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Figure 3.36. Photos of pneumatic tire for current test roller configuration 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3.37. Deformed shape of simulated test roller tire 
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3.3.4 Pneumatic Tire Rolling 
 
The numerical simulation used for pneumatic tire rolling is a straightforward extension of the 
previous cases. The reference configuration for rigid wheel rolling (Fig. 3.28) was used, with the 
rigid wheel replaced by the pneumatic tire described in Section 3.3.3.  For a wheel mesh twice as 
fine as the soil, approximately 2,500 elements were needed, where naturally one half of the 
wheel was modeled rather than one quarter. 

The rolling process was simulated as described in Section 3.3.2, with an added inflation step 
(discussed in Section 3.3.3) preceding application of the vertical wheel force. Since the analysis 
is dynamic and the simulated tire behaves elastically, the tire tended to “bounce” when loaded on 
the stiff soil region. Bouncing is most readily avoided by positioning the tire such that it nearly 
comes into contact with the soil after inflation. However, the geometry of the inflated pneumatic 
tire depends on the tire’s initial dimensions, elastic properties, and inflation pressure. An analysis 
to determine the inflated dimensions of the wheel, which requires very little time relative to the 
overall computation time for pneumatic tire rolling, should be performed ahead of time when the 
tire configuration is changed. Note that this issue is not a concern for the indentation simulations, 
which are displacement-controlled, or the case of rigid wheel rolling, in which the wheel has 
fixed dimensions and stores no energy. 

Fig. 3.38 shows example output from a simulation of pneumatic tire rolling. Wheel 
displacements and forces may be extracted from the simulation output, as in Figs. 3.31-3.32, 
noting that sinkage and vertical hub displacement (or axle displacement) are two separate 
variables.  
 
 
 

 

 
 

Figure 3.38. Soil deformation near wheel from simulation of pneumatic tire rolling 
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3.4 Soil Layering 
 
In road construction, soil thickness and layering are important factors. An arbitrary number of 
distinct layers with differing properties may be easily incorporated into the numerical simulation, 
and such simulations are described further in Chapter 4. Layering is not as readily addressed in 
the analytic method, although there is a body of literature on the effect of layering on the bearing 
capacity of shallow foundations that can be employed to approximate layering effects for a wheel 
operating on soil. 

In this section, analytic formulas for predicting the influence depth of a test roller are 
derived. Influence depth is considered to be the depth at which a strong or weak underlying layer 
begins to influence sinkage of a test roller. The concepts employed in obtaining the formulas are 
closely related to the approximate analytic technique presented in Section 3.2. Only the case of a 
rolling, rigid wheel is considered (using the inclined footing approach of Section 3.2.2.2), 
although implementation for other cases is straightforward. 

Das (1995) summarizes work by Meyerhof (1974) and Meyerhof and Hanna (1978) 
regarding the bearing capacity of shallow foundations on layered soils. The formulas in Das 
pertain to a rectangular footing with vertical loading, though it is postulated that they may be 
used to arrive at an approximation of the influence depth of a rolling wheel in much the same 
way as considered in Section 3.2. Section 3.4.1 pertains to the case of dense sand over weak clay, 
Section 3.4.2 is for strong clay over weak clay, and Section 3.4.3 addresses the generic case of a 
weak layer overlying strong material.  
 

3.4.1 Dense Sand over Weak Clay 
 
For a dense sand with material properties φ1 > 0 and c1 = 0 overlying a weak clay with φ2 = 0 and 
c2 > 0, bearing capacity qu may be computed as (Das 1995) 
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where B, L, and D are the foundation parameters previously defined, H is the thickness of the 
sand layer, γ1 is the unit weight of the sand layer, and Nq1 and Nγ1 are the bearing capacity factors 
computed as 
 

1tan2 1
1 tan

4 2qN eπ φφπ⎛ ⎞= +⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

  (3.75) 

 
( )1 12 1 tanqN Nγ φ= +   (3.76) 

 
The factor Ks depends on φ and the ratio δ = (10.28c2)/(γ1BNγ1) as shown in Fig. 3.39 
(reproduced from Das 1995). An expression for Ks could not be found, so interpolation must be 
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used in conjunction with the data given in the figure. As the equivalent foundation parameters B, 
L, and D pertain to test rolling using the analytic method (see Section 3.2.2.2), they are taken for 
a rolling, rigid wheel as 
 

for ; for
B bB ds ds b ds b

L b L ds

=⎫ ⎫= ⎪ ⎪≤ >⎬ ⎬
= =⎪ ⎪⎭ ⎭

 (3.77) 

 
1
6

D sη=   (3.78) 

 
The left-hand side of the inequality in Eq. (3.74) is for the situation in which the failed soil 

extends into the underlying clay layer. The right-hand side applies to the case when failure 
occurs only in the sand layer (and the presence of the weak layer has no effect on bearing 
capacity). Of interest in test rolling is the depth H at which the weak layer will begin to influence 
bearing capacity. This depth may be determined by setting the left-hand side of the inequality in 
Eq. (3.74) equal to the right-hand side and solving for H.  It is straightforward to find an explicit 
solution of the form H = fsand(φ1,γ1,c2,b,d,s) using the quadratic formula, although the resulting 
expression is rather cumbersome. The formula is not given here but can be found in Appendix A. 

The wheel force QV does not appear at first glance to enter the formulas for H, since H is 
related only to the soil properties, wheel geometry, and s. The sinkage s, however, is related to 
QV. Section 3.2 was dedicated to finding this relationship for a homogeneous soil. Using this 
relation (e.g., Eqs. (3.56) and (3.57) for the inclined footing method), influence depth may be 
plotted as a function of QV rather than s, accepting that there is some discrepancy arising because 
the formulas for H disregard the effects of inclined loading. The end result is a plot like Fig 3.40, 
which shows, as a function of QV, the depth H at which a soft clay layer will begin to influence 
test roller sinkage. Viewed in this way, it is natural to think of H as an influence depth, which is 
the terminology used throughout this report. 

When the sinkage is small (Fig 3.40), the formula predicts that the weak underlying layer 
must be very close to the surface to have an effect. As the sinkage becomes larger the footprint 
of the wheel becomes larger, the extent of failed soil increases, and the depth at which the weak 
layer has an effect consequently grows. 

3.4.2 Strong Clay over Weak Clay 
 
For the case of a strong clay layer (φ1 = 0 and c1 > 0) overlying a weak clay (φ2 = 0 and c2 > 0), 
Das (1995) gives the following 
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Figure 3.39. Variation of Ks with φ1 for various δ = (10.28c2)/(γ1BNγ1) according to Das (1995) 

 

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

Q
V
/γ

1
d3

H
/d

b/d = 0.1
b/d = 0.3
b/d = 0.5

 
Figure 3.40. Influence depth versus wheel force for dense sand over weak clay and rolling, rigid 

wheel (φ1 = 45º, c2/γ1d = 0.5) 
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where ca depends on c2/c1 as shown in Fig. 3.41. No expression for ca could be found, so a 
regression analysis was performed to obtain the following: 
 

3 2

2 2 2
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0.321 1.023 1.08 0.621ac c c c
c c c c
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 (3.80) 

 
As with the previous case of sand overlying clay (Section 3.4.1), an expression for H may be 
obtained by setting the left-hand side of the inequality in Eq. (3.79) equal to the right-hand side 
and solving. The equivalent foundation parameters B, L, and D are again taken as in Eqs. (3.77) 
and (3.78). The resulting formula has the form H = fclay(c1,c2,b,d,s). The resulting formula is 
given in Appendix A. 

As discussed in Section 3.4.1, H can ultimately be plotted versus QV by using the QV-s 
relationships from Section 3.2 (e.g., Eqs. (3.56) and (3.57) for the inclined footing method). An 
example of the resulting H-QV relationship is shown in Fig. 3.42. In the figure, QV is normalized 
by c1d2 rather than γ1d3, since γ1 vanishes in the formula for H. Comparison between Figs. 3.40 
and 3.42 reveals that that the depth of influence H for the case of strong clay over weak clay is 
generally less (roughly one half) than in the case of the sand over weak clay (except for very 
small s). 
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Figure 3.41. Variation of ca/c1 with c2/c1 for strong clay over weak clay (Das 1995) 
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Figure 3.42. Influence depth versus wheel force for strong clay over weak clay and rolling, rigid 

wheel (c1/ c2 = 15) 
 
 
 

3.4.3 Weak Soil over Strong Soil 
 
Eqs. (3.74) and (3.79) in the previous sections pertain to a strong layer overlying a weak layer. 
Meyerhof and Hanna (1978) also considered the case of a weak layer over a strong layer, 
however, the empirical nature of their work prohibits quantitative analysis for evaluating H in 
this case. According to Meyerhof and Hanna, H/B for weak soil over strong soil ranges from 1 
for a clay to 2 for a sand with strip footings (B/L small). For circular footings (B = L), H/B is 
about 1 for all soil types. Since the footprint of a typical wheel at operating values of s is closer 
to a square (B = L) than a thin rectangle, H/B = 1 is likely a fair approximation. The influence 
depth H is then simply the foundation width B, given for a rolling rigid wheel by Eq. (3.77). 

Employing the QV-s relationships from Section 3.2 (e.g., Eqs. (3.56) and (3.57)), plots of H 
versus QV may be obtained. In Fig. 3.43, the H-QV relationship is shown for a sand layer that is 
relatively weaker than the underlying layer of sand or clay. Fig. 3.44 is an example for clay that 
is weak relative to the underlying layer of sand or clay. The influence depth for the case of a 
weak layer over strong material is considerably less than in the case of a strong layer over a weak 
layer (Sections 3.4.1 and 3.4.2). 
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Figure 3.43. Influence depth versus wheel force for relatively weak sand (φ1= 45º, c1 = 0) 

overlying strong layer of sand or clay (rolling, rigid wheel) 
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Figure 3.44. Influence depth versus wheel force for relatively weak clay (φ1 = 0, c1/γ1d = 7.5) 

overlying strong layer of sand or clay (rolling, rigid wheel) 
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3.5 Remarks on Theoretical Models 
 
In this chapter, analytic and numerical models for indentation and rolling of both rigid and 
flexible wheels were developed. The analytic method provides highly-desirable, closed-form 
predictions of wheel sinkage under loading but requires several simplifying approximations. The 
numerical simulation can accommodate many factors without the need for introducing the same 
approximations made in the analytic method, though the simulations are time-consuming and can 
only give case-wise results. 

The analytic method is based on ultimate bearing capacity theory for shallow foundations, 
which itself possesses inaccuracies. In particular, appropriate forms for the shape, depth, and 
inclination factors, as well as the bearing capacity factor Nγ, are still a source of controversy. The 
factors used in design of foundations often tend to conservatively underestimate bearing 
capacity. It follows that further improvements to bearing capacity theory can be directly 
implemented in the context of the analytic method to refine the predictions. 

In the analytic method, the theoretical expression derived for the equivalent footing depth D 
was (Section 3.2.1.1) 
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where η is given as a function of φ: 
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In relation to a wheel operating on soil, D is essentially accounts for resistance added by material 
displaced by the wheel and to some extent changes in the nature of the failure mechanism. Based 
on comparison with experimental data and numerical simulations (discussed in Chapter 7), the 
theoretical expression (3.81) appears to underestimate the added resistance of displaced material. 
This is particularly true for sands, where the assumption of associativity on which Eqs. (3.81) 
and (3.82) were derived leads to very small D. In the analytic formulas, D plays a minor role for 
cohesive materials (φ = 0). 

A reasonable correction to Eqs. (3.81) that is justified by the numerical simulations and 
experimental results is simply to replace η with a fixed constant. In the case of sand, taking η as 
a constant is akin to saying that the material is completely non-associated (ψ = 0), which is 
closer to reality for most sands. Comparison between predictions using the analytic method and 
results from experiments and numerical simulations revealed that η = 6 is an apt choice for η. 
The resulting formula for D , the modified equivalent foundation depth, is simple and 
reasonable: 
 
D s=   (3.83) 
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This modification to the analytic method can be regarded as a “fine tuning” of the model to 
obtain a quantitative agreement with experiments. The overall trends in the predictions 
(discussed in Chapter 4) are not affected by D. The plots pertaining to the analytic method in 
Chapter 4, Appendix H, and Appendix I were generated using D as in Eqs. (3.81) and (3.82). The 
plots in Chapter 7 are with D  as in Eq. (3.83). 
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Chapter 4 
 
 
Parametric Study 
 
 
In this chapter, parametric study is performed on the theoretical models developed in Chapter 3 
to understand the effects of soil mechanical properties, wheel load, wheel geometry, soil 
layering, and other effects on the wheel penetration of a test roller. As in Chapter 3, both 
indentation and steady-state rolling processes were investigated, as the former may have 
applicability in the initial stages of soil failure and is used for extension and comparison to the 
rolling case. 

A rigid, right-cylindrical wheel was considered in the parametric analysis, although the 
theoretical models were developed to accommodate wheel flexibility. A rigid (or nearly rigid) 
wheel is the preferred wheel type for test rolling, and it is believed that one of the foremost 
improvements to the current Mn/DOT test roller (Minnesota 2000) will be to change from a 
pneumatic tire to a rigid wheel. Wheel flexibility adds tremendous difficulty to the analysis and 
only obscures field measurements. 

Two separate approaches to modeling the test rolling problem were presented in Chapter 
3: an analytic method and numerical simulations using the finite element code ABAQUS. 
Section 4.1 discusses the parameters which enter into the two formulations. In Section 4.2, 
important implications of the theoretical models are discussed. In Sections 4.3 and 4.4, the 
effects of the various parameters in the theoretical models are discussed in detail. Some 
comparison between results obtained with the analytic method and the numerical simulations is 
also given in Section 4.5. A short summary of findings from the parametric analysis and 
additional comments are in Section 4.6. 
 
4.1 Model Parameters 
 
4.1.1 Analytic Method 
 
The analytic method developed in Chapter 3 has the following form, considering a rigid wheel: 
 

( ), , , , ,Vs F Q c b dφ γ=   (4.1) 

 

where QV is the vertical component of wheel force (wheel weight), φ is the Mohr-Coulomb angle 
of internal friction, c is Mohr-Coulomb cohesion, γ is soil unit weight, b is wheel width, and d is 
wheel diameter. The particular function F in (4.1) is different for the indentation and rolling 
processes. A dimensionless form for Eq. (4.1) that was used in Chapter 3 is 
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d d d d
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γ γ

⎛ ⎞
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⎝ ⎠
  (4.2) 

 
The dimensionless variables in (4.2) are used where appropriate throughout this section. The 
total number of parameters is reduced from 7 in the dimensional form to 5 in the dimensionless 
form. With fewer variables to consider, the parametric analysis is simpler in terms of the 
dimensionless variables. 

The dimensionless variables are significant in terms of how the test rolling problems scales. 
Consider, for example, the following two test rolling scenarios: 

 
1. QV = 68 kN (7.6 tons), d = 1.5 m (60 in.), and b = 0.45 m (18 in.) operating on a soil with 

φ = 10º, c = 60 kPa (8.7 psi), and γ = 20 kN/m3 (127 pcf) 
2. QV = 11 kN (1.2 tons), d = 0.9 m (36 in.), and b = 0.3 m (12 in.) operating on a soil with φ 

= 10º, c = 27 kPa (4 psi), and γ = 15 kN/m3 (95 pcf) 
 

Using Eqs. (3.56) and (3.57) for rigid wheel rolling, s = 55 mm (2.2 in.) for the first test roller 
and s = 33 mm (1.3 in.) for the second test roller. These two seemingly dissimilar problems can 
be reduced to a single set of dimensionless variables: s/d = 0.036, QV/γd3 = 1, γ = 30º, c/γd = 2, 
and b/d = 0.3. Specifying all the dimensional variables separately is therefore unnecessary. The 
dimensionless parameters, sometimes called similarity variables, contain the core information of 
the problem and do not dependent on a choice for units of measurement.  

Only the inclined footing approach to the rolling problem (Section 3.2.2.2) was used in the 
parametric study, as it is believed to more correctly reflect the physics of the rolling wheel 
problem and ultimately provides better agreement with results from experiments and numerical 
simulation. 
 
4.1.2 Numerical Simulations 
 
As a result of the material models and soil-wheel interface properties used in the numerical 
simulations (see Sections 3.1 and 3.3), the results of the numerical simulations for a rigid wheel 
have the following form: 
 

( ), , , , , , , ,V DP DP s ss F Q c E b dφ ν γ μ=   (4.3) 

 

where φDP is the Drucker-Prager angle of internal friction, cDP is the Drucker-Prager cohesion, Es 
is the soil Young’s modulus, νs is the soil Poisson’s ratio, and μ is the coefficient of friction at 
the soil-wheel interface. As discussed in Section 3.3, a non-zero fillet radius rf (not included in 
Eq. (4.3)) is also required in the numerical simulations, which was assumed to be rf ≈ b/12. 

Reducing Eq. (4.3) to a dimensionless form similar to the one considered for the analytic 
emthod (Section 4.1.1) gives 
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The parameters in (4.4) are used throughout the remainder of the report for the numerical 
simulations. 

While the analytic approach gives results for any combination of φ and c, the numerical 
simulations cannot be used to predict behavior for purely frictional soils with cDP = 0 due to 
computational instabilities that result in the plasticity reduction algorithm. The cohesion cDP in 
the parametric study was therefore restricted to values greater than zero. 

 

4.1.3 Typical Values 
 
This section summarizes the range of values of the critical variables entering into the theoretical 
models. Table 4.1 gives the tire size specified for the current Mn/DOT test roller (Minnesota 
2000), as well as some other typical tire sizes. Tables 4.2 and 4.3 give values of c and φ for 
naturally occurring cohesive (φ = 0) and frictional soils (c = 0), respectively. Table 4.4 
summarizes strength data obtained through triaxial compression tests by Swenson et al. (2006) 
for several fine-grained soils with moisture contents and densities typically encountered in road 
construction. Table 4.5 summarizes strength data acquired from triaxial compression tests by 
Davich et al. (2004) for several granular soils containing fine particles (2% to 21% by mass). 
Table 4.6 gives typical values of Es from Das (1995). 

The data collected by Davich et al. was also for moisture contents and densities 
representative of values occurring in the field. The parameters φ and c obtained by Swenson et 
al. and Davich et al. were based on a limited quantity of data, as the focus of these studies was on 
soil resilient modulus and not soil strength. In some cases, only two triaxial compression tests 
were conducted to estimate both φ and c (the minimum number of tests required), and the 
accuracy of the values is somewhat questionable as a result. Nevertheless, the data is helpful in 
indicating the range of φ and c. 

Based on the data listed in Tables 4.2-4.6 and personal communication with the Mn/DOT 
Office of Materials, the values shown in Table 4.7 were considered as the basis for parametric 
study. 
 
 
 

 
Table 4.1. Typical tire sizes 

wheel type width, b (m) diameter, d (m) 
current Mn/DOT test roller ~ 0.5 ~ 1.5 

light truck 0.25 0.8 
commercial truck 0.3 1.1 

articulated and rigid hauling trucks 0.7 2.2 
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Table 4.2. Consistency and c for naturally occurring cohesive soils with φ = 0 (Das 1983) 

consistency c (kPa) 
very soft 0 to 12 

soft 12 to 24 
medium 24 to 48 

stiff 48 to 96 
very stiff 96 to 192 

hard > 192 
 
 

Table 4.3. Typical values of φ for naturally occurring frictional soils with c = 0 (Das 1983) 

type of soil φ (deg) 
sand: round grains  

loose 28 to 30 
medium 30 to 35 
dense 35 to 38 

sand: angular grains  
loose 30 to 35 

medium 35 to 40 
dense 40 to 45 

sandy gravel 34 to 48 
 
 

Table 4.4. Statistics on φ and c from fine-grained soils tested by Swenson et al. (2006) 

 φ (deg) c (kPa) 
minimum 18 23 
maximum 57 212 

mean 36 100 
 

 

Table 4.5. Statistics on φ and c from sands (with fine particles) tested by Davich et al. (2004) 

 φ (deg) c (kPa) 
minimum 39 0 
maximum 60 56 

mean 49 20 
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Table 4.6. Range of Young’s modulus from Das (1995). 

Es (MPa) material min max 
loose sand 10 24 
dense sand 34 55 
silty sand 10 17 
soft clay 4 21 
stiff clay 41 97 

 
 

Table 4.7. Range of material parameters considered as basis for parametric study 

c (kPa) φ (deg) E (MPa) 
soil type 

min typical max min typical max min typical max 

cohesive 20 100 200 0 30 50 15 50 125 

granular 0 20 50 30 45 60 20 55 130 

 
 
 
 
4.2 General Aspects of Theoretical Models 
 
In Chapter 3, emphasis was placed on obtaining force-sinkage relationships for given wheel 
geometry and soil properties. Example force-sinkage predictions using the analytic method for 
indention are shown in Fig. 4.1. It was natural in Chapter 3 to plot QV versus s since the derived 
formulas give QV as an explicit function of s, and s cannot be written explicitly in terms of the 
other variables. However, s is the primary variable of interest in test rolling. For this reason, s is 
usually plotted versus QV where the force-sinkage relationship is discussed in this chapter. 

Furthermore, wheel force is fixed during test rolling (according to the weight of the test 
roller), such that the force-sinkage relationship as such is usually not of particular interest. Of 
interest in test rolling is the relationship between soil properties and sinkage for a given wheel 
force. This relationship is also embedded in the analytic method, and plots such as Fig. 4.2 that 
show sinkage as a function of soil properties may be easily obtained. Note that the corresponding 
points in Figs. 4.1 and 4.2 have been marked as asterisks to illustrate the connection between the 
data in the plots. A tremendous advantage of the analytic method over the numerical simulations 
is that plots such as Fig. 4.2 can be readily generated for an arbitrary set of parameters. A 
numerical simulation is capable of giving only a single point in a plot like Fig. 4.2, because soil 
properties are necessarily fixed in each simulation. 

For illustrative purposes, the data in Fig. 4.2 is reproduced in Fig. 4.3 except given in terms 
of the dimensionless parameters discussed in Section 3.1. Examination reveals that the same 
information is contained in the two figures. 
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Figure 4.1. Force versus sinkage using analytic method for indentation 

(d = 1.52 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3) 
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Figure 4.2. Sinkage versus soil properties using analytic method for indentation 

(QV = 133 kN, d = 1.52 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3) 
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Figure 4.3. Dimensionless sinkage versus soil properties using analytic method for indentation 

(QV /γd3 = 1.88 and b/d = 0.3) 
 
 
 

A numerical simulation of indentation gives a nearly continuous force-sinkage relationship 
such as those in Fig. 4.1. For rolling, two different types of numerical simulation were employed, 
as described in Section 3.3.2. In the first type, a constant value of QV was applied to the wheel, 
and the wheel rolled from a stiff region of soil into a soft region. An end result of this first type 
of simulation is a single value of steady-state s corresponding to the specified QV. In the second 
type of simulation, the wheel was displaced into the soil at a specified rate in order to obtain a 
complete QV-s history. This second type of simulation was used extensively in the parametric 
study to facilitate extraction of more information from the simulations.  

