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Abstract 

Water content is one of the significant factors that affect the stability and stiffness property of the subgrade soils. Under  changing environmental 

conditions such as raining and drought, the water content becomes more variable and is known to facilitate many of the subgrade-related problems such as 

rutting and swelling. As a result, the compaction moisture and post-compaction moisture changes on the resilient modulus (MR) and permanent strain (εp) of 

a subgrade soil were investigated. The effect of the bulk stress, octahedral shear stress, wetting, and drying was analyzed using test results and has important 

consequences on the existing and design of new pavements. MR was higher for soil samples subjected to drying than wetting. Higher MR did not show lower 

εp. The correlation between MR and εp suggests that MR was not a satisfactory soil property to explain εp of the soil in the Ciyaowan station in Bao-shen. 

Models used to predict the effect of the moisture content, and stress state showed better performance for MR. 
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1. Introduction  

The moisture content and its variation are among the several 

relevant factors that compromise the performance of the subgrade. 

The moisture content of the subgrade layer varies with the rate of 

infiltration of rainwater, the variation of the level of groundwater 

table, the migration of moisture between the layers due to 

temperature variations, evapotranspiration, seasonal variation and 

the use of inadequate moisture content during compaction, etc. The 

effect of the moisture content and its variation on MR have been 

well researched and documented [1-3]. From the aforementioned, 

it is evident that moisture content and its variations must be taken 

into consideration when selecting MR for pavement design.   

MR is broadly defined as the elastic modulus (stress divided by 

recoverable strain) after the material has sustained some level 

accumulated εp It is the significant property for the characterization 

of repeated loading behaviours of subgrade, subbase, and base 

course materials in pavement structures. MR represents the 

mechanical property of the material’s ability to resist deformation 

under stress. The American Association of State Highway and 

Transportation Officials (AASHTO) software, AASHTOWare, 

Mechanistic-empirical pavement design guide (MEPDG), requires  
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the MR as a primary material property for subgrade soils, subbase 

course, and base course. However, research studies show that some 

cohesive soils yield significantly under service loads.  Soils may 

exhibit higher MR and yet still yields. [4,5]. Though the MR is low 

at high moisture content and vice versa, it necessary to determine 

the MR and εp of soil considering moisture content variation under 

changes of wetting and drying conditions especially for mixed 

soils. This would be valuable for the proper design and evaluation 

of pavement structures. MR and εp are the most important 

parameters for the design of pavements against pavement distress 

such as roughness and rutting [6,7]. Failure to include it can lead 

to higher annual rehabilitation costs and significant passenger 

discomfort during the service period of the rail or road 

infrastructure.  

Several studies have addressed the influence of moisture content 

changes on MR by looking at the variations in compaction moisture 

content/degree of saturation, suction, and post-compaction due to 

wetting and drying. Models have been established to also describe 

the resilient modulus with respect to the water content [8]. [2] 

evaluated the effect of post-compaction moisture content on the 

MR of subgrade soils and modified MEPDG recommended MR–

moisture model.  [9] investigated the seasonal moisture variation 

on the MR of Brazilian soils. A series of other separated studies 

have also been conducted to evaluate other factors on MR Stress 

[10], material properties [11], measurement methods [12,13] and 

climatic impacts [14,15] whiles others researched the relationships 

between  MR  test  methods [16-19],  the effect of testing protocols 

[20],  relationship between laboratory MR and MR back- calculated
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from non-destructive test methods [21]. However, the compaction 

moisture and post compaction moisture content effect considering 

MR and εp have not been considered.  

εp, is influenced mainly by load-related factors that relate to 

material properties [22-24]. Load-related factors that encompass 

the applied stress levels, number and loading history, and material 

strength [25,26].Significant material properties that affect 

εp  include moisture content, matric suction, degree of compaction, 

gradation properties, percentage passing sieve number 200 or 

0.075-mm, the type of fines, particle morphology, and aggregate 

mineralogy [2,17,27].  Significant literature on  εp models [4,5,28]. 

Laboratory test methods such as dynamic and cyclic triaxial tests, 

simple and cyclic shear tests, resonant column and hollow cylinder 

tests, and among others have been used to determine permanent 

deformation. The above testing procedures were also used to 

determine shear stress-strain behaviour, MR of subgrade, etc. Test 

results were used to assess the elastic and plastic deformation. 

Plastic deformation is usually described by non-linear elastic 

models, however, εp is complex, it depends on the accumulation of 

N loading cycles. At the laboratory, one of the most widely used 

test methods for examining MR and εp is the MR test from the 

repeated load cyclic triaxial test. 

In view of the recent interest in implementing the modulus base 

compaction control by most countries, improving the performance 

of the compacted subgrade, this study was conducted to add to the 

understanding and contributions on the progress made on the 

impact of the wetting and drying on MR and 𝜀𝑝 properties of sandy 

clayey soils.  

2. Materials and methodology 

Locally available soils, taken from the field site of Ciyaowan 

station in Bao-Shen, were used to study the post compaction 

moisture effect on the MR and εp. The soil was a grey-brown soil 

with blotches of red, slightly plastic and has variable percentages 

of coarse sand. Standard laboratory tests were conducted to 

classify the soils and also to determine the basic physical 

properties.  The soil is described as ML according to the Unified 

Soil Classification System of the American Society of Testing and 

Materials (ASTM 2006), and as A-2-6 following the American 

Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

(AASHTO 2000) protocols. Fig. 1 shows the particle-size 

distribution.  Table 1. Summarizes the properties.  

