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ABSTRACT: This paper describes how a method based on geomorphological concepts and to-
pographical measures which can enable practitioners to predict the volume of sediment trans-
ported by chanalized debris flows, has been tried on two torrents of the French North-Alps: Le 
Merdarêt and Les Arches. 
For this kind of torrent, well known to have produced debris flows in the past, the main sediment 
yield comes from the upper part of the catchment made of limestone-marl mixed escarpment 
rock. Depending on specific time scales relative to each geomorphological processes, sediments 
are more or less rapidly stored in several particular reaches in the channel, named Temporary 
Storage Areas (TSA). These sediments stored in TSA are then available to feed debris flows. 
To validate the estimation results this study is based on: (1) Recent events data collected by the 
RTM, the French Governmental Agency in charge of natural hazards mitigation, (2) Stereo pho-
togrammetry on IGN (Geographic National Institute) aerial photographs with a numerical stereo-
restitutor, and (3) Field survey including topographical measurement with a laser range-finder 
and an electronic compass. 
The purpose of this method is to give a tool to assess deposited volumes on the alluvial fan dur-
ing a large torrential event. This study shows coherent results in agreement with data and field 
survey. This method allows us to provide estimates of sediments potentially available for debris 
flows, corresponding to the sediment volume of the largest event, at any one time. In the future, 
this method could certainly be extended to different watersheds with debris flow events. 

 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Debris flows can be considered as a significant natural hazard in the Alps and in many other moun-
tainous areas. Torrential disasters causing property damage and loss of human lives have occurred 
frequently in the past. The aim of this paper is to describe the use of a method which was devel-
oped on the Manival torrent. This method seems to be an interesting way to estimate the overall po-
tential debris flow volume. The lack of a reliable method to estimate volume is a problem for engi-
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neers who need to manage torrential hazard mitigation: on the one hand, most global models are 
empirical and statistical and so, cannot be used in any other parts of the world without large fluc-
tuation in the results (Laigle and Marchi, 2000, Marchi, 1999); and on the other hand, research on 
debris flow rheology and mechanics is still in process (Iverson, 1997) but, due to the complexity of 
torrent systems relatively few studies can currently provide a workable tool for engineering design. 

In the whole catchment, many geomorphological processes contribute to recharging channels. 
Depending on specific time scales relative to each geomorphological process, sediments are more 
or less rapidly stored in several parts on slopes (Peiry, 1990, Tricart, 1960) and in particular in 
reaches in the channel, where they are then available for debris flows. Debris flow events are there-
fore controlled not only by exceeding a local climatic threshold, but also by factors such as terrain 
instability and ruggedness, which control debris supply and the channel recharge rate. During an 
event, the magnitude of the debris flow is then mainly determined by the volume of material 
dragged along the channel (Davies et al., 1992, Fannin and Rollerson, 1993), so channels must be 
recharged with material before a large debris flow can reoccur. 

Although sediment supply and the channel recharge rate are important factors controlling debris 
flow activity, these aspects have received little attention to date. In this study, we show a method 
which has been tested on two other torrent basins, the Arches and the Merdaret, which have the 
same characteristics as the Manival torrent. Before presenting the two watersheds, the main lines of 
the method developed on the Manival torrent will be summarized (Veyrat-Charvillon, 2003). Then 
results of measures, from aerial photographs by stereoscopic photogrammetry and volume estima-
tions before debris flows occurred in Le Merdarêt and Les Arches torrents,are presented. Using to-
pographic fieldwork measures taken after the events a diachronic permits us to discuss of the 
method's reliability compared to event information. 

2 THE GEOMORPHOLOGICAL METHOD USED 

2.1 Essentials of the method 

The geomorphological method used here is based on two main points: 
 -It follows a stability concept 
 -It is applicable on a certain type of torrent. 
 
