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Abstract: A new form of retaining system for use in deep excavations in crowded cities is proposed in
this paper. The new system, which we have coined the herringbone retaining system (HRS) involves
the use of vertical and batter piles, capping beams, and wales. A numerical study was conducted (using
the finite difference tool FLAC3D) to investigate various aspects of the behavior of the new system and
reveal the mechanisms responsible for it. The HRS method was compared subsequently to two other
commonly-used systems: the cantilever retaining structure (CRS) and horizontal-strutted retaining
structure (HSRS). The results show that using the HRS method significantly reduces the deformation
of the vertical piles and bending moments acting on them. More specifically, the maximum values of
the deformation and bending moment were calculated to be 4.5% and 23.1% of the corresponding CRS
values, respectively (the corresponding figures calculated for the HSRS method are 5.3% and 19.7%,
respectively), so the HRS and HSRS methods provide similar levels of support. Finally, a real-world
application of the system was presented to provide a valuable reference for the future use of HRS.

Keywords: deep excavation; herringbone retaining system; lateral deformation; bending moment;
numerical analysis

1. Introduction

In metropolitan areas such as Beijing and Shanghai, booming populations and a scarcity of urban
land lead to excessive congestion. To help alleviate such congestion, cities are tending to build more
high-rise buildings and develop the space available underground. This, in turn, is leading to an
increase in the number of deep excavation projects being undertaken (for building basements and other
underground engineering structures). However, excavation induces soil movement and, sometimes,
collapse of the land. This can result in adjacent buildings and utilities becoming damaged and even
produce casualties [1,2]. Hence, suitable retaining structures need to be employed in these deep
excavations and so engineers are facing severe challenges with respect to the design and construction
of excavation support measures.

Three of the excavation methods most commonly used for deep excavation are the cantilever
full open cut method, braced excavation method, and anchored excavation method [3]. Each of
these methods has its own characteristics and application conditions. Cantilever retaining walls keep
the excavation stable and can be embedded in the soil without the temporary installation of struts.
They thus provide a large amount of room for excavation and are cheap. However, the cantilever
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full open cut method is not able to sufficiently limit the deformation that occurs when the excavation
is deep.

The braced excavation method is the one most commonly used because it can limit the movement
induced by the excavation process and be used in excavations of any width and at any depth [3].
However, the installation of struts may result in excavation activity being obstructed. In addition,
the cost of constructing and demolishing struts is pretty high [4]. Moreover, accidents may occur, such as
a strike by dropping strut and the collapse of the structure, due to strut failure [2,5,6]. For example,
in 2010, some steel struts dropped during the excavation of Shunyi Station (part of Beijing’s metro
system, see Figure 1) which resulted in 2 deaths. The failure of struts also resulted in the collapse of
Nicoll Highway in Singapore (see Figure 2) and 21 people died during the excavation of the Xianghu
subway station (part of Hangzhou’s metro system, see Figure 3) because of a collapse that occurred
due to the poor state of the connection between struts and wales.
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Anchors can be substituted for struts to free up excavation space and improve the efficiency
of the excavation and structure construction processes. However, anchors cannot work well if the
soil layers are weak or lie below the groundwater table in granular soils. (An excavation collapsed
in Foshan in 2015, for example, because the bearing capacity of an anchor-supported wall structure
became degraded, see Figure 4. Another collapse happened in Nanning in 2019 for the same reason,
see Figure 5) The use of anchors is also restricted in private areas.
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The retaining walls used in the excavation methods mentioned above can be divided into four
types according to their construction characteristics, including soldier piles, steel sheet piles, column
piles and diaphragm walls. Soldier piles and steel sheet piles are employed in some excavations for
their fast construction with lower cost. Furthermore, the piles can be pulled out after the completion
of the basement and be reusable in the following excavations. However, the two methods have their
own drawbacks, such as the considerable noise caused during striking piles, low stiffness with large
deformation during excavation which make them inappropriate for deep excavations [3,7].

The column pile method is to construct rows of concrete piles as retaining walls by either the
cast-in situ pile method or the precast pile method. They can be designed as different patterns, such as
an independent pattern, the S pattern, the line pattern, the overlapping pattern and the mixed pattern
to satisfy different requirements, and the stiffness can be great with appropriate design. As a result,
the column pile method is one most commonly used. The drawbacks of this method are longer
construction period and higher cost than that for the two methods mentioned above.

A diaphragm wall is another method which is commonly used in deep excavations nowadays,
with merits of low vibration, low noise, high rigidity and relatively small wall deformation.
The thickness and depth of the walls are adjustable for different conditions. The wall can also
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be used as a permanent structure with good sealing capability. However, large items of mechanical
equipment are required with long construction period and great cost.