2.1. Specimen preparation 

Before MR test, samples were subjected to equal sample 

preparation procedures. Preparation procedures include breaking 

off lump soils, mixing oven-dried soil samples with water, and 

compaction of soil specimen. First soil lumps were broken, soils 

were first kept in an oven at a temperature of 105°C for 24hrs. 

Afterward, soil samples were allowed to cool for a day. The 

required amount of dried soil and water was calculated and mixed 

together in a bowl. The mixture was later transferred into an 

airtight container and stored at room temperature for 24hrs for 

moisture equilibration. Before compaction, the soil was mixed 

together to ensure uniform distribution of soil moisture content. 

Samples were compacted in four equal layers on the bottom platen 

inside a split mold using the impact procedure. Samples were 

compacted at  95% to 100% maximum dry density (MDD) 

(1.84gcm-3) to reduce the effect of density on a tested specimen. 

The sample sizes were 39.1 mm in diameter and 80 mm in height.  

 

Fig. 1. Grading characteristics. 

Table 1 

Index properties of the soil. 

Property Measured value 

Maximum dry density (MDD) (g/cm3) 1.84 

Optimum moisture content (OMC) (%) 11 

Coefficient of uniformity 8.86 

Coefficient of curvature 1.44 

Specific gravity 2.68 

Atterberg limits (grain size <425 m) 

Liquid limit (%) 32.2 

Plastic limit (%) 20.9 

Plasticity index (%) 11.3 

2.2. Wetting and drying procedure  

Various laboratory procedures have been used for wetting and 

drying of compacted subgrade soils. This study adopted [29]. 

Samples were separated into group’s Table 2. The wetting 

procedure involves putting the specimen in a triaxial cell and 

applying 27.6 kPa of confining pressure; whiles injecting the 

required volume of water from the bottom with a pressure of 13.78 

kPa, then applying a vacuum pressure of about 13.3 kPa (1.9 psi, 

100 mm Hg) for an hour. Afterward, the specimen is placed in a 

vacuum for about 24hrs before MR.   

The drying procedure involves wrapping the specimen in a 

rubber membrane after compaction and inserting a circular plastic 

sheet at the end of the specimen. Afterward, two platens were 

placed over the plastic sheets i.e one at the bottom and other the 

top and sealed off the membrane from the platens with masking 

tape. The complete setup was then put in an oven at 41°C (105°F) 

and weighed at designated time intervals until the desired weight 

was achieved. The samples were then placed in an airtight 

container for 48hours before testing.  

After the MR test, moisture changes across the height of the 

specimen were determined by slicing the specimen into four slices 

and then tested for moisture variation using the gravimetric method. 

The moisture distribution throughout the radius and height varied 

by ±5 % and is generally acceptable.  

2.3. MR test procedure 

A computer-controlled dynamic triaxial testing system 

(2Hz/5Hz/ 10Hz DYNTTS) was used. MR test was conducted in 

accordance with AASHTO T307-99 procedures.  Samples were 

first   preconditioned   up   to   1000   load   cycles to minimize the  
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Table 2 

Sample grouping for MR and εp test. 

Group Sample preparation and conditioning.   Purpose 

Group 1  Samples prepared at OMC, OMC -4%, OMC+4% Samples will be used to assess the effect of the compaction 

moisture content. 

As reference for assessing the post compaction moisture effect on 

MR and εp 

Group 2 Samples prepared at OMC+4%, dried to OMC and 

OMC+4% 

For assessing the effect drying on samples prepared at OMC+4  

Groups3 Samples prepared at OMC -4%, wetted to OMC and 

OMC+4% 

For assessing the effect of wetting on samples prepared at OMC-

4%  

Group 4  Samples prepared  at OMC dried to OMC-4% For assessing the effect of drying on samples prepared at OMC  

imperfections in contact between end platens and specimens. The 

cyclic haversine-shaped load plus with a duration of 0.1 seconds 

and a rest period of 0.9 seconds was used. During testing, the strain 

measured was used to derive plastic deformation and elastic strain 

Fig. 2. Plastic deformations were used to determine 𝜖𝑝and elastic 

strain used to determine MR. In all the load sequence, the applied 

load and the vertical displacement for the last five cycles were used 

to determine the MR and 𝜀𝑝. In all, a total of 16 load sequences 

were applied Table 3. To ensure repeatability and reliability test 

results, tests were conducted on   similar specimens prepared in 

similar conditions. A total of two identical samples were tested for 

this assessment.  Results were compared and the average used for 

this study, test results did not vary much (±5%). Fig. 3 shows the 

experimental setup.  

2.4. Soil water characteristics (SWCC) test 

Fig. 4 was determined using the pressure plate apparatus. 

Experimental  steps  mainly involved sample preparation, ceramic 

 

Fig. 2. Determination of the MR and εP. 

 

Fig. 3 GDS system used for the MR test.  

Table 3 

Loading sequence for the resilient modulus test AASHTO T307.  