The stability concept (Peiry, 1988, Schumm, 1977, Zimmermann et al., 1997) explains how a 

torrent system works (Cf. Fig. 1). Long periods of time with little apparent torrential activity alter-
nate with torrential events, which could carry downstream large amounts of material by debris 
flow. Three factor allow this phenomenon: (1) predisposition parameters, which could increase and 
decrease over a long period of time, such as a basin area or channel length. These parameters only 
indicate if the basin is already close or not to the instability threshold. (2) sediment supply vari-
ables, such as the channel recharge rate. These are the main variables, because the more they in-
crease, the closer the basin is of the instability threshold. (3) hydroclimatic events, which are short 
in time but could rapidly destabilize the system. The magnitude of an event is mainly determined 
by the volume of material dragged along the channel and not only the volume of the initiating event 
(Davies et al., 1992, Fannin and Rollerson, 1993), so channels must be recharged with material be-
fore a large debris flow can reoccur. 

According to such authors as Bovis and Jakob (1999), Carson and Kirkby (1972), Stiny (1910), 
it is important to separate torrents into two groups (Cf. Fig. 2): catchments where sediment supply 
is limited (weathering limited systems) and catchments where sediment supply is unlimited (trans-
port-limited systems). The second group, with a hydrological dominant extrinsic threshold, ap-
pears, for example, in torrents where channels are incised into thick glacial drift or into pyroclastic 
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deposits around an active volcano. To use the geomophological method in the North Alps, we stud-
ied only torrents from the first group, with a morphologic dominant intrinsic threshold, which is 
why sediment yield dynamics and torrential sediment dynamics have definitly become the most 
important factor of the torrential system. 

To estimate debris flow volume, it is most important to study and calculate the quantity of 
sediment temporarily stored inside the channel because the debris flows will be fed by this mate-
rial. That is why we did not try to quantify each geomorphological process rate on slopes. 

2.2 Principle of the method 

Determining the potential volumetric state of channel sediment is based on a reference level 
through the channel length, which is representative of the lowest level for debris flow erosion. 
Once this calculation has been done, it is possible to calculate a volume between this reference 
level and the topographic surface. This volume represents the sediment potential store in the chan-
nel which could feed a debris flow. 

At the moment, two hypotheses are being considered to determine the reference level (Cf. Fig. 
3). (1) The level going straight from the top of the downstream profile length hard point - a check 
dam or escarpment rock - to the bottom of the next upstream hard point. (2) The second hypothesis 
uses a lower level, taking into account a maximum erosion slope observed downstream from the 
sediment trap where all the sediment is stopped. The real reference level is between these two hy-
potheses. 

The topographic surface level is measured with a length profile and cross-sections which divide 
the channel into homogeneous reaches (especially for slope and width), using either classic field 
topographic measures with successive station progress or stereo-photogrammetric measures on ae-
rial photographs. Then it is possible to summarize each reach volume for the total length of the 
channel. 

2.3 Reference Level 

The cross-section reference shape used is a U-shape following vertical or subvertical banks ob-
served in the field and described by different authors (Aulitzky, 1982, Johnson, 1970, Lavigne and 
Thouret, 2000, Thouret et al., 1995). This is particularly exact just after a debris flow, but the verti-
cality also depends on the material. Usually the substratum is deep enough below the channel, but 
the U-shape choice may over estimate volumes upstream when the method is used in the ravines 
(with a natural v-profile made of rock). 

The first hypothesis (Cf. Fig. 3(1)) for the reference level in the length profile gives minimum 
volume estimations. The straight line between two successive check dams (or escarpment rock in 
the channel) theoretically corresponds to a dynamic equilibrium slope gradient (profile a). It is pos-
sible, in certain reaches when check dams are far from each other, for sediment to be eroded below 
this level. On the other hand, this reference level is easy to use to compare the different states of the 
sediment. 

The second hypothesis (Cf. Fig. 3(2)) is the lowest reference level, i.e., the debris flow cannot 
erode below this level. In theory, the maximum limit can be modeled by two straight lines repre-
senting slopes between check dams: a horizontal line downstream and a vertical line upstream (pro-
file b). In fact, in nature, the maximum erosion slope exists downstream of the sediment trap be-
cause all the sediment discharge is caught (profile c). This field maximum erosion slope is still too 
extreme for the channel upstream, where sediment discharge is much more substantial. That is why 
this second hypothesis (profile d) uses two slopes as medium slopes between the maximum erosion 
slope observed (profile c) and the dynamic equilibrium slope (first hypothesis: profile a). The 
maximum erosion slope is observed downstream where the channel is not too steep, so to use it up-
stream, a proportion with the general slope of the main channel parts is calculated. Also, to sim-
plify, the downstream slope of the maximum erosion slope is considered to be horizontal. 
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2.4 Topographic Range 

An optimal field measure range was estimated comparing with precise topometric data made of a 
20-point cross-section every 10 meters in the length profile. Taking into account the topographic 
instrument, each cross-section was separated by 50 meters or less if the slope change (check dam) 
(Cf. Fig. 4). For cross-section used, the risk of error is then about 4,5%. 

