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Fig. 7 Relationship between the slope gradient and time at different rainfall moments
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Fig. 8 Relationship between different rainfall intensities and the variation of slope over time
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Tab. 5 Safety factor and escape slope under different rainfall types
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Fig. 9 Relationship between the slope gradient of different rainfall types and their variation over time
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Tab. 6 Summary table of pipeline surge prediction model data for coupled rainfall conditions of reservoir

water level rise and fall

AR+

CRH5

CE B $9iEKIE SRIEK)R

T Rl WIER EKk  LIBK BERE BERE o0
Wil i, H, Kk H, k. k, i v,
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It 4 m/d+0. 06 m/d+ 20~30 d 3.366 12.727 10 3x107 0.514 =7.717
1\ 4 m/d+HiEE 2.870 12. 683 10 3x107 0.514 -7.344
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Fig. 10 Performance of the infiltration line after the treatment of the anti-filter blanket
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Fig. 11 Performance of the infiltration line after the treatment of the anti-filtration well
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Fig. 12 Changes in the gradient of the overflow point of the piping treatment plan
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