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Research paper

Single Bore Multiple Anchors � conclusions based on
anchor tests
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Abstract: The technology of single bore multiple anchor is well known and mainly used as a method
of providing support for retaining walls of deep excavations in weak soils. Multiple �xed lengths in
a single borehole is a major di�erence to conventional anchors. The purpose of it and the most important
facts a�ecting bearing capacity are presented. Due to the reduction of progressive debonding higher
bearing capacities can be achieved and the impact of soil consolidation is decreased. Unique properties
of this technology potentially reduce construction costs and increase the reliability and safety of the
structure. Single BoreMultiple Anchors in most cases are prestressed by synchronised hydraulic jacks to
provide that every anchor unit transfers the same load. The purpose of this paper is to present the results
of investigation and suitability tests, which took place at the site of Zlote Tarasy Shopping Centre
in Warsaw. The carried out research reveals that prestressing of one �xed anchor causes a decrease
in lock-o� load of the second �xed anchor, regardless of the order of prestressing. Measured values
presents range from 6% to 14%. Results indicate mutual in�uence between loads of �xed anchors from
the separate prestressing.
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1. Introduction

Urban areas are tightly packed with new buildings and underground infrastructure, any
new development in this area has impact to already existing ones [1, 2]. The urbanization
and its height and depth is increasing constantly. One of the design challenges is a proper
deep excavation walls support, what is a subject of many analyses of appropriate soil
modelling [3, 4] or calculation methods [5]. Retaining structures in urban areas have to
meet strict requirements for capacity and acceptable displacement. Ground anchors are
most often as a support of these structures [6,7]. Less common, the role of ground anchors
is to ensure the stability of landslides or foundation slabs in high groundwater pressure
conditions [8, 9]. In both cases, the failure of an anchor in temporary or permanent phase
is potentially catastrophic for the structure and its users.

Due to increasing requirements for conventional ground anchors, the technology of
single bore multiple anchors (SBMA) was developed. These structures are designed to
ful�ll the demanding design requirements for high bearing capacities, even in weak soils
or weak rocks [10, 11], as a permanent or temporary supports [12�14]. In cohesive soils
SBMA anchors are able to achieve failure loads of 2000 to 3000 kN [15], what is an
unreachable result for typical ground anchors.

2. Technology of Single Bore Multiple Anchor system

2.1. The idea of multiple anchors

Single Bore Multiple Anchors are technological improvement of conventional ground
anchors. By de�nition, also those structures are designed to transfer tensile forces into the
soil, but di�erences in construction, range of application, design and execution details exist.
As the name suggests, these anchors have multiple anchor units (�xed lengths) in a single
borehole.

The purpose of using this technology is to reduce the e�ect of progressive debonding
� a phenomenon associated with non-uniform distribution of bond stress along the �xed
length under the load [15�18]. It is well known that bearing capacity of an anchor does
not increase proportionally to length of the �xed length. Due to progressive debonding
a signi�cant part of the load is transmitted to the soil by a small part of �xed length, when
the rest transfers only a small part of the load [19, 20] (Fig. 1).

As a result the anchor works less e�ciently as its �xed length gets longer. Thus, it is
logical and economically reasonable to use multiple short bond lengths, where the impact
of progressive debonding is negligible, to allow soil to be used in the most e�cient way.

Simple estimation of bearing capacities of conventional anchor, 2-unit and 3-unit SBMA
anchors, with Barley’s formula for e�ciency factor in cohesive soils shows its signi�cant
increase, despite the total �xed length is the same (Fig. 2) [15, 21].

Comparing materials usage of two anchor types, one SBMA anchor and one conven-
tional anchor, of the same diameter, borehole length and total �xed length, small di�erences
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Fig. 1. Comparison of the load distribution in: a) normal anchor �xed length and b) in single bore
multiple anchor [21]

Fig. 2. Estimation of bearing capacities of di�erent anchors with the same total
�xed length
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can be observed. Proximal unit tendons ends �rst and only tendons of the distal unit reach
the end of the structure. Due to that SBMA anchor may be considered as more economical,
because total tendons length is reduced (approximately 4 meters) with each anchor unit
made. In both compared cases, the volume of grout is the same.

