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Gutenberg–Richter trend line [82], which provides the ratio between the number of small and large
events and the level of seismicity [83].

The probability is defined by:

� i = � c




m




r




�
P[S > S0|m, r, � ] fm(m) fr(r) f� (� )dm dr d� (6)

If the analysis involves more of one seismogenic zones (where Ns = number of seismogenic zones),
the probability of exceedance is defined by:

� S0 = P[S > S0] =
� Ns

i= 1
� i (7)

Figure 3 shows some curves (as results example) in terms of accelerations vs. structural period
(Figure 3a) and hazard contribution respect to the magnitude and fault-site distance (Figure 3b).

 
(a) 

 
(b) 

Figure 3. Example of hazard curves (a) and hazard contributions (b).

MCS is used to analyse the sustainability of the structure respect to the stability and deformations.
LS function is written as the difference between the stable actions As, and unstable actions Au:
G(X) = As(X) – Au. When As < Au, G(x) < 0, the failure is achieved.

Figure 4a,b shows the generated MCS points, whereas Figure 4c–d shows an example how to
identify the LS function (Figure 4c) and the PDF in 3D (Figure 4d). To the left of the intersection point
(Figure 4c), between stable and unstable trend line, there is the “no safety” state (G(X) < 0), whereas to
the right of this point there is the “safety” state (G(X) > 0). The PDF in the (xi, xi+1) point represents the
value of the probability around (xi, xi+1) point in relation to the amplitude of this around (density).

(a) (b) 

Figure 4. Cont.

201



Sustainability 2020, 12, 392

 
(c) 

 
(d) 

Figure 4. MCS points for 1 × 104 simulations in spread form (a) and linear form (b). Individuation of
the LS (c) and PDF (d) respect to RVs for G(X) = 0.

Figure 5 shows the methodology by the flow chart used in the analysis. The flow chart is divided
in two principal parts: general and specific part. In the first one, the process and operation phase
are defined. Here, choices, decisions, individuation of the structure (issue), hazards, and the possible
approaches are established. Then, the technical actions are analysed in terms of data and control of
modelling and analyses. Here, a specific concrete arch-dam is individuated (case study), by defining
sub-systems data, RVs, methods and approaches (if the modelling and analysis are not satisfactory
and are not consistent to the individuated hazards, it is necessary to start over). Finally, scenarios are
estimated in terms of stability and deformations of the dam by providing safety and no-safety domain
(sustainability assessment) and probability of failure (safety assessment). The flow chart concluded by
taking a final decision from managers and technical engineers.

Figure 5. General methodology flow chart.

5. Results

5.1. Sustainability Assessment

Here, six scenarios to evaluate the sustainability assessment accounting the deformation and
stability of concrete arch-dams are shown. Stable actions refer to the probabilistic parameters in Table 1.
By knowing the mean RV and SD for each parameter it is possible to generate a several points by MCS.
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To the left of the Figures 6 and 7 the trend lines of the stable and unstable actions are shown.
The horizontal dashed line indicates the LS line (i.e., the mean line when the stable line intersects the
unstable line). For the stable action, its logarithmic trend line is also plotted, which shows better the
progress of an action that starts from zero and reaches its maximum value. The logarithmic trend
intersects the unstable line before respect to the linear stable trend. This gap could represent a security
factor that increase the “safety” LS. When the dashed horizontal line rises, the pf increases and so the
“no safety” state is more probable.

Left Right 

  
(I) 

  

(II) 

  

(III) 

fX

fX

fX

Figure 6. Three scenarios (I–III) regarding dams’ deformation. Trend lines of stable and unstable
actions vs. number of simulation (left); PDF when As = Au (right).
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Left Right 

  

(IV) 

  

(V) 

  

(VI) 

fX

fX

fX

Figure 7. Three scenarios (IV–VI) regarding dams’ stability. Trend lines of stable and unstable actions
vs. number of simulation (left); PDF when As = Au (right).

To the right of the Figures 6 and 7, the PDFs when (As =Au) are plotted. The solid curves represent
the PDFs by mean RVs, whereas the dashed curves represent the PDFs by negative SDs.

5.2. Safety Assessment

Finally, the risk management model defined in literature [12,14] show the need of defining the
undesirable event with the potential for harm or damage in these following steps: individuation of
hazards → defining of potential for failure → estimating of consequences (harm to people, assets,
environment). These steps are needed to design and justify engineering activities (why act?), to propose
activities maintenance (when to act) and to tackle operations activities (how to act).

