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Optimum Design of Two Hinged Steel Arches with I Sectional Type
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Abstract

This study is concerned with the optimal design of two hinged steel arches with I cross sectional
type and aimed at the exact analysis of the arches and the safe and economic design of structure.
The analyzing method of arches which introduces the finite difference method considering the
displacements of structure in analyzing process is used to eliminate the error of analysis and to
determine the sectional force of structure. The optimizing problems of arches formulate with the
objective functions and the constraints which take the sectional dimensions(B, D, t; t,) as the design
variables.

The object functions are formulated as the total weight of arch and the constraints are derived
by using the criteria with respect to the working stress, the minimum dimension of flange and
web based on the part of steel bridge in the Korea standard code of road bridge and including
the economic depth constraint of the I sectional type, the upper limit dimension of the depth of
web and the lower limit dimension of the breadth of flange.

The SUMT method using the modified Newton Raphson direction method is introduced to solve
the formulated nonlinear programming problems which developed in this study and tested out
throught the numerical examples.

The developed optimal design programming of arch is tested out and examined throught the
numerical examples for the various arches. And their results are compared and analyzed to examine
the possibility of optimization, the applicablity, the convergency of this algorithm and with the results
of numerical examples using the reference(30).

The correlative equations between the optimal sectional areas and inertia moments are introduced
from the various numerical optimal design results in this study.

..................................................................................................................

2 X

& BICE 20RE @ obX e BoEiakitol MR Aoz ofXEhfel ERT AT #EE K&
B2 Fitshe ol BRE S

WERRT S MEEROA #Ee) AW TMske ARENES BASEE MTREE B
HK3lo] Mo BENS REY & Yt HiEE FATG REMEE RIENE W A+E6,

* ERA - WUABRE THAR Bhsd

124 HIM- 19925 97 —65—



D, t tIE She EBEVERSH MiHARO 2 HRE |
HEERE obel B EROS ST HHA-S BE MHE EETARY REY AN,
EAA9 A RARoN BT MG (RS T W) B 3e0) Mot el LI 3levo)

47 el FHR 24§ wasel

# Frotel Al BERE JHMAt ﬂmﬁﬁ‘ #7] 918 #5IE Newton Raphson H#&#S sk SUMT

Hike BAS] MEAE B3] M) £t

& HFEolM BARE olxiEe) Bulit T2aPe o olNHES] BEME 3t Rt E
gk ol P WEERE A3le] B G Fo) BEf TR, B TTEEM: B Mt fib STRG0YS

FAE BERRSE B FE

& Bioee) AENERT 2AZUES) HHMERS B mEy REN BRIRH #HY,

----------------------------------------------------------

1.1 FiRARY B

AFAA MBS YE MEY 3 MG
£lo] o Wl ¥ $SHES HEY A
S F3ho] ol AU Hike) fFAjoln Hhh WS
f3ke 2 o BEST Stk olx o) e F=2
S, wer L B S BRe g9 o
I HES cersith ddie 2 5 Qe @ EHol
S48 WEE 272 opAlNEe) EIY Rt
E HEEY BAL nE ol & 4 ok

METHRE RitEEL Bl EM RS
2 £ e #EEr 23R HeE s
B 2 gEA & HRAAE 2@l olN S
Yoz s, 498 Mires WEHe T
371 siste] Mol X3S MREAA 12 s
RUTEEE BEY ¢ Ut HEERSH N B
BEARTE she Hkg BY5tL, it ¥ wAke
98 Selviel HEE RERHBE V1T B
M BEHE ¥ 4 A EL mRa 9 K
Waeel it BBl 1E Newton Raph-
son BEEES SUY SUMTHES AHested Bl
WiEe AAshs K ALt mEsel 243
o AP

BEREE Taoddo) FIATIAENS BREHY) 93
BEGo] A8 o O FRE Bao B o2
CEDREL - mmel fE 5
£ H331, Templeman, A. B.¢] #ERE o] 4%
BHETEHERS & PR BERGHERe HEs

-— 68—

........................................................