Sequence Confining 

pressure 

(KPa) 

Max 

Axial 

stress 

(KPa) 

Cyclic 

stress 

(KPa) 

Constant 

stress 

No of load 

application 

0 41.4 27.6 24.8 2.8 1000 

1 41.4 13.8 12.4 1.4 100 

2 41.4 27.6 24.8 2.8 100 

3 41.4 41.6 37.3 4.1 100 

4 41.4 55.2 49.7 5.5 100 

5 41.4 68.9 62.0 6.9 100 

6 27.6 13.8 12.4 1.4 100 

7 27.6 27.6 24.8 2.8 100 

8 27.6 41.4 37.3 4.1 100 

9 27.6 55.2 49.7 5.5 100 

10 27.6 68.9 62.0 6.9 100 

11 13.8 13.8 12.4 1.4 100 

12 13.8 27.6 24.8 2.8 100 

13 13.8 14.4 37.3 4.1 100 

14 13.8 55.2 49.7 5.5 100 

15 13.8 68.9 62.0 6.9 100 

 

disk saturation, and data reading. The test began with saturating 

the ceramic disk by immersion in water (24hrs). The disk was 

removed and installed in the pressure plate with a soil sample 

prepared to the MDD (A sample prepared with 2cm-high cutting 

ring with an area of 30cm2 and an inner diameter of 61.8 mm, and 

then saturated using the vacuum saturation) on the disk.  An outlet 

provided in the water compartment below the ceramic disk where 

water can drain from the soil specimen was connected with a piece 

of tubing that connects to a burette. The pressure plate is covered 

with a lid and properly closed tightly. The system is then checked 

for accurate installations, checked for air leakages, etc. The 

required amount of pressure levels were then applied. Pressure 

levels were allowed to reach levels that were only required to avoid 

problems normally associated with hysteresis. The required 

pressure is then sustained in the pressure plate device until the 

water level in the burette becomes static and this normally takes 

time, at times days. More time may be required at very low 

pressures. The matric suction was established by correlating 

pressures with the corresponding volume. The volume of water 

loss was determined by removing the sample from the apparatus 

and quickly weighing. Samples were then placed back in the 

pressure plate apparatus. Applied matric suction was equivalent to 

the applied pore air pressure. The process is repeated until all 

suction steps were complete. A very high air entry value ceramic 

disk was used.  
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Fig. 4. Soil water characteristics curve.   

To determine wetting path, pore air pressure was reduced from 

the highest matric suction, whiles keeping water pressure at the 

constant value of zero. This enables water to flow into the sample 

through the ceramic disk. Subsequently, the pressure levels are 

reduced gradually at the desired pressure levels, similar technique 

adopted in the drying process is adopted to obtain the 

corresponding volume change and the applied pressure. The 

process is repeated until the samples become fully saturated, and 

zero matric suction is achieved. The total moisture content was 

determined by oven - drying the sample.  Actual water content at 

each suction level was calculated using the final moisture content 

and the weight of the sample at various suction levels of soil. Once 

the SWCCs was established,  results were fitted to Fredlund and 

xing’s models (1)  to establish a relationship between soil suction 

and saturated water content.  

𝑆𝑠 = 𝐶(Ψ) ×
𝑆𝑠

{𝑙𝑛[𝑒𝑥𝑝(1)+(𝛹/𝛼𝑓)
𝑏𝑓
]}
𝑐𝑓 , 𝐶(Ψ) = 1 −

ln⁡(1+(
𝛹

ℎ𝑟
))

ln⁡(1+(
106

ℎ𝑟
))

        (1) 

where, 𝑆𝑆the of degree of saturation; 𝑆𝑠 is the saturated; ψ is soil 

suction; 𝑎𝑓, 𝑏𝑓, 𝑐𝑓, and ℎ𝑟 are model parameters and are primary 

functions of the air entry value, rate of water extraction, residual 

water content and suction at residual water content, suction at 

which residual water content occurs.  

3. Result and discussion 

[5,30] have emphasized the need of testing unbound pavement 

materials for 𝜀𝑝  behaviour along with commonly used MR test 

procedures. This is necessary because the 𝜀𝑝  properties of 

unbound soil materials and MR behaviour of unbound materials are 

not necessarily proportional. 𝜀𝑝 characteristics are key factors 

when it comes to pavement failure.   

3.1. Resilient modulus 

There appears to be a non-linear trend for the MR and maybe as 

a result of an inadequate instrumental resolution that occurs at very 

high specimen stiffness associated with water contents Fig. 5, Fig. 

6, and Fig. 7. Further, it can also be related to the water content in 

the specimen becoming more variable. According to [31] this  can 

be a result of the small pore spaces. 𝑀𝑅 values for sample 

compacted at Optimum moisture content (OMC) (11.1%)  at MDD 

(1.84g/cm3) were between 131.24 MPa and 166.69 MPa, which is 

similar to results that were reported by [13,32] for similar soils.  

 

 

Fig. 5 Effect of the deviator stress on the resilient modulus at a confining pressure of 41.4 KPa considering (a) wetting and (b) drying. 

 

Fig. 6 Effect of the deviator stress on the resilient modulus at a confining pressure of 27.6 KPa considering (a) wetting and (b) drying.  
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Fig. 7. Effect of the deviator stress on the resilient modulus at a confining pressure of 13.8 KPa considering (a) wetting and (b) drying.