To conveniently present and manipulate the results of the numerical simulations, the force-
sinkage data from each simulation was fitted with a curve of the form 

 
2 3

1 2 3 43
VQ s s s s

d d d d d
κ κ κ κ

γ
⎛ ⎞ ⎛ ⎞= + + +⎜ ⎟ ⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠ ⎝ ⎠

  (4.5) 

where κ1, κ2, κ3, and κ4 are constants determined from least-squares fitting. The form (4.5) could 
accurately capture the results from the numerical simulations for both indentation and rolling. 
Figs. 4.4-4.6 show the data obtained from numerical simulation and the corresponding curve fit 
for several different cases. 
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Figure 4.4. Force-sinkage output from simulation of indentation on cohesive soil 

(b/d = 0.3, φDP = 0, cDP/γd = 3.3, E/γd = 1300, ν = 0.35, μ = 0.8) 
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Figure 4.5. Force-sinkage output from numerical simulation of indentation on frictional soil 

(b/d = 0.3, φDP = 55.2º, cDP/γd = 0.98, E/γd = 1300, ν = 0.35, μ = 0.8) 



 81  

0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

s/d

Q
V
/γ

d3

ABAQUS
curve fit

 
Figure 4.6. Example force-sinkage output from numerical simulation of rolling on frictional soil 

(b/d = 0.3, φDP = 27.5º, cDP/γd = 12.8, E/γd = 1300, ν = 0.35, μ = 0.8) 
 
 

4.3 Effect of Parameters: Analytic Method 
 
4.3.1 Indentation 
 
Fig. 4.7 shows the relationship between s and soil properties for QV /γd3 = 1 and b/d = 0.3, as 
predicted using the analytic method for indentation. While the wheel load and wheel geometry 
impact the specific value of the s, the form of the curves in Fig. 4.7 is always essentially the 
same. Namely, the sinkage drops very sharply with increasing c along any of the curves of 
constant φ. In other words, a small addition of cohesion to a soil dominated by friction reduces 
the sinkage tremendously. A small addition of friction to a soil with large cohesion (the right side 
of Fig. 4.7) does not, however, have such a significant impact on the sinkage. 

Notice in Fig. 4.7 how several of the curves of constant φ intercept the y-axis. The intercept 
is the sinkage for a purely fictional soil (c = 0). When φ is large, the pronounced effect of a small 
variation in φ is evident in the figure. For example, the change in s between φ = 35º and φ = 40º 
is Δs/d ≈ 0.06. This is a considerable amount, owing to a mere 5º change in the friction angle. 

In Fig. 4.8, the wheel force is doubled from QV /γd3 = 1 (as in Fig. 4.7) to QV /γd3 = 2. As 
should be expected, the sinkage increases substantially. Twice the wheel force, however, does 
not necessarily result in twice the sinkage. In the analytic method, QV depends (roughly) on the 
square root of the sinkage when φ = 0, such that 2 times the wheel force results in around 4 (22) 
times the sinkage. With c = 0, QV does vary almost linearly with the sinkage, so that 2 times the 
wheel force results in roughly 2 times the sinkage. 
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Fig. 4.9 shows the effect of reducing the wheel width to b/d = 0.1. Again, reducing the wheel 
width by a factor of 3 does not necessarily increase the sinkage by a factor of 3. This can be 
attributed to the fact that the force roughly decreases linearly with a decrease in the width (at 
constant sinkage), and QV varies with the sinkage as mentioned previously (e.g., QV ~ s1/2 for φ = 
0 and QV ~ s for c = 0). 

Fig. 4.10 compares two sets of force-sinkage curves to illustrate the effect of the soil unit 
weight (showing the effect is more difficult in a plot like Fig. 4.7). The curves with the heavy 
lines are computed with a unit weight that is 0.7 times the unit weight used to compute the fine 
lines (e.g., γ = 14 kN/m3 (90 pcf) versus γ = 20 kN/m3 (130 pcf)). The figure shows that there is 
virtually no difference in the force-sinkage relationship for cohesive soils but that the unit weight 
is important for purely frictional materials. This comes as no surprise, since unit weight is 
required for purely frictional materials to have any strength. For frictional materials, the analytic 
method predicts that the wheel force should scale linearly with the unit weight. This is reflected 
in the figure by the curves with c = 0, in which the wheel force is reduced by 70% with the 70% 
reduction in unit weight at a given sinkage.  

In Appendix H, numerous dimensional plots which were generated using the analytic method 
for indentation are shown. In these figures, the dimensional parameters are varied independently 
to lend more physical insight into their effects, since dimensionless parameters are not 
particularly convenient for practical application. 
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Figure 4.7. Sinkage predicted using analytic method for indentation with QV /γd3 = 1 and b/d = 0.3 
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Figure 4.8. Sinkage predicted using analytic method for indentation with QV /γd3 = 2 and b/d = 0.3 
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Figure 4.9. Sinkage predicted using analytic method for indentation with QV /γd3 = 1 and b/d = 0.1 
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Figure 4.10. Effect of unit weight in analytic method for indentation; fine lines are with γ = γo 

and heavy lines are with γ = 0.7γo (b/d = 0.3) 
 
 
 
4.3.2 Rolling 
 
The essential differences between indentation and steady-state rolling are that the contact area is 
reduced (assumed to be half that from the analogous indentation process) and that the total force 
is inclined. Both of these have the effect of increasing sinkage at a given wheel force as 
compared with indentation, with the reduced contact area having a stronger effect than the effect 
of inclining the force. Fig. 4.7 and 4.11 are plotted using the same parameters, where Fig. 4.11 is 
for steady state rolling. The sinkage is significantly larger in Fig. 4.11 due to the reduced contact 
area and inclination of the wheel force, but the trends in the sinkage with respect to φ and c are 
very similar. 

While there are some subtle differences arising between the analytic predictions for 
indentation and rolling, Figs. 4.11-4.13 show the wheel force and wheel width have similar 
effects on steady-state rolling as they do for indentation. Unit weight has the same effect for both 
indentation and rolling, as well.  

As with indentation, numerous dimensional plots generated using the analytic method for 
steady-state rolling are in Appendix I to show the effect of varying the parameters in practical 
terms. 
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Figure 4.11. Sinkage predicted using analytic method for rolling with QV /γd3 = 1 and b/d = 0.3 
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Figure 4.12. Sinkage predicted using analytic method for rolling with QV /γd3 = 2 and b/d = 0.3 
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Figure 4.13. Sinkage predicted using analytic method for rolling with QV /γd3 = 1 and b/d = 0.2 
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4.4 Effect of Parameters: Numerical Simulations 
 
4.4.1 Material Properties 
 
Table 4.8 gives the materials parameters used in the numerical simulations. These parameters 
were chosen based on the range of parameters in Table 4.7. Note that the instance c = 0 could not 
be investigated in the numerical simulations because of issues regarding computational stability. 
Also, the Young’s modulus never exceeded 60 MPa (although the maximum is listed as 130 MPa 
in Table 4.7) because the difference in computational results was found to be negligible for 
larger moduli and computation times are greatly increased with large elastic moduli due to the 
particular solution scheme used. The Mohr-Coulomb strength parameters in Table 4.8 were 
translated into Drucker-Prager strength parameters (cDP and φDP) by matching at a point between 
triaxial compression and extension. 
 
4.4.2 Indentation 
 
Numerical simulations of indentation were performed for 30 different cases to evaluate the effect 
of soil properties, wheel geometry, and soil-wheel interface friction. The parameters used in the 
simulations are tabulated in Appendix B. A table giving the Mohr-Coulomb parameters that 
match the Drucker-Prager parameters in triaxial compression is also included in Appendix B for 
reference. The correlation coefficients determined for each of the cases (according to Eq. (4.5)) 
are in Appendix E. Case numbers 1-12 were run to investigate the effect of the strength 
parameters φDP and cDP (Table 4.8 with E = 40 MPa). Cases 2, 5, 8, 10, and 12 are also used as 
the basis for comparison when varying remaining parameters. In cases 13-27, the interface 
friction, unit weight, and wheel width are varied (the effect of Young’s modulus was investigated 
only in the rolling cases due to computational expense). 
 
 

Table 4.8. Material properties considered in parametric study with numerical simulations 

         c (kPa) 
φ (deg) 0 20 50 100 200 

0   E = 40 MPa E = 15; 40; 
60 MPa E = 40 MPa 

15   E = 40 MPa E = 15; 40; 
60 MPa E = 40 MPa 

30  E = 40 MPa E = 15; 40; 
60 MPa E = 40 MPa  

45  E = 15; 40; 
60 MPa E = 40 MPa   

60  E = 15; 40; 
60 MPa    

 



 88  

Fig. 4.14 shows the results of indentation simulations 1-12 for QV/γd3 = 2. Each simulation 
generated a single curve of force versus sinkage, but the figure, which gives s as a function of 
φDP and cDP for a given wheel weight, is a convenient way of looking at the data (as in Section 
4.3). The figure is the counterpart of Fig. 4.8, which was generated using the analytic method. 
The same trends that appeared in Fig. 4.8 are clearly visible in Fig. 4.14, and similar conclusions 
as were discussed in Section 4.3.1 may be drawn regarding the trends resulting from variations in 
φDP and cDP. 

Fig. 4.15 shows the numerical results at half the wheel force as in Fig. 4.14. As with the 
analytic prediction, the sinkage is significantly less at half the force, and it is clear that this has a 
different effect depending on the material properties. For the material with φDP = 0 and cDP/γd = 
3.3, the sinkage is reduced by a factor of 4 by reducing the wheel force by a factor of 2. For the 
more frictional materials, the sinkage reduces by a factor of 2 when the wheel force is halved. In 
this regard, variation in the wheel force shows a similar effect in the numerical simulations as in 
the analytic method. However, if we look at the cohesive material with φDP = 0 and cDP/γd = 
13.1, the sinkage also reduces by a factor of 2. This is most likely due to elasticity, which has 
some effect at very small s. 

Fig. 4.16 shows the effect of reducing the interface friction coefficient from μ = 0.8 to μ = 
0.4. The figure shows that the decrease in interface friction tends to slightly increase the sinkage 
(0 to 4%), having a greater effect at large sinkage. The minor differences suggest that the 
coefficient of interface friction is a relatively unimportant parameter. 

Fig. 4.17 illustrates that unit weight also has very little influence on the sinkage for a given 
wheel force (0 to 2%). As with the prediction from the analytic method, the unit weight affects 
frictional materials more than cohesive materials (this is more evident when Fig. 4.17 is plotted 
over a larger range of QV/γd3, though such loads are impractically large). The cohesion could not 
be taken small enough in the numerical simulations to see how the unit weight affects a purely 
frictional material (cDP = 0). 

Fig. 4.18 shows the increase in sinkage resulting from a decrease in wheel width (from b/d = 
0.3 to b/d = 0.2). Decreasing the wheel width by a factor of 1.5 causes the sinkage to increase by 
a factor of 1.3 to 1.8 for a given wheel force. Like the analytic predictions, the extent of the 
effect of varying the wheel width depends on the material properties: frictional materials are less 
affected by the wheel width than cohesive materials. 

The effect of Poisson’s ratio is shown in Fig. 4.19. The figures reveal that the Poisson’s ratio 
is not a particularly important parameter, although it does affect the process when the sinkage is 
small and elastic effects are significant. An increase in Poisson’s ratio decreases the sinkage 
slightly, especially at relatively low wheel forces. 

Figs. 4.14-4.19 are reproduced in Appendix J in terms of dimensional parameters for 
convenience. 
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Figure 4.14. Sinkage from numerical simulations of indentation; cases 1-12; QV/γd3 = 2 
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Figure 4.15. Sinkage from numerical simulations of indentation; cases 1-12; QV/γd3 = 1 
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Figure 4.16. Effect of interface friction in numerical simulations of indentation; 

heavy lines are for μ = 0.8 and fine lines are for μ = 0.4 
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Figure 4.17. Effect of unit weight in numerical simulations of indentation; 

heavy lines are for γ = 20 kN/m3 and fine lines are for γ = 14 kN/m3 (γ = 20 kN/m3 used for 
normalization) 
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Figure 4.18. Effect of wheel width in numerical simulations of indentation; 

heavy lines are for b/d = 0.3 and fine lines are for b/d = 0.2 
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Figure 4.19. Effect of Poisson’s ratio in numerical simulations of indentation; cases 28-30  
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4.4.3 Rolling 
 
Numerical simulations of indentation were run for 43 different cases. The parameters used in the 
simulations are tabulated in Appendix C, together with a table giving the Mohr-Coulomb 
parameters that match the Drucker-Prager parameters in triaxial compression. The correlation 
coefficients determined for each of the cases (according to Eq. (4.5)) are in Appendix F. As with 
indention, case numbers 1-12 were run to investigate the effect of the strength parameters φDP 
and cDP. Cases 2, 5, 8, 10, and 12 were used as the basis for comparison when varying remaining 
parameters. In cases 13-43, the Young’s modulus, unit weight, interface friction, wheel width, 
and wheel diameter were varied. 

Fig. 4.20 gives sinkage at QV/γd3 = 2 as determined from the numerical simulations of rolling 
(cases 1-12), exhibiting the same trends as seen previously. The trends are more clearly visible in 
Fig. 4.20 than they perhaps were in Fig. 4.14 for indentation, since more deformation occurs in 
the rolling case under the same vertical wheel force. Fig. 4.21 shows the result of lowering the 
wheel force to QV/γd3 = 1. The same effects as discussed in Section 4.4.2 are evident. 

Fig. 4.22 shows the effect of reducing the Young’s modulus (from 40 MPa to 15 MPa or E/γd 
= 1312 to E/γd = 492). The modulus plays an important roll when the sinkage is small. As the 
wheel force increases and the resulting sinkage increases, the elastic part of the deformation 
becomes, in general, a less significant part of the total deformation. This is particularly apparent 
in the case of the frictionless soil, for which the reduction in the modulus is practically 
unimportant for relatively large sinkage. It is interesting that reducing the modulus appears to 
have a greater effect on more frictional materials. From the reduction in the modulus, the 
maximum change in the sinkage for 0 < QV/γd3 < 2 (0 < QV < 140 kN with γ = 20 kN/m3 and d = 
1.524 m) is about s/d = 0.01 (s = 0.015 m with d = 1.52 m). 

Fig. 4.23 gives the effect of increasing the Young’s modulus by a factor of 1.5 (from 40 MPa 
(5800 psi) to 60 MPa (8700 psi)). This increase in the modulus results in a fairly insignificant 
increase in the sinkage. Elastic effects may be considered unimportant in terms of the overall 
sinkage for practical wheel loads and E/γd τ 1300 (E τ 40 MPa (5800 psi) with γ = 20 kN/m3 
(127 pcf) and d = 1.52 m (60 in.)).  

Figs. 4.24-4.26 show that the unit weight, wheel width, and soil-wheel interface friction have 
very similar effects on sinkage in the rolling process as they did in the case of indentation. The 
wheel width affects the sinkage greatly, while the unit weight and interface friction are fairly 
inconsequential compared to the effects of other parameters. 

Figs. 4.20-4.26 are reproduced in Appendix K in terms of dimensional parameters for 
convenience. 
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Figure 4.20. Sinkage from numerical simulations of rolling; cases 1-12; QV/γd3 = 2 
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Figure 4.21. Sinkage from numerical simulations of rolling; cases 1-12; QV/γd3 = 1 
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Figure 4.22. Effect of low Young’s modulus in numerical simulations of rolling; 

heavy lines are for E/γd = 1312 and fine lines are for E/γd = 492 
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Figure 4.23. Effect of high Young’s modulus in numerical simulations of rolling; 

heavy lines are for E/γd = 1312 and fine lines are for E/γd = 1968 
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Figure 4.24. Effect of unit weight in numerical simulations of rolling; heavy lines are for γ = 20 

kN/m3 and fine lines are for γ = 14 kN/m3 (γ = 20 kN/m3 used for normalization) 
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Figure 4.25. Effect of wheel width in numerical simulations of rolling; 

heavy lines are for b/d = 0.3 and fine lines are for b/d = 0.2 
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Figure 4.26. Effect of interface friction in numerical simulations of rolling; 

heavy lines are for μ = 0.8 and fine lines are for μ = 0.4 
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4.4.4 Effect of Layering on Rolling 
 
Numerical simulations were run for 20 different cases to look at the effect of layering. This was 
accomplished by partitioning the soil domain in ABAQUS into 3 layers with thicknesses as 
shown in Fig. 4.27. Varying soil properties were assigned to the layers, and by assigning the 
same properties to two adjacent layers, a single layer with increased thickness could be formed. 

Displacements at the bottom of the third layer were fixed, and this fixity condition is 
equivalent to having a perfectly rigid layer beneath the third layer. To determine whether this 
layer was at sufficient depth such that the soil deformation mechanisms beneath the wheel were 
not significantly affected, an additional numerical simulation was performed in which a very soft 
clay-type layer (φ = 0, c = 10 kPa (1.5 psi) and E = 4 MPa (580 psi)) with thickness 4 m (13 ft) 
was introduced below the third layer (Fig. 4.28). Compared to the simulation with a rigid 
foundation beneath the third layer, the sinkage of a simulated wheel representative of the current 
test roller (QV = 134 kN (15 tons), d = 1.52 m (60 in.), b = 0.46 m (18 in.)) was practically 
unaffected by the presence of the soft layer. In fact, the minor difference (roughly  5 mm (0.2 
in.)) in vertical wheel displacement could be attributed entirely to elastic contraction of the very 
soft layer, and not differences appearing in the upper soil layers. This reveals an important point 
regarding test rolling, which is that test rolling measurements are relative and not absolute. With 
a soft underlying foundation, the wheel and upper soil layers displace together, although 
displacement of the wheel relative to the upper soil layer remains essentially unchanged.  

Appendix D gives the soil properties used in the simulations of a layered system. Six 
different scenarios were investigated: (1) weak frictional soil over strong frictional soil; (2) 
strong frictional soil over weak frictional soil; (3) weak cohesive soil over strong cohesive soil; 
(4) strong cohesive soil over weak cohesive soil; (5) flexible soil over stiff soil; (6) and stiff soil 
over flexible soil. In each of the six scenarios, two different structures were considered. In the 
first, layer numbers 2 and 3 were assigned the same soil properties to form one thin layer over 
one thick layer. In the second, layer numbers 1 and 2 were assigned the same soil properties to 
form a thick layer over a thin layer. The first 12 simulations listed in Appendix D pertain to 
layers with moderate differences in relative strength and are discussed in Section 4.4.4.1. The 
last 8 simulations, discussed in Section 4.4.4.2, were performed to consider the effects of layers 
that are very weak or very strong relative to one another. 

 

4.4.4.1 Layers with Moderate Difference in Strength 
 
The results of the simulations for the layered soil (cases 1-12 in Appendix D) are interpreted by 
comparing with results from simulations with soil composed homogeneously of the soil 
properties assigned to the uppermost layer. Since the soil is in that case uniform through the 
entire depth of the model, results are denoted as “1.2d” in the figures. Also, the results from the 
numerical simulations are given directly in this section, since the curve fit was found to miss 
some of the subtleties present in the output for layered soil. 

Fig. 4.29 compares sinkage versus vertical force for the case of a weak frictional soil over a 
strong frictional soil. The difference between the results is basically indistinguishable within the 
numerical noise in the output. This implies that the added depth of the weak layer is not 
“detected” by the test roller, and that the influence depth of the test roller is therefore less than 
0.4d for QV/γd3 < 2 
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Figure 4.27. Soil layer designations and thicknesses in numerical simulations 
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Figure 4.28. Simulations used to investigate effect of soft underlying foundation: (a) rigid 
foundation; (b) soft foundation 
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Fig. 4.30 shows the effect of a strong frictional soil over a weak frictional soil. In this case, 
there is a noticeable increase in the sinkage when the strong layer is underlain by a weak layer; 
however this difference only occurs at impractically large wheel forces. For a practical range of 
wheel forces (0 < QV/γd3 δ 4), there is virtually no difference, suggesting that the test roller will 
fail to discern weak layers below 0.4d. 

Figs. 4.31 and 4.32 show the cases of a weak cohesive layer over strong cohesive layer and a 
strong cohesive soil over a weak cohesive soil, respectively. Again, there is no noticeable 
difference in the results. Given the results for the frictional materials, this is not surprising, since 
the plastic zone in a cohesive material tends to be smaller than in a frictional material. 

Fig. 4.33 gives the results for a flexible layer underlain by a stiff layer. Over a practical range 
of wheel force (0 < QV/γd3 δ 4), there is a notable difference when the flexible layer is increased 
in thickness from 0.4d to 0.8d, but not when the thickness in increased from 0.8d to 1.2d. This 
suggests that the influence depth of the test roller is between 0.4d to 0.8d in terms of elastic 
deformation, although the resulting differences in the sinkage are very small in terms of what one 
might be able to measure in the field. A similar trend is evident for the case of a stiff layer over a 
flexible layer (Fig. 4.34). There is a perceptible difference in the sinkage when the thickness of 
the flexible underlying layer is increased from 0.4d to 0.8d, although this difference may be 
impractical to measure. 
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Figure 4.29. Effect of layering on sinkage with frictional soil: weak over strong; E/γd = 1312, φDP = 45.4º, 
and cDP/γd = 1.17 in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E/γd = 1312, φDP = 55.2º, and cDP/ γd = 0.98 in 

bottom layer 
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Figure 4.30. Effect of layering on sinkage with frictional soil: strong over weak; E/γd = 1312, φDP = 55.2º, 
and cDP/γd = 0.98 in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E/γd = 1312, φDP = 45.4º, and cDP/γd = 1.17 in 

bottom layer 
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Figure 4.31. Effect of layering on sinkage with cohesive soil: weak over strong; E/γd = 1312, φDP = 0, and 
cDP/γd = 3.28 in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E/γd = 1312, φDP = 0, and cDP/γd = 6.56 in bottom 

layer 
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Figure 4.32. Effect of layering on sinkage with cohesive soil: strong over weak; E/γd = 1312, φDP = 0, and 
cDP/γd = 6.56 in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E/γd = 1312, φDP = 0, and cDP/γd = 3.28 in bottom 

layer 
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Figure 4.33. Effect of layering on sinkage: flexible over stiff; E/γd = 656, φDP = 45.4º, and cDP/γd = 2.92 

in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E/γd = 1968, φDP =  45.4º, and cDP/γd = 2.92 in bottom layer 
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Figure 4.34. Effect of layering on sinkage: stiff over flexible; E/γd = 1968, φDP = 45.4º, and cDP/γd = 2.92 

in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E/γd = 656, φDP =  45.4º, and cDP/γd = 2.92 in bottom layer 
 

4.4.4.2 Layers with Major Difference in Strength 
 
A total of 8 simulations (cases 13-20 in Appendix D) were performed to investigate the influence 
of very weak or very strong underlying soil layers. The simulation type in which a constant 
vertical force is applied to the wheel and the wheel rolls from a region of soft soil into a region of 
stiff soil (Section 3.3.2) was employed. Wheel geometry and load representative of the current 
test roller were used (d = 1.52 m (60 in.), b = 0.46  m (18 in.), and QV = 133.5 kN (15 tons)). The 
material properties used in the 8 simulations are shown in Appendix D. Cases 13-15 are for a 
weak clay underlying a dense sandy material, and cases 17-19 are for a weak clay underlying a 
strong clay. Case 16 represents a weak sandy material over strong clay, and case 20 is a strong 
clay layer over a weak clay. 

