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1. Introduction

In the seismically active zones, pseudo-static and pseudo-dynamic approaches are

widely used for designing the retaining wall with c-¢ backfill. However, the effect of
soil amplification is neglected while considering propagation of waves firom base.

Soil amplification is crucial in the computation of seismic active earth pressure
while analyzing the retaining walls of significant height. It should not be ignored in

the seismic design of retaining wall. In this paper, soil amplification effects has been

incorporated in the pseudo-dynamic approach for prediction of earth pressure on

inclined retaining supporting inclined c-¢ soil backfill. Depth of tension crack has

been obtained from derived seismic earth pressure distribution for soils having
nonzero cohesion. Then total seismic earth pressure is computed from integration of
earth pressure from depth of tensile crack to base. A parametric study is conducted
to examine the effect of various parameters like cohesion value of soil backfill, wall
friction, wall inclination, soil backfill inclination, soil amplification, horizontal
and vertical seismic coefiicients. The results obtained for seismic active earth

pressure is clearly showing the non-linear behavior behind the inclined retaining
wall, which is the requirement of the design of retaining wall in earthquake-prone
regions.

The critical study of the design of retaining
wall under seismic condition is very crucial in active
seismic zones. The fundamental approach to de-
termine the seismic earth pressure by considering
inertia forces of failure wedge due to the ground
acceleration was suggested by Okabe [1] and
Mononobe and Matsuo [2]. This approach is
known as pseudo-static method or M-O Method.
Pseudo-static method is mostly used by many
researchers to analyze the retaining walls in seismic
zones. In this approach, only maximum values of
inertia forces are considered neglecting time
dependency. All response parameters and forces are

considered in phase without any time lag. This
is one of the major limitations of this approach.

To overcome the deficiencies of pseudo-static
method to analyze the retaining walls, Steedman
and Zeng [3] had developed a new approach called
the pseudo-dynamic approach. The approach
considers the propagation of finite shear waves from
the base in upward direction. Choudhury and
Nimbalkar [4-5] had extended the pseudo-dynamic
approach by including primary wave propagation
to include vertical inertia forces in the analysis.
These studies have focused only vertical wall.
Nimbalkar and Choudhury [6] included the soil
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amplification effect in the pseudo-dynamic approach
to determine the seismic earth pressure behind the
vertical retaining wall. Ghosh [7] had extended the
approach developed by Nimbalkar and Choudhury
[6] to include wall inclination. Considering inclined
wall and inclined backfill, Gupta and Sawant [8]
had presented a detailed parametric study to high-
light the effect of soil amplification on the dynamic
response of retaining wall.

Considering the soil backfill as c-¢ soil, Ghosh
and Sharma [9] had analyzed the retaining wall using
the pseudo-dynamic approach. The effect of tension
crack in the top portion of c-¢ soil backfill was
reported in this study. However, the tension crack
was determined by the Rankine's analysis of active
earth pressure for c-¢ soil backfill under static case.
To investigate the effect of tension crack in the top
portion of c-¢ soil backfill under seismic condition,
Shao-jun et al. [10] extended the study of Ghosh
and Sharma [9] without considering the soil am-
plification. In this paper, soil amplification effects
has been incorporated in the pseudo-dynamic
approach for prediction of earth pressure on inclined
retaining supporting inclined c-¢ soil backfill.
Depth of tension crack has been obtained from
derived seismic earth pressure distribution for soils
having nonzero cohesion.

2. Proposed Method of Analysis

The retaining wall AB of height H is inclined at
an angle 0 with the vertical as shown in Figure (1).
The soil backfill is inclined at an angle i with the

horizontal. The wall friction angle is 6. The soil
backfill retaining is having cohesion ¢ and soil
friction angle ¢. The unit weight of backfill is y.
Shear waves with velocity V. and primary waves
with velocity V are assumed to propagate upward
from the base. The effect of soil amplification is
incorporated by assuming linear variation in the
input ground acceleration along depth within the
soil media. The horizontal and vertical seismic
acceleration of base of the retaining wall is assumed
as a, = k gand a = k g. The values of a, and a,
at the top has been assumed to be greater than
the values at the base. The horizontal and vertical
seismic coefficient at the top of the retaining wall
is taken as k, ,_ =f.k _, and k _ =fKk ..
where fa is the soil amplification factor. In the
present study, a period of lateral shaking is taken as
T=2n/m, where o is the angular frequency.

