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RESULTS AND CONLUSIONS

« During a period when the wall is subject to the greatest =w~ from the backfill,

the wall is considered most unstable. The inclysi cemefit yields a phase
ie dynamic earth pressure
Ic earth pressures of both

ant force in the reinforced

under 0.11g and 0.24g loading. The wall iner
models were synchronized during 0.39q lo
model was still 18.3% less than in the '

 During seismic excitation, the Jeinforcem e exhibited a nonlinear dynamic
tensile force and the reinforce ion along the wall height did not follow a

constant pattern. In an app , the upper half of a piecewise polyline is
eel. The measured dynamic tensile force