In addition to retaining walls, strutting systems are other main components of the strutting system
in a braced excavation method. There are three types of struts according to the material a strut is made
of, including wood struts, reinforced concrete (RC) struts and steel struts. The wood struts can only be
employed in excavations that are narrow and not deep, for their low axial stiffness. The RC struts are
appropriate to excavations of various shapes with high axial stiffness. However, it takes some time for
the strength of the RC strut to work and preload cannot easily act on it. Furthermore, dismantling
it is difficult and costly. As for steel struts, they are widely employed for strutting systems because
they are easy to install and dismantle with short construction periods and low cost, and they are easy
to preload. However, they are not appropriate for excavations of great topographical undulation or
of great width. Moreover, the joints of the struts are complex and highly susceptible to construction
deficiency, and collapse may occur when the joints don’t work (see Figures 1–3), and this issue has
been discussed above.

From the discussion above, the commonly used retaining structures have their own merits and
drawbacks. Because of that, new forms of retaining structure need to be designed for use in deep
excavations, which can make best use of the advantages and avoid the disadvantages of the common
structures. In recent years, several researchers have carried out research aimed at addressing this issue.
Kim and Park, for example, introduced an innovative prestressed support system [8,9] in which earth
pressure is resisted using wales, wires, and H-beam support. The system provides a large amount of
room for excavation activity and makes construction easy.

Cross/buttress walls have also been used to construct a new form of retaining system to protect
excavations in urban areas in Taiwan [10–15]. Ou [10,11] evaluated the effectiveness of cross and
buttress walls using monitoring data taken from case histories and by carrying out finite-element (FE)
studies. The results thus obtained indicate that buttress walls are effective in reducing wall deflection
and ground settlement. Pio-Go Hsieh [12] also studied the performance of buttress walls using FE
models and found that their use can reduce the deflection of diaphragm walls moderately. Aswin Lim
used an FE method to study the effect of the shape of the buttress wall on excavation-induced movement
and revealed the mechanism by which the shape controls the deformation [13–15].

The aforementioned research also suggests that innovative strut designs are commonly used
in engineering practice to increase stiffness, reduce the amount of space occupied, and increase the
reliability of the excavation process. In this study, we introduce a new form of retaining structure for
use in deep excavations. We refer to it as the ‘herringbone retaining system’ (HRS). The system uses
batter piles to form a system of retaining struts. In this work, we investigate the effectiveness of the
support system via numerical calculation and also explore the mechanisms responsible for its action.

The design scheme employed in the new system is first presented. Then, we discuss how a
three-dimensional (3D) finite-difference numerical model was constructed for a notional prototype,
and this was used to investigate the deformation and stress distributions in the HRS. Two further
numerical models were also constructed for the same prototype that employed different retaining
structures (based on cantilever and horizontal strutted systems). The three systems are then compared
and used to discuss the suitability and support effectiveness of the HRS. Finally, a case study is
presented to evaluate the applicability and safety of the new system.

2. Description of the Herringbone Retaining System (HRS)

2.1. Structural Components

The new retaining and protection structure is formed by installing batter piles in front of vertical
piles (to give a herringbone-like structure) which helps the vertical piles resist the earth pressure acting
on their backs. The full HRS consists of vertical piles, batter piles, capping beams, wales, and a curtain
(for cutting off drains)—the basic configuration is shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Basic configuration of the herringbone retaining system (HRS): (a) oblique view;
(b) cross-sectional profile. (Note: (i) is the direct connection method; (ii) is the wedge plate method;
(iii) is the concrete filling method.).

Cast-in-situ bored piles are adopted for the vertical piles and they are distributed along the edge
of the excavation. A capping beam, made of reinforcement concrete, is built on top of the vertical
piles to make them form a unit that increases their integrity. A wale is designed as a reinforcement
concrete beam or a steel beam, and it is added to the design (below the capping beam) to link the
vertical piles and batter piles together. This transfers some of the load acting on the vertical piles to the
batter piles. The batter piles are made of precast (PC) piles or steel piles which are paced into soil by
a pre-boring method. They tilt to the inner side of the excavation and are offset with respect to the
vertical piles so that they lie in between them. Clearly, their presence will act to limit the horizontal
displacement of the vertical piles together with the excavation wall. There are three types of connection
between the wale and batter piles: (i) direct connection method; (ii) wedge plate method; (iii) concrete
filling method. That is to say, the heads of the batter piles can be supported on the wale directly if
there exists no gap between them, but the wedge plate or concrete is required for filling the gap if one
exists (see Figure 6b).The lower parts of the batter piles are buried in the soil below the bottom of the
excavation. The curtain is a supplementary method for cutting off drains when the groundwater level
is high; it is constructed by the method of high-pressure jet grouting or cement mixing piles behind the
vertical piles.

