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ABSTRACT

Shimen Reservoir is a multi-objective reservoir, but it was original designed
without any silt-sluicing facility. Through years of operation the reservoir has
experienced severe siltation. In order to maintain the capability and stability of water
supply, it has become imperative issue that how to reduce sediments and extend the
life of the reservoir. Water Resources Agency, Ministry of Economic Affairs was
currently planned to build desilting tunnel in midstream Amuping of the reservoir.
Usually silt in the flushing pool is pumped by sand suction dredger from the
reservoir and is flushed to downstream Tahan River to supply the sand source during
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heavy rain or typhoon period.

This research was tested flushing efficiency of " Amuping desilting Tunnel of
Shihmen reservoir " by hydraulic model. The sediment flush ratio of case 3 (steep
slope of the slide beach in flushing pool) is the best after testing three cases. It can
be up to 87.92%. Suboptimal case is case 2 (add erosion hole) that sediment flush

ratio is 59.63%

(Keywords : Shihmen Reservoir, Amuping, flushing pool, Hydraulic model, Flushing efficiency.)
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