Inside the cross-section, only 4 points remain necessary: both banks, thalweg, and the highest 
point in the middle 40% of the channel (Cf. Fig. 4). These 4 points allow us to calculate a good es-
timation of the section area between the reference and the topographic level. From section areas, a 
statistical analysis of the comparison between the mean height of detailed cross-section and the 
mean height calculated, on about 40 different types of cross-sections shows an uncertainty of less 
than 25 cm. For the kind of torrents studied this is equivalent to 2,5%. 

Between cross-sections, stations complete the length profile, which is made alternatively of 
cross-section thalweg point and station point. The length between two stations limits cross-section 
representativeness. When a check dam or rock escarpment is found, measures are taken down-
stream and upstream of it (Cf. Fig. 4). 

2.5 Volume calculation taking account of slope gradient 

All the following computing might be more or less automated. In our case, some macro commands 
programmed with VisualBasic language on the software Excel, made the data processing semi-
automatic. 

Four steps allow to calculate a volume of sediment stored all the long inside the channel: 
 -defining reference length profiles 
 -computing surfaces of cross-sections 
 -computing length of each reaches 
 -computing volume of each “boxes”, which are representative of reaches. 
First, the bottom level must be defined as a reference level. Two reference levels have been used 

(see reference profiles in §.2.3..( Both of them are based on hard points in the length profile as es-
carpment rock, check dam, ford, apparent rock,… Most hard points can be rapidly identified on the 
field, but sometimes it is possible that some of them would be completely buried and not visible. In 
this case, some other ways are possible: using past (aerial) photographs, using some historical data, 
or doing a seismic prospection. Of course, the best reference level integrates all the length profile 
hard points. The reference length of profile 1 is made of straight lines between hard points, whereas 
the reference length of profile 2 follows the outline proposed in profile d (see §.2.3). In order to 
calculate the profile d an intermediate point as been used with the following coordinates: 

xI = xB – tanβ.yB – tanβ.tanα.xA + tanβ.yA 
 1 – tanβ.tanα  

yI = tanα (xI – xA) + yA with x, distance on the length profile and y, elevation. 
Second, each cross-section made of four points is modelized by a curved line (y = ax² + bx + c). 

The surface of cross section (S) is then computed by the integral between the curved line and the 
bottom reference level. It is also possible to compute a mean height (h) by using the width (w): 

h = Sw. 

Third, the length of each reach (L) represented by cross-section is defined by the two station 
measuring points located immediately downstream and upstream of the cross-section. 

Fourth, each reach of the torrent channel can be modelized by a box (Cf. Fig. 4). Volume of 
boxes (V) are computed as follow: V = L . w . h or V = L . S 

Finally, to obtain the total sediment volume available in the channel to feed a debris flow, boxes 
are added together. Downstream boxes, where the mean slope gradient is lower than 8°, are not 
used. Indeed lower slope gradient area are deposit areas (as sediment traps or part of a debris fan) 
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or areas where the debris flow slows down so much that no more sediment of these areas could 
feed a debris flow (PWRI, 1984, Rickenmann, 1997). 

3 THE APPLICATION OF THE METHOD ON TWO SIMILAR TORRENTS: LE 
MERDARET AND LES ARCHES 

3.1 Choice of torrents 

Two groups of criteria have been followed to choose torrents: (1) The torrents must resemble the 
Manival torrent were the method was elaborated, especially with reference to the same sediment 
working system; (2) Some data are necessary to validate the method: aerial photographs of past 
dates and data describing past debris flow events. 

