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Table 1. Soil aggregation characteristics

C, C, Dy, (mm) Dy (mm) D, (mm) D, (mm) Sk
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Table 2. The constituents of the investigated sand by the XRF method
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Fig. 3. Deviant stress versus axial strain in Hormuz
sand in a) loose and b) dense state
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Table 5. The values obtained n? using the equation (8)
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Table 4. The values obtained n® using the equation (6)
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Table 6. The error percentage of the axial strain results of the model compared to the experimental results in the
loose specimen
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Fig. 12. Comparison of the laboratory and modeled
stress-strain diagram of the dense specimen (c,=100
KPa)
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Fig. 13. Comparison of the laboratory and modeled
stress-strain diagram of the dense specimen (c,=300
KPa)
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Fig. 16. Comparison of the laboratory and modeled
volumetric Strain diagram of the loose specimen
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Fig. 17. Comparison of the laboratory and modeled
volumetric Strain diagram of the loose specimen
(6,=100 KPa)
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Fig. 14. Comparison of the laboratory and modeled
stress-strain diagram of the dense specimen (c,=500
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Table 7. The error percentage of the axial strain results of the model compared to the experimental results in the
dense specimen
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Table 8. The error percentage of the volumetric Strain results of the model compared to the experimental results in
the loose specimen
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Fig. 23. Comparison of the laboratory and modeled
volumetric Strain diagram of the dense specimen
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Fig. 21. Comparison of the laboratory and modeled
volumetric Strain diagram of the dense specimen
(0,=50 KPa)
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Table 9. The error percentage of the volumetric Strain results of the model compared to the experimental results in
the dense specimen
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