3.2. MR moisture relationship 

Moisture contents were within 7.1% and 15.1% signifying that 

MR of this material may increase or even decrease at water contents 

±11.1%. Comparing the MR values of samples compacted at OMC 

and OMC-4% showed an increase in about 5.93% of MR while 

samples compacted at OMC+4% resulted in about 26.55% 

decrease of the MR considering the average MR. From the result, it 

is realized that MR is more sensitive to the moisture content effect.  

These behaviours are typical for fine-grained soils and similar 

observations were found [2,2,14,33].  Fig. 8 indicates that 

maximum MR was recorded for samples subjected to lower 

moulding moisture contents. The decreased MR values with 

increased moisture content can be attributed to the weakening of 

the soil fabric as moisture content increases. This can also appear 

to have been caused by capillary suction and lubrication. MR 

increases with a decrease in moulding moisture content. An 

explanation of this behaviour could be that the soil becomes stiffer 

as the water content decreases, high inter-particle forces between 

particles and low lubrication. Similar observations have been 

reported by [1,34].  

3.3. Effect of the drying and wetting on MR  

Fig. 9 shows that the wetting and drying processes were accurate 

and can be used to predict the post compaction moisture for the 

bulk samples. The MR–moisture content relationships for 

specimens compacted at different moisture content and then dried 

to a lower moisture content are determined and presented in Fig. 

10. From the test results, increased or prolonged drying did not 

increase   in   MR    much.    Similar   observations   were   made   by 

 

Fig. 8. Effect of the compaction moisture content on MR. 

 

Fig. 9. Moisture variation along the length of the sample. 

[2,29,35,36] stipulated that such behaviour is similar to the 

hysteresis of the SWCC. It indicates that both the initial moisture 

content and the extent of drying are important factors. From the 

results, it can be said that when a given soil is sufficiently dried, 

more drying would cause less increase in MR [1].  

The effect of wetting was significant Fig. 10. Comparing the MR 

of a specimen prepared at OMC, OMC-4%, and OMC+4% to 

specimens subjected to wetting. Results indicate that there was a 

significant decrease in the MR of samples subjected to wetting 

conditions. From this, it can be concluded that the initial moisture 

content and the extent of wetting is also an important factor and 

results conform to the results reported elsewhere [3,29]. An 

explanation   to   this   could be that an increase in moisture content 

 

Fig. 10. Effect of the wetting and drying on MR.  
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reduces the cohesion strength of the soils with a lubricating effect 

that reduces the soil MR. This can also be explained by suction 

hysteresis Fig. 4. It is obvious that suction values of samples 

subjected to the wetting and drying conditions will be lower or 

higher depending on the extent of wetting and drying conditions, 

and the initial moisture content. From literature, lower suction 

values are normally associated with samples subjected to wetting 

conditions and vice versa [37] 

3.4. Permanent deformation from the resilient modulus test  

For most of the soils tested, small 𝜀𝑝  occurred. Samples 

subjected to wetting conditions showed excessive 𝜀𝑝 for the first 

1000 cycles  Table 4. Very high initial strain recorded for the 

samples prepared and tested at OMC-4% wet to OMC+4% may be 

the result of imperfections at the bottom of the samples. Plastic 

strains measured after the first 1000 cycles were generally smaller 

and lower for soils with low moisture content. Higher 𝜀𝑝were 

measured at preconditioning stages for all the samples and samples 

subjected to wetting conditions.  

Fig. 11 shows the relationship between MR and 𝜀𝑝  for all the 

tested samples at the different moisture contents and post 

compaction moisture contents. Higher MR consistently did not 

show lower  εp for all the samples and agree well with [4,5] 

observations. A low coefficient of determination (R2) was 

observed for the relationship between the MR and εp. The poor 

correlation between MR and εp suggests that MR is not a satisfactory 

soil property to explain 𝜀𝑝  and this is contradictory to [38] 

observation for coarse-grain soils and further explains the complex 

behaviour of cohesive soils. 

3.5. Resilient modulus models.  

There are a number of models for predicting the effect of various 

influencing factors on MR. MEPDG recommends Eq. (2) to 

describe the stress state effect, and Eq. (6) describes the variation 

of the MR with saturation taken into account the influence of 

moisture content. However, Eq. (2) and Eq. (6) are empirical 

relationships that describe conditions that better assured the 

performance of pavement in pavement construction. Fig. 12 shows 

the wetting and drying path predicted with Eq. (3) and further fitted 

with an improved model Eq. (7). It can be seen from Fig. 12, the 

MEPDG model could not accurately predict the moisture 

relationship. Eq. (7) a model developed [10]  predicted well with 

R2 of 0.71 and  𝐾𝑚 2. 854.  

 

Fig. 11. MR–moisture relationship as in construction practice 

considering post wetting and drying effect. 

 

Fig. 12. Correlation between MR and εp. 

To evaluate the effect of stresses as in pavement construction 

practice, all test results were fitted with Eq. (2), to assess the 

dilation effect that occurs during testing, results were also fitted 

with Eq. (4) and further fitted with Eq. (3) to assess the effect of 

other stress variables on MR. All the models show a good 

coefficient of determination (R2). The performance offered by Eq. 