2.2. Structural Features

Compared to conventional systems, the HRS has the following characteristics:

(1) Strong stiffness. Linking the vertical piles and batter piles to work as a whole strengthens the
structural stiffness of the structure and controls the amount of excavation-induced soil movement.

(2) Highly hyperstatic and reliable. All batter piles are embedded in the soil and independent of
each other, so progressive collapse will not occur if a single component fails.

(3) Its structure is compact. The batter piles do not occupy a lot of internal pit space which means
that enough room is left to allow the use of large items of mechanical equipment.

(4) High efficiency and low cost. Steel-pipe batter piles can pass through the building walls or
foundation slabs with limited impact on the inner structure properties [16], when they occupy
the space of the inner structure with large inclination. No demolition is needed or parts of
the batter piles need be demolished after completing the inner structures construction. Thus,
the construction period is effectively shortened and demolition costs are reduced [4].
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2.3. Design Principles

The vertical and batter piles are the two main stressed members of the HRS. The function of the
vertical piles is to resist the earth pressure acting on their backs. The batter piles are built inside the
excavation and are linked to the vertical piles via the wale. The lower parts of the batter piles are buried
in the soil below the bottom of the excavation so that they can provide sufficient bearing capacity
(frictional resistance around the surface of the pile and end-bearing resistance). The vertical and batter
piles work together allowing them to control excavation-induced soil movement, thus making the
excavation safe.

3. Investigation of the Mechanisms Underlying the HRS

3.1. Problem Statement

3.1.1. Notional Prototype

We suppose that a rectangle-shaped deep excavation is planned in sandy ground. The width of
the excavation is taken to be 40 m while its length is much bigger than this; the excavation depth is
10 m (Figures 7 and 8). The groundwater level is assumed to be sufficiently deep that its effect on the
excavation process can be ignored. The excavation is to be retained using the HRS method.
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The vertical piles are taken to have diameters equal to 0.8 m and lengths equal to 20 m
(the penetration depth is taken to be 10 m which is the same as the excavation depth). The center–center
spacing of the vertical piles is 1.6 m, i.e., twice their diameter. The capping beam is constructed on
top of the vertical piles and the wale is located 5 m below the capping beam. The batter piles are also
0.8 m in diameter and are positioned so that they lie in between each pair of adjacent vertical piles.
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The batter piles are inclined and the angle they make with respect to the vertical piles is assumed to
be 30◦. The heads of the batter piles are indirectly linked to the vertical piles by the wale. The lower
parts of the batter piles are buried in the soil below the bottom of the excavation. We assume that their
lengths are such that their toes lie at exactly the same horizontal level as those of the vertical piles.
A plan view and profile of the HRS-supported excavation are presented in Figures 7 and 8, respectively.

3.1.2. Construction Sequence

As HRS is a new kind of retaining structure, it is first necessary to describe the construction
sequence to be used when implementing it.

The whole construction process includes construction of the vertical and batter piles, installation
of the capping beam and wale, linking of the batter piles to the wale, and excavation. The vertical and
batter piles are constructed before excavation. The vertical piles are designed as bored piles, and the
batter piles are designed as PC piles which are placed into soil by pre-boring. The batter piles are
constructed in between two adjacent piles. The capping beam is constructed after the construction of
the vertical and batter piles has been completed.

Soil is then removed from ground level to a depth of −5 m in two stages, followed by the
installation of the wale. The batter piles are then linked to the wale. After the construction of the
retaining structure has been completed, excavation is continued until the bottom is reached (i.e., in two
further stages, each increasing the depth of the excavation by 2.5 m). Table 1 summarizes the steps
involved in the construction sequence.

Table 1. Construction sequence.

Stage Construction Activity

1 Construct the vertical piles, the batter piles and the capping beam
2 Excavated to ground level −2.5 m
3 Excavated to ground level −5 m
4 Construct the wale and link them with batter piles head
5 Excavated to ground level −7.5 m
6 Excavated to ground level −10 m

Note: The excavation is divided into two areas in Stage 5 and Stage 6, respectively. The area in the central part of the
site is excavated to a certain depth first and then the area behind the batter piles is excavated.

3.1.3. Geological and Geotechnical Context

This paper is mainly concerned with the effect of implementing HRS (and the mechanisms
responsible for its action) when excavation is carried out in sandy soil. It is therefore assumed, for the
sake of simplicity, that the soil mass consists of a single uniform layer of sand and that the groundwater
level is so deep that it has no influence on the excavation process.

The deformation of the ground induced by excavation is clearly related to the deformation modulus
of the soil mass around the excavation zone. Previous studies suggest that the deformation modulus
depends on the confining pressure and increases linearly with the depth, z [17–19]. The modulus of
the soil, E, is therefore assumed to obey the following equation:

E(z) = E0 + α·z = 5 + 5z, (1)

where z is the depth relative to the initial ground surface, E0 is the modulus at the ground surface,
and α is a constant of proportionality. In the second half of Equation (1), the units are such that z is
measured in meters and modulus in MPa. The main physical and mechanical parameters assumed in
this work are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Summary of the main geotechnical properties of the soil stratigraphy.

