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® P fkFE
1. Confluence morpho dynamics in mountain rivers in response to intense tributary bedload input

(2023)

(1)iksk B i
LR LE T g AN B A A R B A R NR A BB §HL 4
MAZA#Z S AL AP LD ERF > et ApERELS 3 FERE
NG A PR 0 A SIAS R S R R ART R R LT o B3 H L RPN RIS ]
Fpd o mOR AR %%fg%iyﬂff@ﬁ:—ﬁ?dw 1B FF o RA > FLRTHEFEF RF
R PRV B R RAEREE AP AR o AT B AP R
BEH o AP RECARPEET S AR EEN T ERAR BN A RS RS 4 @l
Q)@ E 2 £ 2
ﬂ\ﬁﬁzg%?_ri'fiﬂﬂ;%”r#@ LBk P R R SRR TR D B0 (de
B 2247 ) PEFLASPREZER EEOTHR > YUtLdAH 1 fla FRE (South Tyrol)
BREAF RE (Tyrol) PRt YRR R ook B A2EWE 17 BAZH AR R E (Pepperl &
B3 A BRRIE PR RN FL oA W
35a% > Ty - Bakokda e 2RICHED 2 B R F FHR L e w % GoPro Hero 7 4p 18 4 4
@ 2B A% > F B (512 FARO Focus 3D ¥ Trimble X7 2 St#F4s Bik 72 M 252> 518
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Tributary Channel [Rectangular, Gradient 10%)]
— i ——

E
=
wn
0 Ultra Sonic Sensor
o Weight Cell
0.2m . Collection Reservoir
E m o o o n
o ™ ﬁ atln[1u11$///
S F Y -
1 2 3 & 6 & 7 B
Main Channel [Trapazoidal, Gradient 0.5%)]
90m
B 2-2 5% K # Bl(Ostrander et al., 2023)
(3)idsk ik 12

AP A AR R A B 5 05%2 10% 0 ik 2 90 PR R 02 2
PREERE RN O R BRER T R EERE ST o ARG R FIHET
FoR T UAREFEF A IR c ARFE RF AT UBEIRB L R AER AT AR
U SRERFETAERNIL A AN ARAT XL A E %W 0 A2 ISL/s
:ﬁiﬁﬁﬁiﬁSfbﬁ"u%*ﬂfkﬁ»/ﬁ%o"%ﬁmﬂdéﬁ LR ot TR
BRI G 20 448 IR F RE RO bidEa 7 o g R AT AL 0.1 3%
iE it Aok 2-1 f1oF o



# 2-1 F#5iE i 71 4 (Ostrander et al., 2023)

EXP Qp, target Q, actual Q;, target Q;, actual Sediment target Sediment actual Sediment supply rate Sedimentation rate
(=) (LsY Ls™ Ls?) Ls? (%) (%) (kg min~?) (kg min~*)
1 15 15.3 1.5 1.5 5 -2 7.6 20

2 45 45.6 4.5 4.3 5 -2 229 16.1

3 75 75.5 7.5 7.4 5 57 43.5 38.5

4 105 104.5 10.5 10.6 5 49 534 52.3

5 135 1354 13.5 134 5 52 68.7 64.7

6 15 15.1 1.5 1.5 7.5 7.6 11.4 0.0

7 45 46.1 4.5 4.4 7.5 7.5 34.3 21.5

8 75 75.3 7.5 7.5 7.5 73 57.2 479

9 105 105.1 10.5 10.5 7.5 7.6 80.1 757

10 135 134.7 13.5 13.4 7.5 7.5 103 99.8

11 15 14.8 15 1.5 10 -2 15.3 0.4

12 45 44.9 4.5 4.6 10 10.1 45.8 248

13 75 76.1 7.5 7.7 10 10.3 76.3 55.6

14 105 105.7 10.5 10.5 10 10.4 106.8 101.7

15 135 1354 13.5 13.6 10 -2 137.3 131.1

®Manual delivery of sediment where actual sediment concentration could not be determined.

