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Abstract
Semi-two dimension numerical models were applied to study on the hydraulic and
sedimentologic characteristics of upstream and downstream channel section in Dal
stream. The feature of this paper is (1) to analyse the effects of bed changes by
sediment transport formulas, (2) to analyse the effects of bed changes by stream tube.
The simulation results of Meyer-peter and Muller formula for long-term bed changes
are good when compared to the measured data.
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Fig. 1 Study reach of the Dal stream Fig. 2 Schematized diagram of the Dal stream
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Fig. 3 Comparison of Meyer-Peter & Muller formula simulation and observation
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Fig. 4 Comparison of England & Hanson formula simulation and observation
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Fig. 5 Comparison of Ackers & White formula simulation and observation
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Fig. 6 Comparison of Yang(1974) formula simulation and observation
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Fig. 7 Comparison of cross section profile change
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