Soil Type ρ (kg/m3) c (kPa) ϕ (◦) ψ (◦) E (MPa) ν

Sands 1900 0 30 0 5 + 5 × z 0.3

Note: ρ = density of soil mass; c = cohesion of soil mass; ϕ = internal friction angle of soil mass; ψ = dilation angle
of soil mass; E = Young’s modulus of soil mass; and ν = Poisson’s ratio of soil mass.

3.2. Construction of the Numerical Model

Numerical methods are a cost-effective way of studying the behavior of retaining structures and
ground movement occurring during excavation. They are also accurate because of the progress made
in developing appropriate numerical codes. A large number of papers have thus verified the feasibility
and accuracy of using numerical codes in the context of excavation engineering [5,10–15,17–19].
In this paper, the HRS-supported excavation process is modeled using the three-dimensional explicit
finite-difference software package FLAC3D [20].

3.2.1. Geometry and Boundary Conditions

In light of the symmetry and geometry of the loading conditions, the center of the excavation
(where the largest deformation occurs) can be assumed to meet plane strain conditions. Therefore,
a quasi-3D numerical model is established for just one-half of the excavation zone to improve the
efficiency of the computation process (justified on the grounds of the symmetry characteristics of the
problem). The geometry of the numerical model thus constructed is shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. Three-dimensional (3D) numerical models: (a) difference element mesh of the excavation
supported using the HRS method; (b) expanded view of the difference element mesh.

The overall dimensions of the model correspond to 90 m × 40 m × 4.8 m. The vertical piles
are positioned 70 m away from the left-hand boundary, i.e., 7 times the excavation depth, to reduce
boundary effects [21]. The right-hand boundary corresponds to the center of the excavation zone.
The thickness of the soil extends 30 m below the bottom of the excavation, which is regarded as
fairly large. The movement of the nodes along the four lateral boundaries is constrained to be in the
horizontal direction perpendicular to the side of the model. The movement of the nodes along the
bottom boundary is constrained in both the vertical and horizontal directions. Figure 9 illustrates the
numerical mesh used to analyze the excavation process when it is supported using the HRS method.

3.2.2. Soil Model and Input Properties

Previous studies [17,21,22] have shown that the linear elastic-perfectly plastic Mohr–Coulomb
model can be used to predict the displacement of walls induced by excavation, with only a few soil
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parameters being required. Therefore, the Mohr–Coulomb model was selected to model the behavior
of the soil in this study as well. Table 2 summarizes the input parameters used to represent the soil
under drained conditions. The initial stress conditions were established via gravity loading procedure.
The bulk modulus, K, and the shear modulus, G, can be calculated using the formulae:

K =
E

3(1− 2ν)
, (2)

G =
E

2(1 + ν)
, (3)

where E is the modulus of the soil (calculated using Equation (1)) and ν is the Poisson’s ratio of the soil.

3.2.3. Structure Model and Input Properties

Several types of structure-support members are available in FLAC3D and structures with arbitrary
geometries, properties, and soil interactions can be modeled [20]. The vertical piles are essentially
working as diaphragm walls that are subject to bending deformation (resulting from the active earth
pressure acting behind the vertical piles, passive earth pressure in front of the vertical piles, and load
from the batter piles). Therefore, the vertical piles can be converted into retaining walls of a certain
thickness, t, based on the principle of equivalent flexural rigidity [19], and given by:

t =
D
2

3

√
3πD
2B

, (4)

where D is the diameter of a vertical pile and B is the center–center spacing of the vertical piles.
Liner structural elements are attached to the surface of the grid and resist bending loading as

linearly elastic shells. They can also simulate the behavior of shear-directed frictional interactions
acting between themselves and the grid. Therefore, liner structural elements were used to simulate the
behavior of the vertical piles after their conversion to retaining walls.

The batter piles were simulated using pile structural elements with skin-friction and end-bearing
effects. The strength properties of the pile–soil interface were assumed to be equal to that of the
soil mass. These assumptions have all been used in previous studies [20] and are also valid in this
paper. The normal coupling spring tensile strength (στ), shear coupling spring cohesion (cs), and shear
coupling spring residual cohesion (cr) of the contact between the liner-grid (pile-grid) and soil around
the interfaces were set to zero. The shear coupling spring friction angle (ϕs) was set to be 30◦. It is
recommended by FLAC3D that the normal stiffness, kn, and shear stiffness, ks, were calculated using
the expression [20]:

kn = ks = 10×max
[(

K +
4
3

G
)
/∆zmin

]
, (5)

where ∆zmin is the smallest dimension of a neighboring zone in the normal direction. According to
Equations (1)–(3), K and G increase linearly with z. However, these parameters are assumed to be
constant in this numerical analysis in order to simplify and improve the calculation efficiency. Thus,
an average value was calculated (0.46 GPa/m) and used for K and G.

