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Study on the Influence of Rainfall on the Soil Loss of Fine
Particles and Debris-Flow
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Graduate Student”  Professor ¥ , Department of Soil and Water Conservation, National

Chung Hsing University, Taichung, Taiwan 402, R.O.C.

ABSTRACT

To analyze the influence of the infiltration of water into soil on the fine particles, we used five
kinds of water to imitate rainfall in different conditions to observe the behavior of the fine particles.
By the results of the test, the fine particles of sand mixtures were washed away along the pores by
gravitational water. The soil loss of fine particels increased as we added more water. The fine

particles of sand mixtures and the capacity of water of the soil were positive related. The soil strength
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and the critical slope of occurring debris-flow of the top layer of the soil were decreasing when the
fine particles of sand mixtures were washed away. The soil strength and the critical slope of occurring
debris-flow of the middle and the bottom layer of the soil were increasing when the fine particles of

sand mixtures were washed away. The depth of each layer is 5.51 cm.

(Keywords : soil loss of fine particles, debris-flow)
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Figure 1. Diagram of initiation of debris flow

without considering the seepage force
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Table 1. Physical properties of experimental

soils
AR | | W | 2R
e 2
1.42 0.075 1.28
(d50 » mm)
it
1.88 0.178 1.86
(d90 > mm)
R
1.31 1.39 1.59
(gm/cm3)
i i
2.6 2.65 2.63
(gm/cm )
%E'ﬁ'ﬁiﬂ(%) 2.66 100 22.13
TPEERE | 046 0.49 0.4
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Figure 4. Particle size distribution of

experimental soils
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