In this sense, the safety management assessment can be evaluated by quantifying the pf. Table 3
and Figure 8 summarize the results in accordance to Figures 6 and 7.
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Table 3. Identification of impacting hazards.

Scenario Parameter Unit Au Mean of G(X) SD of G(X) pf

I Dead stress kN/m2 2130 85.4 128.33 0.3095
II Elastic displacement mm 140 11.32 17.40 0.3097
III Elasto-plastic displacement mm 170 16.71 21.67 0.2753
IV Hydrostatic pressure kN/m2 1065 42.52 63.65 0.3053
V Hydrodynamic pressure kN/m2 342 8.61 20.21 0.3791
VI Acceleration cm/s2 285 18.14 35.10 0.3496

  
(a) (b) 

Figure 8. Estimates for risk management models in terms of pf (a) and normalized values (b).

6. Summary

This paper mainly aimed to review the knowledge on the development of sustainability and safety
assessment through the study of structural stabilities/deformations and failure risk consequences,
respectively, for concrete gravity arch-dams.

In order to carry out the main analysis, several aspects have been defined: materials regarding the
sub-systems (dam, foundation, reservoir, sediments) and their interactions; methods respecting to the
operating systems of a project; deterministic and probabilistic variables; modelling and methodologies.

From precedent-specific studies of the authors investigating dam design, more than 10 theoretical
modelling, 10 modelling types by software, more than 100 specific parameters, and more than
100 references are summarized.

This paper addresses and comprises critical aspects that are summarized as follows: (i) to show
innovative approaches respecting to the enormous quantities of variables that are involved for concrete
arch-dams; (ii) to provide numerical values of parameters to design concrete arch-dams; (iii) to show
the project phases and methodologies; (iv) to estimate different scenarios respecting to the main actions
on the dam system; (v) to contribute to the knowledge of the state-of-the-art about concrete arch dams.

The first results are shown in terms of new estimated data provided in the Appendix A. Other
results concern the parameters of the interaction between dam–foundation–reservoir–sediments with
respect to the area of rigid foundations under the dam (~ 3.0 Hd

2), the contribution of each sub-system
damping ratio respect to the system damping ratio (8.5%), and the contribution of each sub-system
vibration period respect to the system vibration period (0.393 s). These values are useful to estimate
some general relations that can be used to aid design. Moreover, the maximum elastic and elasto-plastic
displacements are of the order of ~ 0.10–0.20 m that, in relation to the maximum dam height, is Hd/1000,
in accordance with the literature [6].

Furthermore, the sustainability assessment demonstrates that the mean probability of failure of
the stability of dam body and its deformation is about 32%. In particular, that for stability is 34%,
which is higher than for the deformation at 29%. These mean percentages are quite large because
unstable actions have been taken. When the intersection point between the stable and unstable line
rises, the pf increases, and so the “no safety” state is more probable. However, this raises the level of
attention during the design of a monitoring method for concrete arch-dams, and in this sense, risk
management can be carried out satisfactory.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Some cases of real concrete-arch dams studied for scientific purposes.

Dam Name Location Researched Main Topics Reference

Ertan Dam Sichuan province,
Southwestern China Modal analysis. Seismic response [84]

Tsankov Kamak Dam Vacha River,
Southwestern Bulgaria Monitoring. Dam performance [85]

Longyangxia Dam Qinghai province, China Dam-water-foundation interaction. Shock
wave effects [86]

Ridracoli Dam Emilia Romagna, Italy
Modelling and reconstruction of dams.

Unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV)
photogrammetry

[54]

Lancang River Dam Yunnan, China Optimal sensor placement. Monitoring [87]

Outardes 3 Dam Quebec, Canada Dam-reservoir-foundation interaction.
Seismic analysis [38]

Brezina Dam Beyadh, Algeria west Dam-water-foundation interaction.
Sloshing effect [35]

Shapai Dam Sichuan province, China Dam hazards. Seismic performance [67]

Morrow Point Dam Southwest Denver,
Colorado

Shape optimal design. Fluid-structure
interaction [88]

Xiluodu Dam Sichuan province, China Excavation optimization design. Stability
analysis [89]

Rules Dam Granada, Southern Spain Probabilistic and deterministic seismic
hazard. Dynamic analysis [48]

Dagangshan Dam Southwest China Seismic damage. Joint opening. Artificial
accelerograms [26]

Jinping I Dam Sichuan Province, China Permeability of foundations. Behaviour of
transient groundwater flow [90]

Cabril Dam Castelo Branco, Portugal Seismic performance. Hydrodynamic
pressures respect to the water level [91]
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Table A2. Collected data relative to dam sub-system.