Hrazh gk

1.2 BNE STBSE
& B ME obxel BEREtolEE olst B

BiE g9 ofx o] Mol B4 W

o e s

19503 o)de] Bkt WAL uniform
strength design, B8 LA Bt BLER
Fit7h 78 C1FAL 19506 ol ¥ A 2HTEH
‘3: OR%J watmEe des Bolatel o

o] WMt MR 9% iﬂﬁ%fﬁl o) 4%
‘PQ Ak~

19603 iell= AFE Bt BB FtERES
FA% wdo] FU WEER) o T i)
BHIEHE SR e HENGRA BIRVEtE
RAEES MY SHRRIED % S8 Bl Miaol
SR G}

Moses¥ pEFRIgo )% JERT BIHOBERE
Taylorik#e] 1%HS & YN S22H SLPE Hg
oz Bl MABET, Reinschmidt, Cor-
nell# Brotchie 5”& Moses? FIRE A5 se-
nsitivity coefficients& A3 REMEIT Bt HEES
BroREsEal . JEkUE MM BoliRRct REE mTst
4 SLP7t 8RR oleke BRE 2k

196613 Kavilie, Kowalike2} Moe'® 18|31 1968
d Marcal# Gellatly“"{: interior penalty techni-
queE “Va BT BHOBEMNE &Y Rl
IR YAt BlE IA ok 22l 1967
d Ridha®& @@ 0 HEOENRE ¥

KRS



Aoz & #4E B

Moses$} Onoda'®& Grillage] SbEEFET7 dwt
#© 2 nonconvex programming problem©. 2 2!

= RS W3EA o]21g RIS interior penalty
technique’} oJ@ of$- ulg3 & #Es 2t Utk
i gk

McCutchem & W) 7289 R lEE B
HE RERTH BETERER PaEk

Wuihe ofx|2jHol H|ESAHES U A
el 218 YsolA Y] RAMERHES BT B
HEE(tE {@stact. 183 Budjansky, Frauen-
thal® Hwichinson®®-& Wurl %3 Hitel KBtk
pEE FEstgon o A 2MRET Y3obHdl
FESHREC] (FRsHE EBY B8] Sl i
o] WUE e EZEI EEe Bl E BRI

Tadibaksha$}t Farshad®& F#pkagol A @xl
Eo} WEiHS @A ot Bt olXEEEDo
e st e oM BESAFRES Ue
Bo}x|9} &4 FEMES U RO &
A

Na¢} Kurgjian®2 Budiansky$} Frauenthals}
Hutchinson®o] H#§ Bisee) EMEfE RIEE 1R
ek HWEe EEE B SEtE AEs
1=

Lightfoot®} Hutchinson®&- encast steel# cast
iron oFX| o] WENTH, BB, ZRUREE PREA
HE, glBo], Hiie BEs EXXFHTY ¥
&3 ERES EHE els BN BEE
pme EEsle] BEETEY BimHe RiEshke A
o @t FERIATH

o1 ko] 19700 e 27HR) 8] BieEha-S Gallagher
wol gt Majid'®2] el sl BAEAT

BRI e a0 MMlEmel o BT
Bttt s 2R olg) WaFe W% Bl
Wat, o) l®e] MEpEEEsRC] o) IR Hol Bl
Wit oY, WEFg FeF19)9 SUMTEE 9
§ e Eelze) BoEkitol B BRoTvE ERH
e}, olxFze HAMAE $AE0 RARE
witrol Q¥ AL TAYE ol HBEWS B
E#@{t2 SLPs} SUMT <j3te] Eigstd &2
E REETET BgHE Tihe PSS e

124 HIW- 19925 9 A

F N fare et BERRGT M) B
e 2 Eydte AR REd #Hste Bk
& Bbske oIk Bol(bE WY RSt
BEEAG. 28l oMYA BRM S8 Bl
kel o% Edjx #Ewmel B Rl 29
Brge ol wEENL 1 oghe] SUMTHl <%
sy Bl BEE Ui 233 @HAME 2
W 8 & Atk

