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Abstract

The interaction between structures and soil is often idealized to simplify the problem. However,

the soil structure interaction (SSI) is important for accurately predicting the mechanical behav-

ior of foundations. Through the framework of macro-modelling, the SSI can be described within

a single macro-element. The macro-element can be coupled with the structural analysis, thus

simplifying the analysis and saving computational time.

The model presented is described with three degrees of freedom and based on plasticity-

theory. The macro-model is calibrated with finite elements. Validation is done with the use of a

small scale-foundation tested on medium grained and medium dense sand. This sand is subject

to index- and triaxial testing to get representative parameters for the Hardening Soil-model used

for calibration.

The performance of the macro-model and its applicability for a shallow foundation anchor-

ing large eccentric forces are investigated. Comparison shows that the model is able to repro-

duce the mechanical behavior quite well and is deemed satisfactory for describing the behav-

ior of the foundation, although some modifications are suggested. The mechanical behavior

is somewhat stiff (attributed to a high shear modulus) and the capacity in the M/B-H plane is

slightly underestimated.
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Sammendrag

Interaksjonen mellom jord og struktur er ofte idealisert for å forenkle problemet. Uansett, så

er jord-struktur interaksjonen viktig for å forutse den mekaniske oppførselen av fundamenter.

Gjennom makro-modell konseptet, kan jord-struktur interaksjonen bli beskrevet med et enkelt

makro-element. Deretter kan makro-elementet bli integrert i struktur-analysen, for så å forenkle

analysen betraktelig og spare beregningstid.

Den presenterte modellen er beskrevet med tre frihetsgrader basert på plastisitetsteori. Makro-

modellen er kalibrert med elementmetoden. Validering er gjort med bruken av et småskala fun-

dament som er testet på sand med middels pakningsgrad og medium kornstørrelse. Denne

sanden er så indeks- og triaksial testet for å få representative parametere for Hardening Soil-

modellen brukt til kalibrering.

Hvorvidt modellen er i stand til å gi gode resultater og dens anvendbarhet for et overflate-

fundament som forankrer store eksentriske krefter er studert. Sammenligning viser at modellen

er i stand til å gjengi den mekaniske oppførselen nøyaktig, selv om et par modifikasjoner er

foreslått. Den mekaniske oppførselen er litt stiv (grunnet en høy skjær-modulus) og kapasiteten

er noe undervurdert i M/B-H planet.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Background

For a geotechnical engineer the bearing capacity of soil is of utmost importance. With the devel-

opment of more sophisticated and powerful computers the use of finite elements has become

important for accurate prediction of the mechanical behavior of foundations.

Soil structure interaction(SSI) is the process which describes how the structure influences

the adjacent soil, and vice versa. Despite sophisticated computers, SSI analyses can be time-

consuming. Regardless of how the structural and geotechnical analyses are incorporated into

one another, the design process requires close collaboration between the geotechnical and the

structural engineer. Thence, the issue of accurate interaction can be approached through the

framework of a so-called macro-model. Such models are able to describe the global behavior of

soil in one element, a macro-element, consequently simplifying the analysis.

Jack-up units, spud-can footings and bridge foundations subject to large eccentric forces are

examples of common application. If the macro-model is able to reproduce the mechanical be-

havior of soil sufficiently, then incorporation into a structural analysis is useful. The reduction in

degrees of freedom and better control of the structural response are some of the key advantages.

By following the generalized load paths one can analyze which kind of structural response is as-

sociated with which foundation-response. The applicability of a macro-element describing the

SSI between a suspension bridge anchor block foundation and the adjacent soil is investigated.

A better understanding of the theory of macro-modelling will be the platform of this thesis.

1



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 2

1.2 Objectives

The main objective of this thesis is to describe the mechanical behavior of a shallow foundation

subject to vertical-, moment- and horizontal loading with a macro-model formulation. In order

to do so, the approach is as follows.

1. Describe a constitutive relation for the macro-model

2. Calibrate the macro-model using finite elements

3. Validate the macro-model by use of small scale prototype-tests

1.3 Structure of the Report

The thesis is structured as follows.

• Chapter 2: The different concepts evaluated for the crossing at Bjørnafjorden are pre-

sented.

• Chapter 3: The most relevant theory will be given. This includes bearing capacity, an

introduction to plasticity-theory, the outline of the Hardening Soil-model and finally the

macro-model formulation.

• Chapter 4: The prototype-testing facilities and test-procedures are presented.

• Chapter 5: The procedures and results of index- and triaxial tests of the model-sand, on

which the small scale prototype-foundation will stand, are presented.

• Chapter 6: The results obtained from the finite element analysis are presented, and on

the basis of these the calibration of the macro-model is done.

• Chapter 7: The results obtained using the prototype-foundation will be compared to

those of the macro-model.

• Chapter 8: The conducted studies are discussed, summarized and suggestions for further

work are given.





Chapter 2

Application at Bjørnafjorden

The E39 Coastal Highway Route on the Norwegian western coast stretches from Kristiansand

to Trondheim and is about 1100 km long. It is necessary to cross seven straits by ferry, and the

travel time is approximately 21 hours. The national transport plan(NTP) for 2014-2023 states

that within 20 years the ferry crossings will be replaced by fixed links. Suspension bridges, sub-

merged tunnels, fixed bridges, floating bridges and combinations of these are all alternatives. By

replacing the ferries with fixed links, travel time is estimated to be reduced to 11 hours and the

total length reduced by 50 km. By rendering the route ferry-free, the macroeconomic benefits

will be in the range between 122 to 373 billion NOK in the period 2013-2060 according to Ulstein

et al. (2015).

One of the existing ferry crossings is located just south of Bergen at Bjørnafjorden. Different

concepts are considered for this strait crossing, one of which will be examined further in this

thesis.

2.1 Topography

Bjørnafjorden is flanked on each side by steep fjord sides, with depths ranging up to 564 m at

its deepest, and a width of 5km at the relevant crossing. Anchoring large structures close to

the steepest sides of the basin could be troublesome as they can trigger underwater landslides.

Moreover, the great depths dominating parts of the strait render the crossing difficult. Technol-

ogy from the Norwegian off-shore industry has inspired several of the concepts related to the

crossing at Bjørnafjorden. In the following is a short presentation of the main-characteristics

concerning the evaluated bridge concepts. All of the figures in this chapter are credited to

TNPRA (2016).

4
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Figure 2.1: Section showing the topography of the fjord-crossing

2.2 Concepts

One proposed solution is a large-span suspension bridge with a main-span more than 3km long.

This would make it the bridge with the longest span in the world. The longest span is 1991 m for

the Akashi Kaikyō Bridge in Japan, which was completed in 1998 .

Another concept considered is a Submerged Floating Tube Bridge (SFTB), which is a con-

crete tunnel floating about 20 m below the water surface. This could either be anchored to

seabed, or connected to floating pontoons, as seen in Figure 2.2(a).

Floating bridges of lengths more than 5000m are also studied. Both a side-anchored and

end-anchored system are considered, with Figure 2.2(b) showing the concept with end-anchoring.
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(a) SFTB

(b) Floating bridge with ship passing close to shore

Figure 2.2: Two concepts evaluated

Another concept is a multi-span suspension bridge, with three major spans of 1385, 1325

and 1385 m and a total length of about 5200 m from anchorage to anchorage. The two central

floating pylons are supported by tension leg platforms (TLPs) at around 500 m deep water. TLPs

have been in use since the 1980’s, and are common anchoring methods for platforms at depths

ranging from approximately 300-1500m.

The south pylon and suspension cable anchorage are placed on shore, while the north pylon

and suspension cable anchorage are placed in shallow water. The combination of suspension

bridge and the TLP-anchoring system for the pylon towers would make it the worlds first such

bridge.

The large suspension cables on the north side are anchored by a gravity based structure(GBS)

acting as the foundation. The cables are transferring large eccentric forces which cause large

moment- and horizontal forces to the foundation. The focus of this thesis is a model which

can explain the interaction between this anchorage system and the adjacent soil stratum in a

relatively simple, but precise manner.
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(a) GBS foundation of the bridge shown

(b) Horizontal section

Figure 2.3: Multi-span suspension bridge concept





Chapter 3

Literature review

The bearing capacity of soil is highly relevant for a geotechnical engineer, and common formu-

lae will be introduced. Moreover, soil can experience elastic and plastic behavior under stress;

concepts which are crucial for the understanding of the Hardening Soil-model and the macro-

model. The introduction of the macro-model aims at describing complex SSI phenomena in a

conceptual easily understood way.

3.1 Bearing capacity

Shallow foundations transfer the loads to the ground at a level close to the surface. The bear-

ing capacity is not a characteristics of either soil or the foundation, but rather the interaction

between the two. Depending on the dimensions of the foundation and its major and minor

sides(L and B) a shallow foundation can be subdivided into: spread or pad footings(L ∼= B); mat,

slab or raft foundations; and strip footings(L Ê B).

There are three main modes of failure for which a shallow foundations can fail: punching

failure(failure due to a local decrease of volume in relative loose soils); general failure(failure due

to shearing along a well-defined slip surface); and local failure(an intermediate failure mecha-

nism between punching and general failure). The sand on which the studied prototype-foundation

will stand is not considered loose, and therefore only general failure is discussed.

This topic is discussed thoroughly in literature, with Karl von Terzaghi being a pioneer in the

field.

3.1.1 Terzaghi’s bearing capacity equation

Terzaghi(1943) proposes an equation for the limit value of an uniformly distributed vertical load

9
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applied to a horizontal ground surface:

Ql i m/A = ql i m = c ·Nc +q ·Nq +0,5 ·B ·γ ·Nγ (3.1)

Whilst the known lateral load is q, the cohesion c, the width of the foundation B and the unit

weight of soil γ and a limit load of Ql i m . The bearing capacity coefficients Nc , Nq and Nγ are

functions of the friction angle and are deduced by the following assumptions:

• Plane strain regime

• Rigid-plastic material behavior

• Limit shear resistance of soil defined by the Mohr Coulomb yield condition

• Principal stress directions at failure coincide with the vertical and horizontal directions

• The bearing capacity coefficients are seperately evaluated on the basis of equilibrium and

the Mohr Coulomb failure criterion

If the soil was weightless the three contribution could be superimposed, but the soil is not.

