HFE AHTIE 0l Y sAES| S5 B

Dynamic Properties of Korean Subgrade Soils Using Resonant Column Test

4§ 4
Kim, Dong - Su

q 7 7
Chung,Choong - Ki

3 o4 gw
Hong, Sung— Young

Abhstract

Resonant column test has been widely used as a primary laboratory testing technique in
investigating dynamic soil properties expressed in terms of shear and Young's moduli and
material damping. In this paper, dynamic properties of typical Korean subgrade soils are
investigated at shearing strains between 107*% and 107'% using Stokoe-type resonant
column test. The elastic threshold strains{y:*) above which shear modulus and damping
ratio are affected by strain amplitude, are defined at strain amplitude of about 107%%. Be-
low y¢¢, small-strain shear modulus(Gmes) increases with confining pressure (@) as pro-

)8 and small-strain damping ratio(Dmin) ranges between 1% and 5.7%.

portional to (o,
Above ¢, normalized shear modulus reduction curve(G/Gme: versus log strain) can be
quite well expressed with Ramberg —Osgood stress —strain equation and match well the

curve suggested for sand by Seed and Idriss.
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