BLES ZAME S BHE A opAu win)
BEae ¢ W EEmEE B3 rstResN
ARog A% AT E FEV WA BEY HiE
Fah o 2RV VA E8 BRE F7 sk
53] @it okxe Fiktrol v WECIRE &
FRT B Aol o3 kRS Elst WTEIS
Biiste o gshe Aol vid stoa 4ze.
a8l 3 ZAFE UM obA Y w2 o] BodEk
ihe ARG ARTHY BTERELE F2 87 dEo]
R TR et T8 ke bE
HimAS7HA RES fl 3717 o fich

whEbA &K BT BEART AR M BRES RS
Filstd H3e EEY HEHS BT Bd
REhEEl A WED HIE BETTE B 4%
3 g BEENS Teke BEHVT U= &k
G FE el Bt BEY #hEMFS 9ot
Tl ek ol Q) REtHme RiEshs
d BfE =

1.3 B&EE ¥ HAKEE

& BRE Mg T BoE(LE R EfTEHA
Jeug HERiE A5 87 98 o 2o
Bes HARAE FRIC

1) {FEMHE SWS 413 3l Erife LTHE
oz & &ild 2% BH—s3ich

2) BEMEE Q% #ue &EBHTCH

3) fFFARTE S SomMES $4h ENESR
ERES ERETES st FEMES EHE
e 1:28 EEdth

4) HEEARTS EMNERY mEch

5) BEHENES HEAE EMRSE BN e
t}.



2.8 & WK

ohxlmdel ABFTHEES «27HX7t gleat & B
% oNE NEE BRY HREHEA A8 M
she HHE Al HNEL HEY WEY 3
w7 delt Kl T WEHE BEHE
Wimhes MA@t

& PRely Bitlge=s @ 2/ ofN &
il 29 Fig2ld 2 fv) Bl g ¥
A Ee} Whel K& Mo HERe ohE X9 24

dn_ M

& F 21
a_ N

g AE (2-2)

a9 21258 949 Ao EENYH KFANH
#AEe dg REF o] EEED

v=n cos B+t sin O 2-3)
u=—n sin 8+t cos 0 (2-4)

A71M, M : <le] RellMe] grdE
N : e Relxe wh
A : el Rl WK

E : #¥o] Bithi
a8 opA o FRERLS R(2-5), 2-6)% gt
M N
o E sec 0 AR sec’ ™ (2-5)
Gu __dv o N 2 ]
™ . tan 6 i (1+tan’0) (2-6)

P 1A i N
H, ’N g X H,
X

3% 2.1. Deflection of flexible arch.

=

¥

—68—

de WEANS] WRWBES MmN 4 4 R
N RE-PE BAAG

M=V (x+uw)—Hy+v—EP(x, +u)
- EPh(Yp +v) 2-D
N, =V.sinig+Hcosb~sin@ P, +cosd EP, 2-8

A71A Vo ZEfl ERhS) HERT

Hy & ik xFRA
#(2-5)14 N/AE sec’d® do/dx=0°|2& ©°]&
"W K258 R(2-6)E nHel WY hREy

e Forstd o AER 2o

1/ hZ(Vn~ 1—2 Vot Ve )=My/EL, sec 6, (2-9)
1/h(un—uy-1)= — Vh(vy~vo-tan G-1n
(1+tan’6, - 1)Nn-12/An-10E
2-10)

NN M, ®ae HA us v R KPEN
H, o] @Eolil, No-1z2 Hi9) el of RES
o E AFEHE o83l Eamer T
3= FHEE 9& 5+ At

2 e S48 9 1k Z&ETIAN RED)
Z udt vE RS K (29 RASE & &
@13 gk

h? sec @,

h? sec 6,
vn~1—2vn+ vn+1+ EI Ya H_— EI

(v x—Zpy x)=0 (2-11)

=H EEA I I HREAS £ THE 12
%58 o og A3} go] FrE:

vi{tan Giz—tan Gip)+va(tan Gp—tan &)+
+vuftan 6y z—tan Oy 12)=0 (2-12)

KE1DH R(2-12DE o83 BrHELE &l
SEANY vo KFERH Hel A8 BRilE 783
o] AEL K210 A KFNAY H§
FAEE DTk o] BHEolN QA B 2HlESH
#H 221 JANERS T¥ & Qo AL 3
B BRIE 97 98 BE AT B Mol
st A& 5 ed 13 FhRol o8 Fahe
Fiee wdstd ohed 2o

MO S T S PSR Re RE1DY
HROES R(2-13) MY WEAA HESA o

KA N



—h¥El secB(Vix—ZP,x,~ZPsy,+(V.—ZPJu’
—H' +ZPuv) (2-13)

o71A, o, v, H'e Z+2 §i Bk kP Pa
wEEAY E KB olth

AFEARR KBRS FKalE BEsty X
213)E K7, 29 F 1D #@Este] vhed
W #(2-14)9 2.

