.2 -0.07 0.4
r SOL K -0.8 0.28 0.8
r SOL BD -0.5 -0.37 0.6
v__ SFTMP -5.0 -1.74 5.0

Table 3 Coefficient of determination and model efficiency
Stream flow R? NSE Period of observed data
Calibration 0.7139 0.6934 November 2016-October 2017
Validation 0.6658 0.5866 November 2018-October 2018
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(@) (b)

Figure 5 (a) Calibration period for streamflow Data (b) Validation period for streamflow data
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a3sluvnafiou 1wy WWeunwgAInIeu w.e. 2559 wagiioungeiniou w.a. 2560 agnslsinnu Tuuiega 1wy heu
NUATUS W.A. 2559 (ANdnaes 9.72 mg/L, A1934 5.20 me/L) wazlAoudmnAN WA, 2559 A1d1aeeluudlugend
Afiinldass dnsuandviamnimii BOD uuusaestnagdniaiitaldaidunaiaiou wu Weungainieu
W.A. 2559 (A191899 0.70 me/L, A1933 1.90 me/L) agslsAniu Tuuiafiow 1 WounuaIius w.a. 2560
LLUUﬁwammmaaUﬁzLﬁuﬁﬂﬁmﬁqmmwﬁ% BOD lalndlAgeiuA1ase (And1aes 2.50 me/L, ANR39 2.20 mg/L)
(oW 1IIMINGgNIaNUIN LLUUﬁ”laaﬂﬁﬂ?’ma’mﬁﬂlumi‘\f’laaﬂﬂ"lﬁjﬁuﬁﬂmﬂ'lW‘lj;’] DO A dlugiaga W
IngA191a9dAulnaLAeIiuAI939 1Y WauNguAIAY w.A. 2559 (Tald 7.60 me/L) wasiiaungAiniuy
W./.2560 (Tale 7. .00 mg/L) IwmmmqqmLLaQLmeaamLLqummaaqmmuﬂmmwm DO gan1A939
LLaumm‘uuﬂmmwm BOD #1n31A934 Immawwﬂumauﬂmmwuﬁ WA, 2561 Tenuanuea AL TaLauT 2 i

mﬂuuﬂmmwm
= Calibration DO Calibration BOD
10 :" % b 3
3 N N ) =
s IN: i NfN® ce N | 5w
N gw NN § N[ | |5
N\ N \
smion gyces

Figure 6 (a) Calibration period of DO water quality index (b) Calibration period of BOD water quality index

Frnsmuany (Validation) Tutas® wa. 2561 aruduitusszarinnmuamihilldannimmneinssiunadng
9nuuudiaes uanslilu Figure 7 wui1 uuudassdsasiinnunainndeuluuisag Insamzludeunuaiiiug
Feoglurnenguds Arduiigaininih DO fisraesligedis 9.00 me/L vauefiraseiivaldogifios 2.50 me/L uansdis
fosrinvesuuuiasdunisUssifiuamnimineldfanmiiduisanilmatosuasarududuresasuaiivg
og1slsAnu lurradoudiddunndeiies wu Weunguanuuazifoungadniou w.e. 2561 wuudiassannsa
$raeardvigunimii Do IdlndiAsstudas uandlidiuiuuudians fussansamlumsussidugunimi
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Tuthengeu Fsdaninnsdvilvaisusasderonisnszarwasionauatiy dnsuardvdnmuaimi BoD
wuuiaesindiunliuninindifaldesdutimguds wu Weunuaus wa. 2561 idrdaeseyi 0.50 me/L
YauziiA1939g9is 3.30 me/L aEJ'Wdliﬁm’msu'aqﬂm&JsJuLLavé]’qumﬂulﬁaquﬂ%mau w.el. 2561 Afisraadld
(0.80 mg/L) femanuaanaiafouips fuaats (1.60 me/L) ilefiasanmangmanyit uwuiaolimuuaiug
wnduludregqay @quisu-natau we. 2561) #e 2 drdamaimi dnlugguds GnsAu-nquniay way
NOAINHU-5UIAN WA, 2561) umﬂmﬂmaaugqmw

Validation DO Validation BOD

0O (met)
0 (et}

o

(a) (b)
Figure 7 (a) Validation period of DO water quality index (b) Validation period of BOD water quality index
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aruidiuduresasuaiwfindu dswadeaunanniadouresrivesiuudiaos sanisAnwiiiaenndoatuanuide
Wongsasri (2011) fiussifiuganimirluguinmesneuandlaglduuusians SWAT uagnudn wuusiassanunsn
avviounnuduiusvosrauamihannimneineitumasddegraumneautuiu egndlsinuanugnies
yoauuU et ueg fuaunsufuresdeyatnid wu deyagivssma mslifiau fu wasdoyagniouinen
Famnteyavrsdnlaiauysal enadedimsussanurvielusunsduiiglunisdeduteya wazerathlugai
AanaLAdould

n15anUsIeNa

nsUseiiununmiluguiuiianndiai N1 Taslduuudiaes QSWAT TunisAnanudaiinmnini
(DO, BOD) Iuﬁuﬁduﬁwﬂwuﬁaawﬁi’ﬂﬁw N.1 5¥91319U W.A. 2559 D4 W.A. 2561 NANISANWILEAIDIUDAWATIDINNA
YUUTIa0 Fil

