55 42 455 6 W] WO R R (H AR ) Vol. 42 No.6
2014 4E 11 H Journal of Hohai University ( Natural Sciences) Nov. 2014

DOI:10. 3876/j. issn. 1000 - 1980. 2014. 06. 016

KK B L A i iRt it E L B 4R T LL it
EAE AN EX AN S AN EXL AN -1

(1, R 2K K L 2EBE VTR P AT 210098 5 2. H [l /K HiL Jiii ] £ A A 2 B i T H RS Be , Wid s el 310014)

BE., AREM T EMELX AR o355 F kK DAL PR A 0 B, # 2 FT
BER K sEeg i FACE B S T R MEWIR, A AR THBENGERAK, ATH
Je Bk FACAE R 69 4e e AEta e E AL R B R R T AR TG EREKAR Las3hEH
REM S FACE R E TR, BRI 7 TOAB LR B3I FGF IR T E BEN R FTEH
By 37 AR AT T R TGP 7 %,

KHRIA] . A FAL ARAE T A A B R ) P e B ROK B 3E

FESES . TVI3I. 1 MERFRAERD A CEHE 1000 - 1980(2014)06 - 0553 -06

Comparison and selection of protection schemes for left-bank slope at
a hydropower station during flood discharge atomization

WANG Jin', LUO Yulong', YIN Liang’, ZHAN Meili', SHENG Jinchang'
(1. College of Water Conservancy and Hydropower Engineering , Hohai University, Nanjing 210098 , China;
2. HydroChina Huadong Engineering Corporation, Hangzhou 310014, China)

Abstract: According to the estimation formula of flood discharge atomization, and with reference to the atomization
range of major hydropower engineering projects such as the Ertan Hydropower Station, we determined the range of
the flood discharge atomization of the chosen hydropower station. Based on the main properties of the structural
plane of the hydropower station, we determined the potential landslide downstream the left bank of the station.
Based on saturated and unsaturated unstable seepage theory, and with consideration of the function of flood
discharge atomization, we analyzed the evolution of the uplift pressure on the structural surfaces of the potential
landslide, and we propose three protection schemes based on the design scheme. Through comparison of the effects

of the three schemes, we have selected the optimum scheme.

Key words: flood discharge atomization; slope stability ; unsaturated seepage ; uplift pressure; protection schemes;

cascade hydropower station
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Fig. 1 Downstream slope on left bank of dam site
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