Dam

Geometry Material (Concrete) Behaviour (Solid: Elasto-Plastic)

Blocks number [83] 32 Density ρd (kN/m3)
[92]

24 T1,d (s) [48] 0.284

US slope [83] 0.18 Volume (103 m3) [83] 2051 T2,d (s) [48] 0.245

DS slope [83] 0.6 fcd (MPa) [47] 47.5 T3,d (s) [48] 0.208

Base’s max. length (m) 102 * fcm (MPa) [92] 58 MPMR for T1,d in x, y,
x (%) [48] 45.1

Crown length (m) 10 * σc (MPa) 38.46* Mass (106 kg) 4830 *

Crown height (m) 7.5 * Ecm (GPa) [47] 44.4 Stiffness (GN/m) 2406 *

Crown long. length (m) [83] 509 Eep (GPa) 35.52* Eq. inertia (m4) 1,376,852 *

Max. height Hd (m) [83] 132 εc1 (%�) [92] 2.45 Damping ratio ξd (%)
[48] 5.0

Radius (m) [83] 500 εc (%�) 3.45 * Blocks’ eq. mean
period (s) 0.262 *

Ange in plane (◦) 71 * Ductility (= εc/εc1) 1.408 Blocks’ mean mass
(106 kg) 130.56 *

Volume (103 m3) 2291 * Thermal expansion
(10−6 1/K) [92] 10 Blocks’ mean eq.

stiffness (MN/m) 75,089 *

Voids’ volume (103 m3) 239 * νd [47] 0.19 Blocks’ mean eq.
inertia (m4) 43,027 *

Long. area (103 m2) 46 * fctd (MPa) [47] 2.73 Concrete crack model

Spillway’s length (m) [83] 16.54 Gd (GPa) 9.92 εlt (%�) [47] 0.166

Min. block height (m) 7.0 * cd (kN/m2) [63] 1000 ac (m) [47] 0.484

Blocks’ mean length (m) [83] 19.375 φd (◦) [63] 55 wc (μm) [47] 240.51

Min. block volume (m3) 373 * Gt (N/m) [47,93] 113.06

Max. block volume (103 m3) 125 * h0 (m) [47,94] 1.35

Min. block long. area (m2) 137 * lc (m) [47] 0.45

Max. block long. area (m2) 2463 *

Min. block trans. area (m2) 19 *

Max. block trans. area (m2) 6624 *

Note: * = Estimated value. US = Up-Stream. DS = Down-Stream. max. =Maximum. min. =Minimum. long. =
Longitudinal. trans. = Transversal. fcd = Design compressive strength. fcm =Mean compressive strength at 28 days.
σc = Compressive stress. Ecm = Secant modulus of elasticity. Eep = Secant elasto-plastic modulus. εc1 = Strain at
peak stress. εc = Shortening strain. νd = Poisson’s ratio of the concrete. fctd = Design tensile strength. Gd = Shear
modulus. cd = Cohesion of the concrete. φd = Angle of friction of the concrete. Ti,d = Structural period for i-th
mode. MPMR =Modal participating mass ratios. eq. = Equivalent. εlt = Limit dynamic tensile strain. ac = Effective
crack length. wc = Characteristic micro-crack opening that propagate through the aggregates. Gt = Tension specific
fracture energy. h0 = Size of the element that model lc for the linear analysis. lc = Crack band width of the fracture.

Table A3. Collected data relative to foundation sub-system.

Foundation

Material (Rock) Behaviour (Solid: Elastic)

Density ρf (kN/m3) [48] 27.47 T1,f (s) 0.09 *
cf (kN/m2) [63] 45 Mass (103 kg) 205,175 *

φf (◦) [63] 45 Stiffness (kN/m) 1.0 × 109 *
νf [47] 0.31 Damping ratio ξf (%) 10 *

Gf (GPa) 6.181 * Geometry
Ef (GPa) [47] 41.55 Radius of semicircle (m2/m) [10] 27,355

Vs,f (m/s) 1500 * Area (m2/m) 74,690 *
Eo,f (GPa) 109.34 *
Vp,f (m/s) 6309 *

Note: * = Estimated value. cf = Cohesion of the foundation. φf = Angle of friction of the foundation. νf = Poisson’s
ratio of the foundation. Gf = Shear modulus. Ef = Elastic modulus of foundation. Vs,f = Shear wave velocity in rock.
Vp,f = Compressive wave velocity. Eo,f = Oedometric modulus. T1,f = Foundation’s first period.
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Table A4. Collected data relative to reservoir sub-system.

