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Fig.1 Regional structural sketch of the study area
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Fig.2 Debris flow source area planar distribution
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Tab.1 Rainfall intensity calculation results for different

fortification frequencies in the study area
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Tab.2 Debris flow discharge calculation for Qingjia gully
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flushing output
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Tab.4 Assessment results for Fu river blockage based on
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Tab.5 Assessment results for Fu river blockage
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Fig.3 Photo of Qingjia gully debris flow cross —shore erosion
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Fig.4 Photos of the scene after the debris flow eruption
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Tab.6 Basic information of sediment storage dam design
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Tab.7 Downstream conveyance project flow parameters

after dam design

g VAT R EERE WA sk
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2 1.660(1.50) 0.67(0.43) 2.5(1.8) 195.93(121.44)
5 1.660(1.50) 0.67(0.43) 2.5(1.8) 149.40(92.60)
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reconfiguration and prevention
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Tab.8 Comparison table of advantages and disadvantages of different debris flow prevention and control models
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Cause and prevention model of typical river — blocking debris flow disaster .
A case study of Qingjia gully debris flow in Pingwu County

CHEN Pengfei', WANG Pei', JIANG Xuefeng’, WU Ronghua', ZHOU Pan'
(1. Regional Geological Survey Brigade of Sichuan Bureau of Geology, Chengdu Sichuan 610213, China; 2. Sichuan Geological
Environment Survey and Research Center, Chengdu Sichuan 610081, China)

Abstract; In order to explore the cause and prevention model of typical river — blocking debris flow disaster, the
authors took Qingjia gully debris flow, a typical river — blocking debris flow in the middle and upper reaches of Fu
river basin as a study case, and adopted the investigation, field measurement, and comprehensive analysis meth-
ods. Four main disaster — causing modes of typical river — blocking debris flow were summarized, including up-
stream inundation and secondary disaster, downstream flooding and secondary disaster, cross — shore erosion and
inundation of the main river, and progressive retreat and siltation in the debris flow channel mouth. Two preven-

tion and control models were proposed based on the fundamental characteristics and disaster — causing mechanisms
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of this type of debris flow. The first model is sediment interception and source stabilization in the middle and up-
per reaches, and original channel diversion at the mouth of the gully. The second model is deposition area channel
relocation and control. The results show that both models have high feasibility at the technical level of disaster pre-
vention. This study could offer new perspectives and methods for the prevention and control of river — blocking
debris flow disasters, and has significant reference value for the prevention and control of debris flow disasters with
similar characteristics.

Keywords: river — blocking debris flow; flooding disaster; dam — break flood; cross — shore erosion; progressive

retreat and siltation; prevention and control model
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