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Abstract

The spatial and temporal distribution characteristics of the frequency, coverage and intensity of drought
combined with the meteorological element tendency rate in Huai River basin were analyzed based on the
standardized precipitation index (SPI) as a drought index with the past 50-year datasets of monthly pre-
cipitation of 30 national principal meteorological stations. The drought coverage is defined as the ratio
of stations with drought occurring to overall stations. Results showed that both the trends of the annual
and summer drought coverage and intensity decreased slightly, while the trend of drought coverage in
spring, fall and winter was increased and the drought intensity trend increased slightly. The main
drought types of the annual and all the seasonal scales were whole and local basin, while the drought in-
tensity exhibited a mild level. The west of Huai River basin in Henan province was a region where the
various drought frequencies of the annual and all seasonal are relatively high. The high frequency of
moderate, heavy, severe drought and the drought worse than slight in summer covered the vastest. The
rule of regional distribution of various droughts in four seasons was not obvious.
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Figure 1. Spatial distribution of the meteorological stations in Huai River basin
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Figure 2. Frequency distribution annual drought in Huai River basin
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Figure 3. Drought intensity and drought stations proportion in Huai River basin during 1961-2013
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Figure 4. Frequency distribution of spring drought in Huai River basin
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Figure 5. Intensity and stations proportion of spring drought in Huai River basin
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