The capping beam and wale components were both simulated using beam structural elements.
All the structural elements were modeled using anisotropic liner elastic models. The retaining walls
(vertical piles), batter piles, and beams were all taken to have a Young’s modulus, Es, of 30 GPa. Their
Poisson’s ratios, νs, were taken to be 0.2. The connections between the beams and liner elements were
set to be rigid, however, the heads of the batter piles were hinged to the wale in order to prevent
there being a bending moment between them. For convenience, the main properties of the structural
elements used in the analysis are summarized in Table 3. The geometric parameters used for the
supporting structure are consistent with those of the prototype given in Section 3.1.1.
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Table 3. Summary of the main properties of the structural elements used in the numerical analysis.

Structure Type

Structure Properties Contact Properties

ρs
(kg/m3)

Es
(GPa) νs

t
(m) kn (Pa/m) ks (Pa/m) στ

(kPa)
cr

(kPa)
cs

(kPa)
ϕs
(◦)

Capping beam 2600 30 0.2 - - - - - - -
Wale 2600 30 0.2 - - - - - - -

Retaining
walls 2600 30 0.2 0.53 4.59 × 108 4.59 × 108 0 0 0 30

Batter piles 2600 30 0.2 - 4.59 × 108 4.59 × 108 0 0 0 30

Note: ρs = density of structures; Es = Young’s modulus of structures; νs = Poisson’s ratio of structures; t = the
equivalent thickness of the retaining wall; kn, ks = normal stiffness and shear stiffness, respectively; στ = normal
coupling spring tensile strength; cr, c s= residual cohesion and cohesion of shear coupling spring, respectively; ϕs =
shear coupling spring friction angle.

We are only interested in the forces acting on the retaining structures that arise due to excavation
(rather than those induced by the installation process). Therefore, the installation of the retaining
structures was modeled using a ‘wished-in-place’ method [23–25]. We also note that the analyses were
conducted in drained conditions using effective stress and so we did not take into account the effect of
the curtain.

3.3. Results and Discussion

3.3.1. Behavior of the Retaining Wall (Vertical Piles)

Figure 10 presents the results obtained for the deflection of the wall (vertical piles) at different
depths after different stages of the excavation process (when the HRS is employed). The wall deflections
shown are those experienced by the vertical center line of the wall (in order to reduce boundary effects).
A positive value corresponds to an inward movement of the wall (piles).
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Figure 10. Variation of the horizontal deflection of the wall (vertical piles) of the HRS at different
excavation depths.

As demonstrated in Figure 10, the deformation of the retaining wall (piles) gradually increased
during the excavation of the 0 to −5 m layer of soil. The maximum lateral deformation developed at
the top of the wall (piles) and formed a triangular distribution (similar to that encountered when a
cantilever retaining structure was used). During the excavation of the soil layer from −5 to −10 m,
the top of the retaining wall (piles) rebounded outwards. At the same time, its lower parts, i.e., below
the wale, continued to move inwards slightly. At the final excavation depth of −10 m, the deflection
profile between the wale and toe of the wall (piles) is locally convex with the largest deflection occurring
1.5 m above the bottom. However, the maximum value of the deflection is 16 mm (i.e., 0.16% of
H where H is the excavation depth) and still occurs at the top of the retaining wall (piles) which is
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consistent with results obtained as H ≤5 m. Overall, Figure 10 shows that the deflection of the retaining
wall (piles) is small when it is supported by the batter piles. Furthermore, the retaining wall (piles)
rotates counterclockwise around the wale, causing the top of the retaining wall (piles) to rebound
outwards. This is because the batter piles act as a lateral restraint on the movement of the retaining
wall (piles) at the level of the wale. The soil pressure in front of the retaining wall (piles) decreases
during the excavation process, reducing the horizontal constraint on the retaining wall (piles). As a
result, the deflection profile of the wall (piles) between the wale and the bottom surface bulged inwards
during excavation and the top of the retaining wall (piles) rebounded outwards.

Figure 11 shows the variation of the bending moment acting on the retaining wall (piles) at the
different excavation depths when it is supported using HRS. The bending moments are taken with
respect to the vertical center liner of the retaining wall, a positive value corresponding to the interior
cross-section of the wall being subjected to tension stress. The results depicted in Figure 11 indicate
that the bending moments are negative when H ≤5 m and become larger during the excavation process.
The distribution of bending moments is consistent with that obtained using a cantilever retaining
structure (CRS), the maximum bending moment occurring 1.5 m below the excavation surface.
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Figure 11. Variation of the bending moment acting on the wall (vertical piles) of the HRS at different
excavation depths.