For these torrents, sediment recharge is essential in the instability process. The torrents are in-
cluded in the morphologic dominant intrinsic threshold group. The working torrential activity can 
determine some types of torrents (Richard, 1996). These torrents have their sediment yield located 
in the upper part of the catchment area with scree, rock fall, or stone fall slope processes. The tor-
rents chosen have the same geologic and lithologic features: rock layers bent and cracked which al-
ternate b hard limestone layer and softer marl layer. Landslide processes have been avoided be-
cause they involve a different type of torrential activity. 

As much information as possible is necessary to validate the results of the method on the two 
other torrents. It is essential to have two channel sediment states at two different dates, to know the 
torrential events which happened between these two dates. In France, aerial photographs are cen-
tralized by the national geographic institute (IGN), and torrent data are often collected by a national 
forestry service in charge of natural hazard mitigation in mountain (RTM). The RTM service 
makes an event index card each time that a consequent debris flows occur, with some descriptions: 
date of event, climatic conditions, deposit area, start area, volume estimations, injuries,… 

Also we had to take in account that field study is difficult to work because of steep slopes, fri-
able rocks, or stone fall, so a torrent basin must have a possible and safe access. 

3.2 Brief presentation of torrents 

These two torrents are located in the French North Alps south of Grenoble (Cf. Fig. 5).The Le 
Merdarêt torrent has developed in limestone and schist between the Ecrin and Taillefert mountain 
ranges and Les Arches torrent is very deep on the east side of the Vercors mountain range. Like 
many torrent watersheds, they have three characteristic parts: (1) the upper-part or upper basin, 
where most of the sediment and water from the slopes is collected by the torrent channel; (2) a flow 
channel, quite short with gorges; (3) the debris fan where sediments settle down and increase the 
debris fan, according to the overflow from the main channel. 

The basin areas studied cover about two to three square kilometres. Elevation for the Le 
Merdarêt basin ranges from about 1 300 to 2 400 meters high, while the channel is about 2 100 me-
ters long up to 1 800 meters high, and for the Les Arches basin ranges from about 1 000 to 1 950 
meters high, whereas the channel is about 2 500 meters long up to 1 500 meters high. In the upper 
basin both have one or two major affluent ravines. Precipitation is not well known for these torrents 
because of the lack of pluviometric data in this mountain area, but some stations at lower elevation 
show mean annual precipitations ranging of 780 to 1400 mm. 

The lithology and geology of upper basins are favorable to sediment yield and do not permit 
much vegetation cover. From top to bottom the Le Merdarêt lithology is: limestone with schist 
(Carixien-Lotharingien), marly limestone (Domerien), marly limestone and marl (Toracien), 
whereas the Les Arches lithology is: yellow limestone (urgonien), grey limestone (barremien inf.), 
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grey schist of Chichilianne (hauterivien), alternation of grey limestone and blue marl (hauterivien). 
Debris fans are quaternary fields with torrential and glacial deposits. 

To protect people and infrastructures downstream against torrent hazards, the RTM agency 
planted many trees on bare slopes where it was possible and built a number of check dams in ra-
vines and channels and maintained them to stabilize the length profile and the slopes, which has 
thus resulted in a lower sediment yield. It also built some dykes along the channel and sediment 
traps, and there moves regularly, sediment deposited both in sediment traps and inside the channel 
as needed, to avoid any overflows. 

In the Le Merdarêt torrent, 50 check dams were built between 1904 and 1933. By 1904, the Le 
Merdarêt debris fan and the Les Pâles debris fan from the torrent next to it, were often connected, 
according to the overflow from each channel. Trees have been planted on the debris fan, but it was 
not possible to do so upstream in the large upper basin. After 1958, a 275 meters dyke was erected 
upstream of the road (on the debris fan) on the left bank of the torrent to protect villages. Now, a 
few check dams have been added, and two sediment traps with a capacity of about 10 000 m3 each. 
The Les Pâles torrent has been diverted into the Le Merdarêt channel, but the Les Pâles has also a 
10 000 m3 sediment trap (Cf. Fig. 6(A)). 