The method of characteristics is used in order to approximate Nγ. Thence, Nq and Nc are de-

duced by a different slip surface than that of Nγ, and superposition will therefore underestimate

the maximum bearing capacity in plane strain. These approximations are also done by the two

following authors.

3.1.2 Brinch-Hansen’s bearing capacity formula

Actual foundations seldom have purely vertical load, are usually placed with a depth D below

the surface, have a limited length L and both the foundation base and ground may be inclined.

Therefore, Brinch-Hansen (1970) proposes an updated version of Terzaghi’s bearing capacity

formula:

ql i m = cNc sc dc ic bc gc +qNq sq dq iq bq gq +0.5BγNγsγdγiγbγgγ (3.2)

The introduction of these factors can be derived in a similar manner as with the bearing ca-

pacity coefficients; by considering each complication separately and superimposing. The new

factors are abbreviated to account for shape(s), depth(d), inclination(i), base inclination(b) and

ground inclination(g). In the case of eccentric loading, the eccentricity is taken into considera-

tion by introducing the so-called effective foundation area.
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3.1.3 Janbu’s bearing capacity formula

Another example of an approximated analytic bearing capacity formula is that of Janbu et al.

(1976) based on similar assumptions as Equation 3.1 and 3.2, but with a slightly different for-

mulation. The bearing capacity equation proposed is given as:

σv +a = Nq (p
′ +a)+0.5NγγB0 −Nuub (3.3)

The σv is the average stress and ub the average pore pressure over over the effective area

B0, while γ is the average unit weight of soil. Instead of the bearing capacity coefficient Nc the

Nu is utilized, which accounts for the average pore pressure along the effective width of the

foundation. Also, the bearing capacity Nγ is deduced in a slightly different manner.

3.2 Theory of elastoplasticity

Thus far only the maximum capacity has been discussed. Now, the relationship between strain

and stress will be discussed through the framework of elasto-plasticity. As the theory of both

elasticity and plasticity is thoroughly described in literature, only a brief introduction is given

in the following. The basic laws necessary for defining any elasto-plastic relationship are (i) an

elastic constitutive relationship, (ii) a yield criterion, (iii) a hardening law and (iv) a plastic flow

rule.

3.2.1 Elastic constitutive relationship

Elastic behaviour is by definition reversible, i.e. deformation caused by a load is reset to it origi-

nal state once the load is removed. Such behavior can be both linear and non-linear. The theory

of elasticity is incorporated in a constitutive model by Hooke’s law, where the relation between

incremental stresses and strains are given by:

σ̇= D · ε̇e (3.4)

For isotropic elasticity, i.e. material behavior is direction-independent, only two parameters

are necessary to describe the elastic constitutive matrix D , namely Young’s modulus E and Pois-

son’s ratio ν. The dots above the stress vector σ and the elastic strain vector εe mean that they

are incremental.
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3.2.2 Yield criterion

The difference between plastic- and elastic behavior is apparent when an unloading takes place;

unlike elastic behavior, permanent strains can occur when unloading plastic. To distinguish

between elastic and plastic behavior a yield criterion is introduced. The criterion is given by

F (σ,K ) = 0. The criterion is thus dependent on the stress-state of the material and a state vari-

able, here represented by K. K may be a scalar function dependent on e.g. mobilization, or it can

be tensorial state variable.

F=0 therefore represents a surface in the stress space, known as the yield surface. In the

stress space a stress point can find itself in three states:

1. Elastic behavior when the stress point is located inside the yield surface, F<0.

2. Irreversible strains may develop when the stress point belongs to the yield surface, F=0.

3. The stress point is outside the yield surface, which is inadmissible, F>0.

3.2.3 Hardening law

The way in which the yield surface changes is explained by the hardening law. If a material yields

perfectly plastic, then dF = F (σ) = 0 and no hardening can take place. One such example is the

Mohr-Coulomb model. This means that after a certain threshold the material cannot reach a

higher state of stress, whilst the yield surface does not change and is independent of loading.

However, most soils can experience hardening behavior. In the following are three examples:

(i)isotropic hardening, where the yield surface expands equally in all directions; (ii)kinematic

hardening, where the yield surface translates, e.g. by rotation; or(iii) mixed hardening, which

means both expansion and translation.

The antagonistic behavior is called softening, where instead a decrease in strength is ob-

served by the material.

The strain hardening law relates the shape, volume and position of the yield surface to the

accumulated plastic strains εp , with the yield criterion expressed as F (σ,εp ) = 0. When a ma-

terial is yielding and it is attempted to load the stress state beyond the current yield surface(not

admissible) the yield surface expands, i.e. F (σ,εp ) = dF (σ,εp ) = 0.

The latter condition, namely dF=0, is known as the consistency equation and can further be

derived:

dF = ∂F

∂σ
·dσ+ ∂F

∂εp ·dεp = 0 (3.5)
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When hardening takes place plastic strains develop, and to understand how the following is

introduced.

3.2.4 Plastic flow rule

The plastic flow rule defines how the plastic strains develop when a state of stress satisfies the

following conditions :F (σ,εp ) = dF (σ,εp ) = 0. An incremental change in plastic strain is then

given as:

dεp = dλ · ∂G

∂σ
(3.6)

The dλ is a scalar known as the plastic multiplier and given by the hardening law, while G

is a mathematical formulation called the potential surface. In the plastic regime, the increment

of strains depend on the current stress state, through the gradient of the plastic potential. If the

potential surface is coinciding with the yield surface, i.e. G=F, then the flow rule is associate.

If however G6=F, the flow is non-associate. The flow rule hence describes the potential surface,

which in turn describes the nature of plastic strain development.

3.3 Hardening Soil model

There are several models, whose formulation describe the relationship between stresses and

strains. Some are more appropriate than others when describing certain phenomena. The

Hardening Soil model (henceforth called the HS model) can be useful for simulating the be-

havior of both stiff and soft soils. For the latter, there is a model called the HS Soft model which

better models soft soils. Herein, soft soils behavior is not discussed. In the following are the

most important aspects of the HS model.

As the name indicates, the model is useful for describing hardening soils, albeit not being

able to reproduce softening behavior. The yield surface expands due to plastic straining. Both

shear, or cone (deviatoric loading) and compression, or cap hardening (primary compression

in oedometer and isotropic loading) are included in the HS model. When the stress state has

reached the maximum deviatoric loading the cone-part of the HS-yield surface is coinciding

with that of Mohr-Coulomb.

The reference moduli are the respective moduli for the different loading conditions. The dif-

ferent stiffnesses are dependent on the stress state experienced by the material. In the following

is a table summarizing the parameters in the HS model.
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Parameter Explanation

E r e f
50 The reference secant modulus at 50% deviatoric stress in drained triaxial test.

E r e f
oed Reference modulus for primary compression in oedometer conditions.

E r e f
ur Reference modulus for unloading/reloading in drained triaxial test

K nc
0 Earth pressure coefficient for normally consolidated material

K0 Earth pressure coefficient for over consolidated material

ϕ, ψ, c Friction angle, dilatancy angle and cohesion at failure

υur Poisson’ ratio for unloading/reloading. Often 0.2.

ei ni t , emi n , emax Void ratio input for dilatancy cut-off

OCR Over consolidation ratio

m Modulus exponent

Rf
q f

qa
, see Figure 3.1.

a c/t anφ

pr e f 100kPa

Table 3.1: Hardening Soil model parameters explained

For bearing capacity problems the strains developing on a slip surface at failure can differ:

some areas can experience bigger strains than others; and some can even localize, i.e. theo-

retically go to infinite. Critical state-theory takes into account the fact that volumetric strains

cannot go to infinite in a triaxial apparatus, and this can be accounted for by introducing the

dilatancy cut-off parameters ei ni t , emi n and emax . Hence, these parameters can lead to a more

realistic description of the developing strains.

As the deviatoric load is increased, the soil behaves less stiff. Mathematically this can be

described by connecting the strains and deviatoric stresses by a hyperbolic relationship, namely:

ε1 =
2−R f

2E50
· q

1−q/qa
(3.7)

The secant stiffness is given as E50 = E r e f
50

(
σ
′
3+a

pr e f +a

)m

, and describes the stiffness related to devi-

atoric loading.

Through the framework of the HS model the mechanical behavior observed in e.g. drained

triaxial tests on sand can be reproduced realistically. For further description of the Hardening

Soil model, see the Material Models Manual by Plaxis.
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Figure 3.1: Hyperbolic stress-strain relation in primary loading for a standard drained triaxial
test(Plaxis)

3.4 The theory of the macro model

3.4.1 Motivation

The bearing capacity formulas of both Terzaghi, Brinch-Hansen and Janbu has been discussed

earlier. Even though Brinch-Hansen took eccentric loads into account by introducing the con-

cept of effective area, the formula is still dependent on empirical factors. Such methods might

be deemed sufficient for predicting failure, but are not able to pay attention to the development

of deformation.

Roscoe and Schofield (1956) was the first who proposed to tackle the issue of bearing ca-

pacity directly in the (V, M, H) space. Inspiration was drawn from traditional M-N diagrams for

beams, and thence extended to general loading. The problem is then governed by a load combi-

nation within a three dimensional space. Different authors have later proposed plasticity based

approaches to the problem in the (V, M, H)-space.

