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Fig.4 Debris flow impact barrier dam under different sediments behind dam
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Fig.5 Comparison of regulation and control ability



1022 Bk}

http://www.earth-science.net

49 %

S R =R S N S Ll N S 32/ AN L e s
AR, Ve A i v i e B TR & R Rl N R AR T S
W EFEHL, T AR BE A B LA SR A i — e
AN U N <1 S/ TN VS =Tl S
222 UIERBEGHETEXEEHNBEZENSH
TERWREE  7EI5 R FM T LR P 0
5 e 1 52 WUET U8 A Ui 3 BE (o,) IR Je A i i TR
(hy) A A (y,) A T E A E (p) U5
TR B B (4,) IR B & B (Ay) TBRE 3 B (9) Fn
JinE B (g) % Z N R ILFEAE N A SCFEIF e A
it e SRS R A A g ) B AR AR o, X s
Bl id BT Y A (1) V6 A TR B 3l ok 7 b AR
T B R AR FRUR 5 K B R AR 5 (2) U8 A U o B AR TR
BE 5 1) b 38 5] 3% S (R DL BE o, 18 3R 90 30 1 Y R
) 5 (3) U A it it R 7E [A] — 8 39 1o b DR 5

DO A S I AR LS i MY 7 NE i & 1S P U ) i Y
ok TR IR o 1 =/ AR B N B2 | L [ o
SR TEELZESSHEWHE T (v hy yu-
Yolivho o0 g) M O pR B -

T o= Vos hus Vs Vs Lo» has 0, g) ,(4)
o, T e A7 Ut B S % s T 3R 2

M ENFER MR, ET

NSk AR T 0 02 U0 AN, W FE T R
Jo & 49 Ak 1 ook B b Rl R I 200 0 1 52 o, i DA
FR7THNFEERKELBE T, KEM
SAEAE (m=3). EW R FHT Y
WO PR T JC & 49 3Rk Xl ik ok

AN Ny VL w )
TMA4‘»(“)(”J “ | x100%
ly ha Vs [ghy

o\ B\, ,
:;{O(Zd[) (}Ld) (}’) (FI’I)A
(5)

Ho A, h T RN H REA, 4,4 A&
R 2 R Fr=v,/ (ghy) ', R 3l 595 18 % ;
y' =y ., RV AR XA 5 AL R W B
TR A R B EL 5 ARy R TR TR RN

2T 5) s A ALK 10 K Y S
B U8 AU RE o R R AR B R R g Rl
SUNE 25 | G E 3 7 - SAVAR 3y i = et
WM R TR E R A4 A A A,
TF 2 F BCI MG M 43 5 oh : 3.344,0.538 L 0.741 |
1.405 . —0.549 ; £ £5 8 T 19 £ & & 8 AL % 57
A 4.376 ,0.629 . —0.018 ., 8.651 . 1.671

x2 BWEFERES

Table 2 Dimensional information of impact factors

ARk 155 4
LT e A Ui L 0, (Lyrl!
LT e A7 U AL T4 hyy (L]
e AT (MIT]?L]?
PEAT L [T AH 2 (MIT]?L]?
IR PR B (L]
A e N (L]
TR I 1
oy [LITT?

=~ xR

R o &

IR AN L EEEE U S

ik AT o o AR R
h 0.538 h 0.741
1.405 54
T“—3.344<d> (m) <y/> (Fry) RN
L, Iy
100% (6)
h( 0.629 hm —0.018 g6 ;
’Tb=:4.376(’ () ()" (Fr) <
L, ha
100% . (7)

2.3 UUERMRA RSB ENFEMNZE

23.1 AEHMERBEMGTIRA KA G N
g RS S S RN SR S BT RL n r TiE  NI R 7
) 300 J5 O AR 2% R TR U A DA o e S A B P A A
K4 0 B 25 ol i BRI oE S E LR T o S
pho U8 AW B E TR, an R 6 v A
JET AR 17 TR 37 W TR 47 &
EORULE Ry NI N 1S NI LR i i o Rl T
TG R A 0 (E, BE DA A e ) PR 5 B AR
Cis SR B N P 1/ Ay N L L i Ty N < | o
9 HE B 7 T o R A HE AR R R A T b a0
Ji VA RRUR G 2 o i B R 00 4% 3R] 2 4 T T Y
WU, WP 6 R PR TR 1R 27 Ak i ek gl 2R
I, oy g BE I R] 22 18 1 O, O 8 W DR R AR E
e A0 O e K b i 1 5 Rk e M R ) A R
232 RARBEAAEAREZTEASHENE Y
IO A RRAA R R H s P 1 2 6 A I, U0 A I e K
vl 5 el 7 B AR W E 7 BR3Pk B
Jei VBRI 3G 0 e A U B K il O A R A A
Pl 00 G 308 2ok U 2 TOURS L L i K i g B A A R B
FERRBAMFEME KM R . RARAERN
16 kKN/m* Mg K 23° ), FE 25 JE 00 R, fEH2 4
U1k w6 A i b B OR T 27 ~47, g R
i 11k 34.26 N, IUARTE 174b i e K oy J1 ok 27 ~47



%3

&t

FEARIEEE IS BRI A1 U vh ok 42 4 3005l 2y mi 1oz B 5% 1023

40 25

a FELA —L
3 2
L 1

b 3 FE T

i JIF(N)
%) w
S =)

o
T

12

I 18] £(s)

IR 18] ()

I [ 2(s)

K6 iy i A i 2%

Fig.6 Time history curves of impact force

asomTm| ¢

1

b 23/ THL c 26% T

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 0 5
ik 1 F(N)

10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
i 71 F(N)

Mk 1 F(N)

7 e o i ) Kook A e &

Fig.7 Maximum impact force and distribution of debris flow
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