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Abstract: Non-homogeneous debris flows generally occur during the rainy seasons in Southwest
China, and have received considerable attention in the literature. Regarding the complexity in debris
flow dynamics, experimental approaches have proven to be effective in revealing the formative
mechanism for debris flow, and quantifying the relations between the various influencing factors
with debris-flow formation and subsequent transport processes. Therefore, a flume-based and
experimental study was performed at the Debris Flow Observation and Research Station of Jiangjia
Gully in Yunnan Province, to theoretically analyze favorable conditions for debris-flow formation
and initial transport by selecting the median particle size d50, flow rate Q, vertical grading coefficient
ψ, slopes S, and the initial soil water contents W as the five variables for investigation. To achieve this,
an optimal combination of these variables was made through an orthogonal experimental design to
determine their relative importance upon the occurrence and initial mobilization behavior of a debris
flow and to further enhance our insight into debris-flow triggering and transport mechanisms.
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1. Introduction

Debris flows are some of the most widespread and prevalent hazards in mountainous
environments [1]. In China, much of its mountainous terrain, with complex geological environments
and variable monsoon climates, is favorable for the occurrence of debris flows during intense rainy
seasons and consequently poses a great threat to the safety of human lives and infrastructure.
For this reason, the disasters associated with debris-flow events have drawn considerable attention.
Accordingly, a detailed understanding of the formative process and initial transport of debris flows
is crucial not only for gaining insights into the debris-flow mechanism, but also for predicting and
avoiding debris-flow hazards.

It is well-known that debris flows are commonly triggered by a combination of three essential
factors: sufficient solid loose materials, ample water supply, and steep terrain [2,3]. At present, however,
most of the relevant studies generally concentrate on the occurrence of debris flows in relation with
a single or some particular factors. Some authors assume that rainfall is critical for the debris flow
initiation. For instance, Giannecchini et al. [4] obtained critical rainfall input thresholds for debris
flows that hit the southern Apuan area in Italy with a deterministic approach; Zhuang et al. [5,6]
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investigated the thresholds between rainfall and volume of debris flow; Hu et al. [7] derived critical
rainfall that leads to the debris-flow occurrence. In these studies, the rainfall intensity–duration (ID)
that trigger debris flows has been studied the most (e.g., [8–11]. Likewise, many authors focus on the
debris flows induced by runoff, particular for the wildfire-related debris-flow initiation (e.g., [12–14]).
For example, Cannon et al. [12] observed that a runoff-dominated process of progressive sediment
entrainment by surface runoff, rather than infiltration-triggered failure of discrete soil slips, was the
primary mechanism of debris-flow initiation from wildfire. Lanza et al. [15] showed that an area–slope
relationship for the Martian gullies is consistent with that observed for terrestrial gullies formed by
debris flow, and further inferred that the Martian gullies formed as the result of the saturation of
near-surface regolith by a liquid. Legg et al. [16] believed that debris flow initiation apparently occurs
within proglacial gullies in the presence of, and perhaps in response to, surface runoff. Additionally,
some investigators have their interests exclusively focused to the onset of debris flows under the effect
of slope gradient (e.g., [17,18]), materials/soils supplied (e.g., [19–23]), or soil mechanics (e.g., [24–27]).

In contrast, very few studies have been conducted on debris flows initiated by all the possible key
factors. Cui [28] proposed that a curved surface in the three dimensional coordinate system (made up
by the coordinate axes of bed slope, saturated degree, and fine grain content) can fully reflect the
conditions of debris flow initiation. Klubertanz et al. [29] identified possible factors governing debris
flow initiation and established a three-phase model. The former study investigated a combined effect
of all the key factors on debris-flow occurrence, indicative of a curved surface. The latter one is purely
theoretical and obtained some results in contradiction with many statements found in the literature
(e.g., a maximum debris displacement was derived at the lowest slope angle). In fact, the causative
factors selected to predict the occurrence of debris-flow differ greatly between different research
groups [30], and their relative contribution for the occurrence of debris-flow is still unknown. Because
the field study involves great difficulty and uncertainty, this study therefore attempts to select some
intrinsic parameters to represent the formative conditions (i.e., flow, loose debris, and gradient), and
further determine their impacts on the occurrence of debris flows through experimental flume study
and statistical analysis. Here, the flow (i.e., clear water) refers to the process from precipitation and
infiltration to runoff that is associated with debris-flow initiation and transport. The flow is not only
an important contributing factor for the debris-flow formation, but is also viewed as a significant
component of debris flows [31].

2. Experimental Design

2.1. Factor Selection

Steep topography, massive loose debris, and intense rainfall/runoff are prerequisites for
debris-flow occurrence. In this regard, the influencing factors were selected to reflect these basic
criteria as identifiable variables in detail. Therefore, both the median grain size d50 and the way that
coarse and fine particles were distributed in the vertical profile were used as a surrogate for debris
condition, the flow rate and initial water content (or moisture content) within the debris were adopted
as an index of the rainfall/run-off effect, and the steepness of the watershed could be represented by
the flume slope. Thus, the five factors and test levels of each factor are shown in Table 1.

The non-homogeneous debris flows are commonly modeled as two-phase flows because both
fine and coarse particles play an important role in the composition and dynamic flow process.
In a two-phase debris flow model, the fluid phase is composed of water and fine sediments that
are less than the critical grain size d0, with the solid phase consisting of grain sizes larger than d0.
In earlier studies, a constant critical value of d0 = 2.0 mm [32] was utilized due to the limitations of
the rheological instruments. More recently, Shu et al. [33] introduced a minimum energy dissipation
modelling approach [34] to determine d0 for the experimental debris flows in the Jiangjia gully. Their
results implied that the critical diameter d0 could vary for the different types of debris flows, but with
a predicted range of 4.0–7.0 mm.
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Table 1. Test levels of the five factors that affect debris-flow formation and initial transport.

Factor
Level

(A) Median Grain
Size d50 (mm)

(B) Flume
Slope S (◦)

(C) Flow Rate Q a

(m3/h)
(D) Initial Water
Content W (%)

(E) Vertical Grading
coefficient ψ

1 3.0 25 1.0 4 0.43
2 5.0 30 3.0 10 1.00
3 7.0 35 5.0 20 2.33
4 10.0

Note: a Flow rate of clear water.

