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Fig.5 Toe zoning of sloping break r
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Tab.3 Classification of damage grades for the toe of

sloping breakwater
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Tab.4 Measurement results of test wave

BOTBERER DR 2
Wi KA /m ( BFRME) CIRIAEH)

Hg/m  Tpls Hg/m Ty/s

WomEKA: 2.04  8.78  14.2 8.91 14.13
WK A7 0.00  8.78  14.2 8.84 14.13

O

B 7 5 RORN RHE R E AR

Fig. 7 Effect of test wave on sloping breakwater
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Fig. 8 Damage condition of the breakwater toe

after wave action for original scheme
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Tab.5 Experimental results of instability rates of
breakwater toe for original scheme
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Fig.9 Typical section of the breakwater root for optimized scheme 1 (unit: m)
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Fig. 11 Comparison of instability rate results of
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the breakwater toe between optimized scheme 1 and
original scheme
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Fig. 10 Damage condition of the breakwater toe 8 m® WA T HO) M b, PRAETT 1 SR B BRI
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Fig. 12 Damage condition of the breakwater toe
after wave action for optimized scheme 2
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Fig. 13 Damage condition of the breakwater toe

after wave action for optimized scheme 3
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Fig. 14 Damage condition of the breakwater toe

after wave action for optimized scheme 4
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