Reservoir

Geometry Material (Water)

Operating level Ho,r (m) [48] 113 Density ρr (kN/m3) [49] 9.8
Operating level area (m2/m) [11] 38,307 Vp,r (m/s) [49] 1438

Flood level Hf,r (m) 120 * Eb (GPa) 2.026 *
Flood level area (m2/m) [11] 43,200 Behaviour (Liquid: Viscous)

DS Operating level (m) 5.0 * T1,r for Ho,r (m) [95] 0.314
Capacity for Ho,r (Hm3) [83] 117.07 T1,r for Hf,r (m) [95] 0.334

Area for Ho,r (Ha) [83] 308 Damping ratio ξr (%) [48] 0.5
Water basin area (km2) [83] 1070

Spillway capacity (m3/s) [83] 2987

Note: * = Estimated value. DS = Down-Stream. Vp,r (or Cr) = Compressive wave velocity. Eb = Bulk modulus of
reservoir. T1,r = Reservoir’s first period.

Table A5. Collected data relative to sediments sub-system.

Sediments

Material Behaviour (Semi-Solid: Visco-Elastic)

Density ρs (kN/m3) 13 * T1,s (s) [95] 0.014
cs (kN/m2) 20 * Damping ratio ξs (%) 4.0 *

φs (◦) 20 * Geometry

νs 0.45 * Area (m2/m) [11] 75.0
Gd,s (GPa) 0.81 * Height Hs (m) 5.0 *
Ed,s (GPa) 0.27 *
Vs,s (m/s) 25 *
Vp,s (m/s) 1450 *
Eo,s (GPa) 2.73 *

Note: * = Estimated value. cs = Cohesion of the sediments. φs = Angle of friction of the sediments. νs = Poisson’s
ratio of the sediments. Gd,s = Shear modulus. Ed,s = Elastic modulus. Vs,s = Shear wave velocity in sediments.
Vp,s = Compressive wave velocity in sediments. Eo,s = Oedometric modulus. T1,r = Sediments’ first period.

Table A6. Parameters accounting the interactions.

Sub-Systems’ Combination Parameter Value

Dam + foundation + reservoir + sediments
Damping ratio (%) [48] 8.5
Vibration period (s) [48] 0.393

Dam + foundation (rigid) Impedance ratio 0.853 *
Area (m2/m) ~ 3.0 Hd

2 *

Dam + reservoir Vibration period (s) 0.37*

Foundation + reservoir
q 5.655 × 10−5 *

α [47] 0.85

Reservoir + sediments
q 5.199 × 10−4 *
α 0.144 *

Note: * = Estimated value. q = Admittance coefficient. α =Wave reflection.
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Table A7. Modelling types.

Model Input Output Dimension Description Software

FEM [24,96]

Elements.
Joints. Material

properties.
Loads

Stresses. Deformations.
Modal parameters (e.g.

frequency, modal
participating mass

ratio)

2D/3D

Discretization of an area or
volume in mesh. A function is
performed on each mesh and

so the calculus is extended
over the whole structure

[97]

Gravity
method [29,98]

Loads.
Geometry.
Material

properties

Stresses. Pressures.
Stabilities 2D

It based on the rigid body
equilibrium and beam theory.
It performs stability analyses

for hydrostatic loads and
seismic loads

[50]

Numerical
[47,99]

Differential
equations.

Boundary and
initial

conditions

Displacements.
Velocities.

Accelerations
2D/3D

By using interpolation
function, it is possible to solve
partial differential equations

under specific conditions

[100]

Variational
[90,101]

Functionals.
Boundary and

initial
conditions

Optimum shape.
Modal parameters
(eigenvalues and

eigenvectors)

2D
Through functionals, it is

possible to find the maximum
and minimum solutions

[100]

Analytical
[95,102]

Analytical
equations Stresses. Pressures 1D

Substituting specific
numerical values in the

equations it is possible to find
the solutions

[103]

BEM [19,53] a Differential
equations

Displacements.
Velocities.