For the anchoring foundation in question, large inclined and eccentric forces must be sup-

ported. Similar problems are encountered elsewhere, often off shore. Houlsby and Cassidy

(2002) approached the issue for jack-up units on sand. Butterfield and Gottardi (1994) did so

for shallow footings on sand, while Martin (1994) examined spud-can footings on clay. All had

experimental results validating their respective work.
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3.4.2 General

The interaction between soil can structure can be idealized in different ways. For example, if

the foundation were to stand directly on bedrock, the interaction could be described by rigid

constraints. For the sand stratum being considered herein, the rigid constraints or elastic stiff-

nesses (Winkler springs) can be replaced by a more realistic coupled and non-linear constitutive

relationship.

Macro model-theory can be useful to reproduce the mechanical behaviour of large shallow

foundations and how they interact with the adjacent soil. It is convenient to substructure the

system in two parts: the superstructure, i.e. the bridge; and the soil. Both parts have different

materials and mechanical properties. It is convenient to put emphasis on the superstructure,

i.e. the bridge, and reduce the amount of degrees of freedom associated with the soil.

Figure 3.2: Example of yield surface in the V-M/B-H space, by Houlsby and Cassidy (2002)

If the foundation behaves rigidly with respect to the soil, the degrees of freedom of the sys-

tem can be reduced. Such a hypothesis can reasonably be accepted for large stiff shallow foun-

dations, e.g. large concrete gravity based structures(GBS). Thus, the global soil behaviour and

how it interacts with the foundation can be described within one element, a macro-element.

The amount of degrees of freedom associated with the macro-element depends on the load-

ing situation being investigated. Dynamic forces induced by e.g. rough sea are disregarded as

they are signicantly lower than the static loads acting on the foundation in a two-dimensional

plane, as argued by Tistel and Grimstad (2016). Collision loads are not considered herein. If they

are to be accounted for in the design, the model can be extended to three-dimensions(6 degrees

of freedom).
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Figure 3.3: Sign convention for displacement and load

Hence, the idealized problem presented is one of three kinematic degrees of freedom: ver-

tical; rotational; and horizontal displacement. These displacements act as generalized strain

variables, while the associated forces acts as generalizes stress variables. The forces are denoted

as V, M/B and H, and displacements w, B·θ and u. This lead to the following displacement- ( v)

and load-vectors (S), with sign convention shown in Figure 3.3. These are working at the bottom

centre of the rigid foundation.

vT =
[

w, B ·θ, u
]

, ST =
[

V , M/B , H
]

(3.8)

The aim is to introduce a representative coupled constitutive relationship within a macro-

element for the foundation in the finite element-code of the bridge. The methodology used is

based on classical plasticity theory with a potential- and yield surface, flow rule and hardening

law, all of which will be presented in this chapter.

3.4.3 Yield surface

The nature of the three dimensional yield surface has been paid notable interest in recent years.

The yield-surface of Houlsby and Cassidy (2002) is shown in Figure 3.2. On the basis of experi-

ments by Gottardi and Butterfield (1993) the shape of the yield surface in the M/B-H plane(constant

V-loading) is suggested as one of a rotated ellipsis. As first pointed out by Zaharescu (1961) the

moment and horizontal loads can work either in opposition(-M) or conjunction(+M), and the

load case with negative moment (see Figure 3.2 for sign convention) can generate a higher hor-

izontal load for the same magnitude of M. Thus, the rotation of the ellipsis.
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Butterfield and Gottardi (1994) presented a three dimensional yield surface based on exper-

imental results in the following form:

(
H

h0

)2

+
(

M/B

m0

)2

− 2 ·a ·H ·M/B

h0 ·m0
=

[
V

Vmax
· (Vmax −V )

]2

(3.9)

The h0 and m0 are the peak horizontal- and moment forces in the V-H and V-M/B planes

respectively, divided by Vmax . Therefore, the shape of the yield surface can be modified in the

V-H and V-M planes separately to fit the observed behavior. The introduction of the factor ”a”

accounts for the rotated ellipse in the M/B-H plane.

Experimental results conducted by Nova and Montrasio (1991) suggested that the maximum

horizontal-, or moment loading in the V-H or V-M/B planes could occur at a load different from

V = 0.5Vmax , and closer to Vmax . Such a shift of the peak-values could be accounted for by

introducing a β-value. Furthermore, it was proposed by Martin (1994) that such peaks in the

V-H and V-M plane could also occur when V was less than 0.5Vmax and therefore introduced

a second β-value. The two values are henceforth referred to as β1 and β2. For example, the

reduction of β1 will make the yield-surface lean towards zero vertical force. The β-values also

affect the magnitude of the peaks, so in order to preserve the desired peaks µ is introduced:

µ= (β1 +β2)(β1+β2)

β
β1
1 ·ββ2

2

(3.10)

The suggested form of the yield surface according to Martin (1994) is:

F =
(

H

h0 ·V0

)2

+
(

M/B

m0 ·V0

)2

− 2 ·a ·H ·M/B

h0 ·m0 ·V 2
0

−µ2 ·
(

V

V0

)2β1

·
(
1− V

V0

)2β2

= 0 (3.11)

It can be convenient to have separate parameters describing the observed behavior in the V-

H and V-M/B planes respectively. Therefore, the aforementionedβ- andµ-values are henceforth

separated to β1h , β2h , µh , β1m , β2m and µm . The subindices h and m are used for better fit in the

V-H and V-M/B planes respectively.

The V0 presented in the yield surface-formulation above is the so-called mobilized vertical

load. The mobilized vertical load is V0 = κ ·Vmax . The mobilization is defined by the state pa-

rameter κ, which will be examined further when looking at the hardening law.
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The final formulation of the yield locus becomes, as defined by Tistel and Grimstad (2016):

F = H 2
F +M 2

F −N 2
F −V 2

F = 0 (3.12)

Where:

• H 2
F =

(
H

h0·V0

)2 ·
(
µm
µh

)2 ·
(

V
V0

)2(β1m−β1h ) ·
(
1− V

V0

)2(β2m−β2h )

• M 2
F =

(
M/B

m0·V0

)2

• N 2
F = 2·a·H ·M/B

h0·m0·V 2
0

· µm
µh

·
(

V
V0

)(β1m−β1h ) ·
(
1− V

V0

)(β2m−β2h )

• V 2
F =µ2

m ·
(

V
V0

)2β1m ·
(
1− V

V0

)2β2m

3.4.4 Elasticity

As long as the load combination is within the yield surface the mechanical response is assumed

elastic, which calls for a representative elastic constitutive relationship. If the soil is assumed to

act isotropic and elastic, then the elastic stiffness matrix is dependent on only two elastic soil

properties (shear modulus G and Poisson’ ratio), and the foundation geometry(represented by

width B).

The incremental elastic constitutive relationship is given in Equation 3.14. The elastic shear

modulus is G = E/2(1+υ), while B is the major side of the rectangular foundation and the stiff-

ness coefficients k1...4 are all dimensionless.


dV

d M/B

d H

=GB


k1 0 0

0 k2 k4

0 k4 k3




d w e

B ·dθe

due

 (3.13)

Further, by assuming an elastic homogeneous half-space, as first defined by Boussinesq, one

can analytically obtain the analytic elastic stiffness terms for circular foundations. However, due

to the lack of cylindrical symmetries for rectangular surface foundations no analytic expressions

are available. In the literature there has been several approximations for the stiffness terms.

Cremer et al. (2002) conclude that the cross coupling term between the vertical and rota-

tional movement is negligible for a surface foundation. For an infinite elastic half space, the

horizontal-rotational cross-coupling is small, but not zero. For the case of limited depth un-

til a stiffer medium than the soil, such a cross coupling term is insignificantly small. How-

ever, according to Pais and Kausel (1988) all the cross coupling terms are ”small for a surface
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foundation”. The remaining diagonal stiffnesses can be expressed e.g. on the form by Pais and

Kausel(L/B > 1):

k1 = GB

1−υ ·
(
3.1

(
L

B

)0.75

+1.6

)
(3.14)

k2 = GB 3

1−υ ·
(
3.73

(
L

B

)2.4

+0.27

)
(3.15)

k3 = GB

2−υ ·
(
6.8

(
L

B

)0.65

+2.4

)
(3.16)

3.4.5 Hardening law

The hardening law presented in the following is governed by isotropic strain-hardening, i.e. the

material hardens with the accumulation of plastic displacements. The material hardens isotrop-

ically, although being fixed in the origin (V, M/B, H)=(0, 0, 0). The yield surface therefore keeps

the same shape, while V0 increases in the positive direction when the soil hardens. At maximum

mobilization the κ is unity and therefore V0 =Vmax .

There are different approaches to this problem. Martin (1994) proposes that the apex of the

yield surface(i.e. V0) is a function of the accumulated vertical plastic displacement w p , while

Byrne and Houlsby (2001) argue that a closer approximation can be made if the hardening be-

haviour of the material is defined by all plastic displacements, namely w p , B ·θp and up . The

importance of each plastic contribution are then weighed with different constants. Such a con-

cept give rise to the following equation for the increment of the combined plastic displacement:

dUp =C1 ·dup +C2 · (B ·dθp )+d w p (3.17)

The state parameter κ is a function of the combined plastic displacement Up , and depend-

ing on the load combination applied to the foundation the hardenling law can be described in

different ways. For example, Tistel and Grimstad (2016) observe that for ratios of H/(M/B) close

to 1 the hardening law can be approximated to be bi-linear and given by the following equation:

κ(Up ) = κ0 +ah · Up

B
(3.18)

Because the plastic displacement Up is dependent on the variables C1 and C2, which in turn

are load combination-dependent the goal is to find C1- and C2-values representative for all rel-
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evant load combinations if this bi-linear hardening formulation is deemed sufficient.