In the case of loose debris collected from the Jiangjiagou valley, the three levels of median grain
sizes d50 were determined according to critical grain size d0 to separate the liquid and solid phases
within non-homogeneous debris flows from Shu et al. [33,35], that is, the median grain size d50 is
larger, close to, and smaller than the critical grain size d0 (i.e., ≈4.0–6.0 mm), and hence the cumulative
grading curves of experimental debris in the present study are shown in Figure 1. The loose debris
was originally from easily-weathered slate, dolomite, and phyllite with a density corresponding to
2.65 t/m3.
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Figure 1. Cumulative grading curves for experimental debris. 
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Figure 1. Cumulative grading curves for experimental debris.

In addition, it is to be emphasized that the way that coarse and fine particles appeared in the
vertical profile within loose debris was also considered on the basis of three vertical depositing patterns
(i.e., normal, mixed, and inverse grading) reported in the earlier studies [36–41]. However, these
findings of the vertical grading patterns were generally restricted to the post-event analysis and alluvial
deposits. The study of the vertical grading of debris in the initiation zone and their corresponding
effects on the debris-flow dynamic process is relatively scarce. Because of this, three typical vertical
grading patterns were considered herein and their influence on the debris-flow formation and initial
transport will be examined.

Specifically, coarse particles placed at the bottom layer and fine sediment on the top layer (Case E1,
see Figure 2a), the coarse particles distributed on the top layer with fine grains at the bottom layer
(Case E3, see Figure 2b), and both the coarse and fine particles fully mixed and covering the whole
vertical profile (Case E2, see Figure 2c). In order to quantify this, a vertical grading coefficient ψ was
proposed and written as

ψ =
d50−u

d50−l
(1)

where d50-u and d50-l represents the median grain size of the graded sediment on the top and bottom
layer within the bulk debris, respectively. In this study, three basic debris fractions were used to
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generate a desirable mixture; fine debris with d50 = 3.0 mm, coarse debris with d50 = 7.0 mm, and an
intermediate one with d50 = 5.0 mm. Therefore, the vertical grading coefficient for the corresponding
debris configurations can be ψ = 0.43 for Case E1 (i.e., fine particles in the top layer and coarse particles
at the basal layer, e.g., d50-u ≈ 3.0 mm, d50-l ≈ 7.0 mm), and ψ = 2.33 for Case E3 (coarse particles in
the top layer and fine particles at the basal layer, e.g., d50-u ≈ 7.0 mm, d50-l ≈ 3.0 mm), respectively.
As for case E2, the mixture was generated by thoroughly mixing varying-sized particles that were
placed uniformly through the vertical profile to produce a more homogeneous vertical grading pattern
(i.e., d50-u ≈ d50-l ≈ 3.0, 5.0, 7.0 mm), therefore, ψ = 1.00 for Case E2. In contrast, the test levels for
the remaining factors (i.e., flow rate, flume slope, and initial water content) were determined by
preliminary experiments.
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In general, a more straightforward way to examine the influence of various factors is directly
achieved through one-factor-at-a-time or mono-variate design, in which most factors in the system
are held constant while one factor is focused on and varied to examine its effect [42,43]. However,
this design method will lose its advantage if the number of investigated factors is increased. In contrast,
the orthogonal experimental design is more desirable (i.e., gaining the desired result by reducing the
number of experiments) in the present study when considering the number of factors and their test
levels given in Table 1.

2.2. Experimental Setup and Procedure

Our experiments were performed in a 9.0 m long, 0.3 m wide, 0.4 m deep flume established in
the Debris Flow Observation and Research Station of Jiangjia Gully, the largest field research center
in China which is also known as “the debris flow museum” [23]. The facility (Figure 3) consists of
a water tank (5.0 m above the laboratory floor which stores water up to 1.2 m3) with a valve at its base
(the target flow can be generated by controlling the valve), a mixing supply tank followed by a steel
gate, and flume divided into a steep upstream reach (6.0 m long and the chute slope can vary from
25◦ to 40◦) and flat-oriented downstream section (3.0 m long and the flume bed slope can be adjusted
from 1◦ to 5◦).

Prior to each run, the debris mixtures were carefully placed in the supply tank (see Figure 3)
according to the initial water content (Table 1) and vertical grading coefficient (Table 1 and Figure 2),
the volume of solid debris was estimated to be around Vs ≈ 0.10 m3 and remained approximately
constant between runs, and then the pore-water pressure sensors (the sensor model is 730-13E-00005
manufactured by a PSI Pressure System company that located at Baytown, TX, USA; the range is
a 1.5 m water column; the precision is a 1 mm water column; the operating temperature range is
between 0◦ and 40◦) were buried in four locations at 0.3 H, in which H is the height of the debris prior
to testing. These sensors are quite small and have a negligible effect on the initial flow formation.
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After this, the valve of the water tank was opened to a pre-determined position with the purpose
of generating the target flow (i.e., constant flow), and the variability in the flow infiltration level within
the mass entity prior to the debris-flow occurrence was accordingly monitored by a video-camera
through the transparent wall at one side of the flume (Note: the steel gate was not used in all tests).
Initially, the flow was blocked by the debris materials, and when the water level and associated
pressure was increased, then a small volume of water flow was found to penetrate through the stable
debris materials. For most of the tests, the water flow passed through the debris mass. However,
in some tests with high Q, the water flow accumulated so quickly to make it capable of not only going
through the granular mass, but also passing over the surface of the granular mass. Colored plastic
beads that “floated” on the debris-flow surface were used as tracers to derive the average flow velocity
as the flow depths were commonly low (i.e., h = 0.033–0.147 m). When the mass collapsed, entrained,
and formed into a debris flow, the valve was closed and the total flow volume that contributed to
the formation of the debris flow was calculated. Individual sediment samples collected from the
debris-flow deposition were subsequently dried in an oven, weighed, and sieved for further analysis.
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2.3. Debris-Flow Formation and Initial Transport

In this study, the debris-flow formation, initiation, and subsequent transport was a continuous
mixture-mobilized process. In order to examine the effect of the five factors on the debris-flow
formation, the formative duration ∆Tdff (s) of a debris flow observed within the flume was firstly
proposed, namely the duration of the debris-flow formation was equivalent to the length of time from
the start of experiment to the initiation of the debris-flow mobilization (see Figure 4a,b). Generally,
the shorter the formative duration ∆Tdff measured, the more conducive the conditions for the
debris-flow formation/initiation were likely to be. Once the valve of the water tank was opened,
the experiment was started and timely recorded; while the initiation of debris flow was defined as
the point at which the materials were flooded, mixed, and suddenly entered the flume section. As the
debris-flow initiation and transport happened almost simultaneously, the initiation was also defined
as the time right before or coincided with a sudden mobilization of the debris-flow mixture into the
flume. In each test, the volume of clear water and solid materials that were involved in the debris-flow
formation could be roughly estimated as Vol = Vs + Vf = 0.10 + Q× ∆Td f f .

