Representing Small- Scale Storage Interventions
Across the Cauvery Basin
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• In Peninsular India millions of small-scale water storage interventions have been
built throughout the last century.
• Interventions are designed to retain surface runoff to increase soil moisture and
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enhance the recharge of groundwater.
• Although individually small, cumulatively these interventions may have large
effects on basin hydrology.
• The effects of interventions on basin-wide hydrology is poorly understood.
• The Cauvery Basin lies across the states of Karnataka (KAR) and Tamil Nadu (TN).
Figure 1: Interventions in the Cauvery Basin
• There are four main types of interventions in the Cauvery Basin (Fig 1).
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Methodology

The GWAVA* Model was used to determine the effects of interventions on the streamflow and evaporation in the Cauvery basin.
Four types of interventions (Fig 1), reservoirs and water transfer schemes were included in the model.
A spatial dataset was available for the tanks in the states of KAR and TN.
District- wise structural investment data was only available for KAR.
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• The streamflow, evaporation and flow days were analysed in two catchments (1- Non perennial catchment in KAR and 2- a
perennial catchment in TN) and the basin outlet for 2002 (Drought year) and 2005 (Wet year).

Results
• The interventions have a larger effect on the streamflow at
the catchment scale (Fig 2).
• The interventions have a greater effect on the evaporation at
the basin scale.
• The interventions have a greater effect in the non- perennial
catchment.
• The change in streamflow and evaporation in drought and
wet years at the catchment scale is similar.
• The interventions significantly effect the evaporation in the
drought years at the basin scale.
• The interventions reduce the flow days most significantly in
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the non- perennial catchment in the drought year (Table 1).
Drought year
• The large reservoirs in the basin absorb the intervention
signal and thus the streamflow at the basin outlet is
minimally effected by the interventions.
Figure 2: The percent (%) change in streamflow and evaporation with the inclusion of interventions.
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Table 1: Reduction in flow days with inclusion of interventions
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