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Fig. 1 Test of deposition capacity before digging in 1986 Fig 2 Test of deposition capaciy after digging in 1998
1
Table 1 Projects of riverway digging
/ km / m /m /o’
- CSo 110 200 25 548
- 2 24 4 200 25 1220
- 2 24 4 250 25 1525
- 2 24 4 150 25 915
2.3
2.3.1 itk
1996 , - 6
2 2 , -
’ ’ - 6
2
Table 2 Ratio of reducing deposition of riverway digging
[/ m
/[ m? /o / m? / w
- -27.4 - 2901 - 442. 4 - 381 - 599.9
- CS6 154 254. 1 11 0.817 310. 3 306 397.9
- 2 356. 3 430 382. 8 11097 532 3 10 0.884 815.6 1: 0. 498
- 6 434. 3 485 526. 5 43517 841.2
- 6( ) 406. 9 185.9 I. 1.354 84 1 12 54.7 10 1.231 241.3 1 1. 181
5 I
1.354 ,
2.3.2 AR%E
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Table 3 Comparison about fixed number of year and speed of restoring
/m? /_m? Wa & ( mlkm La )
623.71 + 79 40 + 14.2
1220 + 1038 59 +85
1525 + 979 78 +80
915 + 1164 39 +95
4 5 - 6 ,
0 o o
2 2
0.24, 54 1.47 ,
4 - 6

Table 4 Comparison about ratio of deposition capacity of digging and nomr digging from Lijin to Qing 6

/ m / m3 o / m3 o / m3 o /  m? o
1986 - 9574 -1 235 1.29 - 1342 1.40 - 1406 1.47 - 1314 1. 37
199 1031 874 0.85 749 7 0.73 24 0.51 830. 8 Q81
1993 485 3 291. 3 0. 60 182 2 0.38 46 3 0.10 236. 6 Q49
19% 406 9 185 9 0.46 84 1 0.21 547 0.13 241.3 Q59
199 M3 3 474 0.68 294 6 0.42 144. 1 0.21 407. 6 Q59
5

Table S Comparison about ratio of 0

al

1.29 1.40 1.47 1.37
0. 4 0.44 0.24 0.62
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- 20 _ 6 Fig- 3 Accumulative deposition capacity of different years

from Lijin to Qing 6
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Preliminary study on standard of riverway- digging effect forecasting
YANG Guo-lu', WU Hongjuan', YU Ming-hui', LI Jrze', WANG Chang ci’

(1. School o Water Resource and Hydropower, Wuhan Unversity, Wuhan 430072, China;

2. Yellow Riwver Estuary Administration, YRCC, Jinan 250013, China)

Abstract: Three judgement standards of riverway digging effect forecasting, ratio of reducing deposit,
speed of restoring and steady gradient, are put forward directed to the importance of riveway digging effect
forecasting. They are explained according to a mathematical model result combined with Shandong reach of
Yellow River. Validity and application potential of riverway- digging effect are analyzed by the three judge
ment standards.

Key words: riverway; ratio of reducing deposition; speed of restoring; steady gradient; riverway digging

effect