Secondly, the initial transport following the debris-flow initiation is described by the observed
surface velocity u and Froude number Fr (see Figure 4c). Here, the debris-flow Froude number can be
expressed in terms of debris-flow (average) velocity as
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Fr =
u√
gh

(2)

where u is the mean debris-flow velocity (m/s), h is the debris-flow depth (m) measured at 4.0–5.0 m
from the flume upstream end, and g is the gravitational acceleration (m/s2). Note that the velocity and
Froude number in this study were restricted to the initial transport of debris flows, that is, when the
debris-flow mixture entered into the flume and moved towards the downstream end.
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3. Results and Analysis

Following the test levels of the five factors and the experimental design, 48 runs were performed
in the flume chute. The details about the experimental conditions and results for each test are given
in Table 2. It is noted that the initial debris-flow velocity has not been measured in some tests.
The debris-flow formative duration ∆Tdff is shown to vary between 1.0 and 470 s, and the initial
velocity u ranged between 1.72 and 4.38 m/s, with corresponding Fr values generally greater than
unity, indicative of a super-critical flow regime. Also, a statistical analysis showed that the sum of
water-and-debris volume that leads to debris flows in our experiments averaged Vol = 0.277 m3 with
a standard deviation of 0.14 m3.

Any statistical analysis method has its merits and deficiencies. Therefore, in order to fully
and comparatively investigate the relative effect of the five factors on debris-flow initiation, three
statistical analytical methods were considered in our study, namely Range analysis (RA), analysis of
variance (ANOVA), and Regression analysis. These analyses helped to identify and to obtain a better
understanding of the triggering conditions of the debris flow than the study could have obtained by
any single investigative approach [44,45].

Table 2. Experimental conditions and results in this study.

Run No.
Factors Measured a

d50 (mm) S (◦) Q (m3/h) W (%) ψ Tdff (s) u (m/s) Fr

No. 1 7 25 5 0.10 1.00 73
No. 2 3 25 3 0.04 1.00 199 2.82 4.02
No. 3 7 25 5 0.10 0.43 149 4.38 6.26
No. 4 5 25 10 0.20 1.00 125
No. 5 7 25 5 0.10 2.33 255 2.83 4.05
No. 6 5 25 10 0.20 2.33 150 2.93 4.19
No. 7 7 25 1 0.20 1.00 99
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Table 2. Cont.

Run No.
Factors Measured a

d50 (mm) S (◦) Q (m3/h) W (%) ψ Tdff (s) u (m/s) Fr

No. 8 3 25 3 0.04 2.33 470 2.56 3.66
No. 9 3 25 3 0.04 0.43 228 2.05 2.93
No. 10 5 25 10 0.20 0.43 139 3.09 4.42
No. 11 7 25 1 0.20 0.43 175 1.72 2.46
No. 12 7 25 1 0.20 2.33 156 1.90 2.72
No. 13 5 30 5 0.10 2.33 169 2.98 4.26
No. 14 5 30 5 0.10 0.43 125 3.08 4.39
No. 15 5 30 5 0.10 1.00 77 3.29 4.70
No. 16 7 30 3 0.20 0.43 108 2.50 3.57
No. 17 7 30 3 0.20 2.33 155 2.73 3.90
No. 18 7 30 3 0.20 1.00 124 2.42 3.45
No. 19 7 30 10 0.04 2.33 81 3.18 4.54
No. 20 7 30 10 0.04 1.00 143 3.40 4.86
No. 21 7 30 10 0.04 0.43 218 3.32 4.75
No. 22 3 30 1 0.20 0.43 112 2.75 3.92
No. 23 3 35 5 0.20 0.43 116 2.87 4.10
No. 24 3 35 5 0.20 2.33 105 2.53 3.62
No. 25 3 35 5 0.20 1.00 75 2.66 3.80
No. 26 7 35 5 0.04 0.43 117 2.88 4.11
No. 27 7 35 3 0.10 1.00 77 2.83 4.04
No. 28 7 35 3 0.10 0.43 97 3.17 4.53
No. 29 7 35 3 0.10 2.33 100 2.73 3.89
No. 30 5 35 3 0.20 2.33 86 3.30 4.71
No. 31 5 35 3 0.20 0.43 80 2.80 3.99
No. 32 5 35 3 0.20 1.00 120 2.41 3.45
No. 33 5 35 1 0.04 0.43 1 2.80 3.99
No. 34 7 35 1 0.10 0.43 72 3.29 4.69
No. 35 7 35 10 0.20 0.43 98 3.96 5.66
No. 36 3 35 10 0.10 2.33 145 3.53 5.04
No. 37 3 35 10 0.10 0.43 133 3.58 5.12
No. 38 3 35 10 0.10 1.00 92 3.67 5.24
No. 39 7 35 5 0.04 2.33 170 3.47 4.95
No. 40 7 35 5 0.04 1.00 214 2.94 4.19
No. 41 7 35 10 0.20 1.00 122 2.85 4.08
No. 42 7 35 10 0.20 2.33 105 3.28 4.69
No. 43 7 30 1 0.20 1.00 68 2.10 2.25
No. 44 7 30 3 0.20 2.33 73 2.70 3.72
No. 45 7 30 3 0.20 2.33 73 2.70 2.25
No. 46 7 30 1 0.20 1.00 68 2.10 3.72
No. 47 5 35 1 0.04 0.43 35 2.00 2.04
No. 48 5 35 1 0.04 1.00 50 1.90 1.84

Note: a total volume Vol of the debris flow was obtained by summing the water and debris volume, respectively.
The mean and standard deviation of the volume are statistically estimated to be Vol = 0.277 ± 0.14 m3.

3.1. Results from the Range Analysis (RA)

Range analysis (RA) is commonly used for orthogonal design studies (Su and Chen, 2015). Here
the range analysis was carried out for our experimental results including (i) the duration of debris-flow
formation ∆Tdff; (ii) the debris-flow velocity u; and (iii) the debris-flow Froude number Fr, respectively.

