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ABSTRACT

Meandering characteristics of channels contain many investigable topics. On ecological aspect,
it can be offered to be the organism’s habitat for propagating and refuging. On environmental aspect,
it can be formed to be a beautiful scene, and on hydraulic aspect, it will be a field to make beach and
generate slow flow. Most hydraulic condition of natural rivers is irregular. Besides field observation
and work experiences, the influences of various topographical end hydraulic factors such as slope,
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river width, depth, and sinuosity must be also assessed. This study investigates the influences of
hydraulic and topographic on meandering channel characteristics, and investigates the suitability of
adopting the field of habitat restoration by Chanpin River, Maolo River, and Pinlin River in Nanto
area of central Taiwan.

(keywords meandering, sinuosity, habitat, restoration)
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Figure 8. diagram of R/B to stage raisen ratio.
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Figure 12. Relationship of sinuosity and slope

in natural river.
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Figure 13. Relationship of streambank
erodibility and stressing the near-bank region

vs. measured streambank erosion rates. =
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Figure 14. The gradient of streambank velocity.
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Figure 18. Basin of Maolo River.
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Figure 19. Diagram of sinuosity to slope for
Chanpin River.
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Figure 20. Diagram of sinuosity to slope for
Maolo and Pinlin River.
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Figure 21. Diagram of sinuosity to slope for

2.

whole basin.

Table 2. The section position and sinuodity of

Maolo and Pinlin River.

1 00~03 1.16]  0.00470
2 02~05 1.04]  0.00497
3 05~07 1.09]  0.00406
4 12~19 1.12]  0.00374
5 24.1~26 1.05]  0.00065
6 27~29 1.05]  0.00042
7 30~34 1.53]  0.00130
8 37.2~40 1.59]  0.00687
9 42.2~43.2 1.76]  0.00439
10 [43.2~45.1 1.07]  0.00817
2k 11 45.1~47 1.79]  0.00867
12 [47.1~49 1.14]  0.00979
13 [49~51 1.19]  0.00926
14 [52.1~533 1.03]  0.01368
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3.
Table 3. The section position and sinuodity of
Chanpin River.
1 03~06.1 1.46] 0.00444
2 07~09 2.13]  0.00597
3 09~10.1 1.26] 0.00725
4 11~13.1 1.19] 0.00656
5 13.1~14.1 1.38] 0.00428
6 14~16 1.37]  0.00657
7 16~17 1.94] 0.00534
8 16.2~17.2 1.99] 0.00704
9 18.1~19.2 1.31] 0.00811
10 19.2~22.1 1.30] 0.00623
11 22.1~25.2 1.91] 0.00739
12 25.2~27 1.08] 0.00828
13 27~28.1 1.34] 0.01333
14 28.1~29.1 1.47|  0.00962
15 29.1~31.1 1.16/ 0.01031
16 31.1~33 1.05| 0.01372
17 28.2~32.1 1.25] 0.01133
18 33~35 1.18] 0.01239
19 35.1~38 1.18] 0.02095
95%
Qos
22:
95% 1.90
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Figure 22. Flow-duration curve of Nan-kon
bridge station.
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4. 1.5

River Sta Q Total | Min Ch El | W.S. Elev | Top Width | Shear Total h /B B/ h

(m3]s) (m) CmNm2) | (o) (m) (mm)
12 10|37 54. 96 6|11. 99 272 35 69. 2|1 7.03
22 .1 955 74. 46 80. 63 278. 88 15.67 6. 17
23 955 74.9 80| 87 238.199 27.06 .97
25 955 75.9 82 11 221.92 20. 46 .21
30. 2 684 78. 85 84.16 20pb. 39 14.61 5.31
32. 1 684 80. 3 85. 54 240. 07 17. 75 5.214
38. 1 370 95. 6/3 97.39 74|. 08 132.|95 1.76
40 370 100. 48 103.59 551 97 76. 52 3.11
42 370 106.583 1100. 78 511 43 75. 9|1 4. 25
43. 1 2914 112.47 116.009 5/1. 64 50./75 3.62
43. 2 2914 114.31 117.64 42.3 162,81 3.33
44. 1 2914 117.12 121.009 43.8 78.009 3.97
45. 1 2914 121.46 124.3 48.99 90. 47 2.84
46 294 126. 8 130. 45 40.|72 136 3./65
46. 1 2914 130.11 133.37F 5|6. 13 114(.76 3.26
47. 1 270 135.45 138.5 37. 4 124.196 3.05
49. 2 270 149.|1 154.13 40.53 147,32 5.03
50. 1 211 159.97 161.79 3 3 153.89 1.82
51 211 164. 28 166. 16 95| 73 87. 0|2 1.88
51. 1 211 168.181 171. 383 6/5. 29 156(. 14 2152
River Sta QTotal | Min Ch El | W.S. Elev | Top Width | Shear Total /B B/ h

(m3]s) (m) () (m) (N/[m2) (hr) (
4.1 2|10 6 82.28 85. 74 52 11 45.69 3. 46
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183.

5 206 83. 56 86| 42 45. 13 78. 65 .| 86
5.1 2|0 6 84. 78 8§7. 38 61,05 48. 26 2.6
6.1 2|06 88.57 92.12 42|47 31.96 3.55
7.1 2|0 6 92.87 94. 78 47 |47 77.86p 1.91
8.1 2|0 6 93.02 96. 41 51,57 49. 41 3.39
9 206 5. 94 97 93 44 .18 169. 12 .99
10 206 97.67 101. 66 29.|52 70. 27 .99
10. 1 206 99. 6|5 102. 73 36. 68 38.0105 3.08
12 206 104.54 107.13 43| 81 52. 9|2 2.59
13. 1 206 106 .|4 109. 63 29.06 15859 3.23
14 206 110. 49 102.98 35, 68 88. 6|6 2.49
14. 1 206 110. 44 114.5P9 3|7. 47 88./69 4. 08
16. 2 185 119.54 122. 34 41. 72 87 .17 2.8
17. 2 185 126 .|3 128. 35 36. 17 17457 2.05
18. 1 185 123.94 130.1 40. 78 12.173 6. 16
19. 1 185 131.p55 134. 22 3 4 105. 27 2.67
23. 1 185 144.67 148. 26 43. 58 101). 17 3.5
24 .1 185 147 .16 150. 35 3|6. 02 102|. 71 3.1
25. 1 185 148.(78 153. 34 3/6. 37 45 |7 4.56
26 185 156. 02 167. 85 69| 45 48. 9|5 1.883
28. 1 185 164.|4 168. 97 51.18 29. 43 4. 57
29 185 170.65% 1772. 9 38.|11 133. 15 2.25
30 143 177.39 179. 27 103. 23 62.79 1.88
31 143 181.1 184. 36 47 .|78 78.19 3. 26
32 143 186. 84 1189 . 6 24 .01 164. 36 2.76
33 143 194 .1 195.98 33.|72 171.69 1.88
34 114 200. 41 202.13 491 11 108. 83 1.72
37 104 222.04 2P3.92 26| 4 252 . 3 1.88
37. 1 104 228.81 230. 13 214. 57 231|. 38 11372
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