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A Study on the Internal Stability of Reinforced Earth Bridge Abutments
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SYNOPSIS : This paper describes an effect of methods of combining vertical bridge loads on the
evaluation of internal stability of strip reinforced earth bridge abutments and suggests an
appropriate design method based on coherent gravity hypothesis. The method 1, considering the
bridge load separately from other design loads to evaluate the vertical stress on strip, and the
method 2, considering all design loads together, were evaluated by comparing the design with
results of finite element analysis for example problem. It was found that the method 1 gives the
similar results with finite element analysis in case of evaluating for safety factors of tensile failure.
As the magnitude of bridge loads increases, the difference of the results between method 1 and
finite element analysis increases, but the method 1 appears to give a conservative results for
internal stability of reinforced earth bridge abutments.
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