Table 3 presents the results obtained from the range analysis through the orthogonal design
method. In Table 3, k1–k3 (or k4) reflects the effect of a particular factor (e.g., factor A) while the other
factors are held constant (e.g., factors B–D), and the difference between the maximum and minimum
k value of an interested factor (e.g., factor A) is this investigated factor’s range R. Generally, the factor
would exert a stronger influence on the formative duration ∆Tdff, velocity u, and Froude number Fr of
the non-homogeneous debris flows when R is larger, and the maximum R value corresponds to the
dominant factor.
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As far as the time elapsed in the formation of non-homogeneous debris flows is concerned,
we expect the formative duration ∆Tdff to be as short as possible. Hence, the minimum value among
k1, k2, and k3 (and/or k4) corresponds to the optimal level, which is clearly indicated by the lowest
level of each curve associated with the influencing factors given in Table 3. A comparison of the R
values in Table 3 gives the result as R(B) > R(A) > R(C) > R(D) > R(E). Also, it reveals that the optimal
levels were A1 (i.e., d50 = 3.0 mm), B3 (i.e., S = 35◦), C4 (i.e., Q = 10.0 m3/h), D3 (i.e., W = 20%), and E1
(i.e., ψ = 0.43), respectively, and shows the relative importance of the five variables.

Table 3. Impacts of the five parameters on debris-flow formative duration, velocity, and Froude number
from the range analysis.

Influenced Parameters Range Analysis
Influencing Factors

A (d50) B (S) C (Q) D (W) E (ψ)

Tdff

k1 96.42 184.83 187.60 160.50 107.88
k2 122.69 113.86 142.14 120.31 117.82
k3 167.50 100.45 137.08 110.09 152.87
k4 129.25
R 71.08 84.38 58.35 50.41 44.99

u

k1 2.20 2.02 2.06 2.78 2.95
k2 2.55 2.80 2.69 3.03 2.21
k3 2.67 2.97 2.82 2.45 2.89
k4 3.07
R 0.47 0.95 1.01 0.58 0.74

Fr

k1 3.15 2.89 2.76 3.62 4.17
k2 3.50 3.88 4.04 4.32 4.01
k3 3.75 4.17 3.72 4.32 3.10
k4 4.38
R 0.60 1.28 1.62 0.70 1.07

In contrast to the formative duration ∆Tdff, the influence of the five factors on debris-flow
velocity u has a large difference. As mentioned before, the velocity u is mainly confined to the
initial transport after the debris-flow formed, and the flow rate Q and slope S exerted greater influence
on debris-flow velocity u with R ≈ 1.0 (see Table 3). This is reasonable because the flow rate was
the source of momentum and the high flume slope further accelerated the conversion from potential
energy to momentum for the debris-flow transport, particular for its initial mobilization. In contrast,
the remaining factors (i.e., d50, W, and ψ) have less effect on the debris-flow velocity u with R < 1.0.
It is inferred from the experiment that the friction between particles tends to reduce as the initial
water content W increases [46], which easily leads to the slide of debris downstream, while the
vertical grading configurations potentially caused impacts on the multi-sized particle’s collision, and
ultimately exerted influence on the debris-flow initial velocity. In contrast, the median grain size d50

was shown to have a minor effect on the debris-flow initial transport, which is likely to be attributed
to an insignificant difference in the d50 values that were taken into account in this study (i.e., 3.0, 5.0,
and 7.0 mm).

Both velocity and Froude number were used to describe the initial debris-flow motion.
The influence of these five factors (i.e., Q, S, d50, W, and ψ) on the debris-flow Froude number was
similar to that found on the debris-flow velocity, as the Froude number is the function of the square of
debris-flow velocity. Therefore, the influence of each factor on the debris-flow Froude number was
further enhanced if compared with their influence on the corresponding debris-flow velocity, which
is clearly indicated by the R values given in Table 3. Again, the influence of the five factors on the
debris-flow Froude number can be listed in the following order: flow rate Q > flume slope S > vertical
grading coefficient ψ > initial water content W > median grain size d50.
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3.2. Results from Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

It is well-known that random errors are unavoidable and closely associated with any experiments
performed manually, even with all variables under exactly the same experimental conditions. This
implies that the difference in the collected data might arise not only from various conditions, but also
potentially from the experimental errors. Unfortunately, the source of errors is unclear by means of
the Range Analysis. As such, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was also performed to identify whether
the errors mainly resulted from the variables or experimental operation, which will enable a better
understanding of the impact on the results from the influencing factors and reduce any errors being
introduced in the analysis [47–51]. In essence, the ANOVA can be useful to determine the influence
of any given input parameter and interaction effects by an F-test that decomposes the error sum of
squares, in which the degrees of freedom (DF) indicates the number of independent elements in the
sum of squares, SS (Factor), which is the deviation of the estimated factor level mean around the
overall mean, and the F value shows the significance of the factors’ influence on the results (that is,
the factor would have greater influence when the F value is higher). Here the interaction between
different factors is ignored and the parameter of significance standard α includes 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10,
respectively. Table 4 further illustrates the results from the analysis of variance (ANOVA). It is shown
that the variance of the most influencing factors is larger than the error mean square (i.e., variance of
the error) associated with the debris-flow ∆Tdff, velocity u, and Froude number Fr. This suggests that
the variables significantly affect the measured ∆Tdff, u, and Fr.

Table 4. Impacts of the five parameters on debris-flow formative duration, velocity, and Froude number
from analysis of variance (ANOVA).

Influenced Parameters Factors SS DF Variance F b α

Tdff

Model 893,234.32 12 74,436.19
A (d50) 18,166.85 2 9083.42 3.86 **
B (S) 22,888.56 2 11,444.28 4.87 **
C (Q) 16,765.42 3 5588.47 2.32 *
D (W) 23,059.56 2 11,529.78 4.90 **
E (ψ) 28,237.60 2 14,118.80 6.00 ***
Error 84,642.84 36 2351.19 (2404.63 a)
Total 977,877.16 48

u

Model 378.51 12 31.54
A (d50) 0.12 2 0.06 0.58
B (S) 1.51 2 0.75 7.14 ***
C (Q) 5.09 3 1.70 15.71 ***
D (W) 0.68 2 0.34 3.21 **
E (ψ) 1.34 2 0.67 6.35 ***
Error 3.49 33 0.106 (0.108 a)
Total 382.00 45

Fr

Model 749.13 12 62.43
A (d50) 1.76 2 0.88 2.65 **
B (S) 6.87 2 3.44 10.33 ***
C (Q) 13.70 3 4.57 13.42 ***
D (W) 1.38 2 0.69 2.07
E (ψ) 3.29 2 1.65 4.94 **
Error 10.98 33 0.333 (0.340 a)
Total 760.11 45

Notes: SS = Sum of squares; DF = Degree of freedom; Variance = SS/DF; F is the ratio of a particular factor’s
variance to the corresponding error variance (e.g., For factor d50 in a formative ∆Tdff case, F = 9083.42/2351.19);
Significance levels: * significant at α = 0.1; ** significant at α = 0.05; and *** significant at α = 0.01, a indicates that the
experimental error corresponds to the flow rate as Q in the four test levels.