ABE is the assumed failure wedge makes an
angle o with the horizontal. The weight of failure
wedge is W. The horizontal and vertical inertia
forces are Q, and Q. C is the total cohesive force
and Ca is the total soil-wall adhesion force. Soil-
wall adhesion factor, af is equals to C,/C or c/c,
where ca is the soil-wall adhesion.

From the Figure (1), at depth z the mass of the
strip of thickness dz can be obtained as:

m(z)ﬁm(oo(H—z)dz (1a)

where,

Figure 1. Forces acting on retaining wall in active state.
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(1+tanatan®) sina cos(0—1)

m(a) = (1b)

tan o sin(o. — 1) cos O
The weight of the failure wedge is obtained as:
1 .
W= EYH m (o) (2)

The horizontal and vertical acceleration at depth
zbelow the top of the wall is expressed as:

a,(z,t)=

{1+ H};Z (f, —1)}kh g sino{t - HV_ZJ (3a)

N

a,(z,t)=
{1+ H};Z (f, —1)}kv g sinco[t - HV_Z] (3b)

p

The total horizontal and vertical inertia forces
(Q, and Q) acting in the failure wedge can be
calculated as:

H
Q= [m(z)a,(z.)
0
and “4)
H
Q, = [m)a,(z.0)
0

After integration of Equation (4), Q, and Q, can
be expressed as:

0, = Ayk, m (o) 2nH cos o
R 42 +A (sinoC —sinwt )
H
(f,~1)|2nH | " cos ot (5)
AL — +Asin g
nH 5
+A (coscot —coscoC)
nyk, m(a) 2nH cos oy
Q =—"—"75— . . +
Ar? +n(sinoy —sinot)
H
o [ 0
+1sin @y

H
§ +n2 (coscot —cosco\u)

where,
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H H
A=TV n=TV ;L=|t—— =|t-——
s5M pc{ VsJandW[ Vp}
On resolving the forces in the horizontal and
vertical direction on the failure wedge in the equi-
librium condition, total seismic active earth pressure,
P, can be obtained as:

P, = (7)

ae

W —-Q, }sin(o.— ) +2Q,, cos(a.— )
cos(0+0—a+¢)

_CH{{COS(O—i)coscl)—af sin (9—(1+¢)sin(oc—i)}}

sin(at—1)cos0cos(d+0—a +¢)

Substituting the values of W, Q, and Q, in
Equation (7), an expression for total seismic active
earth pressure P can be derived. Equation (7) is
then optimized with respect to their two variables o
and t/ T, to obtain the maximum value of total seismic
active earth pressure P for the given wall and
backfill combination subjected to ground motion
with the soil amplification effect. Results can be
normalized in the form of seismic active earth
pressure coefficient K _as K, =P, /(0.5yH?>) for
comparison.

On taking the partial derivative of P, with
respect to z, seismic active earth pressure dis-
tribution behind the retaining wall can be determined
by:

aPHC
oz ®)

Pae =

For c-¢ soil backfill, depth of tension crack (z,)
can be determined, at where the value of seismic
earth pressure P, will be zero. Considering the
effect of tension crack, negative pressure in the top
portion up to depth (z,) can be neglected. Then,
effective total seismic active earth pressure can be
computed from integrating earth pressure P_,
from z to H. In such case, effective seismic active
earth pressure coefficient can be defined as
KZ = PZ[(0.5yH?).

3. Results and Discussion

In the present study, a parametric study is
conducted to examine the effect of various pa-
rameters such as ground motion parameters (k, and
k), soil cohesion, adhesion factor, wall friction
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angle, wall and backfill inclination. To quantify the
effect, seismic active earth pressure coefficient (K, ),
depth of tension crack (z), effective seismic active
earth pressure coefficient due to depth of tension
crack (KZ), and critical inclination of failure wedge
) are compared in tabular form. Geometrical

(OL cri

properties of wall and material properties of backfill

considered in the present study are reported in
Table (1).

3.1. Effect of £ on K,

Table (2) compares the values of K for the
three combinations of ¢ and af for the horizontal
(1 = 0°) and for the inclined (i = 10°) soil backfill

Table 2. Variation of parameters considered in the present study.

