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Chung-Hsing University, Taiwan

ABSTRACT

This study was planned to investigate the aeolian sand control effect by soil water
holding substance. According to the soil experiment results of the physical
properties of the sand, the soil of Da-an river was sorted as poorly graded sandy soil,
the moisture content was about 0.5%, the average particle size was about 0.313mm;
the density was 2.72 g/cm3. Soil water holding substance not only had nice
reversibility also lasting effect, when the moist carries on absorbing water, lacks the
draining water, when the concentration was increase, the soil shear stress was be
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higher and soil pH was decrease but the germination potential of Bermuda grass
seeds were not affect except the slow growth. As to the wind tunnel experiment, the
results showed that when wind speed was 10m/s and concentration was 0.1%, could
reach the aeolian sand restrain efficiency of 98.8%, additionally when wind speed
increase to 15m/s and concentration more than 0.33% no aeolian sand would be
found. Therefore, with the concentration increase, the aeolian sand control had

significant effect.

(Key words : soil water holding substance, aeolian sand, wind tunnel)
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	將砂粒樣本風乾後，採三重複方式進行烘乾秤重，以減少實驗誤差，分析結果顯示，三次試驗之砂粒含水率分別為0.6%、0.43%及0.47%，平均值為0.5%，水分係數為1.005。由於砂粒含水率係影響砂粒運移之重要因素，砂粒在低含水率時，因受水體結合力束縛小，運動型態主要為懸浮及跳躍；當含水率增高時，運度型態逐漸改為跳躍及滾動，甚至停止。故含水率高低，直接影響飛砂量多寡，研究結果顯示，大安溪砂粒在自然風乾的狀態下，含水率約為0.5%，此結果說明該地區砂粒運動型態主要為懸浮及跳躍，且有助於後續風洞試驗之進行。
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