1. nansUsgiutTunan vy 9iniuusiass QSWAT Tugaanisufuiiiey (noadnney w.e, 2559-p 1Al
W.Al. 2560) WU huuaesdiaduuiugig lngdn R agjﬁ' 0.7139 way NSET 0.6934 Feuansdennudunusia
sewinAidiaeuaza1a3e dalutianismuaey (ngadniou w.e. 2561-na1Au w.a. 2561) f1 R2 uay NSE
anadntioy (R2=0.6658, NSE =0.5866) LLm'ETQmaq”lussﬁuﬁmmimam%ﬂﬁ AnAARINUNUIILVRY Tufa et al.
(2021) Tiilavesen RZ wag NSE uansafudntosluranisuduiiiou uassensmudeuseiuuusiast mijes
Anniadenansetne Wy arunUsUsiuwesanmeina Usinaniny waznnslnavesifidinansenusonis
nassluuerlanan

2. wansUszifiudsiiquaint (00, BOD) luten1susuifiey (wga3neu w.e. 2559-a71A W.A. 2560)
wuuFtansanIniaesdeiquami 00 IdlndiAsetua1asdunareidiou Tnsanizludounnadnioy
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WA 2559 uazifeungadniou n.e. 2560 egrslsfnaluuiadiou wu Weunuawius w.e. 2559 f1 DO fidraedls
gn1A193 Bsoraiinandesiinvesuuudaeduntssiasaniglianimnslnaveninfisludiegguds dau dai
vjzumwﬁw BOD wuudtaesinazdaesaiimnitdaidunaneidiou wu Weuwnednieu wa. 2559 wiluuiafou
i Weunua s wel. 2560 Adaiaunimi BOD Asaedldlndifbsiuaras namsvuaeulul wa. 2561
wuh wuuieesiasdanuaainndeuluuiei Insemludeunuaiug Fudutgquisifusinanilvades
uazansuafivgs ogdlsfnniluideud Tlunnsoilos 1y Woungquaiau wazwaadnieu w.e. 2561 wuudiass
annsadaesidiinunimi DO I8lndidestuaass uandidiuiuuuaesivszansnmlunissiaosmmuam
ihlutsgru

3. MIRINTAIMINGYNTA HANITIRDINUGINANUT LUUTIABY QSWAT anansadiaesadvinmninii DO
wazswiaan i BOD Ippgnausiudilutieggru @guigu-naiau w.ea. 2561) FefiUanamivhanuazaninnis
Tnaveshiia ilvuaivanusanszeuaidensddoeeissansam Tuvauzluriagguds (unsias -nauniay
LATNGAINIBU-SUIAL WA 2561) uuudaasdarunaandeumnty Tnsamsludoununiius 2561 fifing
Inavesiviuazanuiduduresasuafings ilfuuuasdaiannsasiaosiguamiildosauiuguvinfians
aonAdaaiUILATER Prasanchum et al. (2022) ThilefiuFanauinvindeslikavosuvudassdsnsiiaaiu
Aamedeuluuetas Tassmuwdanuusians QSWAT fanuusiugigdlunissiaesuimuwiuas fudnaniniy
(DO, BOD) lursnastu uisdianuamnndeuluringuds Suansdeinvesuuudasduanmnisivavesi
finuazanuituturesansuafivas

unagu

MnuanIsUS U BULUUTIa0s QSWAT anunsautseanidu 2 drufe nsusuiisuusumanvi uaznns
Wisuiisuduiinmniniii (DO, BOD) annuan1sUfuiisutsunamiwindiaondiaui N1 Turaed wa. 2559 fa
WA, 2560 1A1 R2=0.7139 wazA1 NSE =0.6934 Tutasl w.e. 2561 flen R2=0.6658 Uave NSE =0.5866 13U
nawFsuitsugunmitluandfiuioudiovie anniiieh N.1 nansAnudeyannnensainssaiisutudoya
nuuvaedinnltulndifesiuiasazhifisuaenndesiuluui s

Tudruresnisiassgaunini nud1 wwuaesaunsnUssnmaidviauaimih DO way BOD lilndiAssriy
Av3luraedis Inganglugaiu @guieu-naiaw) aflusianisivavesiunn faenszansuaziionnsans
wafwldd vinliuuuiiassuanawalduiuginitlugquds sgrslsAmunudodiinlurasgquds Tneaaiild 91n
wuusiaeuindaruaainedouge Tnsanigludeud fuuadilvasmuasarududureauafivgs wu
Weunuaius w.e. 2561 TasuanisAnwianansnasulddn uuusaes QSWAT fszansamlunisuszidudis
UimmmmLLavﬂmmwm‘Luaummu"LmaaNuﬂﬁva‘mamw Immawnﬁuqmﬂu waganunsnthlUuszgndldiiionns
Uimsdanmianineinsth uaznisfenuauamilufiuiiguindy o Ifeghannzay
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