Several independently operating anchor units increase the reliability of the structure. In
case of random incidents, execution mistakes or failure of one anchor unit, the others are
able to partially overload, what reduces the risk of sudden failure of whole structure [21].

Considering the execution of a structure, the biggest di�culty is a prestressing process.
The main di�erence is that all tendons cannot be prestressed at the same time with the same
stressing jack. To provide an equal load distribution, the proximal and distal tendon groups
must be prestressed individually, because of di�erent free lengths. Due to that at least two
synchronized stressing jacks are recommended [21]. More complex prestressing process is
a potential reason why the technology of SBMA is less popular compared to conventional
anchors.

2.2. Short history of SBMA

Despite the fact that the non-uniform distribution of bond stress along the �xed length
was acknowledged [20] there is no information in the literature about the application of
single bore multiple anchor system in its currently known form before 1988. Research
performed in the late 1970s indicated that the transfer of load to the soil could be done
more e�ciently. One of the �rst investigations to con�rm that short anchor elements were
capable of transferring force between the tendon, �xed length and soil was carried out in
1978 by A.D. Barley [22].

In 1987 Greenwood and McNulty published a report on shear tube anchors. System
which transfers the load by multiple concentric tubes retained by a compression �tting.
Elements are located on the end of debonded strands in one pregrouted encapsulation
(Fig. 3).

Fig. 3. Construction of shear tube anchor [23]

Since then, single bore multiple anchors are widely used worldwide in cases where
conventional ground anchors do not meet requirements. In Poland, despite the fact the
technology is well known � it is still used occasionally.
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During the load �xed length of shear tube anchor is in compression, which is an opposite
situation for conventional ground anchors [23]. In the �rst commercial application, in silty
sand in Shrewsbury, a load of 900 kN was achieved for 6 m �xed length. A �fty percent
increase in capacity compared to a conventional anchor was proved. This system, like the
single bore multiple anchors, was a step forward in increasing the bearing capacity of
anchors, but di�erences in construction were signi�cant.

All strands of shear tube anchor were stressed at once by a single multi-strand hydraulic
jack, what causes uneven strain of every strand [22]. This is the opposition to SBMA
technology, where equal tendon strain should be maintained to mobilise equal bond stress
at the interface of �xed length and soil.

The �rst commercial scale single bore multiple anchors application was in 1988 at
Southampton. Anchors had multiple, separate anchor units in encapsulations in one �xed
length, which were loaded individually. The �ve unit anchor (3.5 m each), achieved total
load of 1337 kN in clayey Bracklesham Beds [24].

2.3. Construction of SBMA

Usually it is considered that the tendon bond length is equal to the �xed length of an
anchor. It is true for conventional anchors, where �xed length is the grout/ground bond
length, and tendon bond length is theoretically almost as long as it. In case of compressed
anchors there is no conventional bond length, because load is transferred by bearing plate
or other rigid compressive element.

Every SBMA anchor has at least two, individually loaded, anchor units with its own
individual tendon and its own �xed length in one borehole. Fixed anchors are designed
in two ways: as an intentionally separated anchor units, and as a one which is considered
as a uniform grout body. It is not obligatory, but acceptable to separate �xed anchors �
described in details below. One or multiple tendon bond lengths are located one behind the
other along borehole axis. The result is that tendon of a proximal �xed anchor has shorter
free length in opposition to tendons of distal �xed anchor which has the longest free length,
which crosses proximal unit. Load is transferred from bond lengths to the grout body and
then to the soil. In most cases multiple �xed lengths are designed to be in tension, so the
sum of tendon bond lengths is equal to �xed length.

One �xed anchor with multiple tendon bond lengths is the most frequently used system
(Fig. 4).

Every tendon has a precisely de�ned beginning and the end of the bond length, which
transfers the load by its own grout body to the soil. In case of simultaneous loading, despite
the tendon bond lengths are physically in one grout body, the uniform bond stress along the
�xed length is mobilized. During the work the proximal anchor unit physically separates
from the distal unit when grout body cracks between adjacent tendon bond lengths.

Separated �xed anchors system is less popular worldwide, but was used at Polish sites
described in following sections (Fig. 5).