Accelerations
2D/3D

It is a numerical
computational method that

solves partial differential
equations under specific

conditions

[64,65]

UAV
photogrammetry

[54,104]

Drones.
Sensors

Geometry.
Photogrammetry 3D

Geodetic survey of a study site
by creating a detailed point

cloud. It provides
measurements from

photographs

[105]

Geometric
[9,106]

Measures.
Quotes

Geometrical and
architectural design 2D/3D

Plotting of drawings through
heights, lengths and

thicknesses
[107]

Experimental
Measures.

Quotes. Tools.
Laboratory

Simulations.
Calibrations 3D

Reproduction of a structure
with scaled dimensions

respect to the real project
N/A

Rendering b
Measures.

Quotes.
Imagens

Photos. Animations 3D

Generation of 3D
reconstructions by algorithms
that define the colour and size

of each point of the input
image

[108]

Note: FEM = Finite Element Method. BEM = Boundary Element Method. UAV = Unmanned Aerial Vehicle.
N/A =Not applicable. a Coupled BEM-FEM is used to study the fluid-structure interactions [19]. Also, accurate
computation of fluid-structure nonlinear interaction is analysed by the immersed boundary method (IBM) proposed
in [41]. b The reader can refer to specific bibliographies in the area of the design and/or architecture.
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39. Akköse, M.; Adanur, S.; Bayraktar, A.; Dumanoğlu, A.A. Elasto-plastic earthquake response of arch dams
including fluid-structure interaction by the Lagrangian approach. Appl. Math. Model. 2008, 32, 2396–2412.
[CrossRef]

40. Hariri-Ardebili, M.A.; Seyed-Kolbadi, S.M. Seismic cracking and instability of concrete dams: Smeared crack
approach. Eng. Fail. Anal. 2015, 52, 45–60. [CrossRef]

41. Demirel, E. Numerical simulation of earthquake excited dam-reservoirs with irregular geometries using an
immersed boundary method. Soil Dyn. Earthq. Eng. 2015, 73, 80–90. [CrossRef]

42. Li, Q.; Guan, J.; Wu, Z.; Dong, W.; Zhou, S. Equivalent maturity for ambient temperature effect on fracture
parameters of site-casting dam concrete. Constr. Build. Mater. 2016, 120, 293–308. [CrossRef]

43. Shi, N.; Chen, Y.; Li, Z. Crack risk evaluation of early age concrete based on the distributed optical fiber
temperature sensing. Adv. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2016, 2016, 4082926. [CrossRef]

44. Jin, F.; Chen, Z.; Wang, J.; Yang, J. Practical procedure for predicting non-uniform temperature on the exposed
face of arch dams. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2010, 30, 2146–2156. [CrossRef]

45. Zacchei, E.; Molina, J.L. Shape optimization of double-arch dams by using parameters obtained through
Bayesian estimators. Iran. J. Sci. Technol. Trans. Civ. Eng. 2018, 43, 649–662. [CrossRef]

46. Zacchei, E.; Molina, J.L. Artificial accelerograms to estimate damage of dams by using failure criteria. Sci.
Iran. 2018, in press. [CrossRef]

47. Zacchei, E.; Molina, J.L.; Brasil, M.R. Nonlinear degradation analysis of arch-dam blocks by using deterministic
and probabilistic seismic input. J. Vib. Eng. Technol. 2019, 7, 301–309. [CrossRef]

48. Zacchei, E.; Molina, J.L.; Brasil, M.R. Seismic hazard and structural analysis of the concrete arch dam (Rules
dam on Guadalfeo River). Procedia Eng. 2017, 199, 1332–1337. [CrossRef]

49. Zacchei, E.; Molina, J.L.; Brasil, M.R. Seismic hazard assessment of arch dams via dynamic modelling:
An application to the Rules Dam in Granada, SE Spain. Int. J. Civ. Eng. 2019, 17, 323–332. [CrossRef]

50. Leclerc, M.; Léger, P.; Tinawi, R. CADAM, Version 1.4.14; CRSNG/Hydro-Québec/Alcan: Montréal, QC,
Canada, 2004.

51. Zacchei, E.; Brasil, M.R. Seismic action on oil storage tanks: Induced pressures, total response and state of
buckling. Int. J. Modeling Simul. Pet. Ind. 2017, 10, 45–53.