S. No. Description Values are Taken
1. Unit Weight of Soil Backfill (y) 20 kN/m’
2 The Height of Retaining Wall (H) 10 m
3 Shear Wave Velocity (V) 100 m/s
4 Primary Wave Velocity (V,) 187 m/s
5. The Time Period of Lateral Shaking (T) 0.3s
6 Soil Cohesion (c) 0.0 and 10 kPa
7 Adhesion Factor (ap) 0.0 and 1.0
8 Soil Friction Angle (¢) 30°
9. Wall inclination with the vertical (0) -30°, 0° and 30°
10. The Inclination of Soil Backfill with the Horizontal (i) 0° and 10°
11. Wall Friction Angle (9) 0, 0.5¢ and ¢
12. Coefficient of Horizontal Seismic Acceleration (k) 0.0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 and 0.4
13. Coefficient of Vertical Seismic Acceleration (k) -k, -0.5ky, 0.0, 0.5k, ki,
14. Soil Amplification Factor (£) 1.0,1.2,1.4, 1.6 and 1.8

Table 2. Values of Kae for different k,_(H/A = 0.333; H/ 1 =0.178; k= 0.5k ; 6 = 0.5¢ and 6 = 30°).

i K,
¢ (kPa) ar i) f 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
0 0 0 0 0.609 0.669 0.756 0.898 1182
0 0 0 2 0.609 0.679 0.788 0.988 1513
0 0 0 4 0.609 0.690 0.825 12 2517
0 0 0 6 0.609 0.701 0.368 Y E—
0 0 0 I8 0.609 0.713 0.919 1600 -
10 0 0 0 0515 0.568 0.640 0.745 0.919
10 0 0 2 0515 0577 0.665 0.806 1075
10 0 0 14 0515 0.586 0.693 0.881 1323
10 0 0 6 0515 0.595 0.725 0.979 1812
10 0 0 1.8 0.515 0.605 0.761 1.111 -
10 0 0 0 0.501 0.565 0.654 0.782 0.992
10 10 0 12 0.501 0.576 0.684 0.855 1176
10 1.0 0 1.4 0.501 0.587 0.718 0.946 1.466
10 1.0 0 1.6 0.501 0.599 0.757 1.063 2.023
10 1.0 0 1.8 0.501 0.611 0.800 1.218 —-e-
0 0 10 1.0 0.734 0.836 1.009 1.404  —---
0 0 10 1.2 0.734 0.854 1.082 1.870  —----
0 0 10 1.4 0.734 0.874 1174 e e
0 0 10 1.6 0.734 0.896 1297 e e
0 0 10 1.8 0.734 0.919 1476 e e
10 0 10 1.0 0.613 0.695 0.817 1.028 1.558
10 0 10 1.2 0.613 0.709 0.863 1.175 1.838
10 0 10 1.4 0.613 0.724 0917 1.403 2.183
10 0 10 1.6 0.613 0.739 0.982 1.887  —-e-
10 0 10 1.8 0.613 0.756 1.061 2 1) R —
10 1.0 10 1.0 0.607 0.703 0.846 1.090 1.684
10 1.0 10 1.2 0.607 0.720 0.899 1.256 1.991
10 1.0 10 1.4 0.607 0.737 0.962 1.512 e
10 1.0 10 1.6 0.607 0.755 1.036 B2 0 T —
10 1.0 10 1.8 0.607 0.775 1.126 2372 e
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for the range of the value of k, are 0.0 to 0.4.
Case 1: ¢=0and a,=0.0
Case 2: ¢=10 kPa and a,=0.0
Case 3: ¢c=10 kPa and a,=1.0

Soil amplification factor, £ is taken as 1.0, 1.2,
1.4, 1.6 and 1.8. Other parameters are assumed as:
k,=0.5k; 8= 0.5¢ and 0 = 30°. From the Table (2),
it can be clearly noticed that the value of K
increases significantly on increasing the values of
soil amplification factor from 1.0 to 1.8 for all the
three cases of assumed soil backfill. The effect of
soil amplification is noticed significantly more for
the value of £ > 1.4. The effect of the inclination
of soil backfill is also noticed clearly from
Table (2). The values of K  are more for the
inclined soil backfill for all the three assumed
cases. For example, for horizontal soil backfill and
k =0.2, increasing the value of fa as 1.2 to 1.8
resulted the percentage increase in the values of
K, with respect to £ = 1.0 (no amplification) as
4.2,9.1,14.8,21.5 (for Case 1); 3.9, 8.3, 13.3, 18.9
(for Case 2) and 4.6, 9.8, 15.8, 22.3 (for Case 3).
The same percentage increase for the inclined
(1=10°) soil backfill cases are 7.2, 16.4, 28.5, 46.3
(for Case 1); 5.6, 12.2, 20.2, 29.9 (for Case 2) and
6.3, 13.7, 22.5, 33.1 (for Case 3). It can be seen
that on average 60% more increase in the values of
Kae are observed for inclined backfill case.

