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A7|1A, ¢ = | HAF HA(Erosion rate, kg/s/m),

141 Al4> (Coefficient of Soil Erosion,
kg/s/m’/Pa 3-& s/m),

r = 4498 (Hydraulic shear stress,
N/m” & Pa),

7, = SAE AT (Critical hydraulic shear

stress, N/m” 3-& Pa).
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