3.4.6 Potential surface

The formulation of the potential surface is constructed in a similar manner as the yield surface

and given in the following:

Q = H 2
Q +M 2

Q −N 2
Q −V 2

Q = 0 (3.19)

Where:

• H 2
Q =

(
H

h0p ·V0p

)2 ·
(
µmp

µhp

)2 ·
(

V
V0p

)2(β1mp−β1hp ) ·
(
1− V

V0p

)2(β2mp−β2hp )

• M 2
Q =

(
M/B

m0p ·V0p

)2

• N 2
Q = 2·a·H ·M/B

h0p ·m0p ·V 2
0p
· µmp

µhp
·
(

V
V0p

)(β1mp−β1hp ) ·
(
1− V

V0p

)(β2mp−β2hp )

• V 2
Q =µ2

mp ·
(

V
V0p

)2β1mp ·
(
1− V

V0p

)2β2mp

All the parameters are defined analogously as for the yield surface. The additional subindex

”p” is added to separate them from the parameters characterizing the yield surface. The excep-

tion is V0p , which is solved by imposing Q=0.





Chapter 4

Test facility

In this chapter the facilities for the prototype-tests are presented, as well as the planned tests.

The tests are later used for validating the macro-model.

4.1 Scale model test facility

The model test facility at the Geotechnical Division, NTNU, consists of a main test chamber

in concrete with an area of 4.0 x 4.0 m2, a depth of 3 meters and an automated sand-handling

facility. The maximum capacity of this chamber is approximately 80 tons, all of which is circu-

lating the system schematized below in Figure 4.1. The test tank can be emptied and the sand

transported from the conveyor belt to the bucket elevator and then to the storage silo, all during

the emptying of the tank. Thereafter, the sand is transported to an automatic spreader-wagon

which passes back and fourth at a speed of around 8 cm per second, dropping sand in the test

tank from openings in the bottom of the spreader. The in-situ porosity can be varied by chang-

ing the 456 nozzles at the bottom of the spreader( 7, 10, 16 and 20 mm are available). According

to Lieng (1988) previous studies show that there is a satisfactory small variation of density from

top to bottom of the test chamber.

In order to get a smooth sand surface a vacuum-cleaner is used. It is supported by the steel-

frame and guided back and forth on rollers to even the sand out. The vacuum cleaner never

touches the sand, but removes sand from the somewhat uneven top-layer, rendering the surface

smooth.

23
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Figure 4.1: Cross section of the test tank and the sand handling equipment. Picture taken from
Tefera (2004)

4.2 Scale model test set-up

As argued earlier the nature of the problem is found sufficiently described by three degrees of

freedom, and the small scale-tests are done thereafter. The foundation is a steel-box, rigid with

respect to the soil. The aim is to control the application of vertical-, moment- and horizon-

tal forces and the corresponding displacements. In order to do so, there are three points of

displacement-application, all of which are added through ball-screws. The ball-screws can be

controlled with an accuracy of 1/250mm. Underneath the steel-box foundation sand is glued

by Sikaflex-11FC. This is done so that the interface roughness between sand and the foundation

should be approximately 1.

At each point of application there are hinges rendering the points free of moment. The points

of application are: (i)pure vertical force applied in the centre of the foundation; (ii) a force ap-

plied 1m above the foundation base; and (iii) a force applied 0.1m above the foundation base.
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By applying different magnitudes of displacement by the two forces acting 0.1 and 1m above the

foundation base, a rotation can be introduced to the foundation, and thus a moment.

Figure 4.2: Prototype foundation

A script written with the commercial software LabView is used to control the application of

either force, or displacement. Thence, the conducted tests can be programmed to have either

displacement control, load control or combined controlled tests. To illustrate the application

of displacement(or force) to the foundation it is referred to Figure 4.2. To further illustrate the

model set-up, see Figure 4.3(a) and (b).

4.3 Test program

Gottardi et al. (1999) and others argue that so-called swipe tests allow for direct investigation

of the yield surface. The procedure of such tests are as follows. First, a vertical displacement

is applied, reaching a certain load or penetration. Thereafter, the vertical displacement is fixed

and the footing is subject to purely applied displacements. The purely applied displacements

will be either purely horizontal, or rotational movement. Such tests are therefore displacement

controlled.

According to Martin (1994) the force paths which are traced during the swipe tests are track-

ing the boundaries of the ultimate yield surface at a given vertical penetration. Such tests can

therefore be very efficient while investigating the geometry of the yield surface.

It is troublesome to apply purely moment- and vertical forces for the prototype foundations,

without the occurrence of horizontal forces. It is therefore decided to focus on horizontal swipe-
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tests. As the foundation is subject to horizontal displacement the vertical force will then de-

crease, and horizontal fores increase until the load combination is at ultimate yield. Thence, the

load combination should trace the maximum mobilized yield surface.

In addition to horizontal swipe-tests, the shape of the ultimate yield surface in the M/B-

H plane is of interest. Earlier comparable tests are conducted by e.g. Butterfield and Gottardi

(1994) who suggested the shape of the yield locus in the M/B-H plane as a tilted ellipse.

Therefore, the following tests are done:

1. Application of vertical force (dV > 0, du = dBθ = 0)

2. Horizontal swipe test (du > 0, d w = dBθ = 0)

3. Combined control with constant vertical force, and different displacement increments

from the two ball-screws located 0.1 and 1m above the foundation base(dBθ 6= 0, du 6= 0,

dV=0)

Special attention is given to the behavior in the M/B-H plane, and comparison will be done

for both finite elements, the calibrated macro-model and the prototype-foundation. The table

below show which displacament-combinations are applied for comparison. The displacement-

increments below are assumed to cover a wide range of load-combinations, and are thus chosen.

V=1kN V=2kN

B·dθ du B·dθ du

0.00884 -0.00211 0.00884 -0.00211

-0.00366 0.00806 -0.00366 0.00806

0.00114 0.001 0.00222 0,00099

Table 4.1: Different displacement increments tested in the M/B-H plane. All measurements in
m.

However, extensive testing will be done with finite elements and for the prototype-foundation

to determine the yield-surface in the M/B-H plane, but the combinations listed above are em-

phasized by comparison for the rest of the thesis.

4.4 Limitations

Throughout this thesis the only foundation-geometry investigated is one of 0.4 x 0.2 m2. The

maximum vertical force that can be applied in the test-chamber is 2.5kN. This is approximately
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15% of the pure maximum vertical capacity for the geometry tested. Therefore, an extensive

prototype-testing program is done with a vertical force of 1kN and 2kN in the M/B-H plane.

Gottardi and Butterfield (1995) conclude that laboratory tests under the influence of 1 g (9.81

m/s2) cannot properly predict the behavior of large foundations, due to scale effects. However,

the response of small-scale foundations are important for better understanding the upscaled

in-situ behavior.
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(a) Steel frame and loading equipment. All measurements are in mm.

(b) The loading cells and set-up is shown.

Figure 4.3: The prototype-foundation set-up is shown





Chapter 5

Experimental work on the model-sand

In this chapter the sand on which the prototype foundation will stand is subject to investigation.

Both index-, as well as triaxial tests are done. On the basis of the conducted tests soil parameters

for the Hardening Soil-model are suggested for use in the numerical analyses and calibration of

the macro-model, which will be presented in Chapter 6.

5.1 General

The strength- and deformation-characteristics of a granular material is heavily dependent on

how tightly packed the grains are. Thus, the macro-behaviour of the material is strongly de-

pendent on the micro-structure. The micro-structure can be described by the grain shapes, the

degree of compaction, the grain size, mineralogy and grain uniformity. Because sand loses its

structure once it is removed from the sand-bin, the in-situ porosity is important when recon-

structing the material structure for triaxial testing. Several laboratory tests are done. Each lab-

oratory test is done at least three times, and the presented results of the index tests are average

values. See Appendix A if the results of a particular laboratory test is of interest.

The investigated sand consist of two thirds of so-called Hokksund-sand, whilst the remain-

ing part is so-called Sponesand. Both are natural glacifluvial deposits. In the following are sev-

eral tests on the model sand.

30
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5.2 Index tests

5.2.1 Grain size distribution

The grain size distribution of the material has been found by dry sieving according to proce-

dures described ISO 17892-4:2016, and is shown in Figure 5.1. For comparison, previously tested

Hokksund-sand and recently tested Sponesand are added.

Figure 5.1: Comparison with previous grain size distributions
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5.2.2 Mineralogy

Mineralogy tests have been done previously for the Hokksund-sand, and Sponesand. Both these

results are added below for comparison.

Table 5.1: Mineralogy for the Hokksund-sand, by Sandven (1992).

Mineral [%]

Quartz 35

Al 25

K-feldspar 20

Mica 10

Amphibole 5

Others 5

Table 5.2: Mineralogy for the Sponesand, provided by Sibelco Nordic.

Mineral [%]

Quartz 84

aluminum oxide 8

Others 8

The 2:1 combination of these two lead the soil to be defined as quartz-sand (S I O2).

5.2.3 Grain density

The grain density of the material is found by using a pycnometer and the standard-procedure

outlined in ISO 17892-3:2004 is followed. The suggested value found is 2.64g /cm3.

5.2.4 Water content

The sand is characterized as dry, as the water content is negligible(w=0.07%).

5.2.5 Determination of the porosity limits

The porosity limits are found in accordance with the procedures first described by DEGEBO(Deutsche

Gesellschaft für Bodenmechanik), which are summarized in the following.
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In order to obtain the loosest state of compaction, dry sand is led through a funnel which is

slowly guided upwards. There should be a negligible fall height from the mouth of the funnel to

the sand in the cylinder(A=61,5 cm2). The equipment is shown in Figure 5.2(b). The maximum

porosity is approximated as nmax = 46.4% and the minmum dry density 13.9 kN /m3.

(a) The equipment for determination of the minimum porosity

(b) The equipment for determination of the maximum porosity

Figure 5.2: Porosity limits

In order to compact the sand to its densest state the machine in Figure 5.2(a) is used. The

sand is compacted in a steel cylinder(A=78.5 cm2), with four resulting layers of sand, each with

a height of approximately 2 cm . Each layer of saturated sand is compacted by vibration, caused

by two rods hitting the exterior of the cylinder wall for 30 seconds, after which the excess sur-

face water is removed. The sample is then dried at what is considered its densest state and the

minimum porosity suggested is nmi n = 35.4% and maximum dry density 16.8 kN /m3.