12 2

h
Va1t (——~EI secl,— vy + Vo1 + —ﬁ secy H=
hZ
-E-I— sect,(Vix— ZPy, + V.~ ZP. W) (2-14)

a2in K@2-12)= o3t o] kHETh

vitanbz— tan; 1)+ vo(tanb, 12— tanby 1+ -+
+vn(tandy 12— tanby 1)
12 2
FRH) BES @t o REmETl 2T B
Ee RE-DA A28l sl File] A3 F
SN B RERITIA de SEIERS B
EHF BAEE 93t el

(2-15)

3. BMilt Bk

3.1 Mt mEel —MkX

mEye BBt AT WRY MK
HE WEANTIEA BAEME B2 she Rt
B ©aS Tk A2E2A Wi MK HE
A T R ERMRe REQ2ZFE AlZd.

et ol FhtEol WEST Sl LRIl
ATHESHA ¥t o] Bl ME REtEIE EHd
Fitol WA M RS BoEERE 23
B L ke ROl olfo] Ak ol RIEVH
MRS RS Frtkel #BET Rt Bike
sty BoleE vohAl "ok

Rt T2 AR EE BHE R
B e A R ETES BEh (FRse
HEs Wl EES TRk ) 32 #yrt K
#oltt. v REte BES w7 AsME
ERY BEE 78 Mol 1] BEES HHA
%e Aol @felth. 12ln HRuEBE #iEmel

#124 $3% 19925 98

RoMERatEr SFAH el &H3 B HHWES
HEE e W3 Pl St mmEA
AR EE % 3 poluA Fol AgED, §
RIS IRESAIN S} RTINS BEtbo) HR 2
& ol A% RS RRske EMEM
HEDD, Sbr, SMRIRG, BT 24, WA, BB
3 HE 5ol ¥ & U

HE Mt Bolatite) MEMRS Mo s
3 ol HALE 5 A

Minimize W(X) @3-
Subject to HiX)=0 (3-2)
G(X)20

o714, WX): BRIEE
HiX): %3% #iRomedERi=12 1 1<n)
GiX): T8 HOBRERG=12,m.)
X: BRI, X0 o, X0

Bl E HAEBU XG-DE mEe 4
0] KGR Fo1d o Bl WX)7t
BYE HRE RIEE XE peshe Aotk

3.2 SUMT Hi&

IRt BIRIE #ASE Hie SLP(succes-
sive linear programming}#3# SUMT(sequentially
unconstrained minimization technique): Fo]
= olF & Bl Fiacco, A. V.9+ McCor-
mick, G. P.(1968)7} BB $F SUMT#:S = 3}il o]
Btk 5 186 BiielA #eERéyolgka sh= inte-
rior penalty function method®} EEfEE 2= o
BE Y & Hessian matrixE of &3t EEHHS
PEshe $51F Newton Raphsongh & Alg-3z} 3}u
ol& Fibshd vhed it

3.2.1 Interior Penalty Function Method

Interiot penalty function methody= Carrol, C.
Wo] A8 ¥©r¥ 3k, Fiacco} McCormick, G. P2
7b BRAZ HEog R(G3-1), 329 et
FIEEE B oH 2%etE o'=a'% GEHL0Y
BETTTRES Wi EREE X=X} FolAE e
EHEES BIEE Kihe MER I o)z
geg FRstd o g

Minimize (X, a”) (3-3)



o714,

1
N=WX)+a' L
oX, a)=WX) “,-=1 o®

34

a’: penalty parameter(a'>a*:->a">a"?)

o] Fikel ¢nglge oI o

DX 9 ad PE X, o8 EREC B X=
HHOKeRS MEAIZIA ggow e

2) aroll 3l Xl g BRI 2 8o ofX, aNE
BVE 3 g Rk

3) MehichEtto) MREE e HES KT

4) k=l A gede o' =a/C, C>1, r=r+1
2 3o oF MAA step 208 Fo} 7tk

3.2.2 #1F Newton Raphson#:

SUMTE:S ZARMSZ s KES7 dedl
SUMT#: Mol #RE 2ol M By
TR X'2RHE oRg HEHREE |k —Tim &
Eikol o3

#KXD> HXH> > X)>

7t HEE ffTA Aokgh

penalty functiong #1E Newton Raphsonikoll
A8 Bl & S8 k+1 BA HEtEme e
the Kol 2jaf AojAch

{81} = (X5 - (B}
o714,

{B: k %R WatRio]x2] feasible direction
vector (=[HeX®] VX9
{VoX9}: k #A RKBMETAM penalty
funetion®] Hessian matrix
[Ho(X%)]: k %A REMTTII~42] penalty

function®] Hessian matrix

& BFeo)ME Fiaccost McCormick”} BBE
#51F Newton Raphson & ARS-3tod Mol R
o= Mol Besl=3 chew o BHE #
78k feasible direction vector {Bt}& d&th

1) Hessian matrix®] m5r& FES$C.

2) Hessian matrix8 o33 o] &gt

(He(X]=[L*I[D I+ T

(3-5)

3-6)

37

714, [L¥]: F=# ERfTFinonsingular
lower triangular matrix)

’-— 1 . . . . 0 —
[

I

[D*]: ¥4fT5l(diagonal matrix)

dy + * - <+ 0
= djj
0 . . . . dm
FeX) i
d= —S—="T L2 d
'] ax’z o k kk
S X)/(0X.0X; i-1
L= al )/<(i X.9X) — Z ldpdy/dy
j k=1

3) 29 FEolA Bael di7} S oy %
BE e {al g e

djj > 0 <9, a;=0
4y < 0 o], a=1

o] © feasible direction vector {B¥}& Thg £}
2t}

{tI{V eX9)} <02, {B}={t}
[tV aXM)>0019, (B =~—{t}

o71A, {t}=[L"]"Ya}
TeF RE dp7t BBl

{B¥}= —[Ha(X¥ 1~ H{ vV ¢(X9)}
7t ®d,
4. Bt MBS

4.1 BWEN
g 413 2o M ¥ WS e WE o
X9 ERES ANEERE 39 £ @-DF Lo K

K LA



-

[ | o
|

]t p— D

| ]
33 4.1. Cross section of arch.

AL 5 Aok
W(@A)=p2B t+Dt,)CL “-D

oq7|AM, p : oA HfER
B : E#A9 g
D : B Fol
t o EWAY FA
ty @ HEERS] A
CL: [ okxe] 2RR - 0
R : [EF olxo mEPRH/2.0+L1LY/ @

H))
6 : A2 sin"L/2R)
H : o}A]¢] Rise
4.2 Wi

WE HER EWTHE MW 1159 of3im
ol X BRHtS] Wit WHMHY YEUEE B
M2 Bee Faez oy figEsiy Qo £§
ol RABAA HWEIL Y& BH, K =, K
B/ A%, B%E S B ol X RItEme)
HRS TREHS Tt o) gt Bt

4.2.1 BESBIEARAR

R HEE ERETTE® RS 339 Crawley,
S. W, Dillon, R. M.%} Carter, W. 0.(1984)*&
BR3lY BES ERT EH HoRaRe F
BE R, 7 SElel BraEn e Mt o
AAAZ B 7HE SR 2.2.19] SWS 419
o FERS ERst getstd oea g

W12 HIW-1992F 9

1) 6/0.>0.15%] %8
1~ 06/6a~(1/(1—6/0.))0u/01. 20 4-2)

q71M, o. : WA HESI(=NJ/(2Bt+ Dty)
Ca : HFEEGEES
@ L/vy<20 ; 6.=1400 kg/fcm?
@ 20<1/y<93 ; 6,=1,400—84
(l/y—20) kg/cm? 4-3)
® 1/v>93 ; o.=12,000,000/
6,700+ (/v)" kg/em?
y B EEPEE (=(BO+2) - B-
t)D%)/(12(2Bt+ Dt )))¥?)
L B®AN=kl
k O UREHEEY) TEE R
o : HEN(=MJD/2+t)/D
O @ A HEN(=1400 kg/cm?)
o. : R WHEE(=12rE/(230/P)
E : 69 ¥pktRB(2,100,000 kg/cm?)
I W 2kEAE(=BDO+2t)—- B~
t.)D%/12)