According to the F values given in Table 4, it is evident that the significance of these five factors
for the formative duration ∆Tdff is vertical grading coefficient ψ > initial water content W > flume slope



Water 2017, 9, 253 10 of 15

S > median grain size d50 > flow rate Q, for the debris-flow u is flow rate Q > flume slope S > vertical
grading coefficient ψ > initial water content W > median grain size d50, and for the Froude number Fr
is flow rate Q > flume slope S > vertical grading coefficient ψ > median grain size d50. This is, to some
extent, consistent with the simulations made by Klubertanz et al. [29], who claimed that the slope is
less important than water-dependent quantities on the debris-flow initiation.

3.3. Results from Regression Analysis

In our study, four experiments are outliers, because the landslides were observed to form and
occur rather than debris flows. In order to exclude or reduce the influence of these less-standard tests
on the final results, the regression analysis was carried out with a focus on the standard debris-flow
tests [47,52].

As five independent variables were considered in this study, the multiple regression method was
employed to determine the correlation between a dependent output parameter and the continuous or
discrete independent input parameters. In this regard, the correlations between the five influencing
variables and the debris-flow ∆Tdff, u, and Fr are determined from the following multiple linear
regression equations (i.e., Equations (3)–(5)). Also, the importance of each influence factor is reflected
in the standardized coefficients of the proposed functions.

It is obvious that the contribution from the five variables to the formation of the debris-flow
duration ∆Tdff can be ordered as: initial water content W > vertical grading coefficient ψ > flume
slope S > median grain size d50 > flow rate Q. The effect of initial water content on ∆Tdff is dominant
due to the variability of cohesion as mentioned above; the secondary factor is the vertical grading
coefficient ψ. In addition, it was found that the initiation of debris flow was not only closely associated
with these five variables, but also with other parameters such as the exposure-cum-sheltering factor
(Compared with particular-sized sediment in uniform composition, its initiation and transport within
a mixture will definitely be influenced by other particles with different sizes. Specifically, the fine
particles will be difficult to entrain due to the protection from coarse particles than is observed in
uniform sediment configuration; the opposite will be true for coarse particles, as they are more exposed
due to the presence of fine particles in graded sediment. This exposure-cum-sheltering effect is typical
in a mixture consists of multi-sized sediment, such as in natural debris flows) and internal friction,
which warrants further investigation.

As for the measured debris-flow u, the influence of the five factors was ranked as: flow rate
Q > flume slope S > vertical grading coefficient ψ > initial water content W > median grain size d50;
and for the debris-flow Fr was the initial water content W > flume slope S > flow rate Q > vertical
grading coefficient ψ > median grain size d50. Additionally, the larger difference of more than two
orders of magnitude among the coefficients of the five factors were shown in Equation (3) rather than
in Equations (4) and (5), which implies that some factors tend to have an exceptionally greater impact
on the debris-flow formation (e.g., initial water content W, vertical grading coefficient ψ) than on the
initial debris-flow transport.

∆Td f f = −0.53Q− 7.36S− 5.24d50 + 16.55ψ− 327.78W + 412.45 (3)

u = 0.47Q + 0.22S + 0.1d50 − 0.18ψ− 0.14W + 0.01 (4)

Fr = 0.08Q + 0.135S + 0.024d50 + 0.079ψ− 4.072W − 0.302 (5)

4. Discussion

4.1. Comparison between the Results from the Three Analysis Methods

Table 5 presents the ranked list of the influence of the five variables obtained from the range
analysis, variance analysis, and regression analysis, respectively, on the debris-flow ∆Tdff, u, and Fr.
Range analysis is commonly applied to all differences, and the corresponding results involved not only
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the errors from the variability in the variables, but also from the experimental operations, particular for
our experiment that was manually conducted in a tilting flume. Therefore, the results from the range
analysis can serve as a reference. In contrast, analysis of variance is one of statistical regression methods
that is based on normal distribution; and a main reason for adopting variance analysis in this study
was to determine the source of errors and their relevant impact on the final results. Furthermore, the
regression analysis is performed to exclude the influence of non-debris-flow tests. In a general sense,
it is difficult to determine the results from the different methods that are more accurate. However,
the results from the regression model have more practical implications in comparison, as some
landslide tests are subtracted from analysis. In this regard, the flow rate Q has the highest impact on
the debris-flow velocity u and the initial water content W has the highest impact on the debris-flow
∆Tdff and Fr. However, a closer examination indicates that the ranked list from ANOVA seems to be
more close to that from both the Range and Regression analysis as (i) a lateral comparison made among
the results for each influenced factor (i.e., ∆Tdff, u, and Fr); and (ii) a longitudinal comparison between
the results for both u and Fr obtained from the same analysis approach. In this respect, the ANOVA
seems to be more reliable in assessing the relative contribution of the five factors to the debris-flow
initiation (see Table 5).

It is also found that the median grain size d50 appeared to have the least impact on the measured
∆Tdff, u, and Fr, which is potentially due to the moderate variations in d50 values adopted in our
study. As for the effect of slope on ∆Tdff, u, and Fr, the slope S demonstrates a greater impact on the u
and Fr among five factors than on ∆Tdff, according to the ANOVA and regression analyses. This is
reasonable as the S values were slopes of the flume (and were achieved by adjusting the flume chute),
the formation of debris flows were partially influenced by varying the flume slopes (i.e., 25◦ → 35◦) as
a portion of debris was placed in the connection between the supply tank and flume inlet (and the
remainder in the supply tank was inclined at a fixed slope of 7◦, see Figures 3 and 4).

In addition, the vertical grading coefficient ψ has been shown to influence the debris-flow
∆Tdff dramatically both in the ANOVA and regression analyses. It is implied from previous studies
(e.g., [53–55] that the vertical emplacement of the debris, particular the fine particles (i.e., silt and clay),
tended to affect the ability of retaining water in the unsaturated mass and then influenced the variability
in the pore-water pressure, which finally determined the time elapsed in the debris-flow formation.

Table 5. Summary of the results obtained from the range, variance, and regression analysis.