In the Les Arches torrent, only a few check dams are present: one in the lower part on the debris 
fan, made in 1970, is 1.7 meters high; an other one in the upper basin made in 1976, is 5.4 meters 
high, and was consolidated in 1979 by an other check dam now largely damaged. In 1993, a large 
check dam was built at the downstream extremity and a sediment trap was dug out behind it. From 
there to the gorges, on the debris fan, a long and high dyke protects the village. The channel width 
is then about 20 meters, but most of the time the water flow is contained in a few meters in the 
middle of the channel. At the top of this long reach (top of the debris fan) is a 340 meter long area 
which is very wide, between 30 to 60 meters, and less steep than the upstream reach. This wide 
area could be considered as a kind of sediment trap (Cf. Fig. 7(A)). 

3.3 Results on Le Merdarêt torrent 

3.3.1 Data used 
Among the recent torrential events which occurred in the Le Merdarêt torrent, the event of the 24th 
July 2000 was described by the RTM technicians. During this event, many check dams (28) were 
damaged and two of them fell down. The road was also buried by debris flow deposit. Each sedi-
ment trap was filled by about 10 000 m3 of sediment. At this time, debris flow in the Le Merdarêt 
torrent was estimated at about 20 000 m3. In the Les Pâles torrent, all the sediment was trapped in 
the sediment trap and no material went from there to the Le Merdarêt. 

Two days before, the 22d July 2000, aerial photographs were taken and are now available at the 
IGN. The scale is about 1/25 000e. These photographs were used to make the topographic meas-
ures by the stereo photogrammetric technique. It was then possible to use the geomorphological 
method to estimate the maximum volume of a possible debris flow before the event of the 24th of 
July. 

3.3.2 Volume results 
Following the method, the volume computation of the sediment trap downstream which has a slope 
gradient lower than 8° (or 14%) was not taken into account. 

Results for the two bottom reference level hypothesis are: 
 -using the reference length profile 1: 19 684 m3, 
 -using the reference length profile 2: 64 048 m3. 
The risk of error of the method with the use of photographs is about 12%. The real volume is 

between about 20 000 m3 and 64 000 m3 (around 42 000 m3). It represents the maximum volume 
which can be transported by a debris flow. 
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The figure 6(B) shows that an important sediment volume is stored in the channel between 440 
meters and 760 meters, and some reaches upstream with more than 2 000 m3 of sediment stored 
whereas the sediment traps doesn’t seems to be completely empty. 

3.3.3 Channel Temporary Storage Areas (TSA) 
During an event, sediments are not incised uniformly all along the channel. Some reaches work as a 
sediment reservoir. We named them channel Temporary Storage Areas (TSA). TSA are very im-
portant for the sedimentary dynamic of torrents because water discharge is very low for most of the 
time and sediment moves mostly by pulsation when a debris flow occurs. Theoretically, this is ex-
plained very well by the conceptual graph, applicable on any time or space scale. 

The best way to detect TSA is to study channel slopes. In fact, channel TSA seem to be located 
at concave parts of the length profile but these parts, however, are difficult to see on length profile 
graph. For this reason, the length profile residual graph was studied (Cf. Fig. 6(C)). This graph is 
made by calculating the difference between the straight line from minimum elevation to maximum 
elevation on the one hand, and the length profile on the other hand. It must be read from upstream 
(right) to downstream (left) and each difference of the slope gradient shows a concave or a convex 
part of the length profile. To study in detail a shorter part of the length profile it is possible to make 
a new length profile residual graph on a shorter distance. Also, when TSA are located on the graph, 
they are easily visible in the field. 

On the graph of figure 6(C), TSA are shown. The most evident are sediment traps, whereas it is 
more difficult to define TSA located in reaches with many check dams. 

The state of channel TSA is very important: if a TSA is full of sediment it will probably feed the 
debris flow, but if a TSA is “empty” debris flow can fill it and may slow down. Often sediment 
traps are the biggest TSA. 

3.4 Results on Les Arches torrent 

3.4.1 Data used 
Like the other torrent, we have looked at the recent events. Three debris flow events of medium 
deposit volume have been used: a 6 000 m3 event of September 1998, a 10 000 m3 event of July 
1999, and a 10 000 m3 event of August 2000. These volumes have been estimated inside the sedi-
ment trap. 

The same stereo photogrammetric technique as the Le Merdarêt torrent study has been used on 
July 1998 photographs from IGN. 