When H >5 m, three obvious extrema occur in the bending moment distribution. The first extreme
value occurs at the depth at which the wale is installed and its magnitude increases as excavation
proceeds. This means that the earth pressure behind the portion of the retaining wall covering the
0 to −5 m range increases during excavation because the top of the retaining wall (piles) rebounds
outwards. The second extreme value occurs near the excavation surface. The sign of this extremum
is negative when H = 7.5 m but positive when H = 10 m. This indicates that the earth pressure in
front of the retaining wall (piles) decreases as the excavation proceeds which makes the wall become
locally convex.

The third set of extreme values are negative and appear below the level of the excavation surface.
It can be concluded that the bending moments along the retaining wall (piles) vary in a complex
manner during excavation when HRS support is employed.

3.3.2. Behavior of the Batter Piles

The batter piles function as a strutting system and need to provide a sufficient amount of
load-bearing capacity with lateral and end-bearing resistance. Therefore, it is instructive to study the
way the internal force varies inside the batter piles.

Figure 12 presents the results obtained for the axial force acting along a batter pile at different
excavation depths (the results shown are those found for the middle batter pile in order to reduce any
boundary effects). It can be seen that the axial force acting along the batter pile decreases gradually
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from the excavation surface down to the toe of the pile for a given excavation depth. This is consistent
with the variation of the axial forces acting in piles used in building foundations. It can also be observed
that the axial force increases during the excavation process. However, the slope of the curve along the
batter pile decreases at the same time, indicating that the lateral resistance of the batter piles increases.
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Figure 12. Variation of the axial force acting on the batter piles of the HRS at different excavation depths.

Figure 13 shows the variation of the lateral resistance along the batter pile at different excavation
depths. It can be seen that the lateral resistance increases during the excavation process which is
consistent with the variation in the axial force.
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Figure 13. Variation of the lateral resistance along the batter piles of the HRS at different
excavation depths.

Figure 14 shows the yield state of the shear coupling spring along the batter piles at the final
excavation depth. It can be seen that there is no shear yield on the batter pile–soil interface, indicating
that the mobilization of the lateral resistance of the batter piles is sufficient in this model.

Figure 15 shows the variation of the bending moments acting on the batter pile at different
excavation depths (here, a positive value corresponds to when the cross-section of the batter pile
towards the center of the excavation is subject to tension stress). It can be seen that the top part of
the batter pile was subjected to a negative bending moment when the excavation depth was 7.5 m,
but this became positive as excavation proceeded. The bending moment developed its maximum
value at a position lying below the bottom of the excavation and this position did not appear to change
significantly as excavation proceeded.
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Figure 14. Yield state of the shear coupling spring along the batter piles of the HRS at the final
excavation depth.
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Figure 15. Variation of the bending moment acting on the batter piles of the HRS at different
excavation depths.

4. Comparison with Other Retaining Structures

4.1. Construction of the Additional Numerical Models

The results presented above give us a certain understanding of the mechanism by which HRS
acts during excavation. In this part, the effectiveness of HRS was compared with that of two other
support measures (CRS and horizontal-strutted retaining structure (HSRS)). The comparison allows a
better understanding of the effectiveness of HRS to be obtained. In order to make the comparison,
two additional numerical models were constructed and analyzed.

In the CRS approach, the excavation is supported by soldier pile walls, whereas HSRS involves
the use of soldier pile walls and a supplementary horizontal strutting system. The profiles of the two
new excavation models were taken to be exactly the same as that given in Section 3. The parameters
used for the soil and retaining structures were also taken to be unchanged (see Tables 2 and 3).
The dimensions of the struts used in the HSRS approach were assumed to be the same as those
used for the batter piles in the HRS approach (Figures 7 and 8), and the same applies to the other
dimensions required to create the CRS and HSRS models. Numerical modeling was once again carried
out using FLAC3D. Figures 16 and 17 illustrate the numerical meshes employed in the CRS and HSRS
analyses, respectively.
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Figure 16. Three-dimensional (3D) numerical models of an excavation supported using a cantilever
retaining structure (CRS): (a) difference element mesh of the excavation supported using CRS;
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Figure 17. Three-dimensional (3D) numerical models of an excavation supported using a
horizontal-strutted retaining structure (HSRS): (a) difference element mesh of the excavation supported
using HSRS; (b) expanded view of the difference element mesh.

4.2. Results and Discussion

4.2.1. Behavior of the Retaining Wall (Vertical Piles)

The deflection of the wall (vertical piles) when excavation is supported using the CRS approach is
presented in Figure 18. Once again, the wall deflections are taken with respect to the vertical center
line of the wall and the values are taken to be positive when the wall (piles) moves inwards.