Parameters Rank Range Analysis ANOVA Regression

Tdff

1 B (S) E (ψ)

≈

D (W)
2 A (d50) D (W) E (ψ)
3 C (Q) B (S) B (S)
4 D (W) A (d50) A (d50)
5 E (ψ) C (Q) C (Q)

u

1 C (Q)

=

C (Q)

=

C (Q)
2 B (S) B (S) B (S)
3 E (ψ) E (ψ) E (ψ)
4 D (W) D (W) D (W)
5 A (d50) A (d50) A (d50)

= =

Fr

1 C (Q)

≈

C (Q) D (W)
2 B (S) B (S) B (S)
3 E (ψ) E (ψ) C (Q)
4 D (W) A (d50) E (ψ)
5 A (d50) D (W) A (d50)
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4.2. Relevance and Implications

It should be noted that the flume-based debris flows in this study can essentially be classified
into the gully-type rather than those mobilized from landslide [56]. Again, the similarities (e.g., initial,
boundary, geometrical conditions, etc.) between the experimental debris flows with natural flow
events were significant for extending the applicability of the relevant findings from the flume-based
studies. Here, the Froude number Fr was considered as the basis for judging the similarity issue in
the present study (Table 6). It is seen from Table 6 that the Froude number Fr of the experimental
debris flows was universally larger than unity, which is similar to the natural debris flows observed in
the mountainous areas of Southwest China, indicating that the formation of supercritical flows was
associated with debris-flow transport behaviour. Therefore, our study has strong implications for
investigating the characteristics of natural debris flows.

It is to be emphasized that the comparison of the Froude number between our experimental
flows and natural debris flows observed in Southwest China was made with the aim of identifying
the flow regime associated with debris flows that occurred in various locations, and to further apply
our experimental results to similar geological and geomorphological settings. Secondly, the initial
transport velocity in our study is restricted to the measurements in the debris-flow initiation zone,
and is basically different from the debris-flow velocities reported in earlier studies (e.g., [57–60]),
which were measured when debris flows passed through the observation section in the transportation
zone. Therefore, it is not advisable to apply the modified Manning equation to predict the initial
debris-flow velocities in this study and compare with the general debris-flow transport velocities given
in previous studies.

Table 6. Flow regimes for typical debris flows measured in West China.

Site Total Number
of Debris Flows

Averaged Fr

Supercritical
(Fr > 1)

Subcritical
(Fr < 1)

No. Percent No. Percent

This Study (Yunnan) 48 2.39 48 100.0% 0 0

Jiangjia Gully (Yunnan,
Kang et al. [61]) 18 2.41 18 100.0% 0 0

Jiaba Gully (Sichuan,
Jiang et al. [62]) 3 1.45 3 100.0% 0 0

ZhouQu–Sanyanyu Gully
(Gansu, Deng et al. [63]) 3 0.80 1 33.3% 2 66.7%

5. Conclusions

According to the pre-existing studies, the five representative factors affecting the formation and
initial transport of debris flows were carefully selected for subsequent experimental design, which
included the median grain size d50, vertical grading coefficient ψ, flume slope S, flow rate Q, and initial
water content W. The median grain size d50 was close to the critical diameter between the liquid and
solid phases reported for non-homogeneous debris flows in the Jiangjia Gully, and the vertical grading
coefficient ψ represented the typical non-homogeneous distribution of coarse and fine grains in the
vertical profile within the supplied materials. The initiation of debris flow was quantified in terms of
the formative duration ∆Tdff, whereas the initial transport of the debris flow was given by the velocity
u and Froude number Fr.

The contribution of the five variables to the formation and initial transport of debris flows has
been determined with three analytical methods (i.e., range analysis, variance analysis, and regression
analysis) in this study. According to the merits and limitations associated with each analysis method,
the results from the regression analysis have more practical implications. However, the rank listed from
ANOVA seems to be more reliable. Consequently, the ranked list that the five variables contributed to
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the debris-flow u and Fr from this analysis is given as: flow rate Q > flume slope S > vertical grading
coefficient ψ > initial water content W/median grain size d50, whereas the relative importance of the
five factors that affected the formative duration ∆Tdff of debris flows can be ordered as: initial water
content W > vertical grading coefficient ψ > flume slope S > flow rate Q/median grain size d50.

Because of the inherent limitations in the experimental facility, data collection, and analytical
methods in the present study, it is undoubtable that there are some deficiencies to be found in this
project, such as (i) the differences between the experimental flume and natural debris-flow gully and
the related effects on the application of the corresponding results are still uncertain; and (ii) the flume
slope could only be adjusted within a limited range. Therefore, a further detailed investigation is
certainly required.

Acknowledgments: The research reported in this manuscript is funded by the Natural Science Foundation of
China (Grant No. 11372048) and Open Foundation of the Institute of Mountain Hazards and Environment (CAS).

Author Contributions: All the authors jointly contributed to this research.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Jakob, M.; Hungr, O. Debris-Flow Hazard Analysis; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2005.
2. Tang, C.; Zhang, S.C. Study progress and expectation for initiation mechanism and prediction of

hydraulic-driven debris flows. Adv. Earth Sci. 2008, 23, 787–793.
3. Ni, H.Y. Experimental study on initiation of gully-type debris flow based on artificial rainfall and channel

runoff. Environ. Earth Sci. 2015, 73, 6213–6227. [CrossRef]
4. Giannecchini, R.; Naldini, D.; Avanzi, G.D.; Puccinelli, A. Modelling of the initiation of rainfall-induced

debris flows in the Cardoso basin (Apuan Alps, Italy). Quat. Int. 2007, 171, 108–117. [CrossRef]
5. Zhuang, J.Q.; Cui, P.; Ge, Y.G.; Hong, Y. Relationship between rainfall characteristics and total amount of

debris flow. J. Beijing For. Univ. 2009, 31, 77–83.
6. Zhuang, J.Q.; Cui, P.; Ge, Y.G.; He, Y.P.; Liu, Y.H.; Guo, X.J. Probability assessment of river blocking by debris

flow associated with the Wenchuan Earthquake. Int. J. Remote Sens. 2010, 31, 3465–3478. [CrossRef]
7. Hu, K.H.; Cui, P.; Wang, C.C.; Li, Y.; Lu, X.B. Characteristic rainfall for warning of debris flows. J. Mt. Sci.