3.2. Effect of k, on K .

The effect of kh on the values of K  for all the
three cases can be summarized from Table (2). As
expected it increases continuously on increasing the
values of k, from 0.0 to 0.4. This can be attributed
to the increase in the inertial force of failure wedge
with ground acceleration. The value of K, is more

for the case of cohesionless soil backfill as com-
pared with the cohesive soil backfill. The effect of
k, is also noticed more for the case of inclined soil
backfill as compared with the horizontal soil backfill.
For example, on increasing the k, from static to
dynamic case for the horizontal soil backfill for
c=10kPa; a,=0.0; £ =1.0; k, =0.1,0.2, 0.3, 0.4
and k, = 0.5k; percentage increase in K is 10.2,
24.2, 44.7 and 78.4.3 respectively. The same
percentage increase is 13.7, 34.6, 71.1 and 156.9
for soil amplification factor £ = 1.4. For the inclined
(1=10°) soil backfill, the same percentage increase
is 13.3, 33.3, 67.7 and 154.2 respectively (for
f£=1.0)and 18.1,49.6, 128.9 and 256.1 respectively
(for £ = 1.4).

3.3. Effect of f and k, on Depth of Tension Crack,

z
c

Table (3) comprises the depth of tension crack,
z for ¢ = 10 kPa and a, = 1.0. Other parameters
areas: k, (0.0,0.1,0.2,0.3and 0.4); £ (1.0, 1.2, 1.4,
1.6 and 1.8); k, = 0.5k; 6= 0.5¢; 0 = 30° and 1= 0°
and 10°. The value of z increases with soil am-
plification factor and horizontal seismic coefficient.
For the inclined soil backfill, the effect is more
pronounced as more increase in the value of z is
noticed. For example, on increasing the k, from
0.1 to 0.2, 0.2 to 0.3, 0.3 to 0.4 for the horizontal
soil backfill; the percentage increase in the value of
z are 1.17, 12.7 and 40.2 respectively for £=1.0.
The same percentage increase is 3.52, 25 and 62.7
respectively for £ =1.2. For the inclined (i=10°)
soil backfill the same percentage increase is 14.7,
43.5 and 84.1 (for £=1.0) and 22.2, 67.2 and 75.0
(for £=1.2).

For the value of k, = 0.3, increasing the soil

Table 3. Values of depth of tension crack, z_ (m) for different k_(H/A =0.333; H/m =0.178; k, = 0.5k ; 6=0.5¢ and 6 = 30°).

¢ (kPa) a i) f, ul

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
10 1.0 0 1.0 0.88 0.85 0.86 0.97 1.36
10 1.0 0 1.2 0.88 0.85 0.88 1.10 1.79
10 1.0 0 1.4 0.88 0.85 0.92 1.30 2.35
10 1.0 0 1.6 0.88 0.85 0.97 1.59 3.06
10 1.0 0 1.8 0.88 0.86 1.04 1.95 e
10 1.0 10 1.0 0.86 0.88 1.01 1.45 2.67
10 1.0 10 1.2 0.86 0.90 1.10 1.84 3.22
10 1.0 10 1.4 0.86 0.91 1.22 241 e
10 1.0 10 1.6 0.86 0.93 1.39 335 e
10 1.0 10 1.8 0.86 0.95 1.60 385 e
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amplification factor from 1.0 to 1.2, 1.4, 1.6 and 1.8;
the respective percentage increase (with respect to
f = 1.0 case) is 13.4, 34.0, 63.9 and 101.0 for the
horizontal soil backfill. The same percentage is
26.8,66.2, 131.0 and 165.5 for the inclined (i = 10°)
soil backfill. With the help of obtained z values,
the corresponding values of K7 are reported in
Table (4).

3.4. Effect of 6 and 0 on K, .

The effect of 6 and 6 on K are reported in
Table (5) for ¢=10 kPa and a,=1.0. Other
parameters are as: k, = 0.2; k = 0.5k; £ (1.0, 1.2,
1.4, 1.6 and 1.8); i = 10°; & (0, 0.5¢ and ¢) and 0
(-30°, 0 and 30°). The value of K decreases for
the value of wall friction angle, & from its 0 to 0.5¢
value for negative wall inclination. Whereas for
the positive wall inclination, the value of K
continuously increases for the value of 6 from 0° to
¢. For example, for the assumed parameters for
Table (5), on increasing the wall inclination 6 from
0° to 30°; fa from 1.0, 1.2, 1.4, 1.6 and 1.8, the
respective percentage increase in the value of K
is 129.7, 123.4, 117.0, 111.5, 107.1 (for 6 = 0°);
160.3, 153.9, 149.2, 144.9, 142.1 (for 8 = 0.5¢) and
210.2, 207.5, 205.8, 207.2, 210.6 (for & = ¢). From

the example, it can be noticed that the effect of
wall inclination 0 on K_ _is more critical as compared
to the effect of £ and 6.