The relationship between the maximum and minimum porosity and the corresponding dry

densities give way to the figure below. Such a figure can be useful if the dry in-situ density is

known, as the relation in the figure give way to the corresponding in-situ porosity, and thus the

in-situ relative density.
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Figure 5.3: Relationship between porosity and dry density

By placing a cylindrical box with a known volume in the test chamber(see Figure 4.1) and

then letting the aforementioned spread wagon sediment sand in the test chamber(including the

cylindrical box) then the dry weight of sand can be measured. The dry density is found, and thus

the in-situ porosity. The average in-situ density measured is γdr y = 15.75kN /m3 and the in-situ

porosity is approximated to n = 1− γd
γs

= 39%, which means that the relative density is around

Dr = 1− n−nmi n
nmax−nmi n

= 65%. The sand is therefore characterized as one of medium porosity. The

nozzle openings on the wagon spreader are set so the relative density of the sand should be 75

%, so the values obtained seem reasonable.

5.3 Triaxial tests

Triaxial tests can be very useful in order to determine the strength and stiffness of a soil. In the

following are the preparation, execution and interpretation of the triaxial tests presented.

5.3.1 Preparation for triaxial testing

There are several ways of approaching the issue of preparing the sand for triaxial testing. One

is known as the moist tamping technique. Yang et al. (2008) conclude that samples prepared by

moist tamping can be reasonable assumed to be transversely isotropic. Due to its repeatability

and simplicity it is chosen as the preferred method of sample reconstruction.
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By adding some water to the sand before preparing it in the preparation mould, small menis-

cus forces between the grains result in some inter-granular cohesion for the sample. Thence,

the sample can stand on its own after removal of mentioned mould, as seen in Figure 5.4(b).

Therefore, sand with a water content of around 6%(could also be less) is put in the mould and

compacted in approximately 5 layers of 2 cm. Each layer should be subject to the same amount

of energy in order to obtain homogeneity. The degree of compaction is heavily dependent on

the amount of tamps for each layer and the height of the fall height of the tamping rod. There-

fore, obtaining the in-situ compaction requires some trial and error, before realizing how many

tamps are necessary to acquire the in-situ dry density.

To obtain a relative density of approximately 65%(in-situ relative density) the following rou-

tine was found quite effective. The first layer is subject to 5 tamps and then the amount of tamps

is increased by 5 for each layer. The fall height of the tamping rod is 1 cm, and it is assumed that

with such a small fall height grain crushing whilst preparing the sample is considered unlikely.

After the sand is compacted to the desired porosity the mould is removed, the triaxial cell is

placed around the sample and the cell filled with water. See Figure 5.4.

Introductory analysis with finite elements shows that during loading the prototype founda-

tion will experience minimum principal stresses in the soil close to the foundation in the range

between 6-40 kPa for the planned load-combinations in the sand-bin. Therefore, the aim of the

test program is to find the strength and stiffnesses at what is considered representative confining

stress ranges.

5.3.2 Triaxial tests on model-sand

The degree of saturation before the consolidation phase of the triaxial is unknown. After the

consolidation phase the sample will be saturated, but how the sample volume has changed is

not known. The change in volume of the cell is not measurable with the triaxial apparatus used

during consolidation, and one can only make assumptions. One assumption is εvol = 2.5 · εa ,

which would lead to a slight decrease of the volume, and thus to the porosity. Such an assump-

tion leads to maximum 0.1 % change in porosity for all tests done. During consolidation the pore

pressure decrease is relatively small(around 10% for all tests), which may indicate that the sam-

ples are already having a degree of saturation relatively close to unity. The porosity is therefore

assumed to the same after consolidation as before.

In the following are the most successful of the in total 18 compression triaxial tests done. All

are consolidated isotropically and drained tests with confining pressures ranging from 20 to 40

kPa. The soil behavior is highly dependent on the compaction of the sample, and as mentioned
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(a) The mould is put on the triaxial pedestal and the sand is built in as previously explained.

(b) The mould is removed, and the cell is placed around the sample.

Figure 5.4: Build-in process of the sand

earlier the in-situ relative density was approximated to 65%, which leaves the test of 20kPa clos-

est to the in-situ compaction, while the one with 40 kPa too dense and the one of 30 kPa too

loose. However, as will be apparent the soil response is quite similar for the three samples pre-

sented. One of the parameters necessary for the Hardening Soil-model presented in Chapter 3

is the unloading-reloading stiffness, which is why an unloading-reloading loop can be seen in

all the following triaxial tests.
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Figure 5.5: Triaxial test with a confining pressure of 20 kPa and relative density of 66.7%
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Figure 5.6: Triaxial test with a confining pressure of 30 kPa and relativedensity of 59.1%
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Figure 5.7: Triaxial test with a confining pressure of 40 kPa and relative density of 72.8%
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5.3.3 Triaxial test interpretation

From the triaxial test with 40kPa in confining pressure the unloading-reloading loop does not

seem to be as linear as the other tests. This is because the triaxial program is run with a step

motor, data is saved every so often and the deformation during the unloading-reloading loop

had higher increments than the other two tests. The stresses in this range are deemed trust-

worthy, but the axial strain seems to be slightly off. Therefore, the triaxial tests with a confining

pressure of 20 and 30 kPa are investigated when choosing a representative set of Hardening Soil-

parameters. The General Soil-Test option in Plaxis, version 2016.01, is used.

Some assumptions are made, e.g. that the oedometer stiffness is the same as the secant stiff-

ness E50, as no oedometer tests were done. This is a reasonable assumption as pointed out by

e.g. Nordal (2016). The dilatancy cut-off parameters are chosen on the basis of the contractive,

and then dilative behavior observed in the triaxial tests. emax prevents the soil to theoretical

infinite dilation, and by setting this value to 0.71, while ei ni t = 0.645, the maximum volumetric

change is limited at evol = 4% as seems to be the case on the basis of the representative triaxial

tests done. The emi n controls the maximum volumetric contraction during shear, but it is not

essential, as the material quickly starts to dilate after an initial contraction in the shear-phase.

The cohesion is assumed negligible, but is set to 0.1kPa to avoid potential numerical issues

(which is not a problem for the newest versions of Plaxis, but could be troublesome for earlier

versions). The modulus exponent m is set to 0.4 as the curves for both 20 and 30 kPa confining

pressure corresponds well with this value. These triaxial tests are compared with one set of

parameters in Soil-Test and presented in Figure 5.8 and 5.9. The associated Hardening Soil-

parameters are given in Table 5.4.
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Figure 5.8: Triaxial- and Soil test with a relative density of 67% and confining pressure 20 kPa
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Figure 5.9: Triaxial- and Soil test with a relative density of 59% and confining pressure 30 kPa
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5.4 Summary of the soil characteristics

The model-sand investigated is characterized as a uniform, medium grained and medium dense

quartz-sand. The two following tables summarize the conducted laboratory-tests.

Parameter Value
Cu = d60/d10 2.3

d50 0.6 mm
ρs 2.64 g/cm3

w 0
nmax 46.4%
nmi n 35.4%

Dr 65 %

Table 5.3: Index test summary

Parameter Value

E r e f
50 28MPa

E r e f
oed 28MPa

E r e f
ur 58MPa
m 0.4
Rf 0.85

OCR 1
K nc

0 = K0 1-sinφ=0.36
ϕ 39.5 ◦

ψ 11.5 ◦

c 0.1 kPa
υur 0.2

ei ni t 0.645
emax 0.71
pr e f 100kPa

Table 5.4: Hardening Soil parameters summary





Chapter 6

Calibration of the macro-model

By simulating the application of different load-combinations, the capacity and soil behavior are

investigated by finite elements. On the basis of the obtained results, the 24 necessary parameters

for the macro-model are chosen.

The macro-model is run with a script coded in MATLAB, version R2016a. The script can be

either run with displacement-, load- or combined control. Thence, the first step of calibrating

the macro-model is ensuring adequate match with the compared results obtained in Plaxis.

6.1 Introductory analysis

The chosen finite-element software is Plaxis 2D, version 2016.01, run with 15-noded triangular

elements in plane strain conditions.

6.1.1 Choice of mesh and pure vertical capacity

The first finite element analysis(FEA) done is an investigation into the maximum vertical bear-

ing capacity. The chosen mesh is the coarsest one, where no further refinement leads to a

change of vertical bearing capacity. The refinement was first and foremost done locally close

to the foundation. The mesh used is shown in the figure below.

44
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Figure 6.1: Chosen mesh for the finite element analysis

As can be seen from Figure 6.2 the ultimate bearing capacity is not uniquely defined at a sin-

gular load, but rather oscillating. This can be attributed to the non-associativity of the problem,

and that Plaxis has difficulties in deciding on which mechanism is more critical. However, for

the finer mesh a maximum vertical bearing capacity is set at 14.5kN. A further refinement of the

mesh does not lead to a change in bearing capacity.

This ultimate bearing capacity is high compared to the expressions proposed by e.g. Terza-

ghi(11.5kN, according to Equation 3.1), Brinch-Hansen(10.4kN, according to Equation 3.2) and

Janbu(11.6kN, according to Equation 3.3).
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Figure 6.2: Vertical bearing capacity versus deformation

6.2 Yield surface

The calibration of the yield surface is done through swipe-tests in the V-H and V-M/B planes, as

well as observation of the behavior in the M/B-H plane.

6.2.1 M/B-H plane and ”a”-factor

To observe the behavior in the M/B-H plane the vertical load is held constant, while rotational

and horizontal displacement increments are imposed on the foundation. The model used in

Plaxis to achieve this end is shown in the figure below, and two phases are applied:

1. V=1 kN

2. dV=0. du and Bdθ are applied from point displacements points 0.1m and 1m above foun-

dation base to simulate the prototype-tests

With different magnitudes of the two point displacements the foundation is subject to ro-

tation. The size of the imposed rotation depends naturally on the difference between the two

point displacements applied.