3.4.2 Volume results 
The result of the method have been computed with data from 1460 meters upstream, with a slope 
gradient higher than 8° (or 14%). 

Results for the two bottom reference level hypothesis are: 
 -using the reference length profile 1: 17 483 m3, 
 -using the reference length profile 2: 57 811 m3. 
The maximum volume of sediment which can be transported by a debris flow at 1998, was be-

tween about 17 500 m3 and 57 500 m3 (around 38 000 m3). 
For the particularly wide area located at the debris fan apex, we examined a width of 20 meters 

because we consider, due to the channel morphology, that debris flow could not drag sediment all 
over the 60 meters wide of this area. Therefore the calculation was made for a width of 20 meters 
so that the result is plausible. This unusual torrent emphasizes that field work is necessary. 

The figure 7(B) shows a larger amount of sediment volume on the debris fan apex, at a distance 
between about 1600 meters to 1900 meters. Downstream, lower slope gradients favor debris flow 
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deposits so that there is an enormous quantity of sediment because on the weaker slopes the debris 
tends to settle or at least slowing down. 

3.4.3 Channel Temporary Storage Areas (TSA) 
We have proceeded in the same way as before and used a length profile residual graph. The sedi-
ment trap is an evident TSA, but there are small convex zones although the TSA is in fact largely 
concave.(Cf. Fig. 7(C)). 

4 DIACHRONIC ANALYSE BEFORE AND AFTER DEBRIS FLOW EVENTS AND 
DISCUSSION ABOUT THE METHOD USED 

4.1 Estimation of debris flow volumes and prediction of maximum volume possible in July 2001 

The same method has been used to manage volume calculation, using field topographic measures 
taken in July 2001 with a laser range-finder (Impulse 300) and an electronic compass (Mapstar). 
Both reference length profiles are kept the same. 

The calculation of the volume of the debris flow between the 2 dates is based of the overall total 
of the channel and substation allowed us to calculate the difference between the total channel vol-
ume in 2001 after debris flow events and the total channel volume in 2000 for the Le Merdarêt tor-
rent (1 event), and the total channel volume in the 1998 for the Les Arches torrent (3 events). Fig-
ure 6(D) and 7(D) show the length profile evolution for each torrent. 

All these results, and also predictions of maximum debris flow volumes possible in 2001, i.e. 
the volumes of the upper reaches which have a slope gradient higher than 8°, are presented in table 
1 for the Le Merdarêt torrent, and in table 2 for the Les Arches torrent. 

4.2 Workability of the method 

4.2.1 Comparison of event informations and event volumes calculated 
For the Le Merdarêt, the July 2000 event description mentions debris flow deposit at sediment traps 
of about 20 000 m3 and in a few reaches. Calculated volume gives a result of about 11 000 m3. 
Most of the measures have been taken between the two sediment traps, then this result must be 
compared with the approximately 10 000 m3 stored in the lower sediment trap. We can consider 
that volume calculated fits well with information about the event. Figure 6 presents the length pro-
file evolution between 2000 and 2001, which fits well with TSA. 

For the Les Arches, the period observed is longer with 3 debris flows. Events information gives 
a total of 26 000 m3. But the difference volume calculated is of about -14 000 m3. This means that, 
between 1998 and 2001, the channel torrent was recharged by about 40 000 m3. The high rate of 
sediment yield for this torrent is possible considering the upper basin morphology and might be 
linked with the frequency and non negligible magnitude of the latest events. The length profile 
comparison represented on the graph of figure 7, shows a more important accumulation in the 
lower part, whereas for upper reaches with slope gradient higher than 8° the channel has been re-
charged by only 3 500 m3. 

4.2.2 Comparison of predicted maximum volumes and events volumes 
For the event in the Le Merdarêt, the predicted maximum volume was from about 20 000 m3 to 
64 000 m3 and the total debris flow volume estimation was more than 20 000 m3. In 1998, pre-
dicted maximum volume for the Les Arches torrent was from about 17 500 m3 to 57 500 m3 , and 
the 1998 debris flow had a volume of about 6 000 m3, while the next debris flow had a volume of 
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about 10 000 m3. Although debris flow event was relatively important for this torrent, the results 
are still coherent because they predict the biggest event possible which rarely occurs. 