Separation is created by separators (Fig. 6) � compressible elements located between
free length and �xed length of an anchor.
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Fig. 4. Scheme of three �xed anchors considered as one uniform grout body

Fig. 5. Scheme of three physically separated �xed anchors in a SBMA anchor

Fig. 6. Separator between two �xed anchors
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Between anchor units in SBMA anchors separators create a small gap. Presented system
allows small displacements and strain di�erences for each anchor unit. As in the �rst system
every �xed length has its own dedicated tendon, but the di�erence is that on every end of
an anchor unit the separator is located.

The possibility of �xed lengths small displacements along the anchor axis is required.
Theoretically, the separator should physically separate �xed lengths over the entire cross
section, but during tendons installation, a grout-�lled void between the separator and the
edge of the borehole lefts. Under the work load grout body cracks in its weakest point � at
the separator.

3. Applications of the Single Bore Multiple Anchor system

There are many examples of successful application of the Single Bore Multiple Anchor
technology around the world. Its creep reducing properties were proven by extended creep
tests in Hodenpyl Dam in Michigan [25] and Kuntsevo Shopping Centre in Moscow [11].
Permanent SBMA anchors were part of Hunter River Remediation Project in Newcastle
(Australia) and as a slope stabilisation solution in A2 motorway in Austria [11, 26].

Probably the �rst application of Single Bore Multiple Anchor system in Poland took
place in 2003 on a site of Zlote Tarasy Shopping Centre (Fig. 7) [27, 28].

Fig. 7. Two hydraulic jacks during the suitability test of 2-unit SBMA anchor

Since that time, the SBMA system was used in Poland. Although, in terms of its
range of application, it cannot be considered as a popular technology so far. The lack of
speci�c instructions and recommendations in the literature and standards may be a reason
for this situation. One of the recent examples of the technology application in Poland was
the �Forest� building in Warsaw in 2020 [29]. SBMA anchors were used as a support
for diaphragm walls in di�cult ground conditions. Considering the forces that anchors
had to transfer and the fact that in the area of anchor units were silts and clayey silts,
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using conventional anchors was unreasonable. Another example is one of faculties of the
University of Warsaw [30], where time and costs of construction were reduced by using
twice as few SBMA anchors as designed conventional anchors.

4. Anchors testing at Zlote Tarasy site

4.1. Background information

At the construction of the Zlote Tarasy shopping centre in Warsaw, as a support of
diaphragm walls, conventional and SBMA anchors were designed. Due to �rst use of this
technology in Poland, it was decided that two investigation and two suitability tests will be
carried out. Themain purpose of this researchwas to determine the e�ect of the prestressing
order of one �xed anchor on the performance of the other, so that a single hydraulic jack
and simple commonly known procedures for contractors could be used.

Investigation tests were made for anchors B1 and B2 (Fig. 7) [27], and suitability tests
were made for anchors B3 and B4 (Fig. 8) [28].

Fig. 8. Measurement stand for suitability tests of B3 and B4 anchors

B1 was a conventional and reference anchor with free length of 10.3 m and �xed length
of 9 meters, the remaining anchors were two-unit SBMA anchors, with �xed lengths of
4 meters each and free length of 12.0 m. All of executed anchors had a same borehole
diameters of 133 mm. Every strand had a diameter of 15.5 mm (141.5 mm2º and was
made of prestressing steel with tensile strength of 1800 MPa and elastic modulus � =
195 000 MPa. B1 anchor contained 6 tendons � what gives 849 mm2 of cross section
in total. SBMA anchors B2, B3 and B4 had 3 tendons in each �xed unit what stands
for 424.5 mm2 in total for each unit. Fixed units were executed as a twice injected with
injection pressure of approximately 3 MPa.

Ground conditions in the area were homogeneous for all executed anchors. Anchor
borings have con�rmed investigated sti� sandy clays in the area of designed �xed lengths
(Fig. 9).
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Fig. 9. Scheme and ground conditions of tested B2, B3, B4 anchors

The anchor metrics and test report were used as source material to describe the B2
anchor test. A sheet with exact force values was not available. Results in percentages were
speci�ed in the mentioned test report. The suitability tests for anchors B3 and B4 had full
documentation.