(HL &%+ %

AR LRI hEIREERT > N EE R S HEE (B23~ B 2-5) %E éxgw
PR el AR FH T SRR e A BRSNS 158 15 Ls i EREY 0 TF 2R
JER T A 4 L A AT o TS 45 0 AR PR IV TR R R E R
B TS R RIS o G R LY o A kR g A 2 B T A G T
B R R Rk F R R mww TR W R AL S ’“3“3:@9’
E- KRR EE L F o R ol T CAE B 25670k € 16 1% 97 @])\ ) W R S

>

?viiiﬁiiﬁ'iﬁ’i*—%i’f‘&%‘iﬁ' o P ST T SER PR R e 2 I (Best, 1988 Mosley, 1976 )e
PR FH R R L BRI M AR BB o B R R LR

PREDSET R é".%ﬁi’%fa% : iﬁﬁ% T SRR AL IR PR RRIE P L
A AL AR %Jzo BRITEEET AP oA rdg e B H ok F (o)
PRRFEFIRAE %J/F”//%)iiﬂiﬁ 4] F5+ (Bl 2-6)e
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Exp 1[5 %)

DoD [m]
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B 2-3 ®in®EAMAFA LI ISL/s s £ 7% 1.5 L/s)(Ostrander et al., 2023)

Exp 8 [7.5 %)
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B 2-4 iR A5HAE A

0.20

0.154
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-0.05
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Exp 13 [10 %]

0.20 4

0.154

0.10 4

0.05 4

0.00 4

-0.05

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Length Longitudinal [m]

A& (27w 75 L/s 5 & o 7.5 L/s)(Ostrander et al., 2023)



Exp 5[5 %] Exp 10 [7.5 %] Exp 15 [10 %)

DoD [m] ]
wor High: 0.2 '
- Low :-0.15

0.20
: B 4 : ]
0.15 : i 0.15 M 0.15
E E E
() [ ()
i=2 {=2 {=2
5 5 5
F=3 F=3 .g
(&} (] (&
2 2 2
g g ]
3 3 3
-0.10 1
-0.15 T T T T r T -0.15 v T T T T T -0.15 - T T T T T
40 1 2 3 4 5 6 40 1 2 3 4 5 6 A4 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Length Longitudinal [m] Length Longitudinal [m] Length Longitudinal [m]

B 2-5 Wi A Al (A w135 L/s 5 & 0 13.5 L/s)(Ostrander et al., 2023)

(a) (b)
0.30 - 0.30 1
_ 0254 0.25
mE —
™«
0 E
g 020+ o 0-204
= £
) 3
= 0.15 L 0151
Re] c
= Kl
2 7}
S 0.104 E 0.10 A
o
0.05 - 0.05 A
0.00 - : - 0.00 T T T
5 75 10 5 75 10
Sediment Concentration [%] Sediment Concentration [%]
(c) (d)
0.30 - 0.30 1
_. 0.251 0.25
!’)E —_
™«
o E
g 020+ o 0204
=] £
9 3
= 0.15- . 2 o0.15-
K} (=
3 S
172}
GS’. 0.10- . £ o0
o]
0.05 - 0.05 .
]
0.00 T T T T T 0.00 T T T T T
16.5 495 825 115.5 148.5 16.5 495 82.5 1155 148.5
Combined Discharge [I 5] Combined Discharge [l s™]

B 2-6 Rk R A R 2 B 88 (Ostrander et al., 2023)
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2. Experimental study on the critical condition of river blockage by a viscous debris flow (2022)
(1)i#= p

FALRENFPHERF > TN EERPEEETVIRED  REFAFTHRF > THE T
A E k& ARAR G- e AL c ALY PR EOSRR S NS =
%@ﬂ%‘@*ﬂ%#i%m%&ﬂ%»a%@ﬁ\ﬁﬂﬁ@ﬁ~ﬁwﬁﬂW£mW4&W
Bt 5 PERENERE S8 PEIETMAR AL Zw BIFE D EMRIEE SN EE £
FEREfe 215 o A2 P ek - BAIE R Bl g 2 o 1 E P ke
FohE o BN ERREME SR Bl G AT EM G N - BIERIFEREER
Beefied] e
Qi E 2 £33

ok %a<+w@z7%ﬁ’&$$@ﬁﬂ’*i@wziﬁﬁﬂrﬁﬁmié’ﬁ
Fripgr ol el BB LBORP o BB S FERIIATEY o RS
Bl v SHEGAS 0 e8RS i 2 AP i AR o

A
Head|tank

0.25 m
. Im _
f Tributary channel
Depositional pool PEI 0 24 Triangle weir

—I ~ Confluent an gﬂl_:: v A

Main channel

7

Pool

().5m

]

L # &m
I Y i

Ai

B 2-7 #F&EXK % Bl(Yuetal, 2022)
()= ix i

BB R A SRR AR LR KA A (5 B SR A TS o Aok 22 40
FEEAE Y FidoB] 2-8 Ao o
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% 22 RS IE 5|4 (Yuetal, 2022)