2) 6/0.<0.15%1 EA
1~ 04/60u~ ou/Pra20 (4-4)

422 F9A BT BB

WBE EEE EXETE EE 3229 #Hed
o3t AR S e HhiZRHRe BT te
BHEZEHE be] 1/16 Ll Eolojol oz oS8k
featd o3 2ok

t—(B—t.)/3220 (4-5)

423 BEEsRe BohSA HiKoEaX
B HRE RO N 8.4 S o3
T 22 HEEARE Bk & g

tw—D/15220 OKFHEHM7T Sl H8)

ta=D/25620 OKFHBHE 18 AH83he 58

tw—D/31020 OKFHEME 28 AHE-3He S8
4-6)

424 Hfh BHOBEES
WE EME BTSSR SHER 3160 9%




WA T, | B S A He ROHE £
Y MY molleft 1R MEiEel
LERRE B8 o

t— 0.820 4-7)
ty—0.820 (4-8)
B—4020 4-9)
D —1L1(M,/0rte)220 (4-10)
250—D20 4-11)

5. WM U MRMF

5.1 EEME
E FrEe) B BewdEe? 286 M ok
BEel Yelv WMol FERMBR: SWS 412
3 b TERAL T o] e ¥ Wms
Ze i ®RESS 28 1 %Y BEE ool
o g}
otxle} M : L=100m, 75m, 50 m.
olx19] o] : H=%M9] 20%, 30%, 40%.
ERIME S5 JERES S50 ERE X
(Wd/Wi-& 1/2? 1.5/3, 2/42 33 &
HES AA TR 2RE FHe 70
%A fERTRL B}
TREEHE © B=100cm, D=200cm, t;=4cm,
ty=4cmZ YASIc}

5.2 BRtilE

ol M) Bt EREY MRS 3H7] A8 MWL
MTERY EMIe AR E5ES BANS KE
NE HEIA Sk REETRENAN WS
7198 Wk WE 2%k ZHUES WE K8
BTN kY WEHE fEEst HEEL 3E
REETE WES 3 713 B2 B Wilne
PWEHHEH S 2 £3t3 45IF Newton Raphsonik:ol
o8 HHEHME RESHE SUMTES M) 56
RS BBEE REgT. o Hhaee
R 29 519 2tk

5.3 HNER N MR

53.1 FHEEER

it BemEwd DY Bime 2 20 okxd

V(X @) ®
WX, )% <

3@ 5.1. Flow chart of optimum design by SUMT
algorithm.

¥ BEEEE AR E0EE o4 MM
SUMT%& 01‘84} nym e Iﬁﬁ% ke
HiEe g | £a S UL ma a1, o #&
8 %= JeiE g 539 gt

532 WHIEe) iﬁ%ﬁ:& FUHS BolmEs K

FA—BHS F0L 58 & BIE #RS Temple-
man, A. B*¢] universal beam*’ﬂ e RS
ﬂmﬂ M&-ﬂ%&«l mm& fad idine

Templeman, A. B. 9} universal heamol N¥ Wi
i &) ﬁmﬁﬂ WiE 2% 2Rl HiHtRENe]
BRSRE (RBCHIREE A ‘4*%3} Ze WRE e
o}

A=0.78 7%3 (-1

KR %



H 5-1. Optimum sectional areas

and inertia moments of arches without horizontal stiffener.