52. European Committee for Standardization (CEN). Design of steel structures—Part 1–6: Strength and stability of
shell structures; EN 1993-1-6:2007; European Committee for Standardization (CEN): Brussels, Belgium, 2007.

53. Furgani, L.; Imperatore, S.; Nuti, C. Seismic assessment methods for concrete gravity dams. In Proceedings of
the 15 WCEE, 15th World Conference on Earthquake Engineering, Lisbon, Portugal, 24–28 September 2012.

54. Buffi, G.; Manciola, P.; Grassi, S.; Barberini, M.; Gambi, A. Survey of the Ridracoli dam: UAV-based
photogrammetry and traditional topographic techniques in the inspection of vertical structures. Geomat. Nat.
Hazards Risk 2017, 8, 1562–1579. [CrossRef]

211



Sustainability 2020, 12, 392

55. Buffi, G.; Manciola, P.; De Lorenzis, L.; Cavalagli, N.; Comodini, F.; Gambi, A.; Gusella, V.; Mezzi, M.;
Niemeier, W.; Tamagnini, C. Calibration of finite element models of concrete arch-gravity dams using
dynamical measures: The case of Ridracoli. Procedia Eng. 2017, 199, 110–115. [CrossRef]

56. Binici, B.; Arici, Y.; Aldemir, A.; Akman, A. Comparisons of two and three dimensional nonlinear dynamic
analyses results of a roller compacted concrete dam. Res. Dev. Pract. Struct. Eng. Constr. 2012, 12, 13–20.

57. Fenves, G.L.; Chávez, J.W. Evaluation of earthquake induced sliding in gravity dams. In Proceedings of the
11 WCEE Eleventh World Conferences on Earthquake Engineering, Acapulco, Mexico, 23–28 June 1996.

58. Basili, M.; Nuti, C. A simplified procedure for base sliding evaluation of concrete gravity dams under seismic
actions. Int. Sch. Res. Netw. 2011, 2011, 413057. [CrossRef]

59. Altarejos-García, L.; Escuder-Bueno, I.; Morales-Torres, A. Advances on the failure analysis of the
dam-foundation interface of concrete dams. Materials 2015, 8, 8255–8278. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

60. Hariri-Ardebili, M.A.; Seyed-Kolbadi, S.N.; Kianoush, M.R. FEM-based parametric analysis of a typical
gravity dam considering input excitation mechanism. Solid Dyn. Earthq. Eng. 2016, 84, 22–43. [CrossRef]

61. Chwang, A.T.; Housner, G.W. Hydrodynamic pressures in sloping dams during earthquakes. Part 1.
Momentum method. J. Fluid Mech. 1978, 87, 335–341. [CrossRef]

62. Chakrabarti, P.; Chopra, A.K. Earthquake analysis of gravity dams including hydrodynamic interaction.
Earthq. Eng. Struct. Dyn. 1973, 2, 143–160. [CrossRef]

63. Furgani, L. Verifiche Sismiche di Dighe in Calcestruzzo. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Roma Tre, Rome,
Italy, 2014.

64. ABAQUS 6.11. Abaqus/CAE User’s Manual; Dassault Systèmes, Simulia: Johnston, RI, USA, 2014.
65. ABAQUS 6.14. Analysis User’s Guide, Volume IV: Elements; Dassault Systèmes, Simulia: Johnston, RI,

USA, 2014.
66. Fenves, G.; Chopra, A.K. Effects of reservoir bottom absorption on earthquake response of concrete gravity

dams. Earthq. Eng. Struct. Dyn. 1983, 11, 809–829. [CrossRef]
67. Lin, G.; Wang, Y.; Hu, Z. Hydrodynamic pressure on arch dam and gravity dam including absorption effect

of reservoir sediments. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2010, 10, 012234. [CrossRef]
68. De Biagi, V.; Chiaia, B. Complexity and robustness of frame structures. Int. J. Solids Struct. 2013, 50, 3723–3741.