The formula proposed by Butterfield and Gottardi (1994) is used to account for the ellipse-

rotation:
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a = t an2ρ · (th − tm)(th + tm)/2th tm (6.1)

The th- and tm-values are the initial slopes of the yield-locus in the V-H- and V-M-planes.

Figure 6.3: Plaxis model for the M/B-H tests

Thence, force paths can be traced to ultimate yield. The points in the following figure indi-

cate failure, and on the basis of these points an ellipse is suggested as a generalized shape in the

M/B-H plane. The plane investigated is that of 1kN. There is suggested a rotated ellipse on the

basis of the observed failures. The rotation in Figure 6.6 is rotated 6 degrees and has an axis ratio

of 1.61.
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Figure 6.4: M/B-H plane for V=1kN
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6.2.2 Swipe

The concept of swipe testing is outlined in Chapter 5.3. The β-values control if the loci are

leaned towards Vmax , or zero vertical force, and to which extent. The h0 and m0 values are

chosen for an appropriate maximum horizontal and moment-loading. This is modelled simply

by having an initial phase of vertical load application, and then a second phase of either pure

horizontal or rotational movement (the vertical displacement is fixed).
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Figure 6.5: Horizontal swipe test
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Figure 6.6: Swipe test in the V-M/B plane
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6.3 Elastic behavior

As already discussed in Section 3.4.4, the dimensionless diagonal stiffnesses of the matrix can

be determined from the semi-analytical relations given by e.g. Pais and Kausel (1988).

For comparison the same same static stiffness terms as found by Gazetas (1991), Dominguez(1978)

and Wong and Luco(1978) are added in Table 6.1, with the ratio L/B being 2 and Poisson’ ratio

1/3.

Gazetas Dominguez Wong and Luco Pais and Kausel

k1 [-] 2.469 2.625 2.524 2.555

k2 [-] 0.490 0.459 0.474 0.468

k3 [-] 1.912 1.965 1.943 1.961

Table 6.1: Comparison between stiffnesses for L/B=2 and υ= 1/3

The stiffness values are similar, and as Pais and Kausel formulated their expressions based

on the work done by the other authors named in the table, the stiffnesses of Pais and Kausel are

used. The k4 values are approximately two orders of magnitude lower than k1,k2 and k3 and

thus neglected.

When choosing an elastic shear modulus one needs first to decide at which depth, and thus

which stress, a representative shear modulus G can be found. By either turning to theory de-

scribing plastic shear zone-geometry for the foundation-geometry(B=0.4m), or by observing

shear zone-geometry with finite-elements at failure it is apparent that a representative depth

of G should be around a depth of 0.2-0.3m below the surface. With a soil unit weight of approxi-

mately 16kN /m3 and a typical vertical load of 1.5kN the stress at which G should be representa-

tive is around 8 kPa. This suggested by assuming a K
′
0 of 0.36 (K nc

0 = 1− si nφ), and further argu-

ing that the minimum principal stress is assumed to be approximately K nc
0 (γdr y ·representative

depth+ V
ar ea )=0.36(15.8kN /m3 ·0.25m + 1.5kN

0.2·0.4m2 = 8kPa.

With reference to the triaxial test with a cell-pressure of 20kPa and a correct in-situ density

the initial Youngs’ modulus is 22MPa. It is assumed that this value is representative also for

confining pressures lower than 20kPa. By further assuming an elastic isotropic material this

leads to a shear modulus of 8.3MPa.
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6.4 Hardening parameters

The plastic displacements must be related to the degree of mobilization, which for the macro-

model is described only by one state parameter, namely κ. As outlined in Chapter 3.4.5 the

dependence of the vertical plastic displacement is clear, whilst the importance of each contri-

bution of the remaining plastic displacements are determined by constants C1 and C2. There-

fore, it is found convenient to stay in the M/B- H plane by combined controlled tests. This is

done as previously explained in Section 6.2.1.

Thence, the load-paths are traced towards ultimate failure, and through observation of the

incremental load and displacement-vector for each step the calibration of representative hardening-

parameters can be done. This is done as follows. The total displacements and forces from the

FEA are extracted. By definition the total displacement is d v tot = d v e +d v p , and this in turn

leads to the following incremental plastic displacements:


d w p

Bθp

dup

=


d w tot

Bθtot

dutot

− 1

GB


1/k1 0 0

0 1/k2 0

0 0 1/k3




dV

d M/B

d H

 (6.2)

The hardening law is chosen by curve-fitting the to the FEA results. When the incremental

plastic displacements are extracted from the FEA, the combined plastic displacement can be

defined from Equation 3.17. Thence, the curve for combined plastic increments from the FEA is

evaluated. Then there should be sufficient fit with the chosen hardening law formulation.

However, the evolution of combined plastic displacement Up is heavily dependent on the

load-combination, and thus the ratio between H and M/B. It is important to define what is a

representative ratio for the loads acting on such a foundation. As can be seen from the figure

below(H/M/B)=1.15) the bi-linear relationship as described in Equation 3.18 corresponds well.
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Figure 6.7: State parameter vs combined plastic displacement for H/(M/B)=1.15
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6.5 Potential surface

Plastic increments develop when the material yields, and are directed orthogonal outward of

the potential surface. The potential surface therefore defines the direction of plastic flow, as

well as being an ingredient when deciding the size of the plastic multiplier dλ. In this thesis the

parameters defining the potential surface are chosen by curve-fitting the macro-model behavior

to the behavior observed from the FEA.

Extra attention is given to the macro-model’s capacity to reproduce uplift behavior. It is of

utmost importance for a shallow surface foundation anchoring large eccentric forces. Uplift of

the foundation-centre happens when the effective width is half of the total width. The relation-

ship between effective and total width for an eccentric load becomes:

Be f f ect i ve

B
= B −2e

B
= 1−2 · M/B

V
= 0.5 (6.3)

Therefore, the foundation should experience positive, i.e. downward, vertical increments

when M/B<0.25V. Whenever M/B≥ 0.25V the vertical increments should be negative, i.e. di-

rected upwards. Low β1hp -and β1mp -values make the peak of the potential surface lean towards

lower vertical loads in the V-H and V-M/B planes. Hence, the gradient is directed in a negative

w-direction, for low vertical loads. This accommodates for uplift-behavior when the moment is

large. How low they should be is decided by curve-fitting the FEA-results with the macro-model.

6.6 Comparison between the FEA and the macro-model

In the following the comparison between the calibrated macro-model and the results from the

FEA in the M/B- H plane. The procedure is as described in Chapter 6.4 and summarized as:

1. Apply vertical force V, either 1 kN or 2 kN

2. Apply horizontal and rotational displacements du and B ·dθ, while dV=0

As the combinations of incremental displacements are different, the force path which are

traced as a result will also be different from one another. Table 4.1 summarizes the displacement-

increments which will be compared with finite elements, the macro-model and the prototype-

tests.

As was mentioned earlier, it is especially important for a bridge foundation that the model

allows for the correct kinematic behavior regarding uplift. It was reasoned that d w < 0 occurs

when M/B Ê 0.25V . As can be seen from Figure (V=1kN, M/B vs w) this behavior is observed
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Figure 6.8: Comparison between FEA and the macro-model at V=1kN



CHAPTER 6. CALIBRATION OF THE MACRO-MODEL 54

−400 −300 −200 −100 0 100 200 300 400
−700

−600

−500

−400

−300

−200

−100

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

M/B [N]

H
[N

]

FEA
Model

Calibrated ellipse

Figure 6.9: M/B-H tests with V=1000N
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Figure 6.11: M/B-H tests with V=2000N
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both for the Plaxis-results and the model-response. However when M/B ' 0.3V . Interestingly

uplift was also observed for the

6.7 Calibated values

Table 6.2: Calibrated macro-model parameters

Yield surface Potential surface Elastic parameters Hardening

h0 0.1 h0p 0.35 k1 2.56 κ0 0.25

β1h 0.83 β1hp 0.01 k2 0.47 ah 45

β2h 0.98 β2hp 0.5 k3 1.96 C1 0.3

m0 0.09 m0p 0.16 k4 0 C2 0.4

β1m 0.92 β1mp 0.99 G 8.3 MPa

β2m 0.99 β2mp 0.8

a -0.1 ap 0

Vmax 14.5kN





Chapter 7

Comparison with the macro-model

In this chapter the results obtained from the prototype-tests in the sand-bin are compared with

those of the calibrated macro-model. This is done with the aim of validating the macro-model.

The test-procedures are presented in Section 4.3, and will not be repeated. Herein only tests in

the M/B-H plane are presented.

7.1 Overview

Presented first are the two sets of M/B-H tests done with the prototype-foundation and the best-

fit ellipse for these tests. Both of the ellipses are similar in shape: An axis ratio of 1.6 and a

counter-clockwise rotation of 10 degrees. A suggested a-value, whose value accounts for the

ellipsis-rotation, is -0.16 on the basis of Equation 6.1.

Tests are compared which should be equal because of their rotational and horizontal incre-

ments applied in the combined tests done in the M/B-H plane. Three tests are compared while

the vertical load is 1kN and three are done while it is 2kN. The results presented in the M/B-H

planes are compared with the suggested ellipses.

7.2 Comparison between the macro-model and the prototype-

tests

In the following are diagrams comparing the mechanical behavior. The rotational and horizon-

tal increments applied are listed in Table 4.1.
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Figure 7.3: Comparison between macro-model and prototype-tests at V=1kN
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Chapter 8

Discussion, Summary and

Recommendations for Further Work

In this chapter the results obtained by finite elements, the calibrated macro-model and the

prototype-foundation are compared. Thence, the performance of the macro-model is discussed

and to which extent it is applicable for describing the SSI between large shallow foundations and

soil.

8.1 Discussion

8.1.1 General about the prototype-tests

The compared data presented were all based on the displacement ratios from the ball-screws.

However, for the prototype test the load paths are also dependent on the start-point of the test.