It can be seen from Figure 18 that the deformation of the wall (piles) increased significantly during
the excavation process. The deflection forms a triangular distribution, with the maximum lateral wall
deformation occurring at the top of the wall. The maximum movement is 26.6 mm when H = 5 m
and this rapidly developed to 356.9 mm at the final excavation depth (i.e., 3.6% of H with H = 10 m).
Therefore, appropriate measures would need to be taken to control the deformation induced by the
excavation process.

Figure 19 shows the evolution of the deflection of the wall (vertical piles) when HSRS-supported
excavation is employed. Comparing Figure 10, Figure 18, and Figure 19, it is clear that the inclusion of
batter piles or horizontal struts when H = 5 m can effectively reduce the lateral deformation occurring
during subsequent excavation.
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Figure 18. Variation of the horizontal deflection of the wall (vertical piles) at different excavation depths
when CRS is used.
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Figure 19. Variation of the horizontal deflection of the wall (vertical piles) at different excavation depths
when HSRS is used.

Figure 19 shows that the maximum lateral wall movement developed at the top of the wall
(piles), and that it rebounded outwards after the installation of the horizontal strut. The maximum
deformations when H = 10 m are 16.0 and 18.9 mm in Figures 10 and 19, respectively, which are only
4.5% and 5.3% of the corresponding CRS values shown in Figure 18. It can be seen that the maximum
deformation (16.0 mm) when HRS is employed is a little smaller than that of the HSRS (18.9 mm).
The reason for this phenomenon is that the lower parts of the batter piles provide resistance to the
soil movements below the excavation bottom, which may reduce the wall displacement. Even so,
the deflections are very similar when HRS and HSRS are employed by comparing Figures 10 and 19.
This suggests that the new retaining system (HRS) is very effective at reducing lateral deformation
during excavation.

Figure 20 presents the bending moments acting on the retaining wall (vertical piles) when CRS
is used. (Again, the bending moments shown are those of the center liner of the retaining wall,
and a positive value corresponds to the interior cross-section of the wall experiencing tension stress.)
It can be seen that the bending moments are all negative and increase significantly during excavation.
The maximum bending moment occurs at 1.5–3 m below the excavation surface. A maximum
value of −216 kN·m/m is obtained when the excavation depth is 5 m, but this rapidly progresses to
−1490 kN·m/m by the end of the final excavation step.

Figure 21 shows the bending moments acting on the retaining wall (piles) when HSRS is used.
Comparing Figures 11, 20 and 21, it is clear that installing batter piles or horizontal struts when the
excavation depth is 5 m can significantly reduce the bending moment acting on the retaining wall
(vertical piles). Three clear extreme values also appear in Figure 21 as they did in Figure 11. The first
extreme values correspond to the maximum bending moments along the wall (piles) and have the
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values −344 and −294 kN·m/m in Figures 11 and 21, respectively (H = 10 m). These values are only
23.1% and 19.7% of the CRS value shown in Figure 22, respectively.

Comparing Figure 11 (HRS) with Figure 21 (HSRS) shows that the two support methods generate
similar bending moments in the retaining wall. Furthermore, the maximum bending moments
generated using the two methods are much smaller than those generated using CRS. Therefore,
our results indicate that HRS can effectively reduce the bending moment acting on the retaining wall
(vertical piles) during excavation.
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Figure 20. Variation of the bending moment acting on the wall (vertical piles) at different excavation
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Figure 21. Variation of the bending moment acting on the wall (vertical piles) at different excavation
depths when HSRS is used.
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Figure 22. Load acting on the struts and batter piles at different excavation depths.
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4.2.2. Axial Force Acting on the Struts (Batter Piles)

Figure 22 presents the results obtained for the axial force acting on the heads of the batter piles
(HRS method) and struts (HSRS method) at different excavation depths. The results are those for the
middle batter pile and strut, respectively, and a positive value corresponds to the batter pile or strut
being subjected to pressure.

The figure shows that the axial forces acting on both structures increase significantly during
excavation. Moreover, the axial force on the batter pile head is 2.5 times that on the horizontal strut.
However, the difference between the horizontal component of the force acting on the batter pile head
and the axial force on the horizontal strut is small. This indicates that the batter piles need to withstand
large axial loads in order to achieve the same retaining effectiveness and level of excavation protection
as the horizontal struts used in the HSRS method.

5. Case Study

5.1. General Project Description

The excavation of interest is located in Wuhan, Hubei Province, China. The length of the excavation
is 180 m and its width is 120 m; the maximum excavation depth is 9.25 m. According to a geological
survey, the soil in the excavation area varies with depth and encompasses: miscellaneous fill, silt,
clay, muddy silty clay, and clay, respectively, from the surface downwards (Table 4). The strength
of the soil is low and its self-stability is poor. To facilitate construction, access roads were assigned
around the excavation zone with large overloads. A main road lies adjacent to the south end of the
excavation zone. As this road carries heavy traffic loads, the excavation is expected to be significantly
affected by dynamic loads from vehicles. Therefore, strong retaining structures are required to protect
the excavation.

