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Analysis of Tieback Walls in Sand
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Synopsis : An investigation is performed to analyze tieback anchored wall in sandy
soil. Finite element method is used to model the wall by simulating the structural
members and the soil in 3D environment. The used soil model is a modified hyperbolic
model with unloading hysteresis. A numerical technique that can simulate full
construction sequence of the tieback anchor wall is proposed. The numerical model is
calibrated against a full scale instrumented tieback wall. The influence of the following
factors on the wall behavior is investigated: length of the tendon unbonded zone,
magnitude of the anchor forces. A unique relationship between the wall deflection and
the average earth pressure can be obtained by collecting case histories and by
performing a parametric study.
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