(4) is almost the same as the others. [10,39] concluded that Eq. (4) 

has advantages of reducing the softening and hardening effect. It 

also reduces computational time when used for numerical analysis. 

Comparing the model results, it is evident that the test method used 

to establish permanent deformation was limited to the dilational 

effect [30] that normally affects the test method. Model parameter 

𝑘1 was used to characterize the stiffness of the subgrade soil and 

is directly proportional to the MR. 𝑘1 increases with an increase in 

effective stress and decreases with an increase in moisture content 

Eq. (8). 

 

Table 4 

εp model parameters and the initial εp. 

Sample ID α1 α2 α3 α4 R2 Initial εp (%) 

Initial compaction moisture 

OMC 0.761 -0.852 0.664 -1.366 0.127 0.029 

OMC+4% 0.769 -0.813 -0.914 1.066 0.23 0.0435 

OMC-4% 0.846 -0.321 2.605 -3.843 0.673 0.5849 

Wetting Conditions 

OMC WET TO OMC+4% 0.749 -0.894 -0.909 1.256 0.424 0.243 

OMC-4% WET TO OMC 0.759 -0.811 -0.839 1.679 0.605 0.152 

OMC-4%  WET TO OMC+4% 0.761 -0.799 0.523 2.239 0.239 1.208 

Drying conditions 

OMC DRY TO OMC-4% 0.73 -1.022 -0.68 0.612 0.311 0.0974 

OMC+4%  DRY TO OMC 0.723 -1.117 -0.389 0.051 0.096 0.0474 

OMC+4 DRY TO OMC-4% 0.722 -1.131 0.263 0.805 0.096 0.1404 
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Eq.(8) derived by substitution of Eq. (2) into Eq. (6). From Eq. 

(8) it can be seen that the MEPDG moisture correction model (Eq. 

(6)) that the change in moisture conditions affects k1 model 

parameter but does not affect k2 and k3. However, for k1 to better 

assure the performance of the subgrade, the moisture content must 

be in its right proportions (OMC). k2 reflects on the influence of 

confining pressure (minimum bulk stress) on MR and is directly 

associated with confining pressure. It produces a stiffening effect 

on the material and the higher it is, the higher the MR. The value of 

k3 is negative, indicating a negative correlation between the MR and 

the octahedral shear stress. k3 shows that the MR of subgrade soils 

decreases with an increase in shear stress. Fig. 13 shows the 

predicted and measured MR for Eq. (2), Eq. (3), and Eq. (4). It is 

realized that most of the samples were close to the line of equity. 

Table 5. Summarizes the model results.  

𝑀𝑅 = 𝑃𝑎𝑘𝑖 (
θ

𝑃𝑎
)
𝑘2
(
𝜏𝑜𝑐𝑡

𝑃𝑎
+ 1)

𝑘3
               (2) 

𝑀𝑅 = 𝑘1𝑃𝑎 (
𝛿3

𝑃𝑎
+ 1)

𝑘2
(
𝛿𝑑

𝑃𝑎
+ 1)

𝑘3
               (3) 

𝑀𝑅 = 𝑃𝑎𝑘𝑖 (
𝜃𝑚

𝑃𝑎
)
𝑘2
(
𝜏𝑜𝑐𝑡

𝑃𝑎
+ 1)

𝑘3
              (4) 

where, for repeated load triaxial test (RLTT), 𝜎2 = 𝜎3  which is 

equal to confining pressure, 𝜎1 = 𝜎3 = +𝑞  where q is the 

maximum deviator stress. Bulk stress ⁡(𝜃) = 𝜎3 + 𝜎2 +
𝜎3, 𝑜𝑟⁡⁡3𝜎3 + 𝜎𝑑 = 𝜃. Minimum bulk stress  𝜃𝑚 = 𝜃 − 𝜎𝑑 , τoct is 

octahedral shear stress. k1, k2 and k3 are regression 

coefficient/model constants. Pa reference atmospheric pressure,⁡𝛿3 

minor principal stress or confining pressure; δd deviatoric stress 

𝜏𝑜𝑐𝑡 = √(𝜎1 − 𝜎2)
2 + (𝜎2 − 𝜎3)

2+(𝜎3 − 𝜎1)
2/3            (5) 

𝑙𝑜𝑔 (
𝑀𝑅

𝑀𝑅𝑜𝑝𝑡
) = 𝑎 +

𝑏−𝑎

1+𝑒
𝑙𝑛(

−𝑏
𝑎
)+𝐾𝑚(𝑆−𝑆𝑜𝑝𝑡)

             (6) 

𝑙𝑜𝑔 (
𝑀𝑅

𝑀𝑅𝑜𝑝𝑡
) = 𝑎 +

𝑏−𝑎

1+𝑒𝑥𝑝(𝑙𝑛(
−𝑏

𝑎
)+𝐾𝑚(𝑆−𝑆𝑜𝑝𝑡))

, Km = 0.375PI           (7) 

𝑀𝑅 = 10
𝑎+

𝑏−𝑎

1−exp⁡[𝑘𝑚(𝑆−𝑆𝑜𝑝𝑡)𝑘1𝑃𝑎 (
θ

𝑃𝑎
)
𝐾2
(
𝜏𝑜𝑐𝑡

𝑃𝑎
+ 1)

