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Analysis of Underground RC Structures
considering Elastoplastic Interface Element
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ABSTRACT

Even though structural performance evaluation techniques for reinforced concrete structures have
been improved, there are still many problems in the evaluation of structural performance for
underground structures which interacts with surrounding soils. Since experimental evaluation of
underground RC structures considering the interaction with the surrounding soil medium is quite
difficult to be simulated, the evaluation for underground RC structures using an analytical method
can be applied very usefully. For underground structures interacted with surrounding soils, it is
important to consider path-dependent RC constitutive model, soil constitutive model, and interface
model between structure and soil, simultaneously. In this paper, an elastoplastic interface model
which consider thickness was proposed and importance of interface model is discussed. The effects
of stiffness of structures to entire underground RC system are investigated through numerical
experiment for underground RC structure for different reinforcement ratios and thickness of
interfaces.
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