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Fig.1 Pipe networks and catchment division
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Fig. 4 Rainfall simulation scenarios
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Fig.7 Four scenario nodes and pipeline risk
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Fig. 8 The maximum water depth distribution

of four scenarios
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Study of Waterlogging Simulation of University Campus

Based on GIS-Mike Flood Coupling Model
YE Pei-cheng' ,GUO Shuai'  CHEN Chuan-hui*, HU Teng-yu’,

YUAN Wei’ ,CAO Guang-xue' , XU Qiao'
(1. College of Civil Engineering, Hefei University of Technology, Hefei 230009, China; 2. PowerChina
Huadong Engineering Corporation Limited, Hangzhou 310014, China; 3. Hefei Surveying and Mapping
Design Institute, Hefei 230001, China)

Abstract: Aiming at the problem of campus waterlogging in Hefei City, this paper constructs a 1D-2D coupled model
based on Mike Flood. Firstly, GIS was used to obtain the distribution information of the five types of land surface in the
study area by analyzing satellite images, and to automatically divide the catchment areas. Secondly, combined with the
measured elevations by using the RTK device, the 3 mX3 m high-precision DEM data of the study area were obtained. A
1D pipeline model and a 2D surface model in the study area were constructed using Mike Urban and Mike 21 respectively,
and the two models were coupled on Mike Flood. At the same time, a flowmeter, a liquid level meter and a rain gauge
were installed in the campus. The model was calibrated by two measured rainfall events according to R® and E s;. Final-
ly, the Chicago rainfall pattern was used to design rainfall scenarios for the 5, 10, 30 and 50 years of recurrence periods,
and the severity, inundation range and inundation depth of nodes and pipelines in different rainfall processes were simula-
ted. The simulation results show that main causes for the waterlogging in the campus are due to unreasonable sub-catch-
ment designs, which resulted in limited absorption of rain peak runoff and serious overload of the pipe network.

Key words: urban waterlogging; Mike Flood; pipe network; flood range; inundation depth
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Experimental Study on Anti-seepage Connection Structure of

Asphalt Concrete Slab and Geomembrane
WANG Ying-jun'* ,NING Zhi-yuan'*,YE Qian'
(1. Power China Huadong Engineering Co. , Ltd. » Hangzhou 311122, China;
2. Zhejiang Pumped Storage Engineering Technology Research Center, Hangzhou 311122, China)

Abstract: A new anti-seepage structure between the asphalt concrete slab and geomembrane is proposed, which elim-
inates the concrete connecting plate and adopts backfilling elastomeric epoxy mortar into drilling holes. The mechanical
and impervious properties, as well as anchoring parameters of the connecting joints in the anchorage area, are experimen-
tally studied. It is found that the torsional and anti-pulling performance of the proposed anchoring approach is reliable.
The suggested double-channel anchoring approach is more compatible with the large deformation of the geomembrane un-
der a pressure of 0. 4MPa. According to the results, optimal drilling parameters are proposed. which have the features of
good porosity, reliable impermeability and less impact on the asphalt slab, providing a reference for engineering design.

Key words: asphalt concrete slab; geomembrane; anchoring; elastomeric epoxy mortar; impermeability test