𝑘3
             (8) 

MR = at any given moisture content; 𝑀𝑅𝑜𝑝𝑡  = MR at optimum 

Moisture content; ⁡
𝑀𝑅

𝑀𝑜𝑝𝑡
 MR ratio; 𝑎  = minimum of 𝑙𝑜𝑔 (

𝑀𝑅

𝑀𝑜𝑝𝑡
⁡⁡) , 

𝑏=maximum of log(
𝑀𝑅

𝑀𝑜𝑝𝑡
), km = regression parameter; and 𝑆 − 𝑆𝑜𝑝𝑡 

= variation of degree of saturation, expressed as a decimal, k1, k2 

and k3 are regression coefficient/model constants. Pa reference 

atmospheric pressure. Fig.  9 shows the  wetting  and  drying  path.

Table 5 

MR model parameters. 

Moisture Content/% Universal model Zhang et al 2018 Ni et al 2002 

Initial compaction moisture content  

 k1 k2 k3 R2 k1 k2 k3 R2 k1 k2 k3 R2 

OMC 1521.21 0.26 -0.61 0.67 1514.07 0.19 -0.042 0.79 1125.97 0.92 -0.03 0.76 

OMC-4% 1846 0.09 -1.23 0.78 1837.49 0.06 -1.03 0.77 1682.9 0.34 -0.57 0.8 

 0MC+4% 1417.23 0.36 -2.1 0.7 1408.11 0.25 -1.34 0.72 972 1.32 -0.75 0.78 

`Wetting Conditions 

OMC WET TO OMC+4% 1124.36 0.22 -1.88 0.87 1116.7388 0.16 -1.39 0.77 898.37 0.79 -0.77 0.88 

OMC -4% WET TO OMC 1353.29 0.26 -1.13 0.89 1342.86 0.17 -0.57 0.87 1044.98 0.87 -0.31 0.87 

OMC-4%  WET TO OMC+4% 1197.93 0.294 -2.93 0.72 1181.71 0.18 -2.29 0.69 909.87 0.99 -1.27 0.72 

Drying conditions 

 OMC+4%  DRY TO OMC 2055.81 0.12 -1.02 0.56 2044.24 0.08 -0.75 0.54 1838.14 0.39 -0.42 0.55 

OMC  DRY TO OMC -4% 2224.55 0.03 -1.45 0.78 2219.13 0.02 -1.37 0.77 2198.13 0.08 -0.76 0.78 

OMC+4%  DRY TO OMC-4% 2453.03 0.03 -1.25 0.63 2444.09 0.02 -1.16 0.62 2422.49 0.074 -0.65 0.63 

 

Fig. 13. Predicted MR versus measured MR (a) universal model (b) Ni et al model 2002, and (c) Zhang et al 2018 model.
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3.6. Permanent deformation model 

Several models are available for assessing εp of the unbound 

pavement materials. However, in this study, the four-parameter 

model proposed by [4] and classical power law was used. 

𝜀𝑝 = 𝛼1𝑁
𝛼2 (

𝛿𝑜𝑐𝑡

𝑃𝑎
)
𝛼3
(
𝜏𝑜𝑐𝑡

𝑃𝑎
)
𝛼4

               (9) 

where, δoct is octahedral normal stress (δd+3δ3)/3, 𝜏𝑜𝑐𝑡 is the 

octahedral shear stress, N=number of load application, α1, α2, α3, 

and α4 are model constants, 

Almost all the test results showed a poor coefficient of 

determination. Table 4 shows the model parameters. Fig. 14 shows 

the results of measured and predicted values and was not close to 

the line of equity. Model parameter α1 indicates that the  𝜀𝑝  are 

positively correlated with the number of loading cycles. The 

coefficients α3 and α4 shows that 𝜀𝑝  are influenced by both 

octahedral normal and shear. The inconsistency in positive and 

negative values recorded for the coefficients related to octahedral 

stress, normal stress clearly suggest the behaviour of these soils 

under varying moisture conditions. 

3.7. Effect of wetting and drying on pavement performance   

To account for the performance of the subgrade soil considering, 

wetting, and drying, a hypothetical road pavement section Fig. 15 

was used. The KENLAYER program [40] was used to model the 

components of the pavement structure. Layer properties are 

summarized in Table 6. The non-linear analysis made involved the 

determination of the vertical compressive strain on top of the 

subgrade and the horizontal tensile strain beneath the asphalt layer 

for rutting failure. The average MR’s were used to represent the MR 

of the subgrade soils and the k1 parameter was obtained from (Eq. 

(2)).  

