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ABSTRACT

This study analyzes and evaluates the loading safety of the addition of a multi-function concrete
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platform on the slope retaining wall at the downside of San Ching Temple, located in the upstream
region of the Nanshikeng Creek in Zhang Hua, with a level even with the front square of the temple.
Since there had been several crevices on the surface of the existing retaining wall, the slope and
retaining wall might be jeopardized with the direct application of the multi-function concrete
platform. Therefore, we first conducted analyses on the causes of the crevices, the structure safety of
the retaining wall and the stability of the slope in order to assure the safety of the existing retaining
wall. With positive results from these analyses, we further analyzed the safety of the retaining wall
with direct addition of a multi-function concrete platform onto it. The results showed that although
the structure of the retaining wall was safe enough, the slope stability was not totally assured,
indicating that appropriate reinforcement was needed before addition of the multi-function concrete
platform. This study made a comparative analysis to evaluate the feasibility of different
reinforcement measures, such as ground anchors, all casing concrete piles, and cantilever retaining
wall, based on such factors as engineering safety, construction easiness and economy. After
evaluation, cantilever retaining wall was selected as the reinforcement measure. The slope stability
analysis conducted after reinforcement showed positive results, indicating that the reinforcement

measure selected was feasible.

(Keywords : slope stability, safety evaluation, anchor, pile, retaining wall)
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