4.2. B2 anchor test

The test was carried out in accordance with PN-EN 1537 (method 1) [31] and was
carried out until the limit force in the tendon was reached (Table 1).

Table 1. Proof load and measured time � investigation test for an anchor B2

Load steps Datum load [kN]
(%0 = 015' 3 )

Load (for each anchor unit)
[�]/[kN]

Measurement time
[min]

1 0•50' 3 175 5

2 0•75' 3 262.5 5

3 1•00' 3 350 30

4 52.5 1•25' 3 437.5 30

5 1•50' 3 525 60

6 1•60' 3 562 60

7 1•80' 3 630 60



72 J. KALICKI, M. MITEW-CZAJEWSKA

Test procedure was carried out twice � the �rst time with separate prestress of two �xed
anchors (test named B2-1), the second time with simultaneous prestress (test named B2-2).
The B2-1 was carried out by prestressing the distal �xed anchor and locking it at a force
of 1•00' 3 (350 kN). After that the proximal �xed anchor was prestressed and decrease
in locking force of proximal �xed anchor was measured. Due to tendon capacity, test was
carried out to the force of 1–80' 3 , which is 1260 kN (for two-unit anchor).

4.3. B3 and B4 anchors tests

Next two two-unit anchors (B3 and B4) were tested in a similar way as a B2 anchor.
Testing di�ered in order of prestressing and load steps (Table 2).

Table 2. Proof load and measured time � investigation test for anchors B3 and B4

Load steps Datum load [kN]
(%0 = 015' 3 )

Load (for each anchor unit)
[�]/[kN]

Measurement time
[min]

1

52.5

0•38 ' 3 131 15

2 0•60 ' 3 210 15

3 0•83 ' 3 289 15

4 1•05 ' 3 367.5 30

5 1•28' 3 446 30

6 1•50' 3 525 180

The proximal �xed anchor was prestressed �rst, then it was locked, and the decrease in
it’s force was measured during the prestressing of distal �xed anchor. Suitability test were
also carried out twice. B3-1 and B4-1 were tests of separate prestressing. B3-2 and B4-2
were test of simultaneous prestressing. The di�erence of load steps were due to the fact
that B3 and B4 anchors were supports of the designed diaphragm wall.

4.4. Results

The report of an investigation test of B2 anchor showed that the load of the distal �xed
anchor has decreased. Distal anchor unit was prestressed �rst and locked at the load of
350 kN. The proximal �xed anchor was prestressed as second to the load of 525 kN. Distal
anchor unit load decreased by 10% (~35 kN) due to prestressing of a proximal one.

The suitability tests of B3 and B4 anchors proved that the load of the �rstly prestressed
�xed anchor also decrease, despite of prestressing in opposite order. The procedure of
the test was to prestress proximal �xed anchor as �rst, and the distal one as second. The
suitability test of B3 anchor showed the decrease in load by 20 kN, which stood for 6%
of the lock-o� load. In case of B4 anchor the load dropped 45 kN, which was 14% of its
lock-o� load. The detailed results are shown in Table 3. The existence of mutual in�uence
of prestressed �xed anchors on each other was con�rmed.
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Table 3. Absolute and percentage decrease in lock-o� load of proximal anchor unit

Load
step

Load of the
distal �xed
anchor

Lock-o�
load of the
proximal

�xed anchor

Load decrease
related to the �0�
measurement

Lock-o�
load of the
proximal

�xed anchor

Load decrease
related to the �0�
measurement

B3 anchor B3 anchor B4 anchor B4 anchor

[�] [kN] [kN] [kN] [%] [kN] [kN] [%]

0 53 316 0 0.00 314 0 0.00

1 131 314 2 0.63 305 9 2.87

2 210 309 7 2.22 305 9 2.87

3 289 312 4 1.27 295 19 6.05

4 368 303 13 4.11 287 27 8.60

5 446 296 20 6.33 269 45 14.33

5. Conclusions

Over the thirty years of history and development of Single Bore Multiple Anchor the
technology proves its wide range of application, even in challenging engineering tasks. The
construction, phenomena used in the SBMA technology and di�erences from conventional
anchors are presented in the paper. So far two methods of execution of the �xed anchor
� as one solid grout and with separate anchor units � are acceptable. Even though the
SBMA technology has been used worldwide for many years, there are still no o�cial
recommendations or standards for design and execution.

