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ABSTRACT

The screening device makes the debris flow stop through dehydration. The role of screening
devices is the same as that of the open dam. It is composed of two close dams that smply support
severa 1-beams paralleled to water flow with proper spacing. Thereis the possibility of mixing up the
separated debris and water again under large amounts of debris flow because those of screening
device are basically on the same channel in different elevation. As for screening device, we set
another by-pass beside main channel to make separated coarse cobbles flowing go to estimated
dumping place through main channel and have water and fine particles flowing go to downstream
through by-pass. Thusit fulfills the effect of separation.

This experiment is focused on understanding the influences on debris flow under different
circumstances by changing the height of upstream dam and adjusting setting slopes of screening
device, lengths of I-beam and slopes of bed. The results are in the following.

1. There is a repeated phenomenon of moving and stopping in three I-beam lengths, when the
debris flow moves through the device with a gentle slope. The phenomenon is more obvious when
the length of 1-beam is longer.

2. When the dope of the I-beam is between 30 and 40 degrees, the rate of separating coarse
cobbleis between 1 and 2.

3. When the soil halting factor is between 5 and 10, the rate of separating coarse cobble is aso
confirmed to the expected condition.

(Keywords debrisflow, screening device)
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Figure 1. The forms of debris flow.
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Figure 2. The permeable debris flow screening
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Figure 3. Accumulation of sediment on ©)
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Figure 5. An side view of the channel.
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Table 1. The grain size distribution.
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Figure 6. The grain size distribution.

©)]
15 17
0.029cms
1cm 10cm
10~25cm 3cm
30cm 40cm  50cm
2
2.
Table 2. The experiment condltl ons.
1F5f’r*§z@ (a)
?FJ% HIEEL ( )
R ( )
ﬂﬁ‘ﬂ%ﬁq ( )
BRI ( )

( )
1.
10cm 10cm
2. 30cm
3. 13

326

13



35(3) 321-332(2003)
Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, 35(3): 321-332 (2003)

o~ “ _
- o
39
o
N
- Figure 10. The picture of screening device.
15 30 | 7.45
Figure 7. The top view of the screening
device.
7. 0.029cms
R
Figure 8. An side view of the screening 4~8
device.
10. 17
11. 40cm
30
[ i 3~10
pzzzzzzzzzZzzzZzZzzZzzZzZzZrr w777 — " cm
pzzzzzzZzZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZ22 2 2 2 2 L 2 s 2 22222 3~10
przzzzzzzzzZzzz22277727277272222222277722 7222222222 77 2222777722722
pzzzzzzzzZzZzZzZzZzZzZzZzZzZZZZZZZZZZZZ Z 2 A s 0 27227 -
ooz
pozzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzzz2zrrvrv v 772
przzzZzZzzZzZzZzZzZzZzZzzZzz22z2 277722227
pzzzzZzzzzzzzzzzrzr 777

Figure 9. The layout of steel bars.
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Figure 14. The relationship between the slope T=L/(z b*sind )

of screen and the rate of debris separation.
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