Fig. 4.35 shows the results of the numerical simulations as s versus normalized simulation 
time t/to. The unit weight (γ = 20 kN/m3 (127pcf)) was applied to the soil over 0 < t/to < 0.04, the 
vertical force QV was applied to the wheel over 0.04 < t/to < 0.15, the wheel velocity was ramped 
smoothly up to a constant value over 0.15 < t/to < 0.27, and the wheel rolled through the region 
of soft soil at constant velocity for 0.27 < t/to < 1. Figs. 4.36 and 4.37 show the deformed soil 
configuration and contours of generalized shear stress at time t/to = 1 for selected cases. 

Case 13 (Fig. 4.36a) represents a homogenous sandy material with φ = 45º and c/γd = 0.33. 
As discussed in Section 4.1.2, c > 0 to avoid numerical instabilities. The steady-state sinkage for 
this case, as seen in Fig. 4.35, is s/d = 0.011. When a soft clay layer (φ = 0 and c/γd = 0.33) is 
introduced at a depth of 0.8d below the surface (case 14), the steady-state sinkage increases only 
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slightly to s/d = 0.012. When the soft clay layer is at a depth of 0.4d below the surface (case 15), 
the sinkage increases drastically to around s/d = 0.092. The deformation induced in the sand 
layer and the soft clay for case 15 is shown in Fig. 4.36b. Results from cases 13-15 reveal that 
the test roller responds to weak material at a depth between 0.4d and 0.8d. It should be noted, 
however, that this does not apply to all cases of sand overlying a weak clay layer, since the 
response of the test roller will, in general, depend on the relative strengths of the two layers. 

Case 17 (Fig. 4.37a) is for a relatively strong homogenous clay material with φ = 0 and c/γd = 
4.9, for which the steady-state sinkage from Fig. 4.35 is s/d = 0.027. When a soft clay layer (φ = 
0 and c/γd = 0.33) is at a depth of 0.8d (case 18), the sinkage increases insignificantly to s/d = 
0.028. When the soft layer is at 0.4d (case 19), the sinkage increases marginally to s/d = 0.034. 
Soil deformation for case 19 is shown in Fig. 4.37b. Clearly, the influence depth of the test roller 
is less in this scenario of strong clay over weak clay as compared with the previously considered 
case of sand over weak clay. For the strong clay overlying the weak clay, the influence depth 
appears to be 0.4d at most, although one again should expect that this depth varies with the 
relative strengths of the layers. 

Cases 16 and 20 were simulated to investigate the influence of a very strong underlying layer 
(φ = 0 and c/γd = 9.9), using φ = 45º and c/γd = 0.33 or φ = 0 and c/γd = 4.9 in the uppermost 
layer. In both cases, the strong layer is at a depth of 0.4d. For both the sandy material (φ = 45º 
and c/γd = 9.9) and the clay material (φ = 0 and c/γd = 4.9), no noticeable difference in sinkage is 
seen in Fig. 4.35 when compared with the results for homogenous material (cases 13 and 17, 
respectively). Effectively, the test roller does not respond to a strong layer at depths at or below 
0.4d for both the sand and clay. 
 
 

 
Figure 4.35. Sinkage from numerical simulations with very weak or very strong layers as sinkage 

versus normalized simulation time 
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Figure 4.36. Deformed configurations and contours of generalized shear stress for (a) case 13 
and (b) case 15 from Appendix D 
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Figure 4.37. Deformed configurations and contours of generalized shear stress for (a) case 17 
and (b) case 19 from Appendix D 
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4.6 Sinkage versus Rut Depth 
 
Disambiguating the elastic and plastic components of the deformation resulting from a rolling 
wheel is a rather subtle problem. Wheel sinkage is clearly a consequence of both plastic and 
elastic deformation. That is, either a decrease in strength or a decrease in stiffness will lead to an 
increase in sinkage. The rut depth is invariably smaller than the sinkage, but not necessarily 
because the soil rebounds purely elastically after passage of the wheel. The rebound, defined as 
the difference between the sinkage and the rut depth, may also be a result of both plastic and 
elastic deformation. Nothing precludes the possibility that the rebound results, in part, from 
plastic flow. Indeed, the experimental work by Wong (1967), discussed in Section 2.2.2, 
indicates that material does flow plastically into the region behind the wheel.  

Fig. 4.38 shows the results of several numerical simulations for a rolling, rigid wheel and 
clay-type soil (d = 1.52 m (60 in.), b = 0.46 m (18 in.), and c = σo/2 = 100 kPa (14.5 psi)). 
Sinkage and rut depth are plotted versus the soil Young’s modulus. Two wheel weights, QV = 
133.5 kN (15 tons) and QV = 66.75 kN (7.5 tons), were used in the simulations, with the former 
representative of the weight of the Mn/DOT test roller (Minnesota 2000). For very flexible 
materials with E δ 20 MPa (2900 psi), there appears to be a well-defined relationship between 
the rebound and Young’s modulus. For soils with normal to high stiffness (E τ 20 MPa (2900 
psi), the relationship becomes very weakly defined, and the rebound may be impractical to 
measure (< 1 cm (0.4 in.)). Interestingly, the effect of reducing the weight on the wheel by a 
factor of two is to simply shift the curves down by roughly a factor of four. 
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Figure 4.38. Sinkage and rut depth versus Young’s modulus from simulations of rolling, rigid wheel 
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4.7 Remarks on Parametric Study 
 
The parametric and sensitivity analysis using the theoretical models developed in Chapter 3 has 
shown that the wheel sinkage is most sensitive to wheel force (QV), wheel geometry (b and d), 
and soil strength parameters (φ and c or φDP and cDP). The sinkage is relatively insensitive to the 
interface friction between the soil and wheel and the soil unit weight, although the unit weight 
does have a significant effect when the cohesion is very small. While the Poisson’s ratio does not 
affect the sinkage substantially, a low elastic modulus can have a noticeable influence on the 
sinkage. With E = 15 MPa (2200 psi) and a wheel load and geometry representative of the 
current test Mn/DOT test roller (QV = 134 kN (15 tons), d = 1.52 m (60 in.), and b = 0.46 m (18 
in.)) the numerical simulations showed that around 1 to 2 cm (0.4 to 0.8 in.) of sinkage could be 
attributed to elastic effects, assuming a rigid wheel. Such deformation may not be practical to 
accurately measure in the field, and while elastic effects plays some role, they are relatively 
insignificant compared to the effects of other parameters. 

For a purely granular material (c = 0), a small addition of c, as when a small fraction of fines 
are added, reduces sinkage substantially. Sinkage is also quite sensitive to φ for granular 
materials (for which φ is large). That is, a slight increase in φ resulting from compaction causes 
the sinkage to decrease significantly. For cohesive soils (φ = 0), a small addition of φ has a 
moderate effect on sinkage, and the sinkage drops very sharply with increasing c (in fact, s and c 
roughly are inversely proportional). 

Larger wheel weight leads to greater sensitivity of the sinkage with respect to a small 
variation in soil strength. That is, when the wheel weight is large, a small variation in soil 
strength can lead to a relatively large change in sinkage, whereas there is a relatively small 
change in sinkage resulting from the same variation with a small wheel weight. 

For rigid wheels, the parametric study showed that the following approximate relationships 
hold between the sinkage, wheel weight, wheel width, and wheel diameter: 

 
i. The relationship between sinkage and wheel weight for granular soils is linear. In 

cohesive soils this relationship is quadratic. This means that reducing the test roller 
weight by half will reduce the sinkage by one half in granular soils, and by one fourth in 
cohesive soils. 

ii. Sinkage is inversely proportional to the width of the wheel for granular soils and 
inversely proportional to the width squared for cohesive soils. Thus, reducing wheel 
width by half leads to a two-fold increase in sinkage on granular soils and to a four-fold 
increase in sinkage on cohesive soils. 

iii. Sinkage is inversely proportional to wheel diameter for both granular and cohesive soils. 
This implies a two-fold increase in sinkage in either soil for wheels whose diameter is 
reduced by half. 

 
The parametric study on a layered soil structure with moderate relative differences in layer 

strength (Section 4.4.4.1) indicates that for a wheel load and geometry representative of the 
current test roller, the test roller is fairly insensitive to variations in the soil structure, in terms of 
both strength and elastic properties, below a depth of roughly half the wheel diameter (or 0.7 m 
with the current test roller). In other words, the numerical simulations indicate that a test roller 
will fail to discern weak soils below a depth of approximately half the wheel diameter. 
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Results obtained in Section 4.4.4.2 for a layered soil reaffirm that the simulations can capture 
what is known empirically about the present Mn/DOT test roller, which is that the test roller can 
identify very weak soils within a depth of 1.2 m (4 ft). The scenario most often encountered in 
the field is a sand layer underlain by a weak clay layer, and the simulations show that, in this 
particular case, test roller sinkage is indeed affected by the presence of a very weak clay layer 
less than 1.2 m (4 ft) of the surface. In the scenario of a strong clay overlying a very weak clay 
layer, which appears to be less frequently encountered in the field, the numerical simulations 
indicate that test roller is less sensitive to the weak layer, and that a weak clay layer may be as 
close as 0.6 m (2 ft) to the surface without significantly affecting sinkage. The simulations also 
show that sinkage is not as sensitive to a very strong underlying layer as it is to a very weak 
underlying layer, as a strong layer (sand or clay) introduced at a depth of 0.6 m (2 ft) had 
virtually no affect on the results. 
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Chapter 5 
 
 
Indentation and Rolling Tests 
 
 
This chapter presents data collected to validate the theoretical models presented in Chapter 3. 
Originally, field tests were to be conducted at a road construction site using a full scale test 
roller. For this purpose, visits were made to several sites at the TH 212 construction project near 
Chaska, Minnesota. A site at which test rolling was being conducted on a granular soil was 
visited on October 5, 2006. A site with cohesive soil was visited on October 24, 2006. While 
some field measurements were taken at these sites, neither of the full scale field tests were 
thoroughly completed, as the full scale field tests were deemed inadequate for the purposes of 
validating the theoretical models. Observed deficiencies of the field tests with regard to obtaining 
data for validation include the following: 
 

• variable/unknown test roller tire construction 
• field measurements obscured by damage to soil (see Figs. 5.1 and 5.2) 
• unknown  wheel force due to losses and sloshing of ballast for water-filled test roller 
• severely limited number of measurements 
• uncontrolled soil consistency 
• difficulties in coordinating tests with contractor 
 

For these reasons, the full scale field tests were ultimately replaced with lab-scaled field tests. 
Scaled field tests were conducted in the laboratory using a rigid wheel rolling over a prepared 

bed of soil. The test soils are described in Section 5.1. The details of the testing procedure and 
the wheels used in the tests are discussed in Section 5.2. The results of the scaled field tests are 
presented in Section 5.3. Limited results from the full scale field tests are presented in Section 
5.4. Some supplemental data found in the literature is given in Section 5.5. 

 
5.1 Test Soils 
 
Two soils were used in the scaled field tests: a cohesive soil and a granular soil. Samples of both 
the cohesive soil and the granular soil were tested previously as part of the Moisture Effects on 
PVD and DCP Measurements research project (Swenson et al. 2006). The cohesive soil was a 
naturally-formed clay taken from Duluth, Minnesota. The granular soil was Quikrete Sand No. 
1113 produced by the Quikrete Company. Properties of the two soils are in Tables 5.1 and 5.2. 
The grain size distribution for the granular soil is given in Fig. 5.1. 
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Figure 5.1. Damage to soil at field site with granular soil 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5.2. Damage to soil at field site with cohesive soil 
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These particular soils were chosen for their characteristics at opposing ends of the spectrum 
of engineering geomaterials. It was assumed in the theoretical models generated in Chapter 3 that 
soils can be characterized as elastoplastic (or rigid-perfectly plastic) using the Mohr-Coulomb or 
Drucker-Prager yield conditions. The plastic behavior of soils is therefore assumed to derive 
from either cohesion, internal friction, or both. While soils in general may possess both cohesion 
c and internal friction φ, the soils tested in the scaled field tests are the two extreme cases: the 
clay soil is purely cohesive (φ ≈ 0) under relatively fast loading and the sand is purely frictional 
(c = 0). If the theoretical models developed in Chapter 3 correctly predict the response for these 
two cases, it is reasonable to expect that the models should also give accurate predictions for the 
general case c ≠ 0 and φ ≠ 0. 

To achieve frictionless and nearly incompressible response, the cohesive soil was brought to 
a moisture content estimated to be near the point of saturation. This moisture content was 
estimated to be roughly 35%, which is just above the plastic limit of 32.7% (Table 5.1). To 
saturate the soil, air-dried material was manually crushed and combined with water in small 
batches using a commercial mixer. 

Because moisture has little effect on the internal friction of sand, the sand was tested under 
air-dried conditions. Because density tends to increase internal friction, the sand was tested at 
two different densities. A low density was achieved by raining the sand during placement 
without additional compactive effort, while a high density was obtained through vibration of the 
material after placement. 
  
 
 
 
 
 

Table 5.1. Selected properties for cohesive soil used in scaled field tests (Swenson et al. 2006) 

average std. proctor dry unit weight (kN/m3) 14.1 

average optimum moisture content (%) 27 

average liquid limit 84.6 

average plastic limit 32.7 

average % silt 19.0 

average % clay 77.0 

average R-value 10.9 

Mn/DOT textural classification C 

AASHTO group A-7-6 
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Table 5.2. Selected properties for granular soil used in scaled field tests (Przeslawski 2004) 

mean diameter (mm) 0.5 

uniformity coefficient 2.14 

coefficient of gradation 0.88 

min. dry unit weight (kN/m3) 15.9 

max. dry unit weight (kN/m3) 17.8 

AASHTO group A-1-b 
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Figure 5.3. Measured grain size distribution for granular soil used in scaled field tests 

(Przeslawski 2004) 
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5.2 Test Procedures 
 
The theoretical models developed in Chapter 3 apply to any length scale, provided the size of the 
wheel is large enough compared to the particle sizes of the soil to correctly approximate the 
response of the soil using a continuum model. Small-scale tests are much easier to control and 
conduct than large-scale tests. For this reason, as well as the deficiencies in the full scale field 
(see introduction to Chapter 5), small-scale tests were conducted in the laboratory. There is little 
reason to believe that the theoretical models, after validation via careful experimentation, should 
not apply to the full scale processes occurring in the field. 

The testing apparatus for the scaled tests is shown in Fig. 5.4. The test soils were placed in a 
container with approximate length 300 mm (12 in.), width 250 mm (10 in.), and depth 100 mm 
(4 in.). The container was mounted to a linear bearing, allowing only translation of the test bed in 
one direction. The rail of the linear bearing was mounted to the loading ram of a standard load 
frame. The wheel was mounted to a 2.2 kN (500 lb) load cell attached to the upper part of the 
load frame, using the device shown in Fig. 5.4 to permit free rotation of the wheel (emulating the 
towed wheel condition). This setup allowed for the wheel to be displaced a controlled amount 
into the soil while measuring vertical wheel force 

For the analytic method proposed in Chapter 2, the towed wheel case was considered through 
extension of the case of simple indentation of wheel. Indentation, additionally, may be a relevant 
process in the initial stages of soil failure during test rolling. Both indentation and rolling 
experiments were therefore conducted in the laboratory for validation purposes. 

In the case of the indentation experiments, the wheel was simply displaced normally into the 
soil at a rate of approximately 0.1 mm/s (0.004 in./s) without translating the soil bed on the linear 
bearing. For the rolling experiments, the wheel was displaced into the soil a certain amount, and 
the bed was then translated at a constant velocity of roughly 3.5 mm/s (0.138 in./s) while 
measuring vertical force. The rolling experiments were therefore displacement-controlled, with 
the vertical wheel force (QV) under steady rolling conditions being the measured quantity of 
interest. While each indentation experiment generated a virtually continuous force-sinkage 
history, each rolling experiment generated one data point on the force-sinkage curve for a wheel 
rolling under steady conditions. 

Two right-cylindrical aluminum wheels with differing sizes but the same aspect ratio b/d = 
0.33 were tested. The wheels are shown in Fig. 5.5. Coarse-grained sandpaper was adhered to the 
contacting surfaces of the wheels to provide roughness. The smaller of the two wheels had 
dimensions b = 25.4 mm (1 in.) and d = 77.7 mm (3.06 in.), and the larger wheel had b = 38.3 
mm (1.5 in.) and d = 115.4 mm (4.54 in.). Only the large wheel was used in the experiments on 
the sand due to a low signal-to-noise ratio in the measured vertical force that would have resulted 
with the small wheel. 

In the case of the cohesive soil, the test bed was prepared before each test by first kneading 
and compacting the clay into the container in small (∼25 mm (1 in.)) lifts. Once filled, a platen 
was placed over the soil, and then a force of 5 kN (1100 lb) was applied to the platen for 10 
minutes. After the force was removed, a flat surface was created by drawing a thin wire across 
the surface of the container. The final state of the clay is visible in Fig. 5.4. Multiple tests were 
conducted by emptying the test bed after each individual test and repeating this preparation 
procedure. Specimens for laboratory testing discussed in Chapter 6 were extracted by pushing a 
tube with an inner diameter of 38.4 mm (1.5 in.) into the soil after a test, removing the tube, and 
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extruding the soil with a 38 mm piston (1.5 in). Samples were also extracted for the purpose of 
obtaining moisture content and density measurements. 

For the granular soil, the soil was placed in the test bed at two different densities. For the 
low-density condition, the sand was simply rained into the test bed through a funnel in small 
(~10 mm (0.5 in.)) lifts. For the high-density condition, the sand was again rained into the 
container in small lifts, but after placement of each lift, the side of the test bed was lightly and 
repeatedly impacted using a rubber mallet. Before each test, the surface of the soil was struck flat 
by drawing a bar across the surface of the test bed. The entire soil bed was placed on a scale to 
determine the mass of the soil placed in the test bed, and the density was then deduced knowing 
the volume of the test bed (0.0065 m3 (0.23 ft3)).  
 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 5.4. Apparatus used in scaled field tests (clay soil shown) 
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Figure 5.5. Wheels used in scaled field tests 
 
 
 
5.3 Results of Scaled Tests 
 
5.3.1 Cohesive Soil 
 
5.3.1.1 Wheel Indentation 
 
The results of the indentation tests on the cohesive soil are plotted in Fig. 5.6. The vertical force 
(QV) equals the total force (Q) in the case of indentation. The unit weight did not vary 
significantly throughout the tests, and the average moist unit weight of the soil was determined to 
be γ = 18.5 kN/m3 (118 pcf). Measured moisture contents varied between 35% and 37%, with an 
average of 36.0% over the course of the tests. The dry unit weight was therefore about 13.6 
kN/m3 (86.6 pcf). These values reflect unit weight and moisture content measurements taken 
periodically throughout the course of both the indentation and the rolling tests, so they apply to 
the rolling tests as well. 
 
5.3.1.2 Wheel Rolling 
 
Example data from a rolling wheel test on the clay soil with the larger wheel and s = 8.2 mm 
(0.32 in.) is shown in Fig. 5.7. As shown, the record for a rolling experiment consists of data for 
two separate processes: (1) displacement of the wheel into the soil to a specified s and (2) rolling 
at constant s. The vertical wheel force QV when the force history has converged to a single value 
or is oscillating about a particular value is taken as the wheel force under steady conditions. The 
steady-state force-sinkage data obtained in this way for the two wheels is given in Tables 5.3 and 
5.4 also plotted in Fig. 5.8. As discussed in Section 5.3.1.1, the average moist unit weight of the 
soil was determined to be γ = 18.5 kN/m3 (118 pcf), and the average moisture content was 
36.0%. 
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Figure 5.6. Force versus sinkage for indentation test on cohesive soil 

 
Figure 5.7. Example data from rolling test on cohesive soil 
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Table 5.3. Force-sinkage data from rolling tests on cohesive soil with small wheel (d = 78 mm) 

s (mm) QV (N) 

0.9 13 

1.3 24 

2.6 60 

3.7 92 

5.5 109 

7.7 153 

9.1 166 

 

 
 

Table 5.4. Force-sinkage data from rolling tests on cohesive soil with large wheel (d = 115 mm) 

s (mm) QV (N) 

1.4 42 

2.3 93 

4.9 159 

8.2 246 

10.4 342 

13.5 384 
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Figure 5.8. Force versus sinkage from rolling tests on cohesive soil 

 
 
5.3.2 Granular Soil 
 
5.3.2.1 Wheel Indentation 
 
The results of the indentation tests on the granular soil are plotted in Fig. 5.9. As mentioned 
previously, only the large wheel with d = 115 mm (4.54 in.) was used in the tests. The soil was 
tested at two different densities. For the low-density soil, the dry unit weight averaged γ = 16.0 
kN/m3 (102 lb/ft3), and for the high-density soil, the dry unit weight averaged γ = 17.4 kN/m3 
(111 lb/ft3) without significant variation. Since the sand was tested under air-dried conditions, 
the moisture content of the sand was considered zero for all the tests and the moist unit weight 
was the same as the dry unit weight. Computing relative densities based on the minimum and 
maximum unit weights given in Table 5.2 gives relative densities of 5% and 81% for the low-
density and high-density materials, respectively. The low-density sand was therefore loose and 
the high-density sand was dense (Das 2005). Again, these unit weights pertain to the rolling tests 
as well as the indentation tests.  

 
5.3.2.2 Wheel Rolling 
 
The data for the rolling tests on the granular soil was obtained in the same way as for the 
cohesive soil (Section 5.3.1.2). Tables 5.5 and 5.6 give the steady-state sinkage and vertical force 
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for the loose and dense states, respectively. The data is also plotted in Fig. 5.10. Refer to Section 
5.3.2.1 for the measured soil densities. 
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Figure 5.9. Force versus sinkage from indentation tests on granular soil 

 
 
 

Table 5.5. Force-sinkage data from rolling tests on loose granular soil 

s (mm) QV (N) 

2.0 3.8 

2.7 4.4 

5.3 7.1 

8.7 10.0 

10.7 13.1 

13.8 15.1 
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Table 5.6. Force-sinkage data from rolling tests on dense granular soil 

s (mm) QV (N) 

2.3 13 

6.4 23 

11.4 33 
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Figure 5.10. Force versus sinkage from rolling tests on granular soil 
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5.4 Partial Results for Full Scale Field Tests 
 
In this section, results that were obtained from the field visits are presented. This section is by no 
means intended to represent a complete and consistent set of measurements, since the full scale 
field tests were replaced by the scaled field tests (for the reasons discussed in the introduction to 
Chapter 5) and were thus never finalized. 

Limited test rolling data was collected at two field sites within the TH 212 construction 
project near Chaska, Minnesota. A site with granular soil was visited on October 5, 2006, and a 
site with cohesive soil was visited on October 24, 2006. Both of these visits were scheduled 
primarily for the purpose of observation, but some measurements were taken nonetheless. 
Specifically, several rut profiles were measured in regions which failed or nearly failed 
according to the present test rolling criteria. Since a dynamic cone penetrometer (DCP) was 
readily available, DCP data was then taken in the failing regions. Moisture content 
measurements were also taken, although soil unit weights were not measured because no 
apparatus for determining unit weight was available. 

A photogrammetic technique was used to measure the rut profile. This entailed taking digital 
photographs of the rut from several different angles and then using photogrammetry software 
(Photomodeler Pro 5 by Eos Systems, Inc.) to obtain the three-dimensional spatial coordinates of 
the rut surface. For convenience, a string was positioned across the rut and the software was then 
used to obtain the spatial coordinates of the string (see Fig. 5.12). The spatial variation of the 
string in the vertical direction (denoted y) as a function of the horizontal distance along the string 
(denoted x) is of most interest. 