3.5. Effect of 6 and 6 on a,,

The effect of & and 0 on failure wedge angle o,
are summarized in Table (6) for ¢c=10 kPa and
a=1.0. Other parameters are as: kK, =0.2; k =0.5k;
£ (1.0, 1.2, 1.4, 1.6 and 1.8); 1 = 10° 6 (0°, 0.5¢
and ¢) and 0 (-30°, 0o and 30°). The value of a_,
increases continuously for the wall inclination
(from its negative to positive wall inclination), but
decreases with the value of & from its 0° to ¢
value. The value of o, decreases on increasing
the value of soil amplification factor. For the values
of the assumed parameters for Table (6), on
increasing the wall inclination 6 from -30° to 30°
the respective percentage increments in the values
of a, for £=1.0, 1.2 and 1.4, are 41.4, 38.3, 34.6
(for 6 = 0°); 25.9, 22.5, 18.7 (5 = 0.5¢) and 11.0,
7.35, 3.35 (6 = ¢). It is observed that effect of the
wall inclination is reducing with the increase in
soil amplification.

4. Validation of Results

The values of a_, for different k, and k,

Table 4. Values of K, for different k_(H/A =0.333; H/n =0.178; k, = 0.5k ; 6 =0.5¢ and 6 = 30°).

: o Ky
c(kka) u 10 b 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
10 1.0 0 1.0 0.602 0.675 0.783 0.959 1.329
10 1.0 0 1.2 0.602 0.688 0.822 1.079 1.745
10 1.0 0 1.4 0.602 0.701 0.871 1.250 2.505
10 1.0 0 1.6 0.602 0.716 0.928 1.503 4.198
10 1.0 0 1.8 0.602 0.731 0.997 1.880 -
10 1.0 10 1.0 0.727 0.845 1.047 1.491 3.137
10 1.0 10 1.2 0.727 0.870 1.134 1.886 4.333
10 1.0 10 1.4 0.727 0.892 1.247 2.625 -
10 1.0 10 1.6 0.727 0.918 1.396 4.623 e
10 1.0 10 1.8 0.727 0.946 1.594 6.273 -
Table 5. Values of K__ for different § and 6 (H/A =0.333; H/ 1 = 0.178; k_ = 0.2; k, = 0.5k,_andi= 10°).
6=0 6=0.5¢ o=¢
(klﬁa) & L i
-30° 0° 30° -30° 0° 30° -30° 0° 30°
10.0 1.0 1.0 0.019 0.336 0.772 0.017 0.325 0.846 0.016 0.340 1.055
10.0 1.0 1.2 0.047 0.362 0.809 0.041 0.354 0.899 0.039 0.373 1.147
10.0 1.0 1.4 0.077 0.392 0.851 0.068 0.386 0.962 0.065 0.412 1.260
10.0 1.0 1.6 0.111 0.425 0.899 0.098 0.423 1.036 0.094 0.456 1.401
10.0 1.0 1.8 0.148 0.462 0.957 0.132 0.465 1.126 0.128 0.509 1.581
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Table 6. Values of a_,(°) for different 5 and 6 (H/A = 0.333; H/m = 0.178; k, =0.2; k, = 0.5k, andi= 10°).

5=0 5=0.5¢ i=¢
c(kPa)  ar f 0
300 0° 30° 300 0° 30° -30° 0° 30°
100 1.0 1.0 3628 45.66 51.33 36.21 43.67 45.61 36.15 41.93 40.15
100 1.0 12 3511 43.86 48.56 34.95 41.77 42.83 34.82 39.94 37.38
100 1.0 1.4 3383 41.86 45.54 33.58 39.69 39.88 33.37 37.78 34.49
100 1.0 1.6 3243 39.66 42.24 32.07 37.41 36.73 31.78 35.44 31.49
100 1.0 1.8  30.85 37.18 38.64 30.40 34.89 33.39 30.04 32.90 28.39

Table 7. Values of a_(°) for different k. and k (c=0.0; y=18 kN/m% H=10m; V,=1M1.1mis; V, =208.3m/s; T=0.3 sec; H/A =

cri

0.3; Hm =0.16; ¢ = 30°i=5°8=15°% 6 =5°).

