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Study on Peak flow ertimation for observations District
flood flow estimating for example, Changhua Yangs Tsuo
Creek Regional Drainage
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ABSTRACT

Discharge of a regional drainage system is affected by the characteristics of storm,
land use condition of the watershed, rainfall catch capacity of the drainage system,
topography, the water level of the stream channel, soil property and any other factors.
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Most of the regional drainage systems were governed by local government and the
flow observation stations set by hydraulic community of central government are far
away from the drainage. The observation data could not be utilized directly to
evaluate the peak flow. The correct relation between rainfall and discharge is very
hard to apply to the region drainage system Therefore,it’s very difficult to evaluate
the peak flow for planning and designing.Hydrologic analysis is the key point on
water management as well as flood prevention and peak flow evaluation. Rational
formula and various experience formula can be used to evaluate the peak flow
indirectly.

In this study, Changhua Yangs Tsuo Creek region drainage system is used as an
example. American SCS Curve Number Method is applied to explore the effect of
environmental characteristics of natural hydrology, human factors and the condition
of watershed land use on the regional drainage flood flow. The peak flow of the
study area is evaluated.The result and the experience can afford as reference on
planning and designing for regional drainage system.

(Keywords: region drainage, watershed land use, SCS curve number value method)
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Table 4-1 The maximum 1-day

T T R T
arpm B mepm B msrm fﬁjj;) g B0

19590807 378.8 19720605 138.2 19850626 104.6 19980607 106.4
19600801  246.9 19730518 103.8 19860821 111.1 19990527  87.3
19610911 73 19740623  106.5 19870625 147.9 20000612  92.2
19620723 1843 19750611 136.2 19880813  140.6 20010917 316.3
19630716 2209 19760809  155.9 19890912 179.7 20020531 1614
19640602  86.5 19770725 164.8 19900819  309.8 20030607  73.6
19650819  163.7 19780809 1152 19910623  92.1 20040702 307.9
19660603 1189 19790822  77.2 19920707 76.6 20050614 199.3
19670711  179.1 19800827 2144 19930527 669 20060713  152.7
19680610  133.1 19810722 194.6 19940503 265.8 20070818  146.9
19690715  70.2 19820730  168.1 19950609 191.9 20080717  240.1
19700906  172.8 19830520 149.0 19960731 244.1 20090809 198
19710606  129.0 19840418  80.7 19970807 124.7 20100614 338.85

* 42 ﬁg&iﬁﬁi% F I%F‘F:Jil
Table 4-2 The maximum 1-day rainfall of various return period
HIEgE=S S

S

78
142
205

10 247
20 287
25 300
50 339
100 379

RV 16
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Table 4-5 The SCS of curve number of various soil type, land cover, cultivation way and land use

situation(Normally near moisture situation 11,1a=0.2S)
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Table 5-8. Comparison the peak flow with different evalution method
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