Hardly any of the prototype tests are starting in the origin, and thus (V, M/B, H) 6=(V, 0, 0).

The initial eccentric loading can be caused by different things. The rigid steel box should

ideally stand perfectly orthogonal on the even sand. A leveler was used to make sure the steel

box was leveled at the start of the tests. However, the evenness of the sand was obtained by a

vacuum-cleaner and it was difficult to obtain a perfectly even sand-surface. Although most test

show small eccentric forces at the start of the tests, some did not.

The displacement ratios were chosen to investigate certain points of failure along the ellipse

in the M/B-H plane. When the initial moment and horizontal forces were different from zero it

was more difficult to control the load path to the place on the ellipse where it was expected of

failing. The fact that few prototype-tests started in the origin in the M/B-H plane are assumed

not to be too important, besides less control of the tests (assuming the initial accumulation of
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plastic displacements are insignificant). The failure points are therefore assumed to be reason-

able.

8.1.2 Discussion regarding capacity

The vertical bearing capacity for the given geometry is higher for the FEA than for the classical

bearing capacity formulae. Ideally, an analysis should be done in Plaxis 3D as this problem is in

fact of a 3D nature.

What can be seen from all model-simulations is that they are not managing to reach the

same failure loads as the results from Plaxis 2D or the prototype-tests in the M/B-H plane. The

maximum capacity of the macro-model in the V-M and V-H planes are solely calibrated from

swipe tests done in Plaxis. Interestingly, the swipe tests in e.g. the V-H plane and tests of com-

bined control in the M/B-H plane lead to different capacities.

This variation could be due to the fact that the horizontal swipe tests have zero moment,

and a slightly higher horizontal load is applicable for a small negative moment. The difference

from e.g. maximum horizontal capacity for 1kN is too big to be attributed to the lack of a small

moment working. The different horizontal capacities for a vertical load of 1kN are outlined in

Table 8.1.

FE swipe FE M/B-H Prototype

560 N 650N 650N

Table 8.1: Maximum horizontal capacity for a vertical load of 1kN

The incremental shear from horizontal swipe is shown in the figure below. The shear zone-

geometry is distinct, and it can thus be assumed to be at failure.

Figure 8.1: Incremental strains at a vertical load of 1kN from the horizontal swipe test
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Figure 8.2: Comparison between FEA, macro-model and prototype-tests at V=1kN

In addition, two swipe test were done with the prototype-foundation. The yield-surface is

only investigated at lower vertical loads due to the limitation of the test facilities not allowing

for further loading than 2.5kN. The prototype-results indicate a linear initial sliding in the V-H
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Figure 8.3: Comparison of horizontal swipe

plane, which is reasonable as the observed prototype-foundation was in fact sliding. This initial

linearity is not taken into account by the calibrated yield-locus, and for large vertical loads it is

not important to do so either. However, if relatively low vertical loads are important the yield

surface could be reformulated to better account for this.

Therefore, the tests conducted gives the initial slope in the V-H plane, with a sliding coef-

ficient tanδ corresponding to 0.63. Assuming zero cohesion, the in-situ interface roughness is

approximated to r = t anδ/t anφ=0.78. In the finite-element analysis the roughness ratio at the

interface was set to 1, on the basis of the sand glued underneath the steel-box foundation, as

was mentioned in Section 4.2. This seems to have worked with some success. Either way, the

roughness ratio was set to 1 in the FEA and can thus not be held accountable for a seemingly too

low horizontal load during swipe.

If the initial slope indicated by the prototype-tests is assumed to continue linearly up to the

vertical load of 1 kN the corresponding maximum horizontal load is approximately 650N, which

is exactly what was obtained in the M/B-H tests in Plaxis and by the prototype-foundation. Yet

again, this seems reasonable.

Which raises the question: why the big difference in horizontal load? These results stem

both from the same Plaxis-configuration, the same soil model, the same soil-parameters and

same mesh. At the same time, the higher horizontal capacity reached in the M/B-H plane are
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coinciding with the capacity obtained with the prototype-foundation(650N). Therefore, doubt is

sown regarding the possibility of directly investigating the maximum capacity from swipe tests

conducted in Plaxis 2D. They certainly give valuable information about the shape of the yield-

surface, but it seems like the swipe tests are not able to accurately model the maximum capacity.

It is therefore concluded that the use of swipe tests in Plaxis should be done with caution.

When the foundation is at failure in Plaxis, and further horizontal displacement is imposed

a new failure configuration is required. However, to get from one failure configuration to an-

other the soil is subject to unloading some places, while a reloading takes place elsewhere in the

soil medium. There is loss of stiffness some places, while other places the stiffness increases,

changing with each failure mode. The algorithms implemented in Plaxis might not be optimized

for this kind of sudden change in failure configuration, which happens with each load-step at

failure. This might cause the suggested inability to model maximum capacity with swipe-tests

accurately in Plaxis.

Analogously, the same argument can be repeated for the case of swipe in the V-M plane.

Larger moment capacity is obtained by combined controlled tests in the M/B-H plane by Plaxis

than by swipe in the V-M plane by Plaxis. The same reasoning applies here, without the need to

repetition.

The macro-model’s capacity in the V-H and V-M/B planes are calibrated on the basis of the

horizontal- and vertical swipe tests in Plaxis alone, which are criticized for seemingly being in-

accurate. This can explain why the capacity is underestimated for the load-paths in the M/B-H

plane for the macro-model.

8.1.3 Discussion regarding yield surface shape in the M/B-H plane

On the basis of the conducted FEA presented in Section 6.2.1 the rotation of the ellipse in the

M/B-H plane is 6 degrees an axis ratio of 1.6. Similar results were obtained from the prototype-

foundation tests with the same axis ratio, but with an angle of 10 degrees. This lead the ellipse-

rotation factor a to go from -0.1 for the FEA to -0.16 for the prototype-test. The latter is consid-

ered more reliable.

The difference in rotation could be due to the fact that the soil geometry in Plaxis (small

deformations are assumed) is not updated during loading, while the physical soil below the

prototype-foundation obviously is. Another option is insecurity regarding the soil-parameters

used in Plaxis.

For comparison it can be noted that Butterfield and Gottardi (1994) did similar laboratory

tests on dense sand and got a rotation of 13 degrees and axis ratio of 1.64. Moreover, Butterfield
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and Gottardi did similar test at a vertical corresponding to approximately half of the maximum,

while the tests presented in this thesis did so for vertical loads of about 10-15% of maximum

vertical capacity. The rotation might be different due to different soil. The model-sand have a

relative density around 65%, while the sand Butterfield and Gottardi tested had 85%. Specula-

tion can be done regarding what causes the extent of rotation and axis ratio, but further tests are

necessary to conclude. However, the results obtained seem reasonable.

8.1.4 Discussion regarding mechanical behavior in the M/B-H plane

The calibration of the presented model is done with finite elements. The potential surface is

calibrated with curve-fitting with the macro-model. From Figure 6.8 it is apparent that there is

uplift behavior from Plaxis for one of the load-combinations, while for the macro-model and

prototype-foundation it is not. When calibrating it was clear that the potential surface could be

altered to accommodate for uplift for this load-combination with the macro-model. However,

this would have meant worse fit for the other load-combinations and a compromise was made:

the model did not reproduce the uplift-behavior as Plaxis did for this load-combination. The

prototype-test does not show any uplift either, and the compromise seems reasonable. The

potential parameters chosen gave overall reasonable results.

The comparison between results from the FEA, the macro-model and the prototype-testing

is done in Figure 8.4. When the load-combination is within the yield surface the soil acts elastic.

Clearly, the elastic stiffness is too high as can be seen from both the M/B-w, H-u and M/B-Bθ

diagrams shown in Figure 8.4. This can be due to either the dimensionless diagonal terms in

the elastic stiffness-matrix being too large, or the elastic shear modulus G being too large. The

dimensionless diagonal terms are totally general for the geometry given (the major side of the

foundation being twice as long as the shorter). The stiffness terms are described thoroughly in

the literature, and Table 6.1 shows that 4 authors virtually obtain the same stiffnesses.

The stiff behavior is therefore attributed to the shear modulus G. It is reasoned in Section

6.3 that a representative stress level of the shear modulus is approximately 8kPa. The chosen

shear modulus is suggested by assuming that the initial stiffness E0 at 20 kPa confining stress is

the same at a lower stress. A questionable assumption, in retrospect. The initial stiffness from

this test suggest 22MPa, and by assuming a Poisson’ ratio of 1/3, the shear modulus becomes

8.3MPa. Unfortunately, it was realized that the shear modulus was too stiff too late for it to be

changed in the analysis. Moreover, a change in the shear modulus will also have consequences

for the hardening law due to the way the plastic increments are extracted(d v p = d v tot −d v e ).

When the soil acts plastic the kinematic behavior seems reasonable. Uplift behavior is ac-
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counted for at M/B-values at approximately 0.25V. This was emphasized in Section 6.5 to be

important.

The potential surface and hardening law are governing the evolution of plastic behavior.

Seven parameters are defining the shape of the plastic surface. It could be argued that the

curve-fitting procedure for calibrating the potential surface is somewhat questionable. How-

ever, calibrating it analytically is no easy task. Furthermore, the basis of such an analysis would

be to extract the increments from Plaxis. These would need to be compared with the analytically

obtained plastic increments, which in turn are dependent on the potential surface.

