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A Relation between Anchor Unbonded Length, Anchor Loads,
and Wall Deflection in Tieback Anchored Wall

q &
Lim, Yu-Jin

Abstract

An extensive investigation is performed to analyze the behavior of tieback anchored wall.
Finite element method is used and several case histories are collected to investigate the
relationship of wall deflection, anchor unbonded length, and anchor load. The finite element
method can calculate wall deflection with changing the anchor unbonded length and the
anchor load. Wall deflection normalized by excavation height can be related to anchor
location so that it may produce a zone chart. It is found that a different chart showing the
relation of the wall deflection, the anchor load, and anchor unbonded length can be
constructed. It is necessary to collect more case histories considering soil conditions and to
perform FE analysis extensively with changing bonded length to extend the capability of
this relation chart into practice.
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Apparent Earth Pressure vs. Wall Displacement
After Final Excavation Step
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