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Study on Hydraulic Effect from Removal of Sandbar in River

! ot s
Chun, Man Bog
Summary

The sand bar has developed at the junction of the Kum-ho River and Shin-ryoung

River. The sediment transported from the Kumho River basin has decreased since the

Youngchon Dam has been functioning. Sand bar and the vicinity of the bottleneck at the

upstrem of Kumho River and Osu Island which is consisted of sand bar have inundated

frequently.

This study was carried out through the hydraulic model test to calibrate the hydraulic

effect from removal of sand bar in the river and straightening the river course by land

reclamation.

The water level of river at the vicinity of bottleneck can be lowered as much as 0.4~0.

7m.when the sand bar is removed. When river is straightened the river course by land

reclamation the water level can be lowered as half of removal of sand bar.
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Table—l; Scale factors of hydraulic model
Factor Symbol Ratio Remarks

Ver. Ly 120
Scale 0 B
Hor. Ly 40

Velocity Lif? 6.3
Discharge | Ly LY? | 30,000

Time Ly Ly 12 19
Area LH 14,400
Volume | L& Ly |576,000

172 .
Roughness (LH/LV) 1.73 | Chezy Coefficient
Froude 1 1
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Fig. 2. Water level variation along the river
for three different test cases
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Fig. 4. Current direction & velocities(pres-
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Fig. 5. Current direction & velocities(with-
out osu island)
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Fig. 6. Current direction & velocities(after
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Fig. 7. Representation of terms in energy
equation
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