Densities (kg Yield stress Concentration of Concentration of
111'1"} (Pa) clay sand
1660 21 0.044 0.36
1721 31 0.039 0.40
1749 43 0.041 0.41
1782 52 0.042 0.43
1804 65 0.044 0.44
100
Sand
90
o == =Clay
70
60 !
= I
o =0 /
40 !
s
30 /
20 <
~
10 P
0 -="
0.0001 0.001 0.01 0.1 1 10

d(mm)

B 2-8 #% * £ (Yuetal, 2022)

I ER =

B 2-9 & 71 24 B 3dsk bl oe @ R R Z A1 % > TR E 5 0681320
Py rr gy pardls e B3
% P<0.68(R<03) FF ik #ii§je i OB B 5 d e &
% 068<P<13(0.3<R<07) P Pz
% 13<P<2(0.7<R<1) P > PR ke
¥ P22(R21) P g 2HE

DY AR FIERSTELE VLRS- F s bRV = SECE- = Sl ok N L
A enFF G EFF CFEFE 2 R o B R AR - BT o H
B fem Bl B R4 $ R TIPS Sl TR PN R e & M S
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O Partial Blockage

¢ Major blockage

A Complete blockage
........ P=0.68
-=-P=13
—P=2

978 0.01

0.001 -
10 100 1000 10000 100000

Vous

B 2-9 2 #inreikiesg 2 3p R (Yu et al., 2022)

3. Experimental study on the influence of river flow confluences on the open channel stage -
discharge relationship (2019)
(i3 P
kirm S B F NI AR RPN IR Ry AT BB RRRIE AL AN €
RSk TR R NP nE s BHREE G FREGEHLRIFIEIE
Feggt R i BB e A LR M R P B R TR T B R TR0 0 R Atk %T#
frrifpaRk P fr @ EF ER L& -

()i B 2 £pl2 2

WK E R A 4oB) 2-10 77 o R E Bh2 BPAOEERE N S 0.5cm o JI* BE S Bpl R
(ADV, Sontek > #F % 16 MHz) PRI 7 F =% ch= ‘aind » € - & BRaup| £ 60 §) > B~
BHEFLS50Hz £33 M U THEANLISom BB FRE 0 BEPE 10ELE A (E7F 5
#5 PIHOS5) o pt o o kiR F AR 0.5 mm Pk RIE o
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B 2-10 #53K # Bl(Wangetal., 2019)

(3)id sk ix &

REE R hed 230 L REFIFF LA AR AR
244 2 4 2-5) B 7 403 - S HGRY WO e %9 DR EREF ORI IRE » Bl bl i
12205 #3] - Rl e MR R B P R RER R R RAEE 0 B BIS 150

% 2-3  #EiE i+ 74 (Wangetal., 2019)

Main flume discharge Tributary flume discharge Total discharge Main flume Tributary flume
3 3 3

(m™/s) (m™/s) (m*/s) Width (m) Slope Width (m)

0.069 0.053 0122 1.0 2%a0 04

# 2-4  H0A]- EE0E 5] 4 (Wang et al., 2019)

Test case
5 6 7 8
Baisha River Qp (m?/s) 266.2 2036 144.6 89.7
Qm (M?/s) 0.149 0.114 0.081 0.050
Shenxi River Qp (m?/s) 101.8 1018 101.8 101.8

Qm (M’/s) 0.057 0.057 0.057 0.057
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Z 2-5 $3) - FsiE 2 7] & (Wang et al., 2019)

Test group
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5
Wahei River p (MY ."5) 554 1350 1220 1350 1540
wrn (I'n /s)  0.031 0.076 0.069 0.076 0.087
Xianjiapu e (M *Js) 159 712 796 886 1010
River Qi [m3f5} 0.009 0.040 0.045 0.050 0.057

(C R =

AFIHE T PIREL RO E BEE AR E R M 2 A R R Bk R
e A Y o kR RY o FAFEeR R ok B3 SR BT F T PR
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Mo BRI FEREH YRR AR ORE > BERE T AN P g R
W L Rutg ek de 4 o
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4. Evolution of the hydromorphodynamics of mountain river confluences for varying discharge
ratios and junction angles (2016)
()i#s B <
oo T P T RN R F 2 M e R dp il A e
APHERREL R AR o PR L RGP IR R Ak R B e i B end 2 R
Mo Fl LA SHORG s AT B A RIREL e AT g AR&R RS & B () foin

