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The Response of Buried Flexible Pipe due
to Surcharge Load and Uplifting Force.
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Abstract

The vertical pressure due to soil prism load and surface surcharge load acts on buried pipe,
and occasionally uplifting force due to earthquake or differential settlement acts on it.

In this paper, study was performed to estimate the pressure acting on the buried pipe due to
soil prism load through analyzing Marston-Spangler theory by new method. And loading tests on
the buried flexible pipe were performed to study on the response of the pipe due to surface
surcharge load. Also, through the estimation of uplifting resistance theory and uplifting test for
buried pipe, the method to determine the maximum uplifting resistance of buried pipe was

proposed.
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