While the DCP data was taken for the most part out of convenience, it is possible to correlate 
the DCP data to the strength parameters required for the theoretical models developed in Chapter 
3. For example, Ayers et al. (1989) correlated DCP results to angle of internal friction (φ) for 
several granular materials, suggesting that a very strong correlation exists between friction angle 
and DCP penetration rate. 

The same test roller was used at both sites. A photograph of one of the wheels on the test 
roller is shown in Fig. 5.11. The wheel diameter and wheel width were approximately 1.6 m (5.2 
ft) and 0.46 m (1.5 ft), respectively. 
 
5.4.1 Site with Granular Soil 
 
After observing test rolling at the site with granular soil, two ruts at which the soil was at or near 
failing (in terms of the present test rolling criteria) were identified and profile measurements 
were taken. Rutting was particularly severe at the first location (shown in Fig. 5.12) and 
relatively mild at the second location (Fig. 5.14). The rut profiles for the large and small rut, 
determined from photogrammetric analysis, are shown in Figs. 5.13 and 5.15, respectively. It is 
clear in the figures that soil damage caused by the tractor pulling the test roller creates difficulty 
in referring the rut profile measurements to the ground surface. Acknowledging this difficulty, 
the large rut measured about 120 mm (4.7 in.) in depth and the small rut measured approximately 
70 mm (2.7 in.) in depth according to the photogrammetric measurements. 

For each of the two ruts, DCP measurements were taken at three different locations: one DCP 
test was performed on the soil in the rut, another was conducted just next to the rut, and a third 
was performed in the relatively well-compacted soil at the centerline of the roadway 
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embankment. DCP data for the large rut and the small rut are shown in Figs. 5.16 and 5.17, 
respectively. The data is also tabulated in Appendix M. 

Moisture content was determined from extracted samples taken approximately 30 cm (1 ft) 
below grade where the DCP tests were performed. The results are in Table 5.7. While unit 
weight measurements were not taken, some data on the soil, which was given by the Mn/DOT 
inspector at the site, is in Appendix N. The data in Appendix N represents quality assurance 
measurements taken along the section of the roadway where the rut profiles were measured. 

 
 

 
Figure 5.11. Test roller tire for test roller used at field sites 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5.12. Large rut at site with granular soil 
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Figure 5.13. Rut profile determined for large rut at site with granular soil 

 
 
 

 
Figure 5.14. Small rut at site with granular soil 
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Figure 5.15. Rut profile determined for small rut at site with granular soil 
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Figure 5.16. DCP data obtained for large rut at site with granular soil 
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Figure 5.17. DCP data obtained for small rut at site with granular soil 

 

 

 

Table 5.7. Moisture contents for site with granular soil 

 moisture content (%) 

location large rut small rut 

in rut 9.51 13.77 

just outside rut -- -- 

at road centerline 7.21 10.50 
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5.4.2 Cohesive Soil 
 
At the site with cohesive soil, only the profile of one rut was measured. A photograph of the rut 
is in Fig. 5.18, and the rut profile determined from photogrammetric analysis is in Fig. 5.19. The 
soil surrounding the rut is not as damaged in the case of the cohesive soil as compared with the 
granular soil (Section 5.4.1), and rut depth can therefore be determined with greater confidence. 
The rut depth in the cohesive soil was about 90 mm (3.5 in.) according to photogrammetric 
measurement of the rut profile. 

Two DCP tests were performed. One DCP test was performed on the soil in the rut and 
another was conducted just outside the rut. The DCP data is shown in Fig. 5.20 and tabulated in 
Appendix M. Moisture content was determined from a sample extracted at approximately 30 cm 
(1 ft) below grade in the rut. The moisture content was 17.1%. Other soil properties for the 
cohesive soil are unknown. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5.18. Rut at site with cohesive soil 
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Figure 5.19. Rut profile determined for rut at site with cohesive soil 
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Figure 5.20. DCP data obtained for rut at site with cohesive soil 
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5.5 Supplemental Data 
 
Willis et al. (1965) measured the sinkage for various towed, rigid wheels operating in granular 
and cohesive soils under varying vertical wheel force, presumably under steady conditions. The 
wheels used in the experiments were right-cylindrical, except the sides of the wheels were 
recessed to prevent frictional interaction between the wheel sides and the soil. Coarse sandpaper 
was adhered to the contacting surfaces of the wheels. The wheels had diameters of d = 50.8 cm 
(20 in.) and d = 40.6 cm (16 in.). For the tests on the granular soil, wheels with widths of b = 3.8 
cm (1.5 in.) and b = 11.4 cm (4.5 in.) where used, and for the cohesive soil, the wheel widths 
were b = 3.8 cm (1.5 in.) and b = 7.6 cm (3 in.). 

The granular soil was an unspecified sand with a moisture content of 5.5% and unit weight of 
γ = 14 kN/m3 (90 lb/ft3) after placement. The friction angle of the sand was determined to be φ = 
34.6º. The cohesive material was an unspecified clay for which the moisture content and unit 
weight were not reported. The clay was found to have cohesion c = 22 kPa (3.2 psi) for the 
experiments with b = 3.8 cm (1.5 in.), which remained constant throughout the tests. The clay 
was reported to have lost moisture throughout the tests with b = 7.6 cm (3 in.), resulting in an 
increase in cohesion. A mean cohesion of 30 kPa was given for the experiments with b = 7.6 cm 
(3 in.). The reported friction angle of the clay was φ = 6.9º. No other material properties were 
given for the sand or the clay. It is somewhat ambiguous whether the friction angle and cohesion 
reported by the authors pertains to the Mohr-Coulomb strength parameters or the bevameter test 
parameters discussed in Section 2.2.1.1.1. Nonetheless, the given parameters are within the range 
of typical Mohr-Coulomb strength parameters for a medium-density sand and soft clay. 
 The experimental force-sinkage data given by Willis et al. (1965) are tabulated in Tables 
5.8-5.15 and plotted in Figs. 5.21 and 5.22. Note that some of the data correspond to the actual 
experimental results and some are “fitted” data (denoted as such in the tables and figures). The 
authors did not present all of there exact experimental results to conserve space, but all of the 
data evidently exhibited trends strong enough to be well-represented by a few selected points. 
 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.8. Force-sinkage data for sand and wheel with d = 40.6 cm and b = 3.8 cm; fitted 
(Willis et al. 1965) 

 
s (cm) QV (kN) 

2.5 0.089 
5.1 0.233 
7.6 0.440 

10.2 0.759 
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Table 5.9. Force-sinkage data for sand and wheel with d = 40.6 cm and b = 11.4 cm 
(Willis et al. 1965) 

 
s (cm) QV (kN) 

0.9 0.085 
1.5 0.177 
3.3 0.355 
3.4 0.445 
4.0 0.535 
6.1 0.543 
4.7 0.712 
5.6 0.802 
5.8 0.891 

 
 

Table 5.10. Force-sinkage data for sand and wheel with d = 50.8 cm and b = 3.8 cm 
(Willis et al. 1965) 

 
s (cm) QV (kN) 

2.7 0.093 
4.5 0.227 
7.7 0.503 
6.2 0.573 
8.9 0.592 
9.0 0.682 
9.3 0.682 
9.1 0.771 
9.6 0.771 

10.0 0.771 
10.4 0.861 
10.7 0.861 
10.9 0.950 
11.3 0.950 
11.2 1.042 

 
 

Table 5.11. Force-sinkage data for sand and wheel with d = 50.8 cm and b = 11.4 cm; fitted 
(Willis et al. 1965) 

 
s (cm) QV (kN) 

1.3 0.176 
2.5 0.385 
3.8 0.630 
5.1 0.940 
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Table 5.12. Force-sinkage data for clay and wheel with d = 40.6 cm and b = 3.8 cm; fitted 
(Willis et al. 1965) 

 
s (cm) QV (kN) 

0.6 0.253 
1.3 0.383 
2.5 0.564 
5.1 0.856 
7.6 1.090 

 

 

 

Table 5.13. Force-sinkage data for clay and wheel with d = 40.6 cm and b = 7.6 cm 
(Willis et al. 1965) 

 
s (cm) QV (kN) 

0.2 0.408 
0.5 0.678 
0.7 0.899 
0.9 1.118 
1.5 1.345 
2.6 1.565 
3.2 1.784 
3.9 2.010 

 
 
 
 

Table 5.14. Force-sinkage data for clay and wheel with d = 50.8 cm and b = 3.8 cm; fitted 
(Willis et al. 1965) 

 
s (cm) QV (kN) 

1.3 0.392 
2.5 0.566 
5.1 0.843 
7.6 1.068 

10.2 1.287 
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Table 5.15. Force-sinkage data for clay and wheel with d = 50.8 cm and b = 7.6 cm 
(Willis et al. 1965) 

 
s (cm) QV (kN) 

0.4 0.534 
0.8 0.792 
1.4 1.059 
1.9 1.334 
2.4 1.334 
2.9 1.557 
3.0 1.557 
3.3 1.810 
4.3 2.028 
5.2 2.268 
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Figure 5.21. Force versus sinkage for rolling tests on sand (Willis et al. 1965) 
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Figure 5.22. Force versus sinkage for rolling tests on clay (Willis et al. 1965) 
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Chapter 6 
 
 
Laboratory Testing 
 
 
This chapter presents the laboratory testing performed to determine the mechanical properties of 
the soils described in Chapter 5 on which scaled field tests were performed. In the scaled field 
tests, both a cohesive soil and a granular soil were used. Details regarding the classification and 
properties of the two soils can be found in Chapter 5. 

Soil specimens and samples were collected in the scaled field tests for the purpose of 
laboratory testing. In the case of the cohesive soil, specimens were extracted from the soil test 
bed after completing an indentation or rolling test. For the granular soil, bulk samples were 
retained to prepare specimens for laboratory testing. 

Section 6.1 explains the laboratory tests conducted on the soil specimens. In Section 6.2, the 
results of the laboratory tests are given, as well as their interpretation in terms of the material 
constants assumed in the soil constitutive models used in Chapter 3. 
 
6.1 Test Procedures 
 
6.1.1 Cohesive Soil 
 
As discussed in Chapter 5, the cohesive soil was prepared in such a way that frictionless (φ = 0) 
plastic behavior would be a reasonable approximation under relatively fast loading. With φ = 0, 
the soil elastic modulus Es and cohesion c may be easily and accurately determined from uniaxial 
compression tests. For this reason, uniaxial compression tests (cf. Das 2005 and ASTM D 2166) 
formed the basis for determining mechanical properties of the cohesive soil, although several 
triaxial compression tests were also performed in order to evaluate the assumption of frictionless 
response. 

Shortly after the cohesive soil was mixed with water to achieve the target moisture content, 
three right-cylindrical specimens were prepared and subjected to standard unconsolidated-
undrained triaxial compression tests (cf. Das 2005 and ASTM D 2850). The specimens were 
prepared by kneading the clay into a container, subjecting the soil to an overburden pressure of 
roughly 100 kPa (14.5 psi) for 10 minutes in a load frame, inserting 100 mm (4 in.) sampling 
tubes into the soil, and then extruding the soil specimens from the tubes. The samples were 
trimmed to a height of roughly 200 mm (8 in.). The triaxial tests were then performed using a 
load frame and conventional triaxial testing apparatus. The tests were displacement-controlled, 
with an axial displacement rate of about 0.1 mm/s (0.004 in./s). 

The scaled field tests (Chapter 5), using two separate wheel sizes, were conducted within a 
period of roughly two months after the cohesive soil was mixed to the desired moisture content. 
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Indentation tests using the small wheel were conducted within several days after soil was mixed. 
The rolling tests with the small wheel were conducted approximately two weeks later. The 
indentation and rolling tests using the large wheel were conducted a total of about two months 
after the soil was mixed. In order to accommodate the possibility that the soil mechanical 
properties could change over time, uniaxial compression tests were conducted shortly after the 
indentation and rolling tests at each of these three different periods. There are thus three sets of 
results from uniaxial compression tests, each corresponding to a specific series of scaled field 
tests. The displacement-controlled uniaxial compression tests were conducted using a standard 
load frame and an axial displacement rate of 0.1 mm/s (0.004 in./s). 
 
6.1.2 Granular Soil 
 
In the scaled field tests, the granular soil was tested at two different densities. In the series of 
tests in which the sand was prepared in a loose state, the dry unit weight averaged 16.0 kN/m3 
(102 lb/ft3). For the series of tests with the sand in the dense condition, the dry unit weight 
averaged 17.4 kN/m3 (111 lb/ft3). The sand was tested under air-dried conditions and the 
moisture content of the sand was considered zero for all the tests. Relative densities were on 
average 5% and 81% for the loose and dense materials, respectively. 

Loose and dense specimens for the triaxial compression tests were prepared in a right-
cylindrical, membrane-lined mold with a diameter of 35 mm (1.4 in.) and a height of 80 mm (3.2 
in.). To prepare the loose specimens, the sand was rained into the mold in small (~15 mm (0.6 
in.)) lifts through a funnel, gently leveling the soil in the mold with a tamper after each lift. To 
prepare the dense specimens, the sand was again rained into the mold in small lifts, and after 
placement of each lift, the sand was tamped to compact the soil. The density of each specimen 
was evaluated by determining the mass of the sand within the mold and measuring the diameter 
and height of the specimen after removal of the mold. The calculated densities and unit weights 
are given in Section 6.2.2. 

In total, 10 specimens of the granular soil were prepared for the triaxial compression tests, 
with 5 prepared in a loose state and 5 prepared in a dense state. The specimens were subjected to 
standard consolidated-drained triaxial compression tests (cf. Das 2005). The test chamber 
through which the confining pressure was applied was filled with water, such that burette 
readings of the fluid leaving and entering the chamber as a result of dilation or contraction of the 
specimen could be taken. The average volumetric strain within a specimen throughout a triaxial 
compression test was computed based on the burette readings. 

In addition to the triaxial compression tests, several direct shear tests were performed on 
loose soil specimens, primarily due to the fact that a loose state is more easily achieved with this 
test. Loose specimens were prepared by raining the sand through a funnel into a shear box with a 
length of 102 mm (4 in.), width of 102 mm (4 in.), and depth of 38 mm (1.5 in.). Soil density was 
determined after preparation of each specimen by measuring the mass and volume of the sand 
within the shear box. After preparing a specimen, the shear box was placed in a direct shear 
apparatus and subjected to a standard direct shear test (cf. Das 2005 and ASTM D 3080). A total 
of 7 direct shear tests, with varying applied normal stresses, were performed on loose sand 
specimens. Particular emphasis was placed on obtaining information over a low range of normal 
stresses. 
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6.2 Test Results 
 
6.2.1 Cohesive Soil 
 
Figs. 6.1 and 6.2 show the results of the triaxial compression tests performed on the cohesive 
soil. Fig. 6.1 gives the deviatoric stress-strain data from the triaxial tests, and Fig. 6.2 is the 
corresponding Mohr’s plot showing the stress states at failure. The Mohr-Coulomb failure 
envelope interpreted for the soil is also given in Fig. 6.2. The clay was found to have internal 
friction with φ ≈ 3°. The low friction angle warrants the assumption of pressure independence 
and the use of uniaxial compression tests for determining mechanical properties. 

The results of the uniaxial compression tests corresponding to the indentation tests with the 
small wheel are shown in Fig. 6.3, along with the approximated Young’s modulus Es = 2 MPa 
(290 psi) and uniaxial yield stress σo = 58 kPa (8.4 psi). Results for the rolling tests using the 
small wheel are shown in Fig. 6.4, and as depicted, material properties for the rolling tests with 
the small wheel are approximately Es = 2 MPa (290 psi) and σo = 72 kPa (10.4 psi). Data from 
the uniaxial compression tests corresponding to the indentation and rolling tests with the large 
wheel are shown in Fig. 6.5 along with the approximated parameters Es = 2.5 MPa (363 psi) and 
σo = 70 kPa (10.2 psi). The different form of the stress-strain curves between Figs. 6.3-6.5 and 
differences in the approximate material properties may be attributed to thixotropy and moderate 
moisture loss during storage of the clay. 
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Figure 6.1. Deviatoric stress versus axial strain from triaxial tests on cohesive soil 
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Figure 6.2. Mohr’s plot and failure envelope from triaxial tests on cohesive soil (dashed line 

indicates results from corresponding uniaxial compression test) 
 
 
 

 

 
Figure 6.3. Uniaxial compression tests on cohesive soil used in indentation tests 

with small wheel 
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Figure 6.4. Uniaxial compression tests on cohesive soil used in rolling tests with small wheel 

 

 
Figure 6.5. Uniaxial compression tests on cohesive soil used in indentation and rolling tests with 

large wheel 
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6.2.2 Granular Soil 
 
The initial densities and unit weights measured for each of the specimens tested in triaxial 
compression are given in Tables 6.1 and 6.2. The average dry unit weight measured for the 
specimens prepared in a loose state was 16.8 kN/m3 (107 pcf) and the average dry unit weight for 
the dense specimens was 17.7 kN/m3 (113 pcf). 

Figs. 6.6 and 6.7 give deviatoric stress versus axial strain for each of the triaxial compression 
tests. Figs. 6.8 and 6.9 show the calculated volumetric strain versus axial strain for each of the 
tests. Note that the curves in Figs. 6.8 and 6.9 are interpolated from about 15 readings taken 
throughout each test. 

Fig. 6.10 shows the Mohr’s plot with stress states at failure from the triaxial compression 
tests on the loose granular soil. It is shown that a best-fit Mohr-Coulomb failure envelope 
corresponds to a friction angle φ = 35.5º and apparent cohesion c = 4.0 kPa (0.58 psi). The 
apparent cohesion is an artifact arising because the true failure envelope is non-linear. The dry 
granular soil tested has no uniaxial compression strength, so the failure envelope should pass 
through the origin in the Mohr’s plot. An alternative failure envelope with c = 0 is also shown in 
Fig. 6.10, with a corresponding approximate friction angle φ = 39º applicable over the range of 
confining pressures used in the tests. 

Fig. 6.11 shows the Mohr’s plot from the triaxial compression tests on the dense granular 
soil. Again, a best-fit Mohr-Coulomb failure envelope has φ = 42º and apparent cohesion c = 6.5 
kPa (0.94 psi). The friction angle for the failure envelope with c = 0 has again a somewhat larger 
friction angle of roughly φ = 46º, applying over the confining pressures at which the tests were 
conducted. Notice that the friction angle is increased by approximately 7º when the sand is 
compacted from a loose state to a dense state. 

Fig. 6.12 shows Young’s modulus as a function of confining pressure from the triaxial 
compression tests. The moduli were computed by fitting a line to the initial, linear portion of the 
deviatoric stress-strain curves in Figs. 6.6 and 6.7. 

Data from the direct shear tests conducted on the loose granular soil are presented in Table 
6.3 and Figs. 6.13-6.14. In Table 6.3, the initial densities and unit weights of the specimens are 
shown. The average initial dry unit weight was 16.5 kN/m3 (105 pcf), which is somewhat lower 
than the average unit weight achieved for the loose specimens prepared for the triaxial 
compression tests. Fig. 6.14 shows the Mohr’s plot and approximated failure envelopes using the 
data from the direct shear tests. A best-fit Mohr-Coulomb failure envelope corresponds with φ = 
32º and apparent cohesion c = 2 kPa (0.3 psi), with the apparent cohesion again indicating non-
linearity of the failure envelope. A reasonable approximation of the failure envelope, over the 
range of normal stresses used in the tests, with c = 0 corresponds to φ ≈ 36º. 
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Table 6.1. Initial densities of loose granular soil specimens in triaxial compression tests 

(values tabulated are for dry material) 
 

Test No. σ3 (kPa) ρ (kg/m3) γ (kN/m3) 
1 6.9 1707 16.74 
2 13.8 1723 16.90 
3 20.7 1704 16.71 
4 27.6 1717 16.84 
5 34.5 1707 16.74 

 
 

Table 6.2. Initial densities of dense granular soil specimens in triaxial compression tests 
(values tabulated are for dry material) 

 
Test No. σ3 (kPa) ρ (kg/m3) γ (kN/m3) 

1 6.9 1788 17.53 
2 13.8 1796 17.61 
3 20.7 1795 17.61 
4 27.6 1816 17.81 
5 34.5 1810 17.75 
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Figure 6.6. Deviatoric stress versus axial strain from triaxial compression tests on loose granular soil 
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Figure 6.7. Deviatoric stress versus axial strain from triaxial compression tests on dense granular soil 
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Figure 6.8. Average volumetric strain (interpolated) versus axial strain from triaxial compression tests on 

loose granular soil (positive volumetric strain implies dilation) 
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Figure 6.9. Average volumetric strain (interpolated) versus axial strain from triaxial compression tests on 

dense granular soil (positive volumetric strain implies dilation) 
 
 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
0

20

40

60

80

100

σ
n
 (kPa)

σ t (
kP

a)

M−C failure env. with φ = 35.5°, c = 4.0 kPa

M−C failure env. with φ = 39.0°, c =  0 kPa
experimental data

 
Figure 6.10. Mohr’s plot for triaxial compression tests on loose granular soil 
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Figure 6.11. Mohr’s plot for triaxial compression tests on dense granular soil 
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Figure 6.12. Young’s modulus versus confining pressure from triaxial compression tests on 

granular soil 
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Table 6.3. Initial densities of loose granular soil specimens in direct shear tests 
(values tabulated are for dry material) 

 
Test No. σn (kPa) ρ (kg/m3) γ (kN/m3) 

1 3.2 1666 16.33 
2 5.0 1687 16.54 
3 9.2 1684 16.52 
4 12.9 1678 16.45 
5 17.5 1690 16.58 
6 22.9 1694 16.61 
7 49.1 1699 16.66 
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Fig. 6.13. Shear stress versus shear displacement from direct shear tests on loose granular soil 
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Fig. 6.14. Mohr’s plot determined from direct shear tests on loose granular soil 
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Chapter 7 
 
 
Comparison of Theoretical Predictions and Experimental 
Data 
 
 
In this chapter, the theoretical predictions from Chapter 3 for wheel sinkage are compared with 
experimental data collected from lab-scaled field tests (Chapter 5). The soil mechanical 
properties determined from laboratory testing (Chapter 6) were used in the theoretical models to 
formulate sinkage predictions. The theoretical predictions and experimental data are compared in 
Sections 7.1-7.3, and the validity of the theoretical models is critically assessed in Section 7.4. 

As mentioned in the introduction to Chapter 5, deficiencies in the field tests, including soil 
damage caused by tractor pulling the test roller and unknown tire construction, preclude use of 
the field data in validating the models. A comparison between the results of the field tests and the 
theoretical predictions is nevertheless made in Section 7.3, as insights can still be drawn from the 
limited field data. Lack of information in the field tests, regarding soil properties and test roller 
tire construction particularly, is necessarily compensated with some speculation. 

Using the analytic method, the theoretical predictions obtained for comparison with 
experimental data are based on the slight modification discussed in Section 3.5, where the 
equivalent footing depth / 6D sη=  is replaced with the modified depth D s= . Only the inclined 
footing method (Section 3.2.2.2) is used, as it gives better agreement with experimental and 
numerical results and is believed to more accurately reflect the true failure mechanism beneath a 
rolling wheel. 

In the numerical simulations discussed in this chapter, the modified Drucker-Prager yield 
condition discussed in Section 3.1.2 was used to provide a closer match to the Mohr-Coulomb 
failure envelope than the Drucker-Prager yield condition. 
 
