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Parametric Study on Displacement of Earth Retaining Wall by the
Bermed Excavation Using Back Analysis
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ABSTRACT

Together with the wall stiffness, a berm has the role of deciding the stability of a temporary retaining wall before structure
installation after excavation. Especially in case of loose or soft soil excavated ground, the role of berm is very important.
In this study, the measurement data obtained from the temporary retaining wall in the bermed excavation site in urban
and numerical analysis are used to investigate the effects of berm's dimension (width and slope), excavation depth and ground
property on the maximum horizontal displacement of the temporary retaining wall. The measurement data indicated that
the wall displacement varied to the berm's width. That is, as the berm width decreased, the wall displacement increased.
As a result of numerical analyses, the maximum wall displacement increased as slope increased and berm width decreased.
This means that the berm is effectively restrained to the wall displacement. As excavation depth increased, the effect of
berm's slope and width increased. In case of the same berm condition, the wall displacement restrained as ground property

increased.
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Fig. 1. A typical bermed excavation profile at the certain
stage(Yang & Park, 1999)
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Fig. 2. Bermed excavation situation at the site
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Table 1, Weathered soil (SM) parameters used in design and calculated by back analysis in case of 5.2 m bermed excavation
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Table 3. Considered shear strength parameters of weathered soil layer (SM)
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