4
f
11 (Qr = QUQm) ¥t b e i@ Jit T i i 5 B fi foim Bk A M P o

Qs B 2 £ B2 2

WK E G AoR 2-12 7 > R B AT EERH A P aE 2 4EA; PVC ok A
A e AR B AR TN AP 0 RULEEA BN EEL P ~ ¢ 3.50m fr 4.50m Ao (P
Jk B 25508 @ * 7 Mini-Echo-Sounder # B 2 +lmm: kK& & B * 148 k= H A
F 4% 5 £1lmm -

(A) Lo ) |
\
| \
\
~l}=-0.15 i
15.40 5.40
Tributary
950 0.15 Tributary
- 2.65
, Y
o360 W a=90° - 400
: _ 0.50
M y Main channel | Qs 700, Main channel '
'* X —— _'_* P 4 1
.3.00_1|_ 2 3.50- of=2:00_; 3004l Z 13s0. ~/22.00 1}
- 8.50 - - 8.50 -

B] 2-12 A% 3% % Bl(Guillén-Ludena S. et al., 2016)

(B)irskix &

AR EREY UL E L L EE Qr=011~015-023L/s(Qrfra E izl By
TRt A M liclE) o FXRBHRYT 0 A REFE ABA R AUIHEFRES > F B -
ARBRHFREF S FRANRRF P B RACIIF SR LS BRI ioL 26 2
Bl 2-13 -
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% 2-6 i A sk 4L 7] 4 (Guillén-Ludefia S. et al., 2016)

Channel Ps dso dsy dm dan
[kg/m? [mm)] [mm] [mm] [mm)]
Main channel 2650 0.4 0.8 1.4 3.0
Tributary 2650 0.4 0.8 23 5.7
100

= 8o}

(o)

=

@ 60f

m

Q

§ 40

2 5l = = = Main channel

Tributary
0 L

10 10° 10’
d [mm)]

B 2-13 3 & 7% * #)+#2(Guillén-Ludena S. et al., 2016)
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AT AT B frRE AR LR R IR RS BB SR T @
i) ook 4 B RERE . - a5 o ARk # b d
PR RRE AR e g AT g0 o MEF IR E VRS 0 RV R R U2
TR PR R B My BT T R R S s ap - it

7 ?‘z /E' /YTLIY—E/:‘L_,' F‘\‘E\ '44""" L—E/n * P\—:’ mﬁ;«—!’—v o Ly fv /a /n /ﬁ/n mf’% ﬂt« )» ;’L:'J}» e 3}}%% ml’i’ s /'I’L‘fi

P RBE A B =g £l CEE R VRESTE S E N IS T e S R N 2
AREE PR ER S PRSP R RIS A2 R R (T TR TR A

=Y i PO

5. Flow and sediment dynamics in channel confluences (2012)

(1) o
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(aé%ii
B iE R ok 2.7 H P EBeir Al F)F S A A iR R A AR EUEY o by A AR
B 3 R R T A F 4o @) 2-15 F1 R o

% 27 Ak miREk % % 5] % (Leite Ribeiro, M. et al., 2012)

B/h
0. (1s™h 0,(1s™h QJOwm Os, (kg min~") Fro Fr, Fry. M, Main Tributary Post-Confluence
18.0 2.0 0.11 0.3 0.32 1.30 0.70 0.2 5 7.5 7
*Values are averaged in the main channel upstream of the confluence, the tributary, and the post-confluence channel.
1007 —
& ;
s~ 4 —Input sediment
= == Main channel (51
<= 80- : L
- == Tributary channel (52)
= —*= Deposition zone (83)
- | . .
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T
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& 4(} B
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=] i
-
g
o 204 :
S 0
& 4 LsLs4 X
0
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B 2-15 4 X nEE* myfas 4~ 7 B)(Leite Ribeiro, M. et al., 2012)

(G R
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fEd LRk ATy o f A TARLE SN RIP AR N R R IRFER L 0T
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FRANEL AT Y AL AR T TR SRR R R e -
RodaHuaiiiaP B3 FSFERN (B 2-16)
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B 2-16 i % nwinf kit RHEAF

6. The formation and failure of debris flow-dams, background, key factors and model tests: case
studies from China (2009)
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1. Impact of Debris and Non-Debris Flow in Flood Damage at River Confluence, Case Study of
Miu-Tuva River Confluence (2024)
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