7.1 Comparison of Predictions and Data from Scaled Field Tests 
 
In this section, theoretical predictions are compared with experimental data obtained from the 
scaled field tests discussed in Section 5.3. The soil mechanical properties determined in Section 
6.2 were used to formulate the theoretical predictions. 
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7.1.1 Cohesive Soil 
 
7.1.1.1 Indentation 
 
The experimental results for wheel weight (vertical force) QV as a function of wheel sinkage s 
with indentation of the small wheel (d = 78 mm (3 in.) and b = 25 mm (1 in.)) are plotted in Fig. 
7.1 together with theoretical predictions from the analytic method and numerical simulations. 
Simulations with two different soil Young’s moduli were conducted: Es = 2 MPa (290 psi) is 
representative of the modulus measured experimentally and Es = 50 MPa (7250 psi) is so large as 
to make elastic effects negligible. The Poisson’s ratio was taken as νs = 0.45. 

The predictions from the numerical simulation with Es = 2 MPa (290 psi) agree with the 
experimental results very well. The analytic method qualitatively predicts the response, though 
tends to overestimate the wheel force for a given sinkage, especially at low sinkage. As revealed 
by the results of the numerical simulation with Es = 50 MPa (7250 psi), the overestimation of 
wheel force at low sinkage using the analytic method can be attributed to the very low elastic 
stiffness of the soil. The prediction using the analytic method, which neglects elastic effects, is in 
good agreement with the results from the numerical simulation with a large elastic stiffness. 

A similar comparison is made in Fig. 7.2 for the large wheel (d = 115 mm (4.5 in.) and b = 
38 mm (1.5 in.)). The nature of the agreement between the experimental results and predictions 
is nearly identical to that observed for the small wheel.  
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Figure 7.1. Comparison of theoretical predictions and test data on clay for indentation of wheel 

with d = 78 mm and b = 25 mm 
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Figure 7.2. Comparison of theoretical predictions and test data on clay for indentation of wheel 

with d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm 
 
 

7.1.1.2 Rolling 
 
Test data and theoretical predictions are compared for the small wheel and large wheel rolling on 
the cohesive soil in Figs. 7.3 and 7.4, respectively. For the small wheel, two sets of numerical 
simulations were performed to investigate the significance of elastic effects. 

Comparable agreement as was seen in the case of indentation is evident. The analytic method 
qualitatively predicts the response rather well, although it noticeably overestimates the wheel 
force at small sinkage. Results from the numerical simulation using the experimentally-measured 
modulus (Es = 2 MPa (290 psi)) show good agreement, but also tend to overestimate the wheel 
force at small sinkage. This may be indicative of some error in the experimental measurements at 
very small sinkage (s ∼ 1 mm (0.04 in.)), for which the values of wheel sinkage are approaching 
the measurement precision. Results from the numerical simulation with a relatively high 
modulus (Es = 25 MPa (3600 psi)) agree well with prediction from the analytic method for which 
elasticity is neglected.  
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Figure 7.3. Comparison of theoretical predictions and test data on clay for rolling wheel with 

d = 78 mm and b = 25 mm 
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Figure 7.4. Comparison of theoretical predictions and test data on clay for rolling wheel with 

d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm 
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7.1.2 Granular Soil 
 
7.1.2.1 Indentation 
 
Test results for the large wheel (d = 115 mm (4.5 in.) and b = 38 mm (1.5 in.)) indenting loose 
sand are shown in Fig. 7.5 together with predictions using the analytic method. As mentioned in 
Section 6.2.2, there is some ambiguity concerning how to best fit a linear failure envelope to the 
triaxial test data for the sand. An envelope with the best fit (φ = 35.5º and c = 4.0 kPa (0.58 psi)) 
is characterized by some apparent cohesion, although non-zero cohesion is unrealistic for the 
purely frictional soil. A best-fit envelope with no cohesion has a friction angle around φ = 39º. In 
Fig. 7.5, predictions using the analytic method are therefore shown for three possible choices of 
material properties: (1) φ = 35.5º and c = 4.0 kPa (0.58 psi); (2) φ = 35.5º and c = 0 kPa; and (3) 
φ = 39º and c = 0 kPa. The unit weight used in the predictions is taken as the measured dry unit 
weight of γ = 16.0 kN/m3 (102 pcf).  

The prediction for φ = 35.5º and c = 4.0 kPa (0.58 psi) reveals that nonzero cohesion results 
in an unrealistically large prediction of wheel force for a given sinkage. When the cohesion is 
simply dropped and the friction angle remains at φ = 35.5º, the prediction using the analytic 
method is in excellent agreement with the test data. When the parameters for the best-fit 
envelope without cohesion (φ = 39º and c = 0 kPa) are used in the prediction, QV is significantly 
overestimated. 

Not only does the prediction φ = 35.5º and c = 0 give the best match to experimental data, but 
these properties also appear to be the most reasonable for characterizing the loose sand. Direct 
shear tests were also conducted on the sand, and the friction angle was found to range between φ 
= 32º and φ = 36º. This supports φ = 35.5º, and even indicates that the friction angle may be 
somewhat lower 35.5º (which may lead to an even better theoretical prediction). Das (2005) 
gives that the friction angle typically ranges between 27º and 35º for loose sands. 

Fig. 7.6 compares the theoretical predictions and test data for the dense sand. A similar 
ambiguity exists in determining φ and c as with the loose sand, and predictions for three sets of 
strength properties are again shown: (1) φ = 42.0º and c = 6.5 kPa (0.94 psi); (2) φ = 42.0º and c 
= 0 kPa; and (3) φ = 46º and c = 0 kPa. The measured dry unit weight γ = 17.4 kN/m3 (111 pcf) is 
used in the predictions. 

The nature of the agreement between the test data and the theoretical predictions for the 
dense sand is virtually the same as for the loose sand. Nonzero cohesion as in the best-fit 
envelope (φ = 42.0º and c = 6.5 kPa (0.94 psi)) leads to a drastic overestimation of QV for a given 
sinkage. When the cohesion is simply dropped (φ = 42.0º and c = 0), the prediction agrees with 
the test data very well. When the friction angle is increased to compensate for the dropped 
cohesion (φ = 46º and c = 0), the force QV is overestimated. 

As with the loose sand, the lower value of friction angle φ = 42.0º with c = 0 leads to the best 
agreement for the dense sand, and this friction angle seems to be the most appropriate for the 
material. Das (2005) gives that the friction angle typically ranges between 35º and 45º for dense 
sands. 
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Figure 7.5. Comparison of theoretical predictions using analytic method and test data on loose 

sand for indentation of wheel with d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm 
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Figure 7.6. Comparison of theoretical predictions using analytic method and test data on dense 

sand for indentation of wheel with d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm 
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In Fig. 7.7, test data for indentation in the loose sand is compared with predictions from 
several numerical simulations. As with the comparison between test results and the predictions 
using the analytic method (Fig. 7.5), three sets of material properties were used in the 
simulations, employing the modified Drucker-Prager yield condition to match the Mohr-
Coulomb strength parameters φ and c. Cohesionless material was approximated by taking a value 
of cohesion very close to zero, which is possible in the simulations of indentation (as opposed to 
rolling, where the minimum cohesion needed to maintain numerical stability is relatively large). 
Additional parameters used in the numerical simulation were Es = 10 MPa (1450 psi), νs = 0.3, 
and γ = 16.0 kN/m3 (102 pcf). 

The theoretical predictions in Fig. 7.7 obtained from numerical simulation are similar to the 
predictions using the analytic method (Fig. 7.5). Again, the material properties φ = 35.5º and c ≈ 
0 lead to the closest agreement with test data, although the agreement is somewhat worse as 
compared with that found using the analytic method. In Fig. 7.7, some numerical instability 
arising from the frictional nature of the material becomes apparent at s τ 6 mm (0.24 in.). 

The simulations performed for the dense sand are compared with the test data in Fig. 7.8. 
Parameters not shown in the figure were fixed at Es = 20 MPa (2900 psi), νs = 0.3, and γ = 17.4 
kN/m3 (111 pcf). The agreement between the predictions and the test data is again much like that 
observed using the analytic method (Fig. 7.6), with the simulation employing φ = 42.0º and c ≈ 0 
giving the best match. Numerical instability arising in the simulations can again be seen, leading 
to early termination of the simulations in the case of the dense sand. 
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Figure 7.7. Comparison of theoretical predictions from numerical simulations and test data on 

loose sand for indentation of wheel with d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm 
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Figure 7.8. Comparison of theoretical predictions from numerical simulations and test data on 

dense sand for indentation of wheel with d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm 
 
 
 
 

7.1.2.2 Rolling 
 
Fig. 7.9 compares theoretical predictions using the analytic method with the data for the rolling 
tests on loose sand using the large wheel (d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm). The three possible 
choices for material parameters used in Section 7.1.2.1 for indentation are again employed. As 
with indentation, the prediction using φ = 35.5º and c = 0 provides excellent agreement with the 
experimental data. 

Fig. 7.10 compares predictions and test data for the dense sand. Again, the prediction 
provides a very good match to the test data when material properties are taken as φ = 42.0º and c 
= 0. 

Realistic rolling simulations could not be performed for the sand, since the cohesion required 
to maintain stability is considerable. As demonstrated in this and the previous section, the 
presence of non-negligible cohesion causes a large overestimation of the wheel force at a given 
sinkage for the purely frictional material considered.  
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Figure 7.9. Comparison of theoretical predictions and test data on loose sand for rolling wheel 

with d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm 
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Figure 7.10. Comparison of theoretical predictions and test data on dense sand for rolling wheel 

with d = 115 mm and b = 38 mm 
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7.2 Comparison of Predictions and Supplemental Data 
 
In this section, predictions using the analytic method are compared with the experimental data 
obtained by Willis et al. (1965) for several towed, rigid wheels operating in clay and sand. 
Pertinent details regarding the test setup and procedure are discussed in Section 5.5, as well as 
the soil mechanical properties. 

The friction angle and cohesion determined by Willis et al. (1965) for the two soils were 
evaluated using a so-called “torsional shear annulus,” so it is not clear whether these properties 
can be equated to the Mohr-Coulomb strength parameters. Nonetheless, the measured values 
appear to be reasonable for the soil types used in the experiments. Also, the authors collected 
data up to sinkage values that are quite large (s/d ≈ 0.25). Only the data for s/d ≤ 0.1 is 
considered in the comparison with theoretical predictions. 

 
7.2.1 Cohesive Soil 
 
Predictions and test data are compared for the cohesive soil and the wheel with b = 38 mm (1.5 
in.) in Fig. 7.11. The figure shows excellent agreement between the predictions using the analytic 
method and the experimental data. Comparison is made between the predictions and test data for 
the wider wheels with b = 76 mm (3 in.) in Fig. 7.12. The test data is again closely predicted, 
albeit slightly worse in the case of the wheel with d = 406 mm (16 in.). This is most likely due to 
the change in soil cohesion throughout the tests resulting from drying of the soil (Willis et al. 
1965). The test data in Fig. 7.12 indicates that the wheel with the large diameter sinks deeper into 
the soil than the wheel with the small diameter. This unrealistic trend is probably a result of the 
cohesion increasing throughout the individual tests. 
 
7.2.2 Granular Soil 
 
Figs. 7.13 and 7.14 compare predictions and test data for the granular soil. Agreement is fair to 
excellent for s/d δ 0.06, although it is evident for larger sinkage (0.06 δ s/d δ 0.1) that the 
predictions underestimate wheel force for a given sinkage. In fact, the trend in the test data for d 
= 508 mm (20 in.), which is concave upward in the figures, is different from that predicted using 
the analytic method, which is concave downward. Overall, the agreement between predictions 
and test data from Willis et al. (1965) for the granular soil can be characterized as fair. 
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Figure 7.11. Comparison of test data from Willis et al. (1965) and predictions using analytic 

method for cohesive soil and wheels with b = 38 mm (connected points are test data; thick lines 
are predictions) 
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Figure 7.12. Comparison of test data from Willis et al. (1965) and predictions using analytic 

method for cohesive soil and wheels with b = 76 mm (connected points are test data; thick lines 
are predictions) 
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Figure 7.13. Comparison of test data from Willis et al. (1965) and predictions using analytic method for 

granular soil and wheels with b = 38 mm (connected points are test data; thick lines are predictions) 
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Figure 7.14. Comparison of test data from Willis et al. (1965) and predictions using analytic method for 

granular soil and wheels with b = 114 mm (connected points are test data; thick lines are predictions) 
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7.3 Comparison of Predictions and Data from Full Scale Field Tests 
 
Some attempt is made in this section to make a meaningful comparison between the limited data 
collected from full scale field tests (Section 5.4) and the theoretical predictions. Rut depths and 
DCP readings were measured at two sites. An effort is made to relate the DCP data to the 
strength parameters required for the predictions using preexisting correlations from the literature. 
The correlated parameters are used subsequently to develop predictions for the rut depth. 
 
7.3.1 Cohesive Soil 
 
Penetration rate (PR) from DCP tests at the field site with cohesive soil are shown in Fig. 7.15. 
To arrive at a single PR which characterizes the soil, a spatially-weighted average over the first 
0.5 m (1.6 ft) of soil is taken. For the DCP test conducted in the rut, the average PR is computed 
as 52 mm/blow (2.0 in./blow), and for the test conducted just outside the rut, the average PR is 
41 mm/blow (1.6 in./blow). To relate PR to soil cohesion, PR is first correlated to the california 
bearing ratio (CBR) using the correlation given by Coonse (1999). The correlation by Coonse is 
used, since it lies within 1-4% of the mean trend computed from correlations proposed in a total 
of nine different papers (Roy 2007). The correlated CBR is subsequently related to cohesion 
using a correlation given by Gregory and Cross (2007). 

Coonse (1999) gives that CBR is related to PR through 
 

1.14
1338.8CBR PR
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−
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Figure 7.15. DCP readings at field site with cohesive soil 
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Figure 7.16. Correlation between measured CBR and measured cohesion using data from 

Gregory and Cross (2007) 
 
 
Gregory and Cross (2007) proposed that CBR is related linearly to the undrained shear strength 
(or cohesion) of clay soils at or near saturation. The authors propose a theoretically-derived 
correlation which compares favorably with experimental data, although a direct correlation 
between measured CBR and measured soil cohesion c (Fig. 7.16) is used here. The least-squares 
linear regression for their data is 
 

10.0929CBR c
kPa

⎛ ⎞= ⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

  (7.2) 

 
Eqs. (7.1) and (7.2) may be combined to ultimately relate c to PR as 
 

[ ]
1.14

13650c PR kPa
mm

−
⎛ ⎞⎡ ⎤= ⎜ ⎟⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦⎝ ⎠

  (7.3) 

 
In this report, no claim is made that (7.3) can always provide a reliable relationship between 
cohesion and DCP penetration rate for a clay, although the correlation follows logically from two 
other correlations (Eqs. (7.1) and (7.2)) which are considered by others to be in good agreement 
with test data. 

The average PR inside the rut of 52 mm/blow (2.0 in./blow) correlates to c = 40 kPa (5.8 psi) 
using Eq. (7.3). The average PR outside the rut of 41 mm/blow (1.6 in./blow) correlates to c = 53 
kPa (7.7 psi). According to Das (2005), these values of cohesion represent clay of medium 
consistency (25 kPa < c < 50 kPa). It is important to realize that the correlation (7.3) only applies 
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to the undrained behavior of cohesive soils at or near saturation. When the soil is well below 
saturation or the soil is not fine-grained, internal friction is present and the correlation is 
inapplicable. Soil at the field site with cohesive soil appeared to be predominantly fine-grained, 
although the moisture content of 17.1% was below the moisture content at saturation. 

Theoretical predictions are compared with the measured rut depth of about 90 mm (3.5 in.) 
measured in the field in Fig. 7.17. For the predictions, rebound of the soil is neglected, and the 
rut depth is considered identical to the sinkage s. Predicted s is plotted versus soil cohesion c to 
indicate sensitivity. Predicted sinkage for a rigid wheel of the same size and applied weight as 
the test roller wheel (d = 1.52 m (60 in.), b = 0.46 m (18 in.), and QV = 133.5 kN (15 tons)) is 
much greater than the measured rut depths, using the correlated values of cohesion and assuming 
φ = 0. When internal friction (φ = 15º) is included, the prediction becomes much more realistic. 
Internal friction, perhaps in the range φ = 10º to 20º, was almost certainly present for the 
cohesive soil. 

The assumption of a rigid wheel is only an approximation for the tires on the test roller used 
at the field site. However, the analytic method also accommodates wheel flexibility through 
introduction of the flexibility parameter λr, incorporated through the relation 
 

e rd d Qλ= +   (7.4) 
 
where de is the so-called equivalent wheel diameter and Q is the total (inclined) wheel force (see 
Section 3.2.3). 
 

 
Figure 7.17. Comparison between predicted sinkage (rut depth) and measured rut depth from 
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To obtain a rough estimate of λr, the results of numerical simulation for a pneumatic tire on 
cohesive performed are used. In Fig. 7.18, which shows for a simulated test roller tire with 
realistic inflation pressure and carcass stiffness that the equivalent wheel diameter is close to de = 
2.6 m (8.5 ft), where the undeformed wheel diameter is d = 1.3 m (4.3 ft). The vertical 
component of force was specified at QV = 133.5 kN (15 tons) and the horizontal component 
determined from the simulation was QH ≈ 25 kN (2.8 tons), resulting in a total inclined force of 
Q = 136 kN (15.3 tons). The parameter λr for d = 1.3 m (4.3 ft), de = 2.6 m (8.5 ft), and Q = 136 
kN (15.3 tons) is λr ≈ 0.01 m/kN (3.5 in/ton), using Eq. (7.4). While λr varies depending on soil 
type, wheel type, and inflation pressure, λr = 0.01 m/kN (3.5 in/ton) appears to be a reasonable 
first approximation for the tire of the test roller used at the field site. 

Also shown in Fig. 7.17 are several predictions obtained using the analytic method for a 
rolling, flexible wheel with λr = 0.01 m/kN (3.5 in/ton). This has the effect of considerably 
reducing the sinkage as compared with the results for the rigid wheel. For a given soil cohesion, 
sinkage for the flexible wheel is about half of that when the wheel is rigid. 

Too much uncertainty surrounds the data collected from the field to meaningfully evaluate 
the validity of the predictions. This section shows, however, that the predictions can 
accommodate likely scenarios occurring in the field. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 7.18. Deformed wheel configuration from numerical simulation of rolling pneumatic tire 

on cohesive soil (c = 100 kPa) 

d = 1.3 m de = 2.6 m 
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7.3.2 Granular Soil 
 
Data was collected for two different ruts at the site with granular soil. The large rut measured 
about 120 mm (4.7 in.) in depth and the small rut measured approximately 70 mm (2.7 in.). DCP 
data collected for the large rut and small ruts is shown in Figs. 7.19 and 7.20. As in Section 7.3.1, 
a spatially-weighted average of the penetration rate PR is computed for the first 0.5 m (1.6 ft) of 
soil in order to obtain a single representative value. For the large rut, the average PR is 105 
mm/blow (4.1 in./blow), 85 mm/blow (3.3 in./blow), and 25 mm/blow (1.0 in/blow) for the DCP 
readings taken in the rut, just outside the rut, and at the centerline of the roadway embankment, 
respectively. For the small rut, average PR is respectively 102 mm/blow (4.0 in./blow), 84 
mm/blow (3.3 in./blow), and 30 mm/blow (1.2 in./blow). 
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Figure 7.19. DCP readings for large rut at field site with granular soil 
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Figure 7.20. DCP readings for small rut at field site with granular soil 

 
 

For a cohesionless sand, Ayers et al. (1989) gave the following correlations between 
deviatoric stress at failure (σD)f and PR for the given confining pressures σ3: 
 

( ) [ ]285 3.48D f

kPakPa PR
mm

σ ⎡ ⎤= − ⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦
     for    3 34.4kPaσ =  (7.5) 
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kPakPa PR
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σ ⎡ ⎤= − ⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦
     for    3 103kPaσ =  (7.6) 

 

( ) [ ]1031 3.45D f
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σ ⎡ ⎤= − ⎢ ⎥⎣ ⎦
     for    3 207 kPaσ =  (7.7) 

 
After computing (σD)f according to the correlations (7.5)-(7.7), the friction angle φ can be readily 
determined from the relationship 
 

( )
( )
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3

sin
2

D f
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σ
φ

σ σ
−

⎛ ⎞
⎜ ⎟=
⎜ ⎟+⎝ ⎠

  (7.8) 

 
The friction angle φ is independent of confining pressure for a linear failure envelope, so the 

presence of different equations for the three confining pressures indicates a nonlinear envelope. 
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When Eqs. (7.5)-(7.7) are used to correlate the values of average PR determined from the field 
measurements (Figs. 7.19 and 7.20), only Eq. (7.7) gives sensible results. Correlated values of φ 
using Eq. (7.8) are 38º, 40º, and 44º at the locations in the rut, just outside the rut, and at the 
embankment centerline, respectively, for both the large rut and the small rut. The correlations 
proposed by Ayers et al. are based on DCP readings ranging from 12 mm/blow (0.5 in/blow) to 
31 mm/blow (1.2 in./blow) and friction angles (measured from triaxial compression tests) 
ranging from 44º to 51º. The correlated friction angles inside and just outside the ruts (38º and 
40º, respectively) rely on data outside of this range, casting considerable doubt on the correlated 
values. 

Fig. 7.21 plots several theoretical predictions for rut depth (considered the same as sinkage) 
using the analytic method for a rolling wheel, with wheel geometry and loading representing the 
current test roller (d = 1.57 m (60 in.), b = 0.46 m (18 in.), and QV = 133.5 kN (15 tons)). The 
unit weight is taken as γ = 20 kN/m3 (127 pcf). The sinkage predictions are plotted versus 
friction angle to indicate the sensitivity to this parameter. The rut depths measured in the field 
are also shown. Two predictions are shown for a rigid wheel, and between these two predictions, 
the cohesion is varied from 0 to 1 kPa (0.15 psi). The latter is included to accommodate the 
possibility of a minute amount of cohesion introduced from moisture and fine particles. Two 
similar predictions are shown for a flexible wheel with λr = 0.01 m/kN (3.5 in./ton), as in Section 
7.3.1. 

Assuming a rigid wheel and c = 0 or c = 1 kPa (0.15 psi), the predicted rut depths using the 
correlated values of φ are greatly larger than the measured rut depths. When wheel flexibility is 
introduced, the sinkage drops to roughly half of that for a rigid wheel, and although the predicted 
rut depths remain larger than measured, the predictions approach the measured values. 

The correlated values of φ are highly suspect, and as with the results from field testing at the 
site with cohesive soil (Section 7.3.1), the data from the field tests on granular soil neither 
validate nor invalidate the predictions using the analytic method. It is interesting to note, 
however, that the difference in the DCP readings (Figs. 7.19 and 7.20) taken for the large rut and 
small rut are fairly small, whereas the difference in the measured ruts is quite large. This 
sensitivity is supported by the theoretical predictions. In all of the predictions shown in Fig. 7.21, 
a mere 2º decrease in the friction angle is sufficient to cause the predicted rut depth to increase 
from 70 mm (2.7 in.) to 120 mm (4.7 in.). 
 
