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Fig 1 Schematic diagram of bridge approach
slab structure
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Fig 2 Finite element model
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Fig 3 The total strain crack model
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Fig 4 Deflection results of the brldge approach slab
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Fig 5 Stress results of the bridge approach slab
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Fig 8 The influence of foundation reaction modulus
on bridge approach slab
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Study on Force Analysis and Influence Factors of
Approach Slab at Bridge Head
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Abstract : Based on the engineering background of a bridge approach slab in Wufeng Tujia Autonomous County, Hubei Province,
the nonlinear solid finite element model is established by Midas FEA, and the structural stress of the approach slab is calculated
and analyzed. At the same time, the influence of slab bottom void length and foundation bearing capacity on the stress condition
of approach slab is analyzed. The results show that the deflection, stress and crack width of approach slab increase with the in-
crease of slab bottom void length and the decrease of foundation response modulus. When the length of slab bottom of bridge head
slab is more than half, the stress condition of bridge head slab will be seriously deteriorated. When the foundation response mod-
ulus is less than 100 MN/m’ | cracks will appear in the approach slab.

Keywords : highway enginneering; approach slab at bridge head; slab bottom void length; foundation response modulus
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