From the analysis, there was a change of the vertical 

displacement Table 7, vertical stress Table 8, major stress Table 9, 

vertical strain Table 10, principal strain Table 11, Minor principal 

strain Table 12  along with the vertical coordinates for the different 

points (10 points) and are influenced by the depth of the 

coordinates. The maximum vertical compressive stress observed 

was 53.692KPa (OMC) and the minimum was 0.734KPa (OMC -

4% WET TO OMC; OMC+4% DRY TO OMC; OMC  DRY TO 

OMC -4%; OMC+4%  DRY TO OMC-4%).  It was also observed 

that the results of the vertical compressive strains varied 

marginally for all the different moisture conditions and were 

dependent on the zone of influence. A comparison of the horizontal 

tensile strain beneath the asphaltic layer and vertical compressive 

strain on top of the subgrade for the different moisture conditions 

is also presented Fig. 16 for rutting potential. Higher vertical 

strains on top of the subgrade are generally associated with the 

increase in rutting potential from permanent deformation whiles 

higher tensile strain beneath asphaltic layer increase rutting 

potential by fatigue failure. Rutting is reduced for OMC samples 

considering the vertical compressive strains on the top of the 

subgrade. This may be the result of the right proportions of the soil 

moisture content. A higher value was recorded for OMC-4% WET 

TO OMC+4%. Comparing results of OMC -4% WET TO OMC 

and OMC-4% WET TO OMC+4% as well as the results of 

OMC+4% DRY TO OMC and OMC+4% DRY TO OMC-4%, we 

observed increase of 17.37% and 138.53% respectively. 

Signifying that the extent of wetting and drying has a significant 

impact on rutting potentials. Further, comparing the results of 

OMC, OMC-4%, and OMC+4%, it was realized that OMC 

recorded the least vertical strain on the top of the subgrade layer.  

 

Fig. 14. Predicted εp versus measured εp. 

 

Fig. 15. A systematic model of pavement system with response 

poInter. 

Table 6 

Design parameters for damage analysis. 

Layer (Material type) 

 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Elastic modulus (KPa) 

 

Poisson 

ratio 

Density (gcm-

3) 

Surface Course (Asphalt Concrete Mixture) 10.16 3.000E+05 0.2 2.5 

Base Course (Asphalt Treated) 15.24 2.500E+05 0.3 2.0 

Unbound Aggregate base course 15.24 2.000E+05 0.3 1.7 

Unbound sub base 30.48 1.400E+05 0.3 1.5 

Subgrade  Average MR values from test results 0.3*, 0.45 1.84 

*unsaturated samples. 
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Comparing the results of the tensile strain beneath the asphaltic 

layer of OMC -4% WET TO OMC and OMC-4% WET TO 

OMC+4% showed   2.258E-4 for the two conditions.  A similar 

comparison between OMC+4% DRY TO OMC and OMC+4% 

DRY TO OMC-4% showed 1.866E-4 and 2.258E-4 respectively. 

This implies that, under different drying and wetting conditions the 

rutting potentials can be as a result of the vertical compressive 

strains from the subgrade for the former and the latter a 

combination of the tensile strains beneath the asphaltic layer and 

vertical compressive strains on top of the subgrade layer.  

Assessing the results, it can be concluded that the effect of drying 

and wetting has a profound effect on the extent of rutting potentials 

and dictates the potential cause of rutting in flexible pavements.  

Fig. 16.  Variation of vertical compressive strain and tensile strain 

for rutting potentials.  

Table 7 

Variation of Vertical displacement with depth. 

Vertical 

coordinates 

(Depth) cm 

OMC OMC+4

% 

OMC-4% OMC WET 

TO 

OMC+4% 

OMC-4% 

WET TO 

OMC 

OMC-4%  

WET TO 

OMC+4% 

OMC DRY 

TO OMC-

4% 

OMC+4%  

DRY TO 

OMC 

OMC+4 

DRY TO 

OMC-4% 
(mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) 

0 0.00755 0.0083 0.0083 0.0083 0.00829 0.0083 0.00828 0.00826 0.00829 

10.16 0.00482 0.00559 0.00559 0.00558 0.00557 0.00558 0.00557 0.00556 0.00557 
10.16254 0.00482 0.00559 0.00559 0.00558 0.00557 0.00558 0.00557 0.00556 0.00557 

25.4 0.00267 0.00345 0.00353 0.00344 0.00344 0.00344 0.00343 0.00343 0.00344 

25.40254 0.00267 0.00345 0.00345 0.00344 0.00344 0.00344 0.00343 0.00343 0.00344 
40.64 0.002 0.00279 0.00345 0.00279 0.00278 0.00279 0.00278 0.00278 0.00278 

40.64254 0.002 0.00279 0.00279 0.00279 0.00278 0.00279 0.00278 0.00278 0.00278 

71.12 0.00157 0.00234 0.00279 0.00236 0.00236 0.00234 0.00236 0.00236 0.00236 
71.12254 0.00157 0.00236 0.00236 0.00236 0.00236 0.00236 0.00236 0.00236 0.00236 

106.68 0.0011 0.00172 0.00178 0.00178 0.00172 0.00172 0.00171 0.00172 0.00172 

Table 8 

Variation of vertical stress depth. 

