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ABSTRACT

This paper describes the results of bearing capacity using field loading test of pile, in order to extend the applicability of
drilled shaft with mid—size, and the results were compared with the prediction results of design bearing capacity by empirical
formular. The static load test result showed that the allowable bearing capacity of high pile strength was about 2.4 times
higher than that of low pile strength. The dynamic load test result showed that the allowable bearing capacity of high pile
strength was about 1.4 times~ 1.5 times higher than that of low pile strength. The comparison result of allowable bearing
capacity between static and dynamic load test showed that the difference of allowable load ranged from 3% to 6% under
the same settlement conditions. As a result of comparing the ultimate bearing capacity by load test and design bearing
capacity, it was found that the FHWA proposed equation could be more reasonable than the other proposed equation in

load sharing ratios of end bearing and skin friction.
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(c) ram striking

(d) test view

Fig. 2. Dynamic loading test procedure
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Table 3. Comparison of dynamic load test result and empirical formular prediction in load sharing ratio

Classification CAPWAP (35 MPa) CAPWAP (80 MPa) Meyerhof NAVFAC DM—7 FHWA
End bearing 581% 66.9% 87.4% 93.0% 66.8%
Skin friction 41.9% 33.1% 12.6% 7.0% 33.2%
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