7.4 Validity Assessment 
 
Theoretical predictions using the approximate analytic method agree quite well with 
experimental data. When compared with data from the scaled field tests and supplemental data 
from Willis et al. (1965), the predictions for cohesive soil provide a good match to test results. 
For the scaled field tests, the Young’s modulus of the soil was very low (Es ≈ 2 MPa), leading to 
some discrepancy arising from elastic effects that are disregarded using the analytic method. The 
analytic method provides an excellent match to the data obtained by Willis et al. for cohesive 
soil. The authors do not discuss elastic properties of the soil, though it is evident that the elastic 
stiffness of the soil was sufficiently large to eliminate noticeable elastic effects. 

Predictions from numerical simulation for cohesive soil are similar to those obtained with the 
analytic method. When the elastic stiffness of the soil is very small (as in the case of the scaled 
field tests), the simulations are still capable of providing a very good match to experimental data. 
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Figure 7.21. Comparison between predicted sinkage (rut depth) and measured rut depths from 

field tests at site with granular soil 
 
 
Some minor differences between the predictions from numerical simulation and test data can be 
seen with the scaled field tests for the rolling wheel. This may be due to experimental error, but it 
may also arise from material behavior, such as hardening, that is disregarded in the simulations 
(and analytic method). 

Results obtained from the scaled field tests on both loose and dense sand, for both 
indentation and rolling, are predicted very well using the analytic method, accepting there is 
some uncertainty involved in how to best match the Mohr-Coulomb strength parameters used in 
the models to the nonlinear failure envelope determined experimentally for the sand. The large 
increase in resistance to wheel penetration caused by the increase in soil density was captured 
very effectively by the theoretical predictions. 

With the test data for granular material provided by Willis et al., the analytic method 
provides fair agreement. The trends in the test data were different both from the predictions using 
the analytic method and from the test data acquired from scaled field testing. 

Partial results obtained from full scale field tests cannot provide conclusive evidence to 
validate (or invalidate) the theoretical predictions. The results of the full scale field tests fit 
within several conceivable scenarios accommodated by the theoretical predictions, although 
additional data is needed to ascertain the correct scenario (strength data for soil, flexibility 
characteristics for test roller tire, etc.). 

For both the analytic method and the numerical simulations to be valid, the two approaches 
must at least agree with each other. Sinkage from several simulations with different material 
properties for a rolling, rigid wheel are shown in Fig. 7.22 together with predictions using the 
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analytic method. Simulation parameters were d = 1.52 m (60 in.), b = 0.46 m (18 in.), QV = 133.5 
kN (15 tons), γ = 18 kN/m3 (115 pcf), and Es = 40 MPa (5800 psi). The simulation results 
correspond well with the predictions using the analytic method. With small s, there is some 
disagreement arising from elastic effects. Fig. 7.23 is the same as Fig. 7.22 except rut depth from 
the simulations is plotted instead of sinkage. The two methods coincide even at small s in this 
case. Whether sinkage or rut depth is taken from the simulations, the trends predicted by the two 
approaches are basically identical. 
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Figure 7.22. Comparison between sinkage from numerical simulation and predictions using 

analytic method for rolling, rigid wheel (connected points are from simulations; smooth curves 
are from analytic method) 
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Figure 7.23. Comparison between rut depth from numerical simulation and predictions using 

analytic method for rolling, rigid wheel (connected points are from simulations; smooth curves 
are from analytic method) 
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Chapter 8 
 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
 

8.1 Conclusions 
 

The following general conclusions may be drawn from the findings discussed in this report: 

 

1. Test rolling is characterized by an elegant simplicity and has the potential to be a very 
successful tool for in situ characterization of some mechanical properties of subgrade 
materials in roadway embankments. As opposed to other tests used in road construction, test 
rolling is capable of providing a continuous record of measurement, and can be used to 
inspect large areas and detect weak (inadequately compacted) soils. In current Mn/DOT test 
rolling procedures (Minnesota 2000), no quantitative continuous record is taken and 
assessment is made based on visual observation. 

 
2. The theoretical models developed in this project are, to the authors’ knowledge, the first 

rigorously-developed tools for analyzing test rolling. Two theoretical approaches for 
analyzing and formulating models for test rolling were developed. The first is analytic, and 
the second is numerical, based on the commercial software ABAQUS. The advantage of the 
analytic approach, albeit more approximate, is its universality and ease in use. Accordingly, 
analytic expressions relate sinkage to strength parameters, or, inversely, the strength 
parameters to known sinkage and test roller configuration (weight and wheel geometry). The 
analytic expressions given in Chapter 3 are explicit or implicit, yet solvable using standard 
computation packages (e.g., Mathcad or MATLAB). The numerical simulations support the 
analytic expressions; however, no direct usage of the numerical simulations for evaluating 
soil strength parameters is proposed. Results from numerical simulations are case specific 
and do not serve as practical tools. 

 
3. The theoretical models are approximate yet capture the essential elements of the wheel/soil 

interaction. Lab-scaled tests support the theoretical findings. The models provide means for 
realistic predictions of how much the wheel of a test roller with a given load and wheel 
geometry will penetrate (sink) on a soil with known material properties. The models also 
allow for analysis of the inverse problem, i.e., evaluating soil properties from measured 
wheel sinkage/rut depth. The theoretical predictions appear to be fairly accurate for sinkage-
to-diameter ratios 0.01 δ s/d δ 0.08. 
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4. An alternative to using the analytic expressions are graphs relating soil strength parameters, 
wheel geometry and weight, and the sinkage of a wheel. Examples of such graphs are shown 
in Appendices H-K. 

 

5. Soil deformation induced by a test roller is primarily permanent. Permanent deformation is 
associated with soil failure, and is related to soil strength parameters, namely friction angle 
(φ) and cohesion (c). These parameters are essential in the theoretical models developed. The 
predominance of permanent deformation implies that test rolling is a means of evaluating in 
situ soil strength properties rather than elastic properties such as resilient modulus. Test 
rolling can thus be interpreted as a continuous measurement of soil strength properties. Other 
methods like the DCP test can only provide point information on soil strength. 

 

6. Unit weight and moisture content, which are often used exclusively as quality assurance 
measures for soil compaction, play an indirect role in the theoretical models. A substantial 
increase in friction angle can be observed when sand is compacted from a loose state to a 
dense state, as demonstrated in the laboratory testing (Section 6). Proper control of moisture 
content allows one to maximize the density, and consequently the strength, by facilitating 
compaction. For cohesive soil, increased density and decreased moisture content tend to 
increase cohesion. 

 

7. The ability to infer soil strength parameters from test rolling using the models developed 
depends on the type of the soil. If the strength of the soil is characterized by one parameter 
only, either friction angle (e.g., sand) or cohesion (e.g., clay), it is possible to assess this 
parameter from measuring the sinkage/rut of one wheel. If, however, the soil possesses both 
parameters (e.g., sand with fines), it is not possible to evaluate them using a measurement 
from one wheel.  The measurements from two wheels of different sizes, or two identical 
wheels carrying different weights, are necessary to determine the friction angle and cohesion 
of the soil with some confidence. If one of the parameters is known, it again is possible to 
evaluate the second one from measurements with one wheel. 

 

8. The influence depth of a rolling wheel, or the depth at which an underlying layer begins to 
influence sinkage, depends on soil type (granular or cohesive), layer position (strong over 
weak versus weak over strong), and the relative strength of the layers, as well as the wheel 
force and geometry. The influence depth determined approximately in the context of the 
analytic method agrees favorably with the results from numerical simulation and can be used 
to predict influence depth for arbitrary test roller weight and wheel sizes. Influence depth in 
the case of dense sand overlying weak clay was found to be greater (about twice for the cases 
considered) than in the case of strong clay overlying weak clay. Influence depth for a 
relatively weak layer overlying a strong layer was found to be small relative to the influence 
depth for a strong layer over a weak layer. Using the analytic method, influence depth 
appears to be only moderately affected by wheel size, though strongly affected by wheel 
weight. The influence depth of the test roller currently specified by Mn/DOT varies from 1.2 
m (4 ft) to 0.6 m (2 ft).  
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9. The theoretical predictions suggest that larger wheel weight leads to greater sensitivity of the 
sinkage with respect to a small variation in soil strength, when the wheel geometry and soil 
strength are fixed. That is, when the wheel weight is large, a small variation in soil strength 
can lead to a relatively large change in sinkage, whereas the change in sinkage resulting from 
the same variation with a small wheel weight is relatively small. Larger wheel weights also 
lead to greater sensitivity to weak underlying layers (i.e., the depth at which a weak 
underlying layer affects sinkage is larger). 

 

10. Both the numerical simulations and the analytic method show that wheel flexibility can 
influence sinkage substantially. Flexibility for a pneumatic tire is determined by tire 
construction and inflation pressure. Theoretical predictions incorporating a very rough 
approximation to the deformability of the tire on the present Mn/DOT test roller indicate that 
sinkage may be around half of that induced by a rigid wheel of the same geometry. As this 
deformability is generally unknown, accurate theoretical prediction in the case of a flexible 
wheel is difficult. Variability in construction of the pneumatic tires on the test roller currently 
used by Mn/DOT can lead to large differences in the test rolling results. 

 

11. For rigid wheels, the following approximate relationships hold true between the sinkage, 
wheel weight, wheel width, and wheel diameter and can be used to assess the consequences 
in modifying the present configuration of the test rolling equipment : 
a. The relationship between sinkage and wheel weight for granular soils is linear. In 

cohesive soils this relationship is quadratic. This means that reducing the test roller 
weight by half will reduce the sinkage by one half in granular soils, and by one fourth in 
cohesive soils. 

b. Sinkage is inversely proportional to the width of the wheel for granular soils and 
inversely proportional to the width squared for cohesive soils. Thus, reducing wheel 
width by half leads to a two-fold increase in sinkage on granular soils and to a four-fold 
increase in sinkage on cohesive soils. 

c. Sinkage is inversely proportional to wheel diameter for both granular and cohesive soils. 
This implies a two-fold increase in sinkage in either soil for wheels whose diameter is 
reduced by half. 

 

12. The scaled field tests were of good quality and provided reliable data for validating the 
theoretical models, although emphasis in this project was placed more on development of 
theoretical models rather than validation. As with all theoretical work, the predictions can 
only be trusted fully after they have been compared with exhaustive experimental data. The 
model predictions should ultimately be compared to results obtained from well-controlled 
field tests. 

 

Along with general conclusions given above, illustrative examples are given in Appendix O to 
demonstrate the usefulness of the theoretical predictions. In one example, the performance of 
several prospective test rollers is evaluated. In another example, synthetic data from a given test 
roller is interpreted in terms of strength properties of the soil. 
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8.2 Recommendations 
 

In addition to the general findings summarized in Section 8.1, the following recommendations 
are made: 

 

1. Test rolling is conceptually a good test for in situ characterization of the strength properties 
of subgrade materials. Test rolling is not well suited to determination of soil elastic 
properties, which are the properties commonly used to predict long term pavement 
performance. Small-strain test methods (e.g., those involving light weight deflectometers and 
the emerging intelligent compactors) are more appropriate than test rolling for measuring soil 
elastic properties. 

 

2. The theoretical models can be used for evaluating the effects of test roller modifications and 
interpreting test roller sinkage/rut in terms of soil strength properties. However, the accuracy 
of the models has not been thoroughly confirmed against experimental data, and the 
predictions should only be regarded as approximate. The models are not intended for use 
with s/d τ 0.1. Sinkage/rut predictions using the analytic method apply to homogeneous soils, 
as well as layered soils for which the uppermost soil layer is of sufficient thickness such that 
deformation occurs only in the uppermost layer (i.e., the soil failure mechanism beneath the 
wheel does not extend into the underlying layers).   

 

3. Test rollers with different weights and wheel geometries can provide similar results. A 
relatively light test roller with small wheels, when operated on a given soil, can provide 
similar information regarding soil strength as a heavy test roller with large wheels, like the 
one presently used by Mn/DOT. However, the influence depth of a light test roller is 
generally less than the influence depth of a heavy test roller. 

 

4. Rigid wheels (or nearly rigid) are the preferred wheel type for test rolling. Wheel flexibility 
only obscures field measurements and adds unwarranted complexity to the test rolling 
process. For a rigid wheel, axle displacement is identical to sinkage, which is a feature that 
lends convenience to measurement automation. A steel or solid rubber tire could be 
implemented on a specialized test rolling device like the one presently used, although a 
pneumatic tire with a suitably stiff construction and sufficiently high inflation pressure may 
be capable of resembling a rigid wheel (cf. Bekker 1960). 

 

5. A towed wheel, with no applied torque, is preferred over a driven wheel for test rolling. In 
the case of a driven wheel, sinkage depends also on the applied torque (cf. Freitag 1965), 
which is both unknown (without special instrumentation) and variable. The theoretical 
models developed pertain to a towed wheel. 
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6. A test roller wheel should travel ahead, or be offset from, driving wheels, as the driving 
wheels tend to damage the soil. Test rolling measurements on damaged soil are obscured by 
two factors: (1) the reference surface from which measurements are taken is disturbed, 
sometimes significantly, and (2) sinkage cannot be attributed exclusively to soil strength, 
since some sinkage arises from the effects of damage.  A configuration in which the test 
rolling wheels travel ahead of the driving wheels may be achieved by pushing, rather than 
pulling, a test rolling device, or simply using the front (steerage) axle of a standard vehicle 
such as a dump truck. Caution should be used in the latter case, since the distribution of 
vehicle weight on the wheels can vary considerably when the vehicle is operating on soft 
material. 

 

7. A test roller may be outfitted with two or more offset wheels with different weights or 
geometries (or both) in order to use the test rolling technique to infer the two strength 
parameter φ and c of a soil. With sinkage measured from a single wheel, test rolling cannot, 
in general, provide enough information to deduce φ and c when both are present. 

 
8. An extensive program to validate the proposed theoretical models with experimental data 

from field tests should be undertaken. In addition to validating the models, such a program 
will reveal potential improvements. 
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Appendix A: Summary of Formulas 



 A1  

This appendix summarizes the equations resulting from the analytic method (Section 3.2) and is 
intended as an aid for practical implementation. Formulas relating weight on a wheel, wheel 
geometry, wheel flexibility, sinkage, and soil properties are listed for the cases of an indenting 
(non-rolling) rigid wheel, an indenting flexible wheel, a rolling rigid wheel, and a rolling flexible 
wheel. Formulas for influence depth (the depth at which a weak or strong layer begins to affect 
sinkage) are also presented. 
 
 
Variables: 
 
b wheel width 

c soil cohesion (Mohr-Coulomb) for homogenous soil 

c1 soil cohesion (Mohr-Coulomb) of upper layer in layered soil 

c2 soil cohesion (Mohr-Coulomb) of lower layer in layered soil 

d wheel diameter 

φ soil friction angle (Mohr-Coulomb) for homogeneous soil 

φ1 soil friction angle (Mohr-Coulomb) of upper layer in layered soil 

φ2 soil friction angle (Mohr-Coulomb) of lower layer in layered soil 

γ soil unit weight for homogenous soil 

γ1 soil unit weight of upper layer in layered soil 

H influence depth 

η coefficient for equivalent foundation depth; use η = 6 (see Section 3.5 for details) 

λi wheel flexibility coefficient for wheel indentation 

λr wheel flexibility coefficient for wheel rolling 

Ks factor depending on φ in influence depth computations 

Nc bearing capacity factor; ( )1 cotc qN N φ= −  

Nq bearing capacity factor; ( )2 tantan / 4 / 2qN eπ φπ φ= +  

Nγ bearing capacity factor; ( )2 1 tanqN Nγ φ= +  

Nq1 bearing capacity factor for layered soil; ( ) 1tan2
1 1tan / 4 / 2qN eπ φπ φ= +  

Nγ1 bearing capacity factor for layered soil; ( )1 1 12 1 tanqN Nγ φ= +  

Q total wheel force; 2 2
V HQ Q Q= +  

QH horizontal component of wheel force 

QV vertical component of wheel force (wheel weight) 

s wheel sinkage 
 
 



 A2  

Indentation of rigid, right-cylindrical wheel: 
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2
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for 22 ds s b− <  and 
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for 22 ds s b− ≥ . 
 
 
Steady-state rolling of rigid, right cylindrical wheel (inclined footing method): 
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for 2 ds b<  and 
 



 A3  
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for 2 ds b≥  
 
 
Indentation of flexible, right-cylindrical wheel: 
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for ( ) 22 i Vs d Q s bλ+ − <  and 
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 A4  

for ( ) 22 i Vs d Q s bλ+ − ≥ . 
 
 
Steady-state rolling of flexible, right-cylindrical wheel (inclined footing method): 
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for ( )rs d Q bλ+ ≥ . After solving the preceding equations numerically, the total wheel force is 
resolved into its vertical and horizontal components using 
 

cosV
r
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sQ Q
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Influence Depth for Dense Sand over Weak Clay (rolling wheel): 
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Figure A1. Variation of Ks with φ1 for various δ = (10.28c2)/(γ1BNγ1) according to Das (1995) 
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Influence Depth for Strong Clay over Weak Clay (rolling wheel): 
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Use previous QV-s relationships for homogenous soil to obtain H versus QV. 
 
 
Influence Depth for Weak Layer over Strong Layer (rolling wheel): 
 

forH ds ds b= ≤  
forH b ds b= >  

 
Use previous QV-s relationships for homogenous soil to obtain H versus QV. 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix B: Parameters Used In Numerical Simulations of 
Indentation 
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Table B1. Parameters used in numerical simulations of indentation 
 

case no. d (m) b (m) φDP (deg) cDP (kPa) E (MPa) ν γ (kN/m3) μ 
1 1.524 0.4572 0.0 100.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
2 1.524 0.4572 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
3 1.524 0.4572 0.0 400.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
4 1.524 0.4572 27.5 97.3 40 0.35 20 0.8 
5 1.524 0.4572 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 20 0.8 
6 1.524 0.4572 27.5 389.3 40 0.35 20 0.8 
7 1.524 0.4572 45.4 35.6 40 0.35 20 0.8 
8 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 20 0.8 
9 1.524 0.4572 45.4 178.2 40 0.35 20 0.8 

10 1.524 0.4572 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 20 0.8 
11 1.524 0.4572 55.2 74.9 40 0.35 20 0.8 
12 1.524 0.4572 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 20 0.8 
13 1.524 0.4572 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 14 0.8 
14 1.524 0.4572 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 14 0.8 
15 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 14 0.8 
16 1.524 0.4572 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 14 0.8 
17 1.524 0.4572 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 14 0.8 
18 1.524 0.4572 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 20 0.4 
19 1.524 0.4572 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 20 0.4 
20 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 20 0.4 
21 1.524 0.4572 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 20 0.4 
22 1.524 0.4572 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 20 0.4 
23 1.524 0.3048 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
24 1.524 0.3048 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 20 0.8 
25 1.524 0.3048 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 20 0.8 
26 1.524 0.3048 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 20 0.8 
27 1.524 0.3048 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 20 0.8 
28 1.372 0.4572 0 200 50 0.3 20 0 
29 1.372 0.4572 0 200 50 0.1 20 0 
30 1.372 0.4572 0 200 50 0.45 20 0 
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Table B2. Mohr-Coulomb parameters matching Drucker-Prager parameters in triaxial 
compression 

 
case no. φ (deg) c (kPa) 

1 0.0 50.0 
2 0.0 100.0 
3 0.0 200.0 
4 13.9 46.1 
5 13.9 92.2 
6 13.9 184.5 
7 25.7 16.9 
8 25.7 42.3 
9 25.7 84.6 

10 35.5 14.8 
11 35.5 37.1 
12 43.1 11.5 
13 0.0 100.0 
14 13.9 92.2 
15 25.7 42.3 
16 35.5 14.8 
17 43.1 11.5 
18 0.0 100.0 
19 13.9 92.2 
20 25.7 42.3 
21 35.5 14.8 
22 43.1 11.5 
23 0.0 100.0 
24 13.9 92.2 
25 25.7 42.3 
26 35.5 14.8 
27 43.1 11.5 
28 0.0 100.0 
29 0.0 100.0 
30 0.0 100.0 

 
 
 



 

Appendix C: Parameters Used In Numerical Simulations of Rolling 



 C1  

 
 

Table C1. Parameters used in numerical simulations of rolling 
 

case no. d (m) b (m) φDP (deg) cDP (deg) E (MPa) ν γ (kN/m3) μ 
1 1.524 0.4572 0.0 100.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
2 1.524 0.4572 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
3 1.524 0.4572 0.0 400.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
4 1.524 0.4572 27.5 97.3 40 0.35 20 0.8 
5 1.524 0.4572 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 20 0.8 
6 1.524 0.4572 27.5 389.3 40 0.35 20 0.8 
7 1.524 0.4572 45.4 35.6 40 0.35 20 0.8 
8 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 20 0.8 
9 1.524 0.4572 45.4 178.2 40 0.35 20 0.8 

10 1.524 0.4572 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 20 0.8 
11 1.524 0.4572 55.2 74.9 40 0.35 20 0.8 
12 1.524 0.4572 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 20 0.8 
13 1.524 0.4572 0.0 200.0 15 0.35 20 0.8 
14 1.524 0.4572 27.5 194.6 15 0.35 20 0.8 
15 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 15 0.35 20 0.8 
16 1.524 0.4572 55.2 29.9 15 0.35 20 0.8 
17 1.524 0.4572 60.5 21.8 15 0.35 20 0.8 
18 1.524 0.4572 0.0 200.0 60 0.35 20 0.8 
19 1.524 0.4572 27.5 194.6 60 0.35 20 0.8 
20 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 60 0.35 20 0.8 
21 1.524 0.4572 55.2 29.9 60 0.35 20 0.8 
22 1.524 0.4572 60.5 21.8 60 0.35 20 0.8 
23 1.524 0.4572 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 14 0.8 
24 1.524 0.4572 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 14 0.8 
25 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 14 0.8 
26 1.524 0.4572 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 14 0.8 
27 1.524 0.4572 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 14 0.8 
28 1.524 0.4572 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 20 0.4 
29 1.524 0.4572 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 20 0.4 
30 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 20 0.4 
31 1.524 0.4572 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 20 0.4 
32 1.524 0.4572 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 20 0.4 
33 1.524 0.3048 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
34 1.524 0.3048 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 20 0.8 
35 1.524 0.3048 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 20 0.8 
36 1.524 0.3048 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 20 0.8 
37 1.524 0.3048 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 20 0.8 
38 1.2192 0.3048 0.0 200.0 40 0.35 20 0.8 
39 1.2192 0.3048 27.5 194.6 40 0.35 20 0.8 
40 1.2192 0.3048 45.4 89.1 40 0.35 20 0.8 
41 1.2192 0.3048 55.2 29.9 40 0.35 20 0.8 
42 1.2192 0.3048 60.5 21.8 40 0.35 20 0.8 
43 1.524 0.4572 45.4 89.1 20 0.35 20 0.8 
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Table C2. Mohr-Coulomb parameters matching Drucker-Prager parameters in triaxial 

compression 
 

case no. φ (deg) c (deg) 
1 0.0 50.0 
2 0.0 100.0 
3 0.0 200.0 
4 13.9 46.1 
5 13.9 92.2 
6 13.9 184.5 
7 25.7 16.9 
8 25.7 42.3 
9 25.7 84.6 

