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Abstract; [ Introduction | In order to quantitatively calculate the risk of transmission line tower slope, reasonable measures are taken

to manage the tower slope to ensure the safe and stable operation of overhead transmission lines. [ Method | Taking a tower slope in

Shenzhen as the research object, according to the framework system of slope risk assessment, the direct economic losses caused by

slope deformation and failure can be quantitatively calculated through slope failure probability analysis, risk analysis and hazard conse-

quence analysis, combined with the surrounding environmental conditions of the slope. [ Result] Through quantitative risk assessment

of slope, even if the safety factor satisfies the criterion, the slope still has a failure probability of 4. 75% , and the risk assessment val-

ue of property loss is 174 000 yuan. [ Conclusion | This paper presents and exemplifies a set of quantitative risk assessment methods

for transmission tower. The assessment results can provide reference value for the operation and maintenance department of transmis-

sion tower slope.
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Fig. 1 Plane and profile location of 5DYB29 tower
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Fig. 2 Engineering geological profile
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Fig. 3 Overview of highway slope support
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Fig. 4 Technical framework for slope risk assessment
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Tab. 1 Table of physical and mechanical parameters
of slope rock and soil
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Fig. 5 Calculation results under limit equilibrium of slope
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Tab. 2 Probability analysis of geotechnical parameter table
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Fig. 6 Calculation results of slope probability analysis

4 WEKENEEERRSN

4.1 HIBHFERERRSH

TN RIS A R A I 3
SRR A R DUFP AR I IR A R R, K
WA RS, N T By 47 45 4 AR BE 1+ 2
s MBI RUR M ABEAT R LG, AR
SURE R [ 5 B AR AR T 5 RT3

BRSOV e S RN RIS 2| BV
REY S RER Pry ARKARIY I S HER P p, JOK
RIEH G e Vo Horp 2 AR Pr B T A
FRIAR Z (6] 1) 25 TR 37 5 5% 28 R i R 9 vl BBz sl
W5 AR I ZE R P B TR KR
XTI E R R 15 S ARE VO RAR B BTR fiE
TPk,

G RN BARSERF S T AR (B e 4 IR
WAV, AR EIA R R IR IR | B2
A G BIMEBUE N 3 Frs, i g b F bk
WEERIZ N, 80 Pr M P BT, Stk Vol
0.5; S HEII BT I Es R A2 1 O A AT TR 5 - 25 R A
WFriREE A, Pr BT, Btk V0.7,

R3 BRREHEREE

Tab. 3 Probability value of disaster-bearing bodies
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Tab. 4 Assessment Value of Property Loss Risk
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