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ntroduction: study motivation and rationale

Diagram nottoscale e

'55’?; \\ Sfi'ﬂﬁz‘ws?n? CLTZ’s: Poorly understood region connecting well
----- defined channels and lobes (Mutti and Normark, 1987)

Iope SSSSS
‘\ e (.
v SRl N L
" . é Sandy
anne Ve S proximal
vee / S <L \I
— <
nne \.‘.k\\Y& ==
[ 3
1

lobe

~ Morphologic characteristics:

- }ﬂk—'\ﬁ ’lll : <j ‘ : :
- (///(;///// massive scours and sediment bypass
| ‘ ......... Flow transformation mechanisms:
Wy ot o 2009 CHANNEL-LOBE TRANSITION ZONE LOBE 1 . Break Of Slope (BOS)

2. Loss of lateral confinement (LLC)

w58 m
- . 5129 m
=
I 1 1 1 )
10°32'W 10°31'W 10°30'W 10°29'W 10°28'W 10°27'W
C DDDDDDD Distance m
4830 600 1000 1200 0O 200 400 4 200 400 600
£ £ <
R ral N c +
: i | i
A8 N B B C ¢ - | e

Macdonald et al. 2011 10°20°'W 10°0'W 9°40'W



Introduction: study motivation and rationale
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Experimental setup Run 1: Continuous confinement
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Experimental characteristics: Data acquisition:

Channel Length: 5.0 m Topography: Photogramic
Loss of confinement: 2.5 m reconstruction (laser sheet)
dso: ~ 140pm Velocity: 9 UDV’s (longitudinal array) 2m AM




Results: erosional & depositional trends
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Results: longitudinal velocity trends
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Results: model vs. depth-averaged flow properties
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A in flow thickness too rapid to be explained by particle settling.
Depth-averaged trends fit the model, but NOT the erosional/depositional patterns.



Results: loss of confinement and velocity maxima

= -5 - B

Maximum velocity

Height of the Maximum velocity

0.018 1.4 | |
Depression Deceleration lag
0.016 7 13 1 -
0.014 7 1.2 -
2 <
£ 0012 1 E1aF .
£ z
g 0.01 r 7 § 1r 7
(] v
>
0.008 - 09 3 i
0.006 — Continuous confinement 08 o) — Continuous confinement
— Loss in confinement W) — Loss in confinement
0.004 | | | 1 n 1 0.7 | 1 1 1 1 1
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25

Downstream distance (m) Downstream distance (m)



Results: loss of confinement and bed shear stress
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Discussion: flow relaxation model
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Final Remarks: flow relaxation in CLTZ’s
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Future Research: rate of confinement loss effects
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