[CrossRef]
69. Escuder-Bueno, I.; Mazzà, G.; Morales-Torres, A.; Castillo-Rodríguez, J.T. Computational aspects of dam risk

analysis: Finding and challenges. Engineering 2016, 36, 319–324. [CrossRef]
70. Nogueira, C.G.; Leonel, E.D.; Coda, H.B. Probabilistic failure modelling of reinforced concrete structures

subjected to chloride penetration. Int. J. Adv. Struct. Eng. 2012, 4, 10–23. [CrossRef]
71. Ross, S.M. Probability and Statistics for Engineers and Scientists; Pearson: Apogeo, Italy, 2008.
72. Bastidas-Arteaga, E. Reliability of reinforced concrete structures subjected to corrosion-fatigue ad climate

change. Int. J. Concr. Struct. Mater. 2018, 12, 10. [CrossRef]
73. Alañón, A.; Cerro-Prada, E.; Vázquez-Gallo, M.J.; Santos, A.P. Mesh size effect on finite-element modelling

of blast-loaded reinforced concrete slab. Eng. Comput. 2018, 34, 649–658. [CrossRef]
74. Masoero, E.; Darò, P.; Chiaia, B.M. Progressive collapse of 2D framed structures: An analytical model. Eng.

Struct. 2013, 54, 94–102. [CrossRef]
75. Lin, P.; Huang, B.; Li, Q.; Wang, R. Hazard and seismic reinforcement analysis for typical large dams

following the Wenchuan earthquake. Eng. Geol. 2015, 194, 86–97. [CrossRef]
76. Bastidas-Arteaga, E.; Chateauneuf, A.; Sánchez-Silva, M.; Bressolette, P.; Schoefs, F. A comprehensive

probabilistic model of chloride ingress in unsaturated concrete. Eng. Struct. 2011, 33, 720–730. [CrossRef]
77. Carrara, P.; De Lorenzis, L.; Bentz, D.P. Chloride diffusivity in hardened cement paste from microscale

analyses and accounting for binding effects. Model. Simul. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2016, 24, 1–44. [CrossRef]
78. Yazdani, A.; Kowsari, M. Bayesian estimation of seismic hazards in Iran. Sci. Iran. A 2013, 20, 422–430.
79. Zacchei, E.; Nogueira, C.G. Chloride diffusion assessment in RC structures considering the stress-strain state

effects and crack width influences. Constr. Build. Mater. 2019, 201, 100–109. [CrossRef]
80. Cornell, C.A. Engineering Seismic Risk Analysis. Bull. Seismol. Soc. Am. 1968, 58, 1583–1606.
81. Instituto Geológico y Minero de España (IGME). ZESIS: Base de Datos de Zonas Sismogénicas de la Península

Ibérica y Territorios de Influencia para el Cálculo de la Peligrosidad Sísmica en España. 2015. Available
online: http://info.igme.es/zesis (accessed on 1 February 2019).

212



Sustainability 2020, 12, 392

82. Zhan, Z. Gutenberg-Richter law for deep earthquakes revisited: A dual-mechanism hypothesis. Earth Planet
Sci. Lett. 2017, 461, 1–7. [CrossRef]

83. Kijko, A.; Smit, A. Extension of the Aki-Utsu b-value estimator for incomplete catalogs (short note). Bull.
Seismol. Soc. Am. 2012, 102, 1283–1287. [CrossRef]

84. Yang, J.; Jin, F.; Wang, J.T.; Kou, L.H. System identification and modal analysis of an arch dam based on
earthquake response records. Soil Dyn. Earthq. Eng. 2017, 92, 109–121. [CrossRef]

85. Prakash, G.; Sadhu, A.; Narasimhan, S.; Brehe, J.M. Initial service life data towards structural health
monitoring of a concrete arch dam. Struct. Control Health Monit. 2018, 25, e2036. [CrossRef]

86. Ghanaat, Y.; Hall, R.L.; Redpath, B.B. Measuement and computation of dynamic response of arch dams
including interaction effects. J. Seismol. Earthq. Eng. 2000, 2, 1–19.