Table 4. Overview of the soils encountered in the scope of the excavation.

Soil Layers Depth (m) c (kPa) ϕ (◦) Es(1–2)(MPa)

Miscellaneous fill 1.0–4.8 10.0 8.0 -
Silt 0.4–2.5 8.0 3.0 2.0

Clay 0.5–4.4 22.0 11.0 5.5
Muddy silty clay 2.2–8.7 9.0 3.5 2.5

Clay 1.7–11.0 30.0 14.0 8.0
Clay 1.4–4.0 20.0 10.0 5.0

5.2. Description of the Retaining System

A retaining system based on the new HRS method was designed to protect the excavation based
on the environmental and geological conditions of the site described above (see Figures 23 and 24).
The design involved first excavating the soil to a depth of 3.25 m with slope of 40◦. Then, the next
6 m of the excavation process (from −3.25 to −9.25 m) was to be protected using the HRS approach.
The main supports were to be based on bored cast-in-situ vertical piles (Φ800 mm) and steel pipe batter
piles (Φ500 mm). The vertical piles were to have a center-center spacing of 1.5 m. The batter piles were
placed into soil by pre-boring with an inclination of 17◦. The pre-boring holes for steel pipe batter
piles were drilled by an improved machine, which is modified from the machine used to drill holes
for anchors (see Figure 25). The drill bit diameter of the machine is 500 mm, and it can drill a hole in
ground with an inclination of 0–45◦ from a vertical axis. It is the first application of the new machine in
this case. The steel pipe piles were filled with cement mortar after they were placed into the ground,
in order to increase batter pile stiffness. The gap between the wale and the batter pile head was filled
with concrete. An anchor cable inclined at 35◦ from a horizontal axis was also incorporated into the
design (at the top of the bored piles) to further strengthen the retaining system. High-pressure rotary
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sprayed piles measuring Φ800@500 mm were also constructed to act as a waterproof curtain behind
the cast-in-situ piles.
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5.3. Support Effect

Unfortunately, no monitoring data are available to allow the effectiveness of the retaining system
to be determined. However, HRS was successfully implemented at the site, as witnessed by the
photographs presented in Figure 26. It is notable that no significant deformation or collapse of the
excavation occurred during the construction process. Thus, the internal structure was completed
successfully and the excavation backfilled as required. Furthermore, the batter piles only occupied a
small amount of space inside the excavation and had no influence on the construction of the earthwork
and internal structure. As a result, the batter piles did not need to be dismantled, reducing the cost of
the construction process and improving its efficiency. In addition, the new drilling machine was first
applied in practice, which provided experience for studying the construction technology. Therefore,
even though the details of the excavation process are somewhat incomplete, the excavation carried out
in Wuhan can be seen as a valuable test case for the application of the new HRS method.
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Figure 26. Photographs of the excavation and strutting system showing: (a) the west side of the
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6. Conclusions

A new retaining system named HRS was introduced. Three numerical models were constructed
and analyzed to study the action mechanism and effectiveness of the new retaining system in reducing
lateral pile deflection and bending moment. The following conclusions can be drawn from the analyses
presented in this paper:

(1) When HRS is used, the vertical piles rotate around the wale during excavation. This causes the
tops of the vertical piles to rebound outwards while their lower parts (between the wale and their
toes) move slightly inwards because of the restraining effect of the batter piles.

(2) During HRS-supported excavation, the bending moments acting on the vertical piles vary in a
complex manner along the length of the piles. Three obvious extreme values may develop and
the largest bending moment develops at the point where the wale is installed.

(3) During HRS-supported excavation, the axial and lateral resistance forces acting on the batter piles
increase as excavation proceeds and provide adequate support for the vertical piles. The batter
piles are subjected to a certain bending moment and the position at which the maximum bending
moment occurs does not change significantly as excavation proceeds.

(4) Our results show that HRS is a viable alternative measure to use to protect excavations. The lateral
deformation of the vertical piles and bending moments acting on them are significantly reduced
compared to the CRS method. The level of support is as good as that provided using the
HSRS method.
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It should be mentioned that the study in this paper is based on an excavation with idealized
conditions. Certain parameters, including soil conditions, geometric configurations of the HRS,
the stiffness of the retaining walls, and strutting systems are not taken into consideration. Thus, readers
should be cautious of any extrapolation from the results above. Further investigations are needed
to study the mechanism and the construction technology of the HRS through numerical methods,
a physical model experiment, and field tests in the future.
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