The economical and engineering advantages of the Single Bore Multiple Anchor tech-
nology together with safety bene�ts are the reasons why it is widely used around the world.
However, there are no studies on the interaction of SBMA �xed anchors with each other.
Knowledge on this subject will no doubt increase the advantages of the applicability of the
method. Despite many years of experience with the SBMA technology, some phenomena
that probably e�ects on it have not been researched.

In the paper, the presented case study indicates the existence of mutual in�uence of
prestressed �xed anchors on each other. It was demonstrated for di�erent two-unit anchors
and in opposite prestressing order. The wide range of parameters may have potential
in�uence on this phenomenon, and its exact genesis is still unclear. Results con�rm the
need of further research in this area.

The research should provide a speci�cation of more precise SBMA anchors execution
and design recommendations. Simple prestressing requirements, using a single hydraulic
jack, would be a signi�cant improvement for contractors. Future design, execution and
maintenance standards should consider the mutual in�uence of prestressed �xed anchors.



74 J. KALICKI, M. MITEW-CZAJEWSKA

References
[1] M. Mitew-Czajewska, A. Siemi«ska-Lewandowska, �Evaluation of deep excavation impact on surrounding

structures � a case study�, Underground Infrastructure of Urban Areas 3. 2015, pp. 161�172.
[2] J. Rybak,A. Ivannikov, E.Kulikova, T. �yrek, �Deep excavation in urban areas � defects of surrounding build-

ings at various stages of construction�, MATEC Web of Conferences, 2018, vol. 146; DOI: 10.1051/matec-
conf/201814602012.

[3] M. Mitew-Czajewska, �Evaluation of hypoplastic clay model for deep excavation modelling�, Archives of
Civil Engineering,2016, vol. 62, no. 4 / I, pp. 73�86; DOI: 10.1515/ace-2015-0098.

[4] M. Mitew-Czajewska, �Parametric study of deep excavation in clays�, Bulletin of the Polish Academy of
Sciences: Technical Sciences, 2018, vol. 66, no 5, pp. 747�754; DOI: 10.24425/bpas.2018.125342.

[5] A. Krasi«ski, M. Urban, �The results of analyses of deep excavation walls using two di�erent methods of
calculation�, Archives of Civil Engineering, 2011, vol. 57, no. 1, pp. 59�72; DOI: 10.2478/v.10169-011-
0006-4.

[6] J.M. Fernandez Vincent, �Experiences with SBMA ground anchors in Spanish soils�, in 18th International
Conference on Soil Mechanics and Geotechnical Engineering. Paris, France, 2013.

[7] G.S. Littlejohn, �Soil anchorages�, in Underpinning and Retention, S. Thorburn, G.S. Littlejohn, Eds.
Boston: Springer, 1993, pp. 292�339.

[8] P.J. Sabatini, R.C. Pass, R.C. Bachus, Geotechnical Engineering Circular no. 4. Ground Anchors and
Anchored Systems. O�ce of Bridge Technology Federal Highway Administration, 1978.

[9] P. Xanthakos, Ground anchors and anchored structures. John Wiley & Sons, inc.,1991.
[10] T. Barley, D. Mothersille, R. Weerasinghe, �Chalk anchorages: exhumation load transfer mechanism and

design guidelines�, Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers-Geotechnical Engineering. 2003,
vol. 156, no. 3, pp. 125�138.

[11] D. Mothersille, �The performance of Single Bore Multiple Anchor trials installed in mixed Moscow soils�,
in Proceedings of Penza Road Construction Conference. Russia, 2011.

[12] A.D. Barley, R. Eve, D. Twine, �Design and construction of temporary ground anchorages at Castle Mall
Development, Norwich�, inProc. of the conference organized by the Institution of Civil Engineers. Robinson
College, Cambridge, 1993.

