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Landslide in Three Gorges Reservoir Area
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Abstract: To study the deformation and stability in the condition of water level fluctuation and rainfall, the frame type model
test was taken on the sliding body I of Majiagou landslide with a ratio of 1 : 40. The shapes of sliding body and sliding zone in
the front of the anti-slide pile were changed in the 2. 0 m><1. 0 mX 1. 5 m frame to make sure that the stability coefficients were
the same before and after being generalized. The reduction factors of the boundary thrust in the different water levels corre-
sponding natural conditions were put forward. The rate of water level rise and fall was changed in order to guarantee equal sta-
bility coefficients, and the numerical simulation results show that the rate of 0. 7 m/d ranging from 183 to 204 m is in accord-
ance with the actual landslide, and the rationality of the model is verified.
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Fig. 1 The profile and the study area of the [ slip mass of
Majiagou landslide model
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Fig. 2 Technical route of landslide model generalization
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Fig. 3 Slices of slip mass in front of piles
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Table 1 Stability coefficients of the landslide under static

water level

KA R A (m) e T R AL
JoK 1.213 7
145 1.190 9
150 1.195 9
155 1.2213
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170 1.383 4
175 1.503 7
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Table 2 Stability coefficients of the generalized model under
static water level
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Fig. 4 Profile of the generalized model
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Table 3 Correlation table of residual thrust of the landslide

and the generalized model
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Tk 1 586. 40 1915. 34
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ft 155. 0 1 586. 40 1915, 34
I
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Fig. 10 Stability coefficients after the reduction(the factor is 1. 025) of different change rates of water level
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