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Estimation of Discharge Using Mean Velocity Equations
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Abstract

This study proposed the method that can calculate discharge using hydraulic characteristics that can
acquire easily—comparatively such as hydraulic radius, bed slope, depth to improve the stage-discharge
curve equation considering only stage. Roughness coefficient n value and C value that hydraulic
characteristics of rivers is reflected from Manning’s equation and Chezy's equation using the measured
data of the natural open channel in the report of Albert University estimated and calculated discharge
on the basis of this. The method proposed in this study was calculated stunningly to measured
discharge. And that compared with discharge by existent stage-discharge curve.
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Fig. 1. Stage-Discharge Curve Eq In the Lab
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Fig. 2. Stage-Discharge Curve Eq. in the Nature Open Channel
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Table 3. Estimation Manning and Chezy Eq.
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Table 4. Estimation Manning and Chezy Eq.
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