[13] M.E.C. Bruce, J. Gómez, R.P. Traylor, �Repeated Lift-O� Testing of Single Bore Multiple Anchors for Dam
Retaining Wall over a 5-Year Period�, in Contemporary Topics in Ground Modi�cation, Problem Soils, and
Geo-Support. Orlando, Florida, United States, 2009, pp. 33�40; DOI: 10.1061/41023(337)5.

[14] I. Klemenc, J. Logar, �In-situ tests of permanent prestressed ground anchors with alternative designs
of anchor bond length�, in Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on Soil Mechanics and
Geotechnical Engineering. Paris, France, 2013, pp. 2031�2034.

[15] A.D. Barley, �Theory and Practice of the Single Bore Multiple Anchor System�, presented at International
Symposium on �Anchors in Theory and Practice�, 9�10 October 1995, Salzburg, Austria, 1995.

[16] A.D. Barley, H. Ostermayer, �Fixed Anchor Design Guidelines�, in Geotechnical Engineering Handbook.
vol. 2. Ernst & Sohn, 2003, pp. 189�205.

[17] G. Vukoti¢, J. Gonzalez Galindo, A. Soriano, �The in�uence of bond stress distribution on ground anchor�,
in Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on Soil Mechanics and Geotechnical Engineering,
Paris, September 2�6 2013. Paris, 2013, pp. 2119�2122.

[18] R.I.Woods, K. Barkhordari, �The In�uence of Bond Stress Distribution onGroundAnchorDesign�, inProc.
of the International Conference organized by the Institution of Civil Engineers. London, 1997, pp. 55�64.

[19] H. Ostermayer, �PAPER 18 Construction, carrying behaviour and creep characteristics of ground anchors�,
in Diaphragm walls & Anchorages, Proceedings of the Conference organized by the Institution of Civil
Engineers, London. 1974, pp. 141�151.

[20] H. Ostermayer, F. Scheele, �Research on ground anchors in non-cohesive soils�, Revue Française de
Géotechnique, 1978, no. 3, pp. 92�97; DOI: 10.1051/geotech/1978003092.

[21] A.D. Barley, C.R. Windsor, �Recent advances in ground anchor and ground reinforcement technology with
reference to the development of the art�, in Proc. GeoEng 2000: International Conference. Melbourne,
Australia, 2000, pp. 1084�1094.

https://doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201814602012
https://doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201814602012
https://doi.org/10.1515/ace-2015-0098
https://doi.org/10.24425/bpas.2018.125342
https://doi.org/10.2478/v.10169-011-0006-4
https://doi.org/10.2478/v.10169-011-0006-4
https://doi.org/10.1061/41023(337)5
https://doi.org/10.1051/geotech/1978003092


SINGLE BORE MULTIPLE ANCHORS � CONCLUSIONS BASED ON ANCHOR TESTS 75

[22] A.D. Barley, �The single bore multiple anchor system�, in Proc. of the International Conference organized
by the Institution of Civil Engineers.London, 1997, pp. 65�76.

[23] D. Greenwood, T. Mcnulty, �Ground anchorages: shear tube anchors�, Proceedings of the Institution of Civil
Engineers, 1987, vol. 82, no. 3, 1987, pp. 591�599; DOI: 10.1680/iicep.1987.321.

[24] A.D. Barley, �Slope stabilisation by new ground anchorage systems in rock and soils�, in Proceedings
Conference on Slope Stability Engineering: Developments and Applications, Isle of Wight. London: Thomas
Telford, 1991, pp. 335�340.

[25] M.E. Bruce, R.P. Traylor, A.D. Barley, et al., �Post Grouted Single Bore Multiple Anchors at Hodenpyl
Dam, Michigan�, in GeoSupport 2004. ASCE, 2004, pp. 361�373; DOI: 10.1061/40713(2004)51.

[26] D.Mothersille, �Recent applications of the single bore multiple anchor system�, presented at SAFE7, Brazil,
2012.

[27] M. Derlacz, J. Czaplicki, M. Kietli«ska, Report of proving test of grout anchors B1 and B2. (Part of the
diaphragm wall design by Stump-Hydrobudowa). 2013 (in Polish).