2010, 7, 207–214. [CrossRef]
8. Caine, N. The rainfall intensity: Duration control of shallow landslides and debris flows. Geogr. Ann. 1980,

62, 23–27. [CrossRef]
9. Guzzetti, F.; Peruccacci, S.; Rossi, M.; Stark, C.P. The rainfall intensity–duration control of shallow landslides

and debris flows: An update. Landslides 2008, 5, 3–17. [CrossRef]
10. Meyer, N.K.; Dyrrdal, A.V.; Frauenfelder, R.; Etzelmüller, B.; Nadim, F. Hydrometeorological threshold

conditions for debris flow initiation in Norway. Nat. Hazards Earth Syst. Sci. 2012, 12, 3059–3073. [CrossRef]
11. Zhou, W.; Tang, C. Rainfall thresholds for debris flow initiation in the Wenchuan earthquake-stricken area,

southwestern China. Landslides 2014, 11, 877–887. [CrossRef]
12. Cannon, S.H.; Kirkham, R.M.; Parise, M. Wildfire-related debris-flow initiation processes, Storm King

Mountain, Colorado. Geomorphology 2001, 39, 171–188. [CrossRef]
13. Larsen, I.J.; Pederson, J.L.; Schmidt, J.C. Geologic versus wildfire controls on hillslope processes and debris

flow initiation in the Green River canyons of Dinosaur National Monument. Geomorphology 2006, 81, 114–127.
[CrossRef]

14. Gabet, E.J.; Sternberg, P. The effects of vegetative ash on infiltration capacity, sediment transport, and the
generation of progressively bulked debris flows. Geomorphology 2008, 101, 666–673. [CrossRef]

15. Lanza, N.L.; Meyer, G.A.; Okubo, C.H.; Newsom, H.E.; Wiens, R.C. Evidence for debris flow gully formation
initiated by shallow subsurface water on Mars. Icarus 2010, 205, 103–112. [CrossRef]

16. Legg, N.T.; Meigs, A.J.; Grant, G.E.; Kennard, P. Debris flow initiation in proglacial gullies on Mount Rainier,
Washington. Geomorphology 2014, 226, 249–260. [CrossRef]

17. Gregoretti, C. The initiation of debris flow at high slopes: Experimental results. J. Hydraul. Res. 2000, 38,
83–88. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12665-014-3845-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.quaint.2007.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01431161003730873
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11629-010-2022-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/520449
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10346-007-0112-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/nhess-12-3059-2012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10346-013-0421-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-555X(00)00108-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2006.04.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2008.03.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2009.04.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2014.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00221680009498343


Water 2017, 9, 253 14 of 15

18. Zhuang, J.Q.; Cui, P.; Peng, J.B.; Hu, K.H.; Iqbal, J. Initiation process of debris flows on different slopes due
to surface flow and trigger-specific strategies for mitigating post-earthquake in old Beichuan County, China.
Environ. Earth. Sci. 2013, 68, 1391–1403. [CrossRef]

19. Dai, F.; Lee, C.F.; Wang, S. Analysis of rainstorm-induced slide-debris flows on natural terrain of Lantau
Island, Hong Kong. Eng. Geol. 1999, 51, 279–290.

20. Egashira, S.; Honda, N.; Itoh, T. Experimental study on the entrainment of bed material into debris flows.
Phys. Chem. Earth C 2001, 26, 645–650. [CrossRef]

21. Chen, H.; Dadson, S.; Chi, Y.G. Recent rainfall-induced landslides and debris flow in northern Taiwan.
Geomorphology 2006, 77, 112–125. [CrossRef]

22. Brayshaw, D.; Hassan, M.A.; Brayshaw, D.; Hassan, M.A. Debris flow initiation and sediment recharge in
gullies. Geomorphology 2009, 109, 122–131. [CrossRef]

23. Chen, N.S.; Zhou, W.; Yang, C.L.; Hu, G.S.; Gao, Y.C.; Han, D. The processes and mechanism of failure and
debris flow initiation for gravel soil with different clay content. Geomorphology 2010, 121, 222–230. [CrossRef]

24. Anderson, S.A.; Sitar, N. Analysis of rainfall-induced debris flows. J. Geotech. Eng. 1995, 122, 544–552.
[CrossRef]

25. Iverson, N.R.; Mann, J.E.; Iverson, R.M. Effects of soil aggregates on debris-flow mobilization: Results from
ring-shear experiments. Eng. Geol. 2010, 114, 84–92. [CrossRef]

26. Milne, F.D.; Brown, M.J.; Knappett, J.A.; Davies, M.C.R. Centrifuge modelling of hillslope debris flow
initiation. Catena 2012, 92, 162–171. [CrossRef]

27. Li, C.; Zhu, W.H.; Li, L.; Lu, X.B.; Yao, D.; Farshad, A. Experimental analysis for the dynamic initiation
mechanism of debris flows. J. Mt. Sci. 2016, 13, 581–592. [CrossRef]

28. Cui, P. Study on conditions and mechanisms of debris flow initiation by means of experiment. Sci. Bull. 1992,
37, 759–763.

29. Klubertanz, G.; Laloui, L.; Vulliet, L. Identification of mechanisms for landslide type initiation of debris
flows. Eng. Geol. 2009, 109, 114–123. [CrossRef]

30. Chen, C.C.; Tseng, C.Y.; Dong, J.J. New entropy-based method for variables selection and its application to
the debris-flow hazard assessment. Eng. Geol. 2007, 94, 19–26. [CrossRef]

31. Fei, X.J.; Shu, A.P. Movement Mechanism and Disaster Control for Debris Flow; Tsinghua University Press:
Beijing, China, 2004. (In Chinese)

32. Xiong, G. Mechanism of Viscous Debris Flow. Ph.D. Thesis, Tsinghua University, Beijing, China, 1996.
33. Shu, A.P.; Zhang, Z.D.; Wang, L.; Fei, X.J. Method for determining the critical grain size of viscous debris

flow based on energy dissipation principle. J. Hydraul. Eng. 2008, 38, 257–263. (In Chinese).
34. Shu, A.P.; Fei, X.J.; Feng, Y. A Preliminary Study on Energy Dissipating Mechanism for Viscous Debris

Flow. In Proceedings of the Fourth International Conference on Debris-Flow Hazards Mitigation: Mechanics,
Prediction, and Assessment, Chengdu, China, 10–13 September 2007; Millpress Science Publishers: Chengdu,
China, 2007; pp. 131–137.

35. Shu, A.P.; Wang, L.; Yang, K.A. Investigation on movement characteristics for non-homogeneous and
solid-liquid two-phase debris flow. Chin. Sci Bull. 2010, 55, 3006–3012. (In Chinese). [CrossRef]

36. Naylor, M.A. The origin of inverse grading in muddy debris flow deposits—A review. J. Sediment. Res. 1980,
50, 1111–1116.

37. Major, J.J. Experimental Studies of Deposition at A Debris-Flow Flume; Fact Sheet 028-94; US Geological Survey:
Reston, VA, USA, 1995.