87. Zhu, K.; Gu, C.; Qiu, J.; Liu, W.; Fang, C.; Li, B. Determining the optimal placement of sensors on a concrete
arch dam using a quantum genetic algorithm. J. Sens. 2016, 2016, 2567305. [CrossRef]

88. Hamidian, D.; Seyedpoor, S.M. Shape optimal design of arch dams using an adaptive neuro-fuzzy inference
system and improved particle swarm optimization. Appl. Math. Model. 2010, 34, 1574–1585. [CrossRef]

89. Fan, Q.; Zhou, S.; Yang, N. Optimization design of foundation excavation for Xiluodu super-high arch dam
in China. J. Rock Mech. Geotech. Eng. 2015, 7, 120–135. [CrossRef]

90. Chen, Y.; Hong, J.; Tang, S.; Zhou, C. Characterization of transient groundwater flow through a high arch
dam foundation during reservoir impounding. J. Rock Mech. Geotech. Eng. 2016, 8, 462–471. [CrossRef]

91. Amina, T.B.; Mohamed, B.; André, L.; Abdelmalek, B. Fluid-Structure Interaction of Brezina Arch Dam: 3D
Modal Analysis. Eng. Struct. 2015, 84, 19–28. [CrossRef]

92. European Committee for Standardization (CEN). Design of Concrete Structures—Part 1-1: General Rules and Rules
for Buildings; EN 1992-1-1:2004; European Committee for Standardization (CEN): Brussels, Belgium, 2004.

93. Guan, J.; Li, Q.; Wu, Z.; Zhao, S.; Dong, W.; Zhou, S. Minimum specimen size for fracture parameters of
site-casting dam concrete. Constr. Build. Mater. 2015, 93, 973–982. [CrossRef]

94. Omidi, O.; Lofti, V. Seismic plastic-damage analysis of mass concrete blocks in arch dams including
contraction and peripheral joints. Soil Dyn. Earthq. Eng. 2017, 95, 118–137. [CrossRef]

95. Millán, M.A.; Young, Y.L.; Prévost, J.H. The effects of reservoir geometry on the seismic response of gravity
dams. Part 1: Analytical model. Earthq. Eng. Struct. Dyn. 2002, 36, 1441–1459.

96. Su, H.; Li, J.; Wen, Z.; Fu, Z. Dynamic non-probabilistic reliability evaluation and service life prediction for
arch dams considering time-varying effects. Appl. Math. Model. 2016, 40, 6908–6923. [CrossRef]

97. Sap2000, Version 16.0.0 Plus; Computers and Structures, Inc.: Walnut Creek, CA, USA; New York, NY, USA, 2013.
98. Durieux, J.H.; van Rensburg, B.W.J. Development of a practical methodology for the analysis of gravity dams

using the non-linear finite element method. J. S. Afr. Inst. Civ. Eng. 2016, 58, 2–13. [CrossRef]
99. Clough, R.W.; Penzien, J. Dynamics of Structures, 3rd ed.; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 2003.
100. Wolfram Mathematica, Version 11 Student Edition; Wolfram Research, Inc.: Champagne, IL, USA, 2017.
101. Koh, H.M.; Kim, J.K.; Park, J.H. Fluid-structure interaction analysis of 3-D rectangular tanks by a variationally

coupled BEM-FEM and comparison with test results. Earthq. Eng. Struct. Dyn. 1998, 27, 109–124. [CrossRef]
102. Datei, C. Costruzioni Idrauliche (Dighe). Available online: http://www.manualihoepli.it/media/doc/H_3-10_

Dighe_Datei_85aEd.pdf (accessed on 1 February 2019).
103. Microsoft Office 365. Excel; Microsoft: Redmond, WA, USA, 2016.
104. Ridolfi, E.; Buffi, G.; Venture, S.; Manciola, P. Accuracy analysis of a dam model from drone surveys. Sensors

2017, 17, 1777. [CrossRef]
105. CloudCompare. Version 2.10.2. 2019. Available online: https://www.danielgm.net/cc/ (accessed on 1

February 2019).
106. Fanelli, M.; Lombardi, G. Practice and theory of arch dams. In Proceedings of the International Symposium

on Arch Dams, Nanjing, China, 17–20 October 1992.
107. AutoCAD, Version 2010; Autodesk, Inc.: San Rafael, CA, USA, 2010.
108. Mash3D Factory S.r.l. Rome, Italy. Available online: http://www.mash3dfactory.com/ (accessed on 1

February 2019).

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

213





MDPI
St. Alban-Anlage 66

4052 Basel
Switzerland

Tel. +41 61 683 77 34
Fax +41 61 302 89 18

www.mdpi.com

Sustainability Editorial Office
E-mail: sustainability@mdpi.com

www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability





MDPI  
St. Alban-Anlage 66 
4052 Basel 
Switzerland

Tel: +41 61 683 77 34 
Fax: +41 61 302 89 18

www.mdpi.com ISBN 978-3-03943-203-5 