Result volumes are also coherent with each torrential basin morphology. For example, the upper 
basin of the Les Arches is smaller and volume prediction fairly modest in fact what seems to ap-
pend is that debris flows are small but more frequent. This would correspond to the information re-
ceived as they have been 3 debris flows in 3 years. 

Obviously, after an important debris flow the new predicted maximum event volume decreases 
because a part of the sediment stock inside the channel has been used by the debris flow. 

4.2.3 Difficulties encountered by using the method 
The main difficulty in this study came from the utilisation of two different measuring techniques 
(photogrammetry and “rapid” field topography). They had different accuracy and it was difficult to 
fit both measures together with steady points. 

The second difficulty was to determine all of the hard points necessary for reference levels de-
sign. Field work was essential to see most of them, and to locate some others from lithologic fea-
tures. Generally historical information on the torrent (check dams building, events descriptions,…) 
are also very useful to complete or validate the location of hard points. In some part of the torrents, 
seismic prospective may have been done. 

4.3 Possible improvement of the method 

The results of the method are approximate but seem to be coherent. It is particularly true on the Le 
Merdarêt torrent which has been a simple case study with a single debris flow and measures just 
before the event and after it. Whereas on the Les Arches torrent, the method shows objective results 
which means that the channel have been largely recharged and not only dragged by debris flows. 

The weak point of the method is certainly the uncertainty of the reference level. To improve our 
knowledge of it, different ways are possible: a first way could be to experiment in a laboratory with 
the incision features made by a debris flow; a second way is to use a large data base of channel to-
pography to analyse the lowest levels observed, especially after a debris flow. 

The method could be improved by making the result more precise in comparison with reality. 
When the method gives a maximum event volume, it assumes that debris flow will incise all long 
inside the channel to the bottom reference level. But it is also possible that debris flow could never 
take off all this volume but only a part of it. Perhaps only TSA volumes or few TSA volumes have 
to be taken in account. To improve the method in this way, a large amount of torrent measures are 
needed. 

Finally, it will certainly possible to extend this method to other types of torrents, but to do this 
the method must be tested on many of them. 
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Date 2000 2001 Volume of debris flow 
(+) and recharge (-) 

Reference profile 1 2 1 2 1 2 

Volume estimation for the 
maximum debris flow (using 
upper reaches with slope 
gradient >8° (in m3) 

19 684 64 048 6 463 50 826   

Potential volume stored in all 
reaches (in m3) 25 009 82 179 14 155 71 324 10 854 10 854 

 
Table 1: Le Merdarêt torrent volumes estimations. 

 
 

Date 1998 2001 
Volume of debris 

flows (+) and 
recharge (-) 

Reference profile 1 2 1 2 1 2 

Volume estimation for the 
maximum debris flow (using 
upper reaches with slope 
gradient >8° (in m3) 

17 483 57 811 21 101 61 429   

Potential volume stored in all 
reaches (in m3) -20 192 264 062 -6 013 278 241 -14 179 -14 179 

 
Table 2: Les Arches torrent volumes estimations. 
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1 : Rupture of stability when an event occur
2 : Rupture of stability by progressive increase of instability

 Volume of sediments accumulated in the system and released
 at the time of the crossing of the instability threshold

Figure 1: A stability concept graph (from Schumm, 1973 and Heward, 1978, modif.).
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Figure 6: Le MerdarŒt measures analyse

B.Volumes of sediment store in the channel
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Figure 2: transport-limited (A) with morphologic dominant intrinsic
threshold and weathering-limited (B) with hydrologic dominant
extrinsic threshold concepts applied to the occurence of debris flow
events. Bars indicate precipitation, curved rising lines indicate
cumulative sediment recharge (from Bovis and Jacob, 1999).
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Figure 3: Reference levels, (1) first hypothesis: reference level as a dynamic equilibrium slope
gradiant, (2) second hypothesis: reference level between the equilibrium slope gradiant and the
observed maximum erosion slope (from Veyrat-Charvillon, 2003).
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Figure 5: Location of the two torrents studied, Les Arches (left) and Le MerdarŒt (right). Aerial
 1998 and 2000 photographs have been bought at IGN.
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