38. Major, J.J. Depositional processes in large-scale debris-flow experiments. J. Geol. 1997, 105, 345–366.
[CrossRef]

39. Wang, Y.Y.; Tan, R.Z.; Jan, C.D.; Tian, B. Gravel accumulation in deposits of viscous debris flows with
hyper-concentration. J. Mt. Sci. 2009, 6, 88–95. [CrossRef]

40. Starheim, C.C.; Gomez, C.; Harrison, J.; Kain, C.; Brewer, N.J.; Owen, K.; Hadmoko, D.S.; Purdie, H.;
Zawar-Reza, P.; Owens, I. Complex internal architecture of a debris-flow deposit revealed using
ground-penetrating radar, Cass, New Zealand. N. Z. Geogr. 2013, 69, 26–38. [CrossRef]

41. Cagnoli, B.; Romano, G.P. Vertical segregations in flows of angular rock fragments: Experimental simulations
of the agitation gradient within dense geophysical flows. J. Volcanol. Geotherm. Res. 2013, 265, 52–59.
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12665-012-1837-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1464-1917(01)00062-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2006.01.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2009.02.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2010.04.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9410(1995)121:7(544)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enggeo.2010.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2011.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11629-014-3258-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enggeo.2009.06.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enggeo.2007.06.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1360/972010-741
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/515930
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11629-009-0120-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/nzg.12002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2013.08.017


Water 2017, 9, 253 15 of 15

42. Lee, Y.Y.; Filliben, J.J.; Micheals, R.J.; Phillips, P.J. Sensitivity analysis for biometric systems: A methodology
based on orthogonal experiment designs. Comput. Vis. Image Underst. 2013, 117, 532–550. [CrossRef]

43. Cheng, Y.Q.; Chen, H.L.; Fan, L.Y.; Chen, X.G.; Hu, Z.D. On-line conversion and determination of
artemisinin and its kinetic parameters using orthogonal design by coupling of flow injection with capillary
electrophoresis. Anal. Chim. Acta 2004, 525, 239–245. [CrossRef]

44. Baldwin, J.E., II; Donley, H.F.; Howard, T.R. On debris flow/avalanche mitigation and control, San Francisco
Bay Area, California. Rev. Eng. Geol. 1987, 7, 223–236.

45. Chen, H. Controlling factors of hazardous debris flow in Taiwan. Quat. Int. 2006, 147, 3–15. [CrossRef]
46. Mcdonnell, J.J. The influence of macropores on debris flow initiation. Q. J. Eng. Geol. Hydrogeol. 1990, 23,

325–331. [CrossRef]
47. Montgomery, D.C. Design and Analysis of Experiments, 7th ed.; John Wiley & Sons: New York, NY, USA, 2008.
48. Stark, J.S.; Riddle, M.J.; Smith, S.D. Influence of an antarctic waste dump on recruitment to nearshore marine

soft-sediment assemblages. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 2004, 276, 53–70. [CrossRef]
49. Bai, Y.; Gao, H.M.; Wu, L.; Cao, N. Influence of plasma-mig welding parameters on aluminum weld porosity

by orthogonal test. Trans. Nonferr. Metal. Soc. 2010, 20, 1392–1396. [CrossRef]
50. Suresh, R.; Basavarajappa, S.; Samuel, G. Some studies on hard turning of AISI 4340 steel using multilayer

coated carbide tool. Measurement 2012, 45, 1872–1884. [CrossRef]
51. Mousavi, J.; Parvini, M. A sensitivity analysis of parameters affecting the hydrogen release and dispersion

using ANOVA method. Int. J. Hydrogen Energy 2016, 41, 5188–5201. [CrossRef]
52. Dong, J.J.; Lee, C.T.; Tung, Y.H.; Liu, C.N.; Lin, K.P.; Lee, J.F. The role of the sediment budget in understanding

debris flow susceptibility. Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 2009, 34, 1612–1624. [CrossRef]
53. Ellen, S.D. Description and mechanics of soil slip/debrisflows in the storm. In Landslides, Floods and Marine

Effects of the Storm of the January 3–5, 1982, in the San Francisco Bay Region, California; USGS Professional Paper;
U.S. Geological Survey: Washington, DC, USA; Denver, CO, USA, 1988.

54. Pack, R.T.; Tarboton, D.G.; Goodwin, C.N. Terrain Stability Mapping with SINMAP; Technical Description and
Users Guide for Version 1.00; Utah State University: Logan, UT, USA, 1998.

55. Berti, M.; Simoni, A. Experimental evidences and numerical modelling of debris flow initiated by channel
runoff. Landslides 2005, 2, 171–182. [CrossRef]

56. Iverson, R.M. The physics of debris flows. Rev. Geophys. 1997, 35, 245–296. [CrossRef]
57. Chen, G. Prevention and Control of Debris Flow; China Railway Press: Beijing, China, 1983. (In Chinese)
58. Koch, T. Testing various constitutive equations for debris flow modelling. IAHS Publ. Ser. Proc. Rep. Intern

Assoc. Hydrol. Sci. 1998, 248, 249–258.
59. Rickenmann, D. Empirical relationships for debris flows. Nat. Hazards 1999, 19, 47–77. [CrossRef]
60. Xu, L.; Wang, Q.; Chen, J.; Pan, Y. Forcast for average velocity of debris flow based on bp neural network.

J. Jilin Univ. (Earth Sci. Ed.) 2013, 43, 186–191. (In Chinese).
61. Kang, Z.C.; Cui, P.; Wei, F.Q. Data Collection of Dongchuan Debris Flow Observation and Research Station; Science

Press: Beijing, China, 2006. (In Chinese)
62. Jiang, H.H.; Deng, Y.E.; Yuan, T. Formative conditions and transport characteristics of debris flows in Jiaba

Gully. Ground Water 2012, 34, 149–152. (In Chinese).
63. Deng, H.; Chen, N.S.; Hu, G.S.; Lu, Y. Calculation of dynamics parameters of Sanyanyu Gully in ZhouQu,

GanSu. J. ChongQing JiaoTong Univ. 2011, 30, 833–838. (In Chinese).

© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cviu.2013.01.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2004.08.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.quaint.2005.09.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1144/GSL.QJEG.1990.023.04.06
http://dx.doi.org/10.3354/meps276053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1003-6326(09)60310-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.measurement.2012.03.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2016.01.042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/esp.1850
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10346-005-0062-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/97RG00426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1008064220727
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Experimental Design 
	Factor Selection 
	Experimental Setup and Procedure 
	Debris-Flow Formation and Initial Transport 

	Results and Analysis 
	Results from the Range Analysis (RA) 
	Results from Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
	Results from Regression Analysis 

	Discussion 
	Comparison between the Results from the Three Analysis Methods 
	Relevance and Implications 

	Conclusions 