At material yield and evolution of plastic displacement the consistency condition ensures

that dF=0. Thus, the point (V, M/B, H) stays on the yield surface during plastic yielding. A short

derivation of the analytic expression for such an increment is given:

dF = ∂F

∂S
·dS+ ∂F

∂V0
·dV0 = 0 (8.1)

dF = ∂F

∂S
·D ·dve + ∂F

∂V0
· ∂V0

∂κ
· ∂κ
∂Up

· ∂Up

∂vp
·dvp = 0 (8.2)

dF = ∂F

∂S
·D · [dv−dvp]+ ∂F

∂V0
· ∂V0

∂κ
· ∂κ
∂Up

· ∂Up

∂vp
· ∂Q

∂S
·dλ= 0 (8.3)

which leads to the scalar dλ being:

dλ=
∂F
∂S ·D ·dv

∂F
∂S ·D∂Q

∂S − ∂F
∂V0

· ∂V0
∂κ · ∂κ

∂Up
· ∂Up

∂vp · ∂Q
∂S

(8.4)

The flow rule requires that the plastic increment is the following:

d v p = dλ · ∂Q

∂S
(8.5)

Hence, all the ingredients for determining the plastic increment are in place. The plastic

increments from the FEA are compared with those obtained analytically, whose values should

not deviate much from one another. The introduction of an algorithm minimizing the error

between the extracted plastic increments from the FEA and the analytically obtained plastic

increments could lead to more well-suited potential parameters than the ones chosen in this

thesis. A limited amount of time led this option not to be considered further. However, the

plastic soil behavior is reproduced adequately.
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Figure 8.4: Comparison between FEA, macro-model and prototype-tests at V=2kN



CHAPTER 8. SUMMARY 75

8.1.5 Discussion regarding the hardening law

If the shear modulus is changed, consequently the hardening law-parameters are changed as

well. The plastic increments extracted from the FEA are dependent on the chosen shear modu-

lus, as can be seen in Equation 6.1. Thence, the development of the combined plastic displace-

ment Up is changed. If the shear modulus is reduced, then the elastic incremental displacement

are larger, and thus the plastic incremental displacements are smaller. Therefore, the develop-

ment of the combined plastic displacement would evolve slower.

The chosen hardening law relation is bi-linear on the basis of the idealized plastic combined

displacement extracted from the FEA. However, as pointed out earlier the trend is highly depen-

dent on load-combination. The trend might be bi-linear for H/(M/B)-ratios close to 1, but when

this ratio increases, i.e. when the horizontal load becomes more dominant the observed trend

becomes less linear. This is apparent exemplified in the figure below. The figure to the left have

a ratio H/(M/B) of 1.15, while the one to the right 6.6.
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Figure 8.5: State parameter vs combined plastic displacement for two load-combinations

It could therefore be convenient to introduce a different hardening-relationship if load-combinations

with H/(M/B)-ratios far from 1 are important. One such example could be a hyperbolic harden-

ing relation.

8.1.6 Discussion regarding triaxial results

HS-parameters are found on the basis of two triaxial tests relatively close in confining stress-

range, i.e. 20 and 30 kPa. These results compare very well. However, for FEAs with lower stress

ranges, the corresponding stiffnesses are extrapolated from triaxial results with higher confining

stress. The figure shown below is a typical test in the M/B-H plane for a constant vertical load

of 2kN. The average minimum principal stresses are approximately 14kPa. For a vertical loading
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of 1kN the average minimum principal stresses are lower. Ideally, tests with lower confining

stresses should have been done.

Figure 8.6: Typical load-combination and the development of stress. M/B-H plane with con-
stant vertial load of 2kN

8.1.7 Discussion regarding up-scaling procedure

The only geometry investigated within this thesis is a rectangular foundation with lengths 0.4

and 0.2 m. The soil is described within Chapter 4. If the studied model is to be coupled with

a structure-analysis an up-scaling procedure must follow. The constitutive relationship pre-

sented herein is related to two different categories of parameters: the geometry and the soil-

stratification. The constitutive relationship is however totally general, and can be adapted to fit

different geometries and soil-profiles.

The macro-model framework presented within this thesis can therefore be adopted for any

kind of large shallow foundations with rigid behavior with respect to the soil. In essence, that

would mean most large shallow foundation, e.g. GBS-foundations anchoring suspension bridge

cable.

Important characteristics regarding the mechanical behavior is investigated in the test-chamber.

Scale-effects, if any, can be studied with large-scale testing, or centrifuge swipe testing, as ar-

gued by Gottardi and Govoni (1995).



CHAPTER 8. SUMMARY 77

8.2 Summary

The performance of a presented macro-model is studied. The model is calibrated with finite

elements and validated with prototype tests. Index- and triaxial tests are conducted to get rep-

resentative parameters for the Hardening Soil-model, which is used for calibration in Plaxis.

It is emphasized that the model’s ability to reproduce the mechanical behavior is impor-

tant, especially its ability to reproduce uplift behavior for large moments. Comparison with

prototype-testing for similar load-combinations show that the macro-model is able account for

uplift.

The model and its theoretical formulation seems well-suited for large foundations subject to

eccentric forces. The overall reproduction of the mechanical behavior seems satisfactory for the

small-scale foundation investigated, although some modifications are suggested. The elastic

stiffness is somewhat high (attributed to a high shear modulus), and the capacity in the M/B-H

plane is slightly underestimated.

Application at Bjørnafjorden, and inclusion of the macro-element in the structural analysis

can be done. Moreover, the macro-model framework presented herein is general, and can thus

be adapted to other geometries and soil-profiles.

8.3 Recommendations for further work

8.3.1 Updated shear modulus

Comparison with the prototype-tests show that the behavior in the elastic regime is generally

too stiff, due to the shear modulus. The issue of determining a better suited shear modulus can

be approached through FEA and the ”unit-load method”.

By doing an elastic analysis in Plaxis 3D, and impose unit displacements to the foundation

associated with the three stiffness terms, the reactions can be extracted. The reactions should

equalize the terms on the right side of the equation stated below. This must necessarily be an

iterative process. The first iteration is suggested as the following.

A new value of G is suggested, through the stress-dependent stiffness analogy of the Hard-

ening Soil-model. The E50 is assumed to be a representative elastic Young’s modulus. The E50-

value is dependent on theσ
′
3 -stress, and a K

′
0 of 0.36 (K nc

0 = 1−si nφ) is assumed. The minimum

principal stress is assumed to be approximately 8kPa as argued in Section 6.3

Therefore, E50 = E r e f
50 (8kPa/100kPa)0.4 = 10MPa and in turn the new suggested G is G50 =

E50/2(1+0.33) which is 3.8 MPa.
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When the terms on the right and left side of the equation are practically equal, the G chosen

for the elastic soil stratum is chosen as the shear-modulus of the macro-model.


dV

d M/0.4m

d H

=G ·0.4m


2.56 0 0

0 0.47 0

0 0 1.96




d w e

0.4m ·dθe

due

 (8.6)

8.3.2 Further model-validation

As pointed out earlier there has been done test at vertical loads, approximately 15 % of max-

imum vertical bearing capacity. More tests to further validate the macro-model and to inves-

tigate if it performs well also for vertical loads closer to vertical capacity would be interesting.

There are two alternatives, either a higher vertical force is applied by e.g. a hydraulic jack, or

the area of the foundation is decreased. The maximum vertical capacity of the presented test-

facility is 2.5 kN. However, for the tests to be comparable the same relationship between the

major and minor side of the rectangular foundation must be kept constant, i.e. 2. Generally, the

geometry can be different, but for comparison with the tests done it is convenient to keep the

same foundation shape.

The bearing capacity of Brinch-Hansen suggests that a foundation-geometry with lengths of

7.5cm and 15cm the maximum vertical capacity is approximately 50kPa. The maximum possi-

ble stress induced in the sand-bin is then 220kPa, and the soil can thence be driven to vertical

failure. More geometries tested means a better understanding of the capacity. Centrifuge and

large-scale tests would also increase the understanding of potential scale-effects.

Throughout this thesis all diagrams have referred to loads in either N or kN. When a different

foundation-geometry is tested it is more convenient to normalize all loads, e.g. by dividing all

loads by the maximum vertical capacity for the specific foundation geometries.

8.3.3 Extension of the model

For a suspension bridge with large cable forces a macro-model with three degrees of freedom

is herein deemed sufficient. However, the model can be extended to account for loads acting

whichever direction, thus extending the degrees of freedom to six (the corresponding forces are

Hx, Mx, Hy, My, V and Mz). One example is Cassidy and Martin (2004), who presented a macro-

model describing a jack-up foundation with general static loading in the six-dimensional space.

In rough sea, cyclic behavior is expected and can cause both a strength reduction in the soil

and hysteretic behavior. The presented macro-model only accounts for static loads. However,
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an extension can be made to account for dynamic loading as well. The formulation presented

herein would then probably need to be significantly altered, but this is possible.





Appendix A

Complementary model sand-information

In this appendix, the specific values obtained during the sand-investigation are given.

A.1 Tables

A.1.1 Grain density

mdr y [g ] mpycno[g ] mpycno+sample [g ] ρs[g /cm3] γs[kN /m3]
27.84 150.64 168.26 2.724 26.723
26.56 148.993 165.36 2.606 25.62
34.66 148.938 170.23 2.593 25.435

Table A.1: Grain density results from pycnometer

A.1.2 Maximum porosity

dry mass [g] height [cm] γdr y [kN /m3] porosity [%]

670.47 7.7 13.886 46.43

667.49 7.7 13.824 46.64

611.65 7.0 13.934 46.21

Table A.2: Maximum porosity results
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A.1.3 Minimum porosity

dry mass [g] height [cm] γdr y [kN /m3] porosity [%]

1176 8.75 16.716 35.48

1148 8.55 16.771 35.26

1272 9.475 16.768 35.27

Table A.3: Minimum porosity results

A.1.4 In-situ density

dry mass [g] volume [cm3] γdr y [kN /m3] porosity [%]

2544.6 1602.37 15.579 39.87

2531.7 1572.70 15.791 39.04

1625.8 1005.37 15.836 38.77

Table A.4: In-situ density and porosity tests

A.1.5 porosity vs. tanφ

σ
′
3 [kPa] Porosity [%] Relative density [%] tanφ[−]

20 39.1 66.7 0.83

30 39.9 59.1 0.83

40 38.4 72.8 0.8

Table A.5: General overview of triaxial tests done, assuming zero attraction
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