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Teton Dam Breach, USA, June 5,1976

Bangiao Breach, China, August, 1975
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Characteristics of clay

=— V=Y, =0 § v ¥v,¥0

f.,, = electrical forces between particles
f.,; =forces at contacts between particles
c.G.= center of gravity

c.G. = center of gravity W = weight of particle

W = weight of particle u,, = water pressure around particle

Uw = water pressure around particle. T = shear stress around particle.

f,; = electrical forces between particles
f., =forces at contacts between particles
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Characteristics of clay
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Characteristics of clay
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Characteristics of clay
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Hydrodynamic Erosion Model

T =shear stress

the hydraulic

~ shear stress is
proportional to
this slope.
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Hydrodynamic Erosion

Weight under water .
W, =a, (7. ~7)D’

Shear stress among particles
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Hydrodynamic Erosion Model

According to Moment equilibrium
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Migration rate
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Analysis and discussion
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Comparison of shear stress between measured data and calculated data for EG
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Analysis and discussion
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Migration rate
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Conclusions

eHeadcut migration
Geotechnical Problem and Hydraulic Problem

eCritical shear Stress
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