10 35.5 14.8 
11 35.5 37.1 
12 43.1 11.5 
13 0.0 100.0 
14 13.9 92.2 
15 25.7 42.3 
16 35.5 14.8 
17 43.1 11.5 
18 0.0 100.0 
19 13.9 92.2 
20 25.7 42.3 
21 35.5 14.8 
22 43.1 11.5 
23 0.0 100.0 
24 13.9 92.2 
25 25.7 42.3 
26 35.5 14.8 
27 43.1 11.5 
28 0.0 100.0 
29 13.9 92.2 
30 25.7 42.3 
31 35.5 14.8 
32 43.1 11.5 
33 0.0 100.0 
34 13.9 92.2 
35 25.7 42.3 
36 35.5 14.8 
37 43.1 11.5 
38 0.0 100.0 
39 13.9 92.2 
40 25.7 42.3 
41 35.5 14.8 
42 43.1 11.5 
43 25.7 42.3 



 

Appendix D: Parameters Used In Numerical Simulations of Rolling 
on Layered Soil 
 



 D1  

 
 
 
 

Table D1. Parameters used in numerical simulations of rolling on layered soil 
 

case no. d (m) b (m) ν γ (kN/m3) μ 
1 1.524 0.4572 0.35 20 0.8 
      
: : : : : : 
      

20 1.524 0.4572 0.35 20 0.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table D2. Parameters used in numerical simulations of rolling on layered soil 
 

 Layer No. 
 1 2 3 

Case No. E (kPa) φDP (º) cDP (kPa) E (kPa) φDP (º) cDP (kPa) E (kPa) φDP (º) cDP (kPa)
1 40 45.4 35.6 40 55.2 29.9 40 55.2 29.9 
2 40 45.4 35.6 40 45.4 35.6 40 55.2 29.9 
3 40 55.2 29.9 40 45.4 35.6 40 45.4 35.6 
4 40 55.2 29.9 40 55.2 29.9 40 45.4 35.6 
5 40 0.0 100.0 40 0.0 200.0 40 0.0 200.0 
6 40 0.0 100.0 40 0.0 100.0 40 0.0 200.0 
7 40 0.0 200.0 40 0.0 100.0 40 0.0 100.0 
8 40 0.0 200.0 40 0.0 200.0 40 0.0 100.0 
9 20 45.4 89.1 60 45.4 89.1 60 45.4 89.1 

10 20 45.4 89.1 20 45.4 89.1 60 45.4 89.1 
11 60 45.4 89.1 20 45.4 89.1 20 45.4 89.1 
12 60 45.4 89.1 60 45.4 89.1 20 45.4 89.1 
13 40 61.6 18.5 40 61.6 18.5 40 61.6 18.5 
14 40 61.6 18.5 40 61.6 18.5 10 0 18.5 
15 40 61.6 18.5 10 0 18.5 10 0 18.5 
16 40 61.6 18.5 40 0 555 40 0 555 
17 40 0 300 40 0 300 40 0 300 
18 40 0 300 40 0 300 10 0 20 
19 40 0 300 10 0 20 10 0 20 
20 40 0 300 40 0 600 40 0 600 
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Table D3. Mohr-Coulomb parameters matching Drucker-Prager parameters in triaxial 
compression 

 
 Layer No. 
 1 2 3 

Case No. E (kPa) φ (º) c (kPa) E (kPa) φ (º) c (kPa) E (kPa) φ (º) c (kPa) 
1 40 30 20 40 45 20 40 45 20 
2 40 30 20 40 30 20 40 45 20 
3 40 45 20 40 30 20 40 30 20 
4 40 45 20 40 45 20 40 30 20 
5 40 0 50 40 0 100 40 0 100 
6 40 0 50 40 0 50 40 0 100 
7 40 0 100 40 0 50 40 0 50 
8 40 0 100 40 0 100 40 0 50 
9 20 30 50 60 30 50 60 30 50 

10 20 30 50 20 30 50 60 30 50 
11 60 30 50 20 30 50 20 30 50 
12 60 30 50 60 30 50 20 30 50 
13 40 45 10 40 45 10 40 45 10 
14 40 45 10 40 45 10 10 0 10 
15 40 45 10 10 0 10 10 0 10 
16 40 45 10 40 0 300 40 0 300 
17 40 0 150 40 0 150 40 0 150 
18 40 0 150 40 0 150 10 0 10 
19 40 0 150 10 0 10 10 0 10 
20 40 0 150 40 0 300 40 0 300 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix E: Correlation Coefficients for Numerical Simulations of 
Indentation 



 E1  

 
 
 
 
 

Table E1. Correlation coefficients for numerical simulations of indentation 
 

case no. κ1 κ2 κ3 κ4 R2 
1 2.85 28.7 -253.9 1009.0 0.999 
2 2.54 74.1 -673.5 2905.8 0.998 
3 1.57 139.0 -943.3 3209.0 0.999 
4 1.80 74.6 -449.3 1478.5 0.999 
5 0.95 128.8 -579.2 1529.2 1.000 
6 0.00 197.0 -620.7 1382.5 1.000 
7 0.80 74.5 -169.9 -38.7 0.999 
8 0.37 123.4 -81.1 -515.6 1.000 
9 0.00 173.9 -50.6 -339.2 1.000 

10 1.98 87.1 1005.4 -4818.9 1.000 
11 1.77 136.2 861.0 -2311.9 1.000 
12 0.47 124.8 1415.6 -1716.1 1.000 
13 4.47 97.3 -806.5 3150.4 0.999 
14 0.64 194.7 -1079.2 3928.8 1.000 
15 1.38 168.6 -46.6 -1264.0 1.000 
16 3.66 114.6 1483.3 -7697.9 1.000 
17 0.73 176.1 1900.1 -2206.9 1.000 
18 3.33 65.1 -549.9 2170.3 0.998 
19 1.16 127.8 -649.3 2125.3 0.999 
20 0.46 124.5 -196.5 154.0 1.000 
21 1.84 90.7 905.7 -4949.7 1.000 
22 0.00 130.8 1345.6 -2197.3 1.000 
23 1.70 49.1 -440.4 1847.9 0.999 
24 0.00 95.4 -456.8 1190.0 0.999 
25 0.00 88.8 -58.3 -604.5 1.000 
26 0.79 64.5 713.8 -3784.2 1.000 
27 0.00 91.9 899.8 -398.8 1.000 

 
 



 

Appendix F: Correlation Coefficients for Numerical Simulations of 
Rolling 
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Table F1. Correlation coefficients for numerical simulations of rolling 

 
case no. κ1 κ2 κ3 κ4 R2 

1 2.92 12.2 -205.9 1075.9 0.981 
2 4.01 37.7 -579.4 3269.2 0.992 
3 3.06 105.1 -1377.5 7227.1 0.994 
4 2.95 44.4 -599.1 3078.3 0.992 
5 2.61 95.8 -1052.8 4940.5 0.998 
6 0.00 190.7 -1804.2 8365.0 0.999 
7 2.53 44.1 -547.9 2633.5 0.991 
8 1.40 110.6 -1057.8 4009.4 0.997 
9 0.00 175.2 -1115.3 3101.1 0.998 

10 0.00 128.3 -1059.3 4708.2 0.997 
11 0.00 160.9 -52.7 -3014.4 0.998 
12 0.00 131.3 1459.1 -8044.1 0.999 
13 0.00 59.9 -693.2 3441.4 0.996 
14 0.00 78.9 -513.4 1671.3 0.999 
15 0.00 73.9 -324.9 770.5 0.999 
16 0.00 58.0 244.5 -2318.5 0.999 
17 0.12 58.7 809.7 -1576.6 0.999 
18 5.34 27.7 -456.4 2481.7 0.993 
19 4.31 96.6 -1305.4 7060.2 0.991 
20 3.93 107.4 -1239.1 5624.2 0.995 
21 0.00 153.6 -1663.5 8726.1 0.993 
22 3.46 125.5 2874.8 -22640.7 0.998 
23 5.62 56.7 -908.7 5231.8 0.993 
24 3.33 143.4 -1694.6 8659.1 0.998 
25 3.36 145.3 -1442.5 5910.9 0.995 
26 0.00 185.2 -1851.3 9519.2 0.997 
27 9.52 62.5 4317.8 -28389.5 0.999 
28 4.35 31.7 -459.7 2406.9 0.993 
29 1.93 102.0 -1254.4 6536.7 0.997 
30 3.33 88.1 -963.5 4933.4 0.996 
31 0.00 134.3 -1666.2 9605.6 0.994 
32 6.63 39.3 3722.9 -29747.0 0.998 
33 2.83 20.7 -293.4 1581.0 0.996 
34 2.02 60.0 -610.7 2717.8 0.998 
35 0.89 73.0 -737.5 3546.6 0.999 
36 0.00 81.9 -722.6 3308.5 0.999 
37 0.00 79.9 1660.4 -14595.5 1.000 
38 4.62 28.3 -349.0 1635.4 0.993 
39 3.56 84.3 -802.5 3406.1 0.997 
40 1.31 109.3 -1033.5 4453.1 0.998 
41 0.00 122.7 -934.6 3384.7 0.999 
42 5.13 57.0 3364.7 -22593.5 0.999 
43 0 88.6 -570.3 1807.5 0.998 



 

Appendix G: Correlation Coefficients for Numerical Simulations of 
Rolling on Layered Soil 
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Table G1. Correlation coefficients for numerical simulations of rolling 
 

κ1 κ2 κ3 κ4 R2 
1.14 61.7 -960.9 5865.0 0.977 
1.69 54.6 -797.3 4602.5 0.978 
0.00 134.2 -1405.7 6815.7 0.985 
0.00 133.0 -1254.8 6232.1 0.992 
2.80 13.9 -236.8 1309.8 0.982 
2.97 12.7 -236.0 1399.9 0.975 
3.95 38.7 -591.6 3283.9 0.990 
4.30 35.9 -591.2 3541.0 0.977 
0.00 93.1 -401.8 -309.1 0.997 
0.00 85.3 -378.1 21.8 0.997 
3.35 92.2 -970.5 4350.2 0.992 
0.58 140.7 -1870.4 9785.0 0.982 

 
 



 

Appendix H: Dimensional Plots Using Analytic Method for 
Indentation 
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Table H1. Summary of parameters used in dimensional plots for indentation 
 

Figure No. QV (kN) d (m) b (m) γ (kN/m3) 

H1 130 1.524 0.6096 20 
H2 65 1.524 0.6096 20 
H3 130 1.524 0.4572 20 
H4 65 1.524 0.4572 20 
H5 130 1.524 0.3048 20 
H6 65 1.524 0.3048 20 
H7 130 1.524 0.6096 14 
H8 65 1.524 0.6096 14 
H9 130 1.524 0.4572 14 
H10 65 1.524 0.4572 14 
H11 130 1.524 0.3048 14 
H12 65 1.524 0.3048 14 
H13 130 1.2192 0.6096 20 
H14 65 1.2192 0.6096 20 
H15 130 1.2192 0.4572 20 
H16 65 1.2192 0.4572 20 
H17 130 1.2192 0.3048 20 
H18 65 1.2192 0.3048 20 
H19 130 1.2192 0.6096 14 
H20 65 1.2192 0.6096 14 
H21 130 1.2192 0.4572 14 
H22 65 1.2192 0.4572 14 
H23 130 1.2192 0.3048 14 
H24 65 1.2192 0.3048 14 
H25 130 0.9144 0.6096 20 
H26 65 0.9144 0.6096 20 
H27 130 0.9144 0.4572 20 
H28 65 0.9144 0.4572 20 
H29 130 0.9144 0.3048 20 
H30 65 0.9144 0.3048 20 
H31 130 0.9144 0.6096 14 
H32 65 0.9144 0.6096 14 
H33 130 0.9144 0.4572 14 
H34 65 0.9144 0.4572 14 
H35 130 0.9144 0.3048 14 
H36 65 0.9144 0.3048 14 
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Figure H1. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H2. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H3. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H4. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H5. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
0

0.05

0.1

0.15

c (kPa)

s 
(m

)

φ = 0°
φ = 10°
φ = 25°
φ = 30°
φ = 35°
φ = 40°
φ = 45°
φ = 50°

 
Figure H6. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H7. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H8. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H9. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H10. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H11. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H12. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H13. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H14. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H15. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H16. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H17. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H18. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H19. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H20. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H21. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H22. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H23. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H24. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H25. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H26. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H27. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
0

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06

0.07

0.08

0.09

c (kPa)

s 
(m

)

φ = 0°
φ = 10°
φ = 25°
φ = 30°
φ = 35°
φ = 40°
φ = 45°
φ = 50°

 
Figure H28. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H29. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H30. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure H31. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H32. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H33. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H34. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H35. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure H36. Analytic prediction for wheel indentation with 
QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 



 

Appendix I: Dimensional Plots Using Analytic Method for Steady-
State Rolling 



 I1  

 
 

Table I1. Summary of parameters used in dimensional plots for steady-state rolling 
 

Figure No. QV (kN) d (m) b (m) γ (kN/m3) 

I1 130 1.524 0.6096 20 
I2 65 1.524 0.6096 20 
I3 130 1.524 0.4572 20 
I4 65 1.524 0.4572 20 
I5 130 1.524 0.3048 20 
I6 65 1.524 0.3048 20 
I7 130 1.524 0.6096 14 
I8 65 1.524 0.6096 14 
I9 130 1.524 0.4572 14 

I10 65 1.524 0.4572 14 
I11 130 1.524 0.3048 14 
I12 65 1.524 0.3048 14 
I13 130 1.2192 0.6096 20 
I14 65 1.2192 0.6096 20 
I15 130 1.2192 0.4572 20 
I16 65 1.2192 0.4572 20 
I17 130 1.2192 0.3048 20 
I18 65 1.2192 0.3048 20 
I19 130 1.2192 0.6096 14 
I20 65 1.2192 0.6096 14 
I21 130 1.2192 0.4572 14 
I22 65 1.2192 0.4572 14 
I23 130 1.2192 0.3048 14 
I24 65 1.2192 0.3048 14 
I25 130 0.9144 0.6096 20 
I26 65 0.9144 0.6096 20 
I27 130 0.9144 0.4572 20 
I28 65 0.9144 0.4572 20 
I29 130 0.9144 0.3048 20 
I30 65 0.9144 0.3048 20 
I31 130 0.9144 0.6096 14 
I32 65 0.9144 0.6096 14 
I33 130 0.9144 0.4572 14 
I34 65 0.9144 0.4572 14 
I35 130 0.9144 0.3048 14 
I36 65 0.9144 0.3048 14 
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Figure I1. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I2. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I3. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I4. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I5. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I6. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I7. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I8. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I9. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I10. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I11. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I12. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.524 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I13. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I14. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I15. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I16. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I17. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I18. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I19. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I20. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I21. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I22. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I23. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I24. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 1.219 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I25. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I26. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I27. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I28. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I29. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I30. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 20 kN/m3 
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Figure I31. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I32. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.610 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I33. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I34. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.457 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I35. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 130 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3 
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Figure I36. Analytic prediction for wheel rolling with 

QV = 65 kN, d = 0.914 m, b = 0.305 m, and γ = 14 kN/m3



 

Appendix J: Dimensional Plots of Results from Numerical 
Simulations of Indentation 
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Figure J1. Results of numerical simulations of indentation; cases 1-12; QV = 142 kN (d = 1.524 

m, b = 0.457 m, and E = 40 MPa) 
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Figure J2. Results of numerical simulations of indentation; cases 1-12; QV = 71 kN (d = 1.524 m, 

b = 0.457 m, and E = 40 MPa) 
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Figure J3. Effect of friction on indentation; heavy lines are with μ = 0.8 and fine lines are with μ 

= 0.4 (d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and E = 40 MPa) 

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
0

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06

0.07

0.08

0.09

0.1

Q
V
 (kN)

s 
(m

)

φ
DP

 = 0°; c
DP

 = 200 kPa

φ
DP

 = 27.5°; c
DP

 = 195 kPa

φ
DP

 = 45.4°; c
DP

 = 89.1 kPa

φ
DP

 = 55.2°; c
DP

 = 29.9 kPa

φ
DP

 = 60.5°; c
DP

 = 21.8 kPa

 
Figure J4. Effect of unit weight on indentation; heavy lines are with γ = 20 kN/m3 and fine lines 

are with γ = 14 kN/m3 (d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and E = 40 MPa) 
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Figure J5. Effect of wheel width on indentation; heavy lines are with b = 0.457 m and fine lines 

are with b = 0.305 m (d = 1.524 m and E = 40 MPa) 
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Figure J6. Effect of Poisson’s ratio (d = 1.372 m, b = 0.457 m, φDP = 0, cDP = 200 kPa, and E = 

50 MPa) 



 

Appendix K: Dimensional Plots of Results from Numerical 
Simulations of Rolling 
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Figure K1. Results of numerical simulations of rolling; cases 1-12; QV = 142 kN (d = 1.524 m, b 

= 0.457 m, and E = 40 MPa) 
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Figure K2. Results of numerical simulations of rolling; cases 1-12; QV = 71 kN (d = 1.524 m, b = 

0.457 m, and E = 40 MPa) 
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Figure K3. Effect of Young’s modulus on rolling; heavy lines are with E = 40 MPa and fine lines 

are with E = 15 MPa (d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m) 
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Figure K4. Effect of Young’s modulus on rolling; heavy lines are with E = 40 MPa and fine lines 

are with E = 60 MPa (d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m) 
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Figure K5. Effect of unit weight on rolling; heavy lines are with γ = 20 kN/m3 and fine lines are 

with γ = 14 kN/m3 (d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and E = 40 MPa) 
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Figure K6. Effect of wheel width on rolling; heavy lines are with b = 0.457 m and fine lines are 

with b = 0.306 m (d = 1.524 m and E = 40 MPa) 
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Figure K7. Effect of friction on rolling; heavy lines are with μ = 0.8 and fine lines are with μ = 

0.4 (d = 1.524 m, b = 0.457 m, and E = 40 MPa) 



 

Appendix L: Dimensional Plots of Results from Numerical 
Simulations of Rolling on Layered Soil 
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Figure L1. Effect of layering on sinkage with frictional soil: weak over strong; E = 40 kPa, φDP = 45.4º, 
and cDP = 35.6 kPa in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E = 40 kPa, φDP = 55.2º, and cDP = 29.9 kPa 

in bottom layer 

0 100 200 300 400 500
0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

0.14

Q
V
 (kN)

s 
(m

)

0.61 m
1.22 m
1.83 m

 
Figure L2. Effect of layering on sinkage with frictional soil: strong over weak; E = 40 MPa, φDP = 55.2º, 
and cDP = 29.9 kPa in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E = 40 MPa, φDP = 45.4º, and cDP = 35.6 kPa 

in bottom layer 
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Figure L3. Effect of layering on sinkage with cohesive soil: weak over strong; E = 40 MPa, φDP = 0, and 

cDP = 100 kPa in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E = 40 MPa, φDP = 0, and cDP = 200 kPa in bottom 
layer 
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Figure L4. Effect of layering on sinkage with cohesive soil: strong over weak; E = 40 MPa, φDP = 0, and 

cDP = 200 kPa in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E = 40 MPa, φDP = 0, and cDP = 100 kPa in bottom 
layer 



 L3  

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

0.14

Q
V
 (kN)

s 
(m

)

0.61 m
1.22 m
1.83 m

 
Figure L5. Effect of layering on sinkage: flexible over stiff; E = 20 MPa, φDP = 45.4º, and cDP = 89.1 kPa 
in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E = 60 MPa, φDP =  45.4º, and cDP = 89.1 kPa in bottom layer 
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Figure L6. Effect of layering on sinkage: stiff over flexible; E = 60 MPa, φDP = 45.4º, and cDP = 89.1 kPa 
in top layer (thickness shown in legend); E = 20 MPa, φDP =  45.4º, and cDP = 89.1 kPa in bottom layer 



 

Appendix M: DCP Data from Full Scale Field Tests 



 M1  

 

Table M1. DCP readings at test site with granular soil; large rut 

 in rut next to rut at road centerline 
blow count penetration depth (mm) penetration depth (mm) penetration depth (mm) 

0 85 53 25 
1 255 221 70 
2 344 289 105 
3 411 342 132 
4 464 389 160 
5 507 432 185 
6 537 469 210 
7 560 509 230 
8 582 549 250 
9 602 585 270 

10 627 618 290 
11 660 646 310 
12 680 673 328 
13 700 698 345 
14 719 719 365 
15 734 737 385 
16 753 754 402 
17 770 770 423 
18 788 785 442 
19 805 799 460 
20 815 809 480 
21 828 -- 500 
22 841 -- 520 
23 855 -- 540 
24 868 -- 560 
25 878 -- 575 
26 893 -- 592 
27 -- -- 610 
28 -- -- 622 
29 -- -- 633 
30 -- -- 645 
31 -- -- 658 
32 -- -- 670 
33 -- -- 678 
34 -- -- 690 
35 -- -- 700 
36 -- -- 711 
37 -- -- 722 
38 -- -- 734 
39 -- -- 749 
40 -- -- 760 
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Table M2. DCP readings at test site with granular soil; small rut 

 in rut next to rut at road centerline 
Blow Count penetration depth (mm) penetration depth (mm) penetration depth (mm) 

0 107 79 52 
1 264 219 125 
2 347 288 166 
3 416 344 201 
4 475 398 234 
5 528 449 262 
6 580 502 288 
7 627 555 313 
8 650 606 337 
9 668 658 360 

10 684 694 382 
11 701 719 403 
12 721 737 423 
13 735 757 445 
14 759 778 467 
15 782 803 487 
16 802 825 512 
17 829 843 533 
18 859 860 553 
19 879 882 574 
20 891 900 595 
21 -- -- 613 
22 -- -- 631 
23 -- -- 648 
24 -- -- 667 
25 -- -- 678 
26 -- -- 693 
27 -- -- 702 
28 -- -- 713 
29 -- -- 727 
30 -- -- 739 
31 -- -- 748 
32 -- -- 763 
33 -- -- 775 
34 -- -- 787 
35 -- -- 798 
36 -- -- 813 
37 -- -- 823 
38 -- -- 836 
39 -- -- 848 
40 -- -- 862 
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Table M3. DCP readings at test site with cohesive soil 

 

 in rut next to rut 
blow count penetration depth (mm) penetration depth (mm) 

0 0 0 
1 45 27 
2 82 46 
3 118 67 
4 190 99 
5 262 128 
6 322 158 
7 379 193 
8 423 224 
9 450 267 

10 485 323 
11 528 383 
12 560 430 
13 588 482 
14 614 521 
15 642 545 
16 667 564 
17 688 583 
18 708 602 
19 726 624 
20 748 653 
21 764 689 
22 780 735 
23 802 756 
24 822 762 
25 851 767 

 
 
 



  

Appendix N: Data on Granular Soil from Full Scale Field Tests 
 



Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Office of Materials and Road Research

1017-12

Date Tested
 

Sel. Gran. Mod. Sample ID
Material ID

0 Location 
 - ° - 'N           Elevation 
 - ° - 'W           DP # Source

Submitted By

Material
Remarks Split Yes

Container No.