[28] M. Derlacz, J. Czaplicki, M. Kietli«ska, Report of proving test of grout anchors B3 and B4. (Part of the
diaphragm wall design by Stump-Hydrobudowa). 2013 (in Polish).

[29] M. Derlacz, R. Paczos, Detailed design of diaphragm wall. MDR-projekt, 2018 (in Polish).
[30] R. Dziurzy«ski, M. Derlacz, Detailed design of diaphragm wall. MDR-projekt, 2021 (in Polish).
[31] PN-EN 1537:2002 Execution of special geotechnical work � Ground anchors.

Kotwy wielobu“awowe � teoria i wnioski na podstawie
bada« kotew

S“owakluczowe: kotwy gruntowe, kotwy wielobu“awowe, g“ƒbokie wykopy, no–no–¢ graniczna ko-
tew gruntowych

Streszczenie:

Wielobu“awowe kotwy gruntowe s¡ technologi¡ dobrze znan¡ i wykorzystywan¡ g“ównie w za-
bezpieczaniu g“ƒbokich wykopóww niekorzystnych warunkach gruntowych, jako elementy utrzymu-
j¡ce stateczno–¢ obudowy. G“ówn¡ ró»nicƒ w stosunku do konwencjonalnych kotew stanowi fakt
posiadania kilku bu“aw w jednym otworze wiertniczym. W niniejszym artykule przedstawiono cel
stosowania, najwa»niejsze czynniki wp“ywaj¡ce na no–no–¢ graniczn¡, a tak»e krótk¡ historiƒ tech-
nologii. W zwi¡zku z ograniczeniem zjawiska progressive debonding mo»na uzyskiwa¢ wy»sze
no–no–ci, jednocze–nie zmniejszaj¡c efekty zwi¡zane z konsolidacj¡ otaczaj¡cego kotwƒ gruntu. Wy-
j¡tkowew“a–ciwo–ci tej technologii mog¡ wp“ywa¢ na redukcjƒ kosztów prowadzonych robót i wzrost
niezawodno–ci i bezpiecze«stwa konstrukcji. W wiƒkszo–ci przypadków kotwy wielobu“awowe s¡
sprƒ»ane za pomoc¡ zsynchronizowanych si“owników hydraulicznych, cho¢ jest to skomplikowane
wykonawczo, aby zapewni¢ równomierny rozk“ad si“ w ka»dej z bu“aw. Pomimo niezaprzeczalnych
korzy–ci p“yn¡cych ze stosowania tej technologii, nigdy nie zdoby“a w Polsce popularno–ci, cho¢
pierwsze konstrukcje tego typu wykonywano ju» na pocz¡tku lat dwutysiƒcznych. Kotwy wielobu“a-
wowe stanowi¡ ma“y odsetek spo–ród wszystkich kotew wykonywanych w naszym kraju. Powodów
tego mo»na doszukiwa¢ siƒ w s“abo zbadanym zjawisku wspó“pracy i wzajemnego oddzia“ywania
na siebie oddzielnie sprƒ»anych bu“aw, a tak»e zwi¡zanego z tym braku szczegó“owych wytycz-
nych projektowych i wykonawczych. Celem artyku“u jest przedstawienie wyników bada« wstƒpnych
i bada« przydatno–ci kotew, które odby“y siƒ w 2003 roku na budowie centrum handlowego Z“ote
Tarasy w Warszawie. Wyniki wskazuj¡, »e sprƒ»enie jednej z bu“aw powoduje spadek si“y bloko-
wania drugiej bu“awy niezale»nie od tego, która z nich by“a sprƒ»ana jako pierwsza. Zmierzone
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warto–ci wahaj¡ siƒ pomiƒdzy 6% a 14%. Przeprowadzone badania sugeruj¡, »e bu“awy wp“ywaj¡
na siebie nawzajem wskutek ich oddzielnego sprƒ»ania. Przedstawione wyniki stanowi¡ podstawƒ
dalszych bada«, zwi¡zanych ze wzajemnym oddzia“ywaniem bu“aw, maj¡cych na celu opracowanie
wytycznych projektowych i wykonawczych wielobu“awowych kotew gruntowych.
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