Span Rise Wd/Wl Ini. Sectn. Opti. Sectn. Opti. Inertia
(m) (m) (t/m) Area(cm?) Areafcm?) Moment{cm®)
1/2 1,600 637.95 5,265,483
40 1.5/3 1,660 857.75 8,207,474
2/4 1,600 1,120.60 11,209,537
1/2 1,600 560.55 3,474,648
100 30 1.5/3 1,600 736.73 7,338,999
2/4 1,600 913.87 8,265,992
1/2 1,600 525.87 2,948,653
20 1.5/3 1,600 704.17 5,301,986
2/4 1,600 870.73 7,876,507
1/2 1,600 43794 2,524,950
30 1.5/3 1,600 62255 3,628,829
2/4 1,600 72443 5,780,075
1/2 1,600 385.94 1,646,977
75 225 1.5/3 1,600 515.96 2,855,486
2/4 1,600 628.19 4,498,210
1/2 1,600 356.75 1,608,973
15 1.5/3 1,600 491.31 2,479,188
2/4 1,600 608.68 3,710,696
1/2 1,600 259.70 824,741
20 1.5/3 1,600 34897 1,362,520
2/4 1,600 42249 2,280,569
1/2 1,600 226.04 610,583
50 15 1.5/3 1,600 306.96 996,893
2/4 1,600 374.78 1,551,213
1/2 1,600 215.39 551,103
10 1.5/3 1,600 288.80 953,353
2/4 1,600 358.00 1,444,135
7.50 7.00
7.00
6.50
6.50
8.00 3
.00 <
g £5.50 3
5.50 3
5.00 3 5.00 4
Ve ,”7."(5,‘?/:)7'5" 8.00 8.3 4'505;0 L) ‘7..?3,')7.50 8.00 8.30

3% 5.2. Correlationships of loge(A) and log.(I'"?) @ 5.3. Correlationships of log,(A) and log.(1'?)
for the arches with non-horizontal stiffe- for the arches with one-horizontal stiffe-
ner. ner.
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Ew %m%mm;mt atmmﬂ mmmuwarm\mmmmnmm stiffener.

'Smn Rise Wd[Wl Tni.; Sactu. WL Secta. - Opti. Inertia
(m) o {m) - okbim) Arealcn?®) Arealert®) . Motent(em®)
' Y2 1,600 54847 6,049,160
40 15/3 1,600 987.51 6,839,723
2/4 1,600 1,045.27 12,460,575
1/2 1,600 48168 4,216,789
100 30 15/3 1,600 641.34 7,550,620
2/4 1,600 842.79 10,271,035
1/2 1,680 44544 4,319,983
20 15/3 1,600 605.28 6,951,245
2/4 1,600 764,68 9,631,207
1/2 1,600 373.36 2,922,842
30 15/3 1,600 622,51 3,628,829
2/4 1,600 622.26 7,025,777
1/2 1,600 33947 2,045,978
75 225 15/3 1,600 44076 3,684,336
2/4 1,600 54375 5,470,533
1/2 1,600 340.08 1,575,149
15 15/3 1,600 418.10 3,464,623
2/4 1,600 524.31 4,909,997
1/2 1,600 261.49 777,367
20 15/3 1,600 297.97 2,027,749
2/4 1,600 38114 2,386,755
172 1,600 214.39 726,514
50 15 15/3 1,600 266.96 1,481,597
2/4 1,600 355.08 1,638,290
1/2 1,600 209.55 590,747
10 15/3 1,600 269.44 1,311,151
2/4 1,600: 308.14 2,116,118
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B 5-3. Optimum sectional areas and inertia moments of arches with two horizontal stiffener.

Span Rise Wd/Wi Ini. Sectn. Opti. Stetn. Opti. Inertia
(m) (m) (t/m) Area(cm?) ~ Area(em?) Moment(cm®)

/2 1,600 520.78 6,149,030

40 15/3 1,600 780.00 9,307,318

2/4 1,600 1,106.70 11,472,949

1/2 1,600 448.76 4,955,778

100 30 15/3 1,600 630.00 7,665,088

2/4 1,600 840.21 10,249,950

172 1,600 43181 4,403,076

20 15/3 1,600 582.64 7,093,678

2/4 1,600 764.18 9,694,426

1/2 1,600 355.84 3,462,778

30 1.5/3 1,600 474.38 5,414,714

2/4 1,600 604.44 7,327,016

172 1,600 344.04 1,985,994

75 225 1.5/3 1,600 412.77 4,401,337

2/4 1,600 514.95 6,033,191

1/2 1,600 306.14 2,231,388

15 1.5/3 1,600 451.37 3,077424

2/4 1,600 534.59 4,825,352

1/2 1,600 254.95 816,789

20 1.5/3 1,600 208.88 1,919,707

2/4 1,600 385.92 2,322,048

1/2 1,600 237.22 541,103

50 15 15/3 1,600 263.55 1,598,493

2/4 1,600 309.76 2,639,115

1/2 1,600 209.51 592,049

10 15/3 1,600 260.00 1,283,860

2/4 1,600 323.18 1,783,987

1) & B &R diF Bmmss Bm 2k 2
WE o MRS R 132 JepH 19
5-2~5-49 23 Zt #5580 9E e e

Rige

A=03038 I'2 (KTHEHM7T gle 58
A=02543 T2 OkFHEEH 1)
A=0.2374 P2 OKZPHREM 288 )

