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An Analysis of the Farm Silo Supported by Ground

E £ A*- #  ~a
Cho, Jin Goo - Cho, Hyun Young

Summary

This study was to investigate the effects of soil-structure relative stiffness on the structural ch-
aracteristics of the cylindrical tank supported by soil. A standard example model of the farm silo
rested on the Winkler’s subsoil model was used for the analysis of soil-structure coupled system.
In this paper, Winkler’s constants 4,15 and 100kg/cm?/cm were considered and the bottom plate
thicknesses of the farm silo 20, 30, 50, 100 and 150cm were adopted. For the given model the ef-
fects of bottom plate thickness were the most conspicuous at weakest Winkler’s constant 4kg/
cm?/cm. While' when Winkler's constant is 100kg/cm?/cm, the effect of the bottom plate th-
ickness is almost negligible,

On the other hand, when the bottom plate thickness is more than 100cm, the effects of el-
astic foundation were almost disappeared.In design practice, it is hoped that the thicknesses of '
bottom plate should be determined reasonably because of it’s considerable effect on the st-
ructural characteristics as the 100cm thickness of bottom plate will not be practical value in usual
sites,
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