Present Study

Xiao-bo et al. [11]

Kk k M-O Method
=10 £L=12 =14 £L=1.0 =12 =14
0.1 -0.1 52.28 51.59 50.91 52.14 51.43 50.71 51.67
0.1 -0.05 51.98 51.21 50.44 51.93 51.16 50.38 51.38
0.1 0 51.70 50.85 49.99 51.70 50.85 49.99 51.05
0.1 0.05 51.53 50.62 49.67 51.44 50.51 49.55 50.69
0.1 0.1 51.73 50.78 49.75 51.15 50.12 49.04 50.28
0.2 -0.2 47.26 45.88 44.48 46.93 45.48 44.01 46.16
0.2 -0.1 46.18 44.50 42.76 46.07 44.37 42.62 44.95
0.2 0 45.01 42.97 40.80 45.01 42.97 40.80 43.45
0.2 0.1 43.85 41.32 38.53 43.68 41.13 38.33 41.53
0.2 0.2 42.80 39.49 35.60 41.96 38.64 34.80 39.00

obtained in the present study have been compared
with the values reported by Xiao-bo et al. [11]
and M-O Method for a set of parameters (¢ = 0.0;
v =18 KN/m*; H= 10 m; V= 111.1 m/s; V. =208.3
m/s; T= 0.3 sec; H/A = 0.3; Hn = 0.16; ¢ = 30°;
1=5°6=15° 6 =5°) in Table (7). On comparing
the present results with Xiao-bo et al. [11], the
values of cri obtained are in good agreement
with average deviation of 0.57%. Similarly, the
predicted values of K7 shown in Table (8), for
different ¢ are compared with the results from
Shao-jun et al. [10]. Parameters considered for
comparison are as (c=10 kPa; a,=0; y=18 kN/m’;
H=6 m; \{J=111.1 m/s; V.=208.3 m/s; T=0.3 sec;
H/A=0.18; Hm=0.096; i=0°; 6=0°; 0=0°; k,=0.2;
k,=0.1; £=1.0). As different optimization pro-
cedure was considered for o, deviation in the
predictions were observed.

Table 8. Values of K’ for different ¢ (c=10;a,=0; y=18 kN/
m% H=6m;V_=111.1m/s;V =208.3m/s; T = 0.3 sec; H/A =
0.18; HM =0.096;i=0%56=0%0 =0 k =0.2;k,=0.1;f =1.0).

$ () Present Study Shao-Jun et al. [10]
20 0.578 0.390
30 0.396 0.250
40 0.260 0.170

JSEE /Wl. 21, No. 1, 2019

5. Conclusions

In the present study, an expression for K _ is
reported for calculating the seismic active earth
pressure behind the inclined retaining wall. The
expression is obtained for the inclined cohesive soil
backfill including the effect of soil amplification.
Results indicated the non-linear behavior in the
seismic earth pressure with ground acceleration
parameters in the pseudo-dynamic approach, which
shows the actual behavior of retaining wall under
seismic condition. The main conclusions are as
follows:

% On increasing the values of horizontal seismic
coefficient, the value of K increases signi-
ficantly. The increase is more for the value of
k, > 0.2 for both cohesionless and cohesive soil.

< With the effect of soil amplification, the values
of K , increases significantly. The effect of soil
amplification is more for the values of f more
than 1.4 for both cohesionless and cohesive
soil. The effect of soil amplification reduces
for the c-¢ soil backfill.

< The percentage increase is significantly more for
the inclined soil backfill than the horizontal soil
backfill.

43



Ashish Gupta and Vishwas Abhimanyu Sawant

The depth of tension crack increases when soil
amplification factor increases for the c-¢ soil
backfill. The increase is more for the case of
inclined soil backfill.

On increasing the wall inclination for its negative
to positive values, the value of K increases
significantly for the positive values of wall
inclination for c-¢ soil backfill.

For negative wall inclination and sloping
backfill, the value of K  decreases for the
values of wall friction angle, & from its 0° to
0.5¢ value. While for the positive wall inclination
and sloping backfill, the value of K__ continuously
increases for the value of & from 0° to ¢.

The values of critical inclination of failure
wedge, cri increases continuously for the in-
clined wall (from its negative to positive wall
inclination) and sloping c-¢ soil backfill, for the
value of & from 0° to ¢.
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