A=02627 I'® (i8] BT WP

W24 F3WM-1992%F 97

(5-4)
(6-5)
(5-6)
(5-7)

2) X R FnFS WMEET BEAA =
FE FEY) AEY WEe BN SeY #53)
A olgd F Ug RA2E Bt

3) &N B vie} o] RATAEESRA U=
PIRHES) S8 IS Sohel VARl Bl
Woidre B

4) HMMR SVRER KTEHHIT fe SEE
Koz @ o 19 KFHAME AH83he &
20%, 29 KPREEHE AHEY 558 22% BE 8



# 5-4. Optimum

sectlonal areas and volumﬁs of arches usmg Templamans equanons

Span Rise W&}Wl Ini. ‘Sectn. Opt: . 0ph Volume
(m) (m) (t/m) Axea(pm”) Arealem®) X 1,000(crm®)
1/2 1600 997.75 13,524.471
40 15/3 1,600 1,291.30 17,862.025
2/4 1,600 1,574.34 21,776.638
12 1,600 837.13 10,254.349
100 30 15/3 1,600 1,108.50 13578.044
2/4 1,600 1,353.90 16,584.062
1/2 1,600 769.29 8,488.855
20 15/3 1,600 1,023.08 11,289.350
2/4 1,600 1,253.90 13,836,600
1/2 1,600 669.88 6,049.414
30 1.5/3 1,600 885.57 9,187.021
2/4 1,600 1,080.30 11,206.945
1/2 1,600 574.60 5,278.927
75 225 15/3 1,600 761.54 6,996.403
2/4 1,600 932.92 8,570.829
1/2 1,600 529.64 4,383.289
15 15/3 1,600 705.33 5837.316
2/4 1,600 865.36 7,161.750
1/2 1,600 393.59 2,722.082
20 15/3 1,600 520.92 3,602.710
2/4 1,600 636.02 4,398.771
1/2 1,600 338.48 2,073.010
50 15 15/3 1,600 450.18 2,757.268
2/4 1,600 550.07 3,372.841
1/2 1,600 31348 1,729.576
10 15/3 1,600 418.32 2,308.007
2/4 1,600 514.13 2,835.974
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B 5.5 Comparison of optimum sectional areas.

Span Rise Wd/Wi Optimum Sectional Areas(cm?)
(m) (m) (t/m) Non-Stiff. One-Stiff. Two Stiff. Templeman
1/2 637.95 548.47 520.78 977.75
40 1.5/3 857.75 987.51 780.00 1,291.30
2/4 1,120.60 1,045.27 1,106.70 1,574.34
1/2 560.55 481.68 448.76 837.13
100 30 1.5/3 736.73 641.34 630.00 1,108.50
2/4 913.87 842.79 840.21 1,353.90
1/2 525.87 44544 431.81 769.29
20 1.5/3 704.17 605.28 582.64 1,023.08
2/4 870.73 764.68 764.18 1,253.90
1/2 437.94 37336 355.84 669.88
30 1.5/3 622.55 622.51 474.38 885.57
2/4 724.43 622.26 604.44 1,080.30
1/2 385.94 33947 344.04 574.60
75 225 1.5/3 515.96 440.76 412,77 761.54
2/4 628.19 543.75 514.95 932.92
1/2 356.75 340.08 306.14 529.64
15 1.5/3 491.31 418.10 451.37 705.36
2/4 608.68 524.31 534.59 865.36
1/2 259.70 261.49 254.95 393.59
20 1.5/3 348.97 297.97 298.88 520.92
2/4 422.49 381.14 385.92 636.02
1/2 226.04 214.39 237.22 338.48
50 15 1.5/3 306.96 266.96 263.55 450.18
2/4 374.78 355.08 309.76 550.07
1/2 215.39 209.55 208.51 313.48
10 1.5/3 288.80 259.44 260.00 418.32
2/4 358.00 308.14 323.18 514.13
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