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Tab.4 Design life adjustment coefficients of resistance partial coefficients under different

variation coefficients of soil parameters

BENER WEEATS e TS
AEVe FEV,  BY RIMERO0a BOHMER e BIMERSa BIHMER 108 RIMER20a EIHERS0 s EIHER 100 a
—Z 1. 000 1.119 1. 156 1. 169 1. 180 1. 201 1.221
0.2 0.2 it 1. 000 1. 122 1. 158 1.171 1. 183 1.207 1. 226
=% 1. 000 1. 125 1. 159 1.174 1. 187 1.210 1.231
—% 1. 000 1. 094 1.128 1. 140 1. 149 1. 169 1. 188
0.2 0.3 -3 1. 000 1. 099 1. 132 1. 144 1. 155 1.179 1.197
=% 1. 000 1.103 1. 136 1. 152 1. 164 1. 188 1. 206
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Fig. 15 Bearing capacity distribution under correlation

distances of different soil parameters
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Fig. 16 Curve of failure probability and resistance partial
coefficients under different correlation distances
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Tab.5 Design life adjustment coefficients of resistance partial coefficients under

different correlation distances of soil parameters

H—fk Ve T AR
HRHE AR ;; PR RHER BPER BOMER BOHER BHER BObER
Ou/B. 6,/B. 0a la 5a 10 a 20 a 50 a 100 a
—% 1. 000 1.114 1. 147 1. 165 1. 181 1. 206 1.228
0.33 0.03 —% 1. 000 1. 116 1.149 1. 168 1.184 1. 209 1.231
=% 1. 000 1. 120 1.153 1.172 1.188 1.213 1.236
—% 1. 000 1. 107 1.135 1. 151 1. 169 1.192 1.218
0. 66 0. 06 % 1. 000 1. 111 1.139 1. 156 1.174 1.197 1.223
=% 1. 000 1. 115 1.144 1. 161 1.179 1. 202 1.228
—% 1. 000 1. 091 1.124 1.136 1.144 1. 165 1.184
1. 00 0.10 -t/ 1. 000 1. 095 1.128 1. 140 1. 151 1. 174 1.193
=% 1. 000 1. 099 1.133 1.147 1. 159 1. 182 1.202
—% 1. 000 1. 064 1.090 1. 101 1.114 1. 131 1. 146
1.33 0.13 -/ 1..000 1.072 1. 098 1. 109 1.122 1. 139 1.154
=% 1. 000 1. 081 1.107 1.118 1.131 1. 148 1.163
—% 1. 000 1. 056 1.076 1. 087 1.097 L. 115 1.131
1. 66 0.16 -/ 1. 000 1. 065 1. 087 1. 098 1. 108 1. 124 1.142
=% 1..000 1.074 1. 096 1.107 1. 117 1.135 1.153
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