    
Form 000-1021-1 July 24, 2006, Rev 1

SGM

6000

1614.9

QAT

2477.3

3522.7

18:20

Work Type0610051820CJB010

2749.0

30

470.1

6.4

M. Dial Reading 

381.5

F. Wt. Wet Soil + Pan (g)

G. Wt. Dry Soil + Pan (g)

Soil Class or 3138 Class

Volume Determination (sand cone)
Lee McLaughlin

SGMB

Mainline
Station 1200+46

Use of material  

Date Sampled

Sampled By 

Lab Supervisor   
Test Type

DP10D159

Coordinates

Chris Braaten
Activity ID C0.2110

U.  Unit Wt. of Sand (lb/ft3)

Page No.   1 of  1
Relative  Density Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

Test No.
Time  (military)10/5/06
Verf. C omp. ID

S. Wt.Moist. in Mat. from Hole  R x P/100 (g)

Relative Density %  V/W x 100

V.  Dry Density (lb/ft3) T/E x U

H. Wt Moisture F-G (g)

R. Total Wt. Wet Mat. From Hole (g)

N.  Sample Size Factor

K.  Wt. Wet Soil  F-J (g)

- Speedy Method -

P. % Moisture - Wet Wt.  H/K*100 or M*N (g)

T. Dry Wt.of Mat. from Hole  R - S (g)

Curve No.

W.  Std Maximum Density (lb/ft3)

Status

Relative Density Determination

Pass
123

105

122.2

100Specs.

E. Wt. Sand in in Hole  C-D (g)

D. Wt. Sand in Funnel (from Calib) (g)

J. Wt Pan (g)

Inplace Dry Density Determination (Field Density Test)

821.6

851.6

- Burner Method -

1907.8

175.4

95.0

128.2

2573.6

B. Wt. Sand & Container  After (g)

C. Wt. Sand in Funnel & Hole A-B (g)

161.210.2.8Proj. File No: 

Chris Braaten

10
Bridge No.

Sel. Gran. Mod.

10/5/06

 

MnDOT, TH 41 Pit

Test Identification Data

EB212 Lot No. 
Postion from center line:

Depth Below Grade (ft)
7' lt CL

A. Wt. Sand & Container  Before (g)

161.210.2.8 100506 CB D159-2

N1



Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Office of Materials and Road Research

1017-12

Date Tested
 

Sel. Gran. Mod. Sample ID
Material ID

0 Location 
 - ° - 'N           Elevation 
 - ° - 'W           DP # Source

Submitted By
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Remarks Split Yes

Container No.
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SGM

6000

1614.9

QAT

3252.1

2747.9

18:00

Work Type0610051800CJB010

1636.6

28.8

460.7

6.3

M. Dial Reading 

250

F. Wt. Wet Soil + Pan (g)

G. Wt. Dry Soil + Pan (g)

Soil Class or 3138 Class

Volume Determination (sand cone)
Lee McLaughlin

SGMB

Mainline
Station 1192+15

Use of material  

Date Sampled

Sampled By 

Lab Supervisor   
Test Type

DP10D158

Coordinates

Chris Braaten
Activity ID C0.2110

U.  Unit Wt. of Sand (lb/ft3)

Page No.   1 of  1
Relative  Density Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

Test No.
Time  (military)10/5/06
Verf. C omp. ID

S. Wt.Moist. in Mat. from Hole  R x P/100 (g)

Relative Density %  V/W x 100

V.  Dry Density (lb/ft3) T/E x U

H. Wt Moisture F-G (g)

R. Total Wt. Wet Mat. From Hole (g)

N.  Sample Size Factor

K.  Wt. Wet Soil  F-J (g)

- Speedy Method -

P. % Moisture - Wet Wt.  H/K*100 or M*N (g)

T. Dry Wt.of Mat. from Hole  R - S (g)

Curve No.

W.  Std Maximum Density (lb/ft3)

Status

Relative Density Determination

Pass
123

105

122.2

100Specs.

E. Wt. Sand in in Hole  C-D (g)

D. Wt. Sand in Funnel (from Calib) (g)

J. Wt Pan (g)

Inplace Dry Density Determination (Field Density Test)

681.9

710.7

- Burner Method -

1133

102.3

95.0

128.6

1534.3

B. Wt. Sand & Container  After (g)

C. Wt. Sand in Funnel & Hole A-B (g)

161.210.2.8Proj. File No: 

Chris Braaten

10
Bridge No.

Sel. Gran. Mod.

10/5/06

 

MnDOT, TH 41 Pit

Test Identification Data

EB212 Lot No. 
Postion from center line:

Depth Below Grade (ft)
CL

A. Wt. Sand & Container  Before (g)

161.210.2.8 100506 CB D158

N2
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Container No.
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Sel Gran Mod

6000

1614.9

QAT

2375.2

3624.8

11:15

Work Type0610051115TMS010

2696.8

46.3

585

7.9

M. Dial Reading 

241.6

F. Wt. Wet Soil + Pan (g)

G. Wt. Dry Soil + Pan (g)

Soil Class or 3138 Class

Volume Determination (sand cone)
Lee McLaughlin

Sel. Gran.

Mainline
Station 1183+43

Use of material  

Date Sampled

Sampled By 

Lab Supervisor   
Test Type

DP10D156

Coordinates

Tina Siebert
Activity ID C0.2110

U.  Unit Wt. of Sand (lb/ft3)

Page No.   1 of  1
Relative  Density Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

Test No.
Time  (military)10/5/06
Verf. C omp. ID

S. Wt.Moist. in Mat. from Hole  R x P/100 (g)

Relative Density %  V/W x 100

V.  Dry Density (lb/ft3) T/E x U

H. Wt Moisture F-G (g)

R. Total Wt. Wet Mat. From Hole (g)

N.  Sample Size Factor

K.  Wt. Wet Soil  F-J (g)

- Speedy Method -

P. % Moisture - Wet Wt.  H/K*100 or M*N (g)

T. Dry Wt.of Mat. from Hole  R - S (g)

Curve No.

W.  Std Maximum Density (lb/ft3)

Status

Relative Density Determination

Pass
80

103

114

100Specs.

E. Wt. Sand in in Hole  C-D (g)

D. Wt. Sand in Funnel (from Calib) (g)

J. Wt Pan (g)

Inplace Dry Density Determination (Field Density Test)

780.3

826.6

- Burner Method -

2009.9

213.4

95.0

117.4

2483.4

B. Wt. Sand & Container  After (g)

C. Wt. Sand in Funnel & Hole A-B (g)

161.210.2.8Proj. File No: 

Tina Siebert

10
Bridge No.

Sel. Gran. Mod.

10/5/06

 

Hansen Pit

Test Identification Data

WB 212 Lot No. 
Postion from center line:

Depth Below Grade (ft)
13'RT

A. Wt. Sand & Container  Before (g)

161.210.2.8 100506 TS D156

N3
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Material
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Sel Gran Mod

6000

1416.9

QAT

2847.5

3152.5

11:53

Work Type0610051153LJM002

2127.2

29.8

573.6

5.2

M. Dial Reading 

241.4

F. Wt. Wet Soil + Pan (g)

G. Wt. Dry Soil + Pan (g)

Soil Class or 3138 Class

Volume Determination (sand cone)
Lee McLaughlin

Sel. Gran.

Mainline
Station 1205+66

Use of material  

Date Sampled

Sampled By 

Lab Supervisor   
Test Type

DP002D204

Coordinates

Lee McLaughlin
Activity ID C0.2110

U.  Unit Wt. of Sand (lb/ft3)

Page No.   1 of  1
Relative  Density Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

Test No.
Time  (military)10/5/06
Verf. C omp. ID

S. Wt.Moist. in Mat. from Hole  R x P/100 (g)

Relative Density %  V/W x 100

V.  Dry Density (lb/ft3) T/E x U

H. Wt Moisture F-G (g)

R. Total Wt. Wet Mat. From Hole (g)

N.  Sample Size Factor

K.  Wt. Wet Soil  F-J (g)

- Speedy Method -

P. % Moisture - Wet Wt.  H/K*100 or M*N (g)

T. Dry Wt.of Mat. from Hole  R - S (g)

Curve No.

W.  Std Maximum Density (lb/ft3)

Status

Relative Density Determination

Pass
96

101

109.3

100Specs.

E. Wt. Sand in in Hole  C-D (g)

D. Wt. Sand in Funnel (from Calib) (g)

J. Wt Pan (g)

Inplace Dry Density Determination (Field Density Test)

785.2

815.0

- Burner Method -

1735.6

110.5

95.0

110.4

2016.7

B. Wt. Sand & Container  After (g)

C. Wt. Sand in Funnel & Hole A-B (g)

161.220.1.8Proj. File No: 

Tina Siebert

2
Bridge No.

Sel. Gran. Mod.

10/5/06

 

On-Site Borrow

Test Identification Data

WB212 Lot No. 
Postion from center line:

Depth Below Grade (ft)
CL

A. Wt. Sand & Container  Before (g)

161.220.1.8 100506 TS D204

N4
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Sel Gran Mod

6000

1614.9

QAT

2448.7

3551.3

11:30

Work Type0610051130TMS002

2565.0

26.4

517

5.1

M. Dial Reading 

309

F. Wt. Wet Soil + Pan (g)

G. Wt. Dry Soil + Pan (g)

Soil Class or 3138 Class

Volume Determination (sand cone)
Lee McLaughlin

SGMB

Mainline
Station 1194+69

Use of material  

Date Sampled

Sampled By 

Lab Supervisor   
Test Type

DP002D203

Coordinates

Tina Siebert
Activity ID C0.2110

U.  Unit Wt. of Sand (lb/ft3)

Page No.   1 of  1
Relative  Density Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

Test No.
Time  (military)10/5/06
Verf. C omp. ID

S. Wt.Moist. in Mat. from Hole  R x P/100 (g)

Relative Density %  V/W x 100

V.  Dry Density (lb/ft3) T/E x U

H. Wt Moisture F-G (g)

R. Total Wt. Wet Mat. From Hole (g)

N.  Sample Size Factor

K.  Wt. Wet Soil  F-J (g)

- Speedy Method -

P. % Moisture - Wet Wt.  H/K*100 or M*N (g)

T. Dry Wt.of Mat. from Hole  R - S (g)

Curve No.

W.  Std Maximum Density (lb/ft3)

Status

Relative Density Determination

Pass
80

105

114.1

100Specs.

E. Wt. Sand in in Hole  C-D (g)

D. Wt. Sand in Funnel (from Calib) (g)

J. Wt Pan (g)

Inplace Dry Density Determination (Field Density Test)

799.6

826

- Burner Method -

1936.4

131.0

95.0

119.4

2434.0

B. Wt. Sand & Container  After (g)

C. Wt. Sand in Funnel & Hole A-B (g)

161.220.1.8Proj. File No: 

Tina Siebert

2
Bridge No.

Sel. Gran. Mod.

10/5/06

 

Hansen Pit

Test Identification Data

WB 212 Lot No. 
Postion from center line:

Depth Below Grade (ft)
18'RT

A. Wt. Sand & Container  Before (g)

161.220.1.8 100506 TS D203

N5
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Mainline

Curve No.

38

QAT

- Speedy Method -
Speedy Method

13'RT

G. Sample Size Factor

J. % Moisture Dry Wt.  C/E x 100 *

Status Pass

Minimum Specs

80
L. Relative Moisture % J/K x 100

K. Standard Optimum Moisture 13.1
102

Relative  Moisture Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

27.9

161.210.2.8

Hansen Pit
Sel Gran Mod

11:15

5.0
Relative Moisture Determination

4.8

Burner Method

F. Dial Reading 

B. Wt. Dry Material + Pan

C. Wt Moisture A-B

825

D. Wt Pan

E. Wt. Dry Soil  B-D

797.1

- Burner Method -
A. Wt. Wet Material + Pan

242.8
554.3

H. % Moisture Wet Wt.  [C / (A-D)]*100

Lab Supervisor   Lee McLaughlin
Sel. Gran.

Use of material  Tina Siebert
Test Type

Coordinates Bridge No.

Work Type
Postion from center line:

WB 212 Lot No. 

0610051115TMS010Soil Class or 3138 Class

10

Sel. Gran. Mod.

 

Time  (military)
Verf. C omp. ID

Date Sampled
DP10M155
10/5/06

Test No.
10/5/06

Proj. File No: 

Activity ID C0.2110
Sampled By Tina Siebert

Depth Below Grade (ft)

Test Identification Data

Station 1183+43

161.210.2.8 100506 TS M155 N6
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 Form 000-1021-2 July 24, 2006, Rev 2

Proj. File No: 

Activity ID C0.2110
Sampled By Lee McLaughlin

Depth Below Grade (ft)

Test Identification Data

Station 1205+66 Sel. Gran. Mod.

 

Time  (military)
Verf. C omp. ID

Date Sampled
DP002M205
10/5/06

Test No.
10/5/06

Coordinates Bridge No.

Work Type
Postion from center line:

WB212 Lot No. 

0610051153LJM002Soil Class or 3138 Class

2

Lab Supervisor   Lee McLaughlin
Sel. Gran.

Use of material  Tina Siebert
Test Type

792.2

- Burner Method -
A. Wt. Wet Material + Pan

374.8
417.4

H. % Moisture Wet Wt.  [C / (A-D)]*100

Burner Method

F. Dial Reading 

B. Wt. Dry Material + Pan

C. Wt Moisture A-B

814.3

D. Wt Pan

E. Wt. Dry Soil  B-D

5.3
Relative Moisture Determination

5.0

Relative  Moisture Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

22.1

161.220.1.8

On-Site Borrow
Sel Gran Mod

11:53

Status Pass

Minimum Specs

96
L. Relative Moisture % J/K x 100

K. Standard Optimum Moisture 11.6
102

Mainline

Curve No.

46

QAT

- Speedy Method -
Speedy Method

CL

G. Sample Size Factor

J. % Moisture Dry Wt.  C/E x 100 *

161.220.1.8 100506 TS M205 N7
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Mainline

Curve No.

40

QAT

- Speedy Method -
Speedy Method

18'RT

G. Sample Size Factor

J. % Moisture Dry Wt.  C/E x 100 *

Status Pass

Minimum Specs

80
L. Relative Moisture % J/K x 100

K. Standard Optimum Moisture 13.1
102

Relative  Moisture Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

22.2

161.220.1.8

Hansen Pit
Sel Gran Mod

11:30

5.2
Relative Moisture Determination

4.9

Burner Method

F. Dial Reading 

B. Wt. Dry Material + Pan

C. Wt Moisture A-B

826.2

D. Wt Pan

E. Wt. Dry Soil  B-D

804

- Burner Method -
A. Wt. Wet Material + Pan

376.6
427.4

H. % Moisture Wet Wt.  [C / (A-D)]*100

Lab Supervisor   Lee McLaughlin
SGMB

Use of material  Tina Siebert
Test Type

Coordinates Bridge No.

Work Type
Postion from center line:

WB 212 Lot No. 

0610051130TMS002Soil Class or 3138 Class

2

Sel. Gran. Mod.

 

Time  (military)
Verf. C omp. ID

Date Sampled
DP002M204
10/5/06

Test No.
10/5/06

Proj. File No: 

Activity ID C0.2110
Sampled By Tina Siebert

Depth Below Grade (ft)

Test Identification Data

Station 1194+69

161.220.1.8 100506 TS M204 N8
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Material
Remarks Split Yes

Maximum Specs

   

 Form 000-1021-2 July 24, 2006, Rev 2

Proj. File No: 

Activity ID C0.2110
Sampled By Chris Braaten

Depth Below Grade (ft)

Test Identification Data

Station 1200+46 Sel. Gran. Mod.

 

Time  (military)
Verf. C omp. ID

Date Sampled
DP10M158
10/5/06

Test No.
10/5/06

Coordinates Bridge No.

Work Type
Postion from center line:

EB212 Lot No. 

0610051820CJB010Soil Class or 3138 Class

10

Lab Supervisor   Lee McLaughlin
SGMB

Use of material  Chris Braaten
Test Type

687.5

- Burner Method -
A. Wt. Wet Material + Pan

242.9
444.6

H. % Moisture Wet Wt.  [C / (A-D)]*100

Burner Method

F. Dial Reading 

B. Wt. Dry Material + Pan

C. Wt Moisture A-B

708.5

D. Wt Pan

E. Wt. Dry Soil  B-D

4.7
Relative Moisture Determination

4.5

Relative  Moisture Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

21

161.210.2.8

MnDOT, TH 41 Pit
SGM

18:20

Status Pass

Minimum Specs

123
L. Relative Moisture % J/K x 100

K. Standard Optimum Moisture 7.9
102

Mainline

Curve No.

60

QAT

- Speedy Method -
Speedy Method

7' lt CL

G. Sample Size Factor

J. % Moisture Dry Wt.  C/E x 100 *

161.210.2.8 100506 CB M158 N9
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Proj. File No: 

Activity ID C0.2110
Sampled By Chris Braaten

Depth Below Grade (ft)

Test Identification Data

Station 1192+15 Sel. Gran. Mod.

 

Time  (military)
Verf. C omp. ID

Date Sampled
DP10M157
10/5/06

Test No.
10/5/06

Coordinates Bridge No.

Work Type
Postion from center line:

EB212 Lot No. 

0610051800CJB010Soil Class or 3138 Class

10

Lab Supervisor   Lee McLaughlin
SGMB

Use of material  Chris Braaten
Test Type

575.5

- Burner Method -
A. Wt. Wet Material + Pan

129
446.5

H. % Moisture Wet Wt.  [C / (A-D)]*100

Burner Method

F. Dial Reading 

B. Wt. Dry Material + Pan

C. Wt Moisture A-B

601.4

D. Wt Pan

E. Wt. Dry Soil  B-D

5.8
Relative Moisture Determination

5.5

Relative  Moisture Test Grading & Base Construction

S. P. No:

25.9

161.210.2.8

MnDOT, TH 41 Pit
SGM

18:00

Status Pass

Minimum Specs

123
L. Relative Moisture % J/K x 100

K. Standard Optimum Moisture 7.9
102

Mainline

Curve No.

73

QAT

- Speedy Method -
Speedy Method

CL

G. Sample Size Factor

J. % Moisture Dry Wt.  C/E x 100 *

161.210.2.8 100506 CB M157 N10



 

Appendix O: Illustrative Examples 



O1 

Illustrative Example No. 1: Prospective Test Roller Performance Evaluation 
 
In this example, the theoretical models are used to compare the performance of several possible 
test rollers with varying wheel sizes and weights. “Performance” is here loosely defined as the 
sensitivity of a test roller, in terms of sinkage, to soils encountered in road construction. It is 
supposed that two different wheel geometries are being considered for use in test rolling: (1) a 
large wheel with d = 1.52 m (60 in.) and b = 0.46 m (18 in.); and (2) a small wheel with d = 1.12 
m (44 in.) and b = 0.30 m (12 in.). To evaluate how these different wheels perform, the graphs 
shown in Figs. O1 and O2 were generated using the formulas developed for a rolling, rigid 
wheel. These graphs show how sinkage varies as a function of soil strength for several different 
wheel weights. Fig. O1 is for a cohesive soil and plots sinkage versus cohesion. Fig. O2 is for a 
granular soil and plots sinkage versus friction angle. 

The maximum acceptable sinkage smax of a test roller on a roadway embankment is related to 
the minimum acceptable soil strength. In this example, the minimum allowable cohesion for a 
cohesive material is taken as cmin= 170 kPa (25 psi), and the minimum allowable friction angle 
for a granular soil is φmin = 48º. Although φmin = 48º is very large compared to typical values of φ 
observed in natural soil deposits, this value appears to be warranted, given the quality and 
compaction level of the soils used in construction, and is consistent with the range in φ measured 
experimentally by Ayers et al. (1989). Both cmin = 170 kPa (25 psi) and φmin = 48º correlate 
roughly to a maximum DCP penetration rate of 15 mm/blow (0.6 in./blow) using the correlations 
mentioned in Section 7.3.2. 

Figs. O1 and O2 readily give smax corresponding to cmin and φmin for the different wheel 
geometries and wheel weights, as well as revealing sensitivity of sinkage to soil strength at the 
values smax. The values of smax for the various test roller configurations are summarized in Table 
O1. It is evident that similar performance can be achieved with different test rollers. For 
example, a test roller with the large wheel and QV = 100 kN (11 tons) has similar smax as 
compared with the small wheel and QV = 50 kN (5.5 tons), where smax ≈ 30 mm (1.2 in.) for the 
cohesive soil and smax ≈ 45 mm (1.8 in.) for the granular soil in both cases. It is also shown, for 
the large wheel and small wheel respectively, that the wheel weight should be greater than 60 kN 
(7 tons) and 30 kN (3.5 tons) for the sinkage to be of the order s = 10 mm (0.4 in.). 

Figs. O3 and O4 give predictions for how the influence depth H varies with wheel weight 
using the approach given in Section 3.4. Fig. O3 is for the cohesive soil and gives H for a passing 
soil with c = 170 kPa (25 psi) overlying weak clay with c = 10 kPa (1.5 psi). Fig. O4 gives H for 
the sand (φ = 48º) when it overlies a weak clay with c = 10 kPa (1.5 psi). The influence depths at 
the selected weights shown in Figs. O1 and O2 are also tabulated in Table O1. 

Figs. O1 and O2, together with Table O1, provide a fairly complete picture of the 
consequences of choosing one test roller configuration over another. Although this example 
pertains to specific data, such a comparison between different prospective configurations can be 
easily generated. 
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Figure O1. Sinkage predicted for cohesive soil (φ = 0) using analytic method for rolling, rigid wheel 

(thick lines are for d = 1.52 m and b = 0.46 m; thin lines are for d = 1.12 m and b = 0.30 m) 
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Figure O2. Sinkage predicted for granular soil (c = 0 and γ = 20 kN/m3) using analytic method for rolling, 

rigid wheel (thick lines are for d = 1.52 m and b = 0.46 m; thin lines are for d = 1.12 m and b = 0.30 m) 
 



O3 

 
 
 

Table O1. Predicted maximum allowable sinkage smax and influence depth H for several prospective test 
rollers (rigid wheel; smax based on cmin = 170 kPa for cohesive soil and φmin = 48º for granular soil) 

 
smax (mm) H (m) wheel geometry QV (kN) cohesive granular cohesive granular 

140 65 62 0.75 1.50 
100 35 41 0.60 1.25 
60 13 23 0.40 0.95 

d = 1.52 m, b = 0.46 m 

20 2 7 0.15 0.50 
70 50 73 0.55 1.20 
50 27 47 0.45 1.05 
30 10 26 0.30 0.80 

d = 1.12 m, b = 0.30 m 

10 1 7 0.15 0.45 
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Figure O3. Influence depth H versus QV for strong clay (φ = 0 and  c = 170 kPa) overlying weak clay 

(φ = 0 and c = 10 kPa) 
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Figure O4. Influence depth H versus QV for dense sand (φ = 48º, c = 0, and γ = 20 kN/m3) overlying weak 

clay (φ = 0 and c = 10 kPa) 
 
 
 
 

Illustrative Example No. 2: Interpretation of Test Rolling Measurements 
 
This example shows how the theoretical models may be used to interpret data collected from a 
test roller of a given configuration. Suppose that a test roller with d = 1.12 m (44 in.), b = 0.30 m 
(12 in.), and wheel weight QV = 50 kN (5.5 tons) is automated with instrumentation to collect a 
continuous record of sinkage along an embankment, such as the one shown in Fig. O5a. If the 
material is sand (c = 0), the unknown soil strength parameter is φ, which can be deduced from 
the sinkage using the formula for a rolling, rigid wheel. 

Fig. O5b shows φ interpreted from the record of sinkage with the aid of the formula from the 
analytic method. The otherwise obscure test roller measurement is thus translated into a universal 
strength quantity. Taking, for example, a minimum acceptable strength φmin = 48º as in the 
previous example, the failing regions are clearly identified. 
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Figure O5. Example of using theoretical predictions to interpret test rolling measurements on granular 
soil: (a) continuous record of sinkage; (b) interpretation of sinkage in terms of φ from analytic method 
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