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Fig. 3: Variation of void ratio with fines (mica) content and oedometer pressure 
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Fig. 4: Variation of intergranular void ratio with fines (mica) content and oedometer pressure 
 
 
 



World Appl. Sci. J., 6 (2): 258-271, 2009 

264 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 5: Different arrangements of matrices under 1-D compression 
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Fig. 6: Variation of intergranular void ratio with fines (mica) content under various oedometer stresses 
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Fig. 7: Variation of intergranular void ratio with effective stress for different fines (mica) contents 
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Fig. 8: Variation of compression parameters with fines content under 28 kPa effective stress 
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Fig. 9: Variation of compression parameters with fines content under 124 kPa effective stress 
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Fig. 10: Stress- strain curve for the loose sand, and sand with different proportions of mica (percentages by dry 

weight) 
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Fig. 11: Pore pressure- strain curve for the loose sand, and sand with different proportions of mica (percentages by 

dry weight) 
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Fig. 12: Undrained Young’s modulus as a function of axial local strain 
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Fig. 13: A comparison between the undrained Young’s modulus (Eu) values from the test results and those from the 

model 
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Fig. 14: Comparison of the test and modeling results for deviatoric stress (q) 
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Fig. 15: Comparison of the test and modeling results for pore water pressure (u)  