Vertical 

coordinates 
(Depth) cm 

OMC OMC+4

% 

OMC-4% OMC WET 

TO 
OMC+4% 

OMC-4% 

WET TO 
OMC 

OMC-4%  

WET TO 
OMC+4% 

OMC DRY 

TO OMC-
4% 

OMC+4%  

DRY TO 
OMC 

OMC+4 

DRY TO 
OMC-4% 

(KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) 

0 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 
10.16 53.692 53.641 53.651 53.661 53.665 53.655 53.633 53.419 53.665 

10.1625 53.682 53.631 53.641 53.651 53.655 53.645 53.622 53.409 53.655 

25.4 18.482 18.29 19.502 18.326 18.343 18.319 18.337 18.293 18.344 
25.4025 18.478 18.286 18.302 18.323 18.34 18.316 18.334 18.291 18.34 

40.64 8.02 7.717 18.299 7.693 7.726 7.715 7.729 7.715 7.726 

40.6425 8.019 7.716 7.682 7.692 7.725 7.714 7.728 7.714 7.725 
71.12 1.945 1.452 7.681 1.467 1.484 1.451 1.484 1.484 1.484 

71.1225 1.945 1.489 1.47 1.467 1.484 1.487 1.484 1.484 1.484 

106.68 0.913 0.736 0.779 0.778 0.734 0.735 0.734 0.734 0.734 

Table 9 

Variation of the major principal stress with depth. 

Vertical 
coordinates 

(Depth) cm 

OMC OMC+4
% 

OMC-4% OMC WET 
TO 

OMC+4% 

OMC-4% 
WET TO 

OMC 

OMC-4%  
WET TO 

OMC+4% 

OMC DRY 
TO OMC-4% 

OMC+4%  
DRY TO 

OMC 

OMC+4 
DRY TO 

OMC-4% 

(KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) (KPa) 

0 89.073 89.749 89.734 89.706 89.69 89.718 89.635 88.664 89.69 
10.16 -6.534 -6.131 -6.143 -6.144 -6.13 -6.129 -5.887 -6.039 -6.13 

10.1625 6.284 6.608 6.6 6.601 6.613 6.613 -5.897 6.629 6.613 

25.4 1.94 1.958 1.743 2.039 2.077 2.032 2.042 2.085 2.077 
25.4025 0.308 0.469 1.994 0.453 0.5 0.486 2.042 0.516 0.5 

40.64 0.401 0.348 0.439 0.235 0.322 0.311 0.315 0.324 0.322 

40.6425 -0.281 -0.345 0.224 -0.451 -0.348 -0.354 0.315 -0.344 -0.348 
71.12 -2.502 -0.14 -0.457 -4.139 -3.825 -0.14 -3.8 -3.822 -3.825 

71.1225 -0.188 -0.145 0.137 0.138 -0.145 -0.145 -3.801 -0.144 -0.145 

106.68 -0.071 -0.054 0.063 0.063 -0.054 -0.055 -0.054 -0.054 -0.054 
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Table 10 

Variation of the vertical strain with depth. 

Vertical 

coordinates 

(Depth) cm 

OMC OMC+4% OMC-4% OMC WET 

TO 

OMC+4% 

OMC-4% 

WET TO 

OMC 

OMC-4%  

WET TO 

OMC+4% 

OMC DRY 

TO OMC-4% 

OMC+4%  

DRY TO 

OMC 

OMC+4 

DRY TO 

OMC-4% 
(mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) 

0 2.79E-04 2.78E-04 2.78E-04 2.78E-04 2.78E-04 2.78E-04 2.78E-04 2.75E-04 2.78E-04 

10.16 1.88E-04 1.87E-04 1.87E-04 1.87E-04 1.87E-04 1.87E-04 1.87E-04 1.86E-04 1.87E-04 
10.1625 2.27E-04 2.26E-04 2.26E-04 2.26E-04 2.26E-04 2.26E-04 1.87E-04 2.25E-04 2.26E-04 

25.4 7.87E-05 7.78E-05 8.39E-05 7.77E-05 7.77E-05 7.77E-05 7.77E-05 7.75E-05 7.77E-05 

25.4025 6.53E-05 6.53E-05 7.78E-05 6.45E-05 6.44E-05 6.47E-05 7.77E-05 6.42E-05 6.44E-05 
40.64 2.78E-05 2.72E-05 6.48E-05 2.70E-05 2.69E-05 2.70E-05 2.69E-05 2.69E-05 2.69E-05 

40.6425 2.39E-05 2.33E-05 2.71E-05 2.32E-05 2.32E-05 2.33E-05 2.69E-05 2.31E-05 2.32E-05 

71.12 1.01E-05 2.56E-05 2.34E-05 1.15E-05 1.10E-05 2.56E-05 1.10E-05 1.10E-05 1.10E-05 
71.1225 1.96E-05 2.63E-05 2.24E-05 2.24E-05 2.62E-05 2.63E-05 1.10E-05 2.62E-05 2.62E-05 

106.68 9.10E-06 1.28E-05 1.20E-05 1.20E-05 1.28E-05 1.28E-05 1.28E-05 1.28E-05 1.28E-05 

Table 11 

Variation of the major principal strain with depth. 

Vertical 

coordinates 
(Depth) cm 

OMC OMC+4% OMC-4% OMC WET 

TO 
OMC+4% 

OMC-4% 

WET TO 
OMC 

OMC-4%  

WET TO 
OMC+4% 

OMC DRY 

TO OMC-4% 

OMC+4%  

DRY TO 
OMC 

OMC+4 

DRY TO 
OMC-4% 

(mm) (mm) (mm) (mm)    (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) 

0 1.58E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.59E-04 1.60E-04 

10.16 -5.32E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.22E-05 -5.22E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.15E-05 -5.20E-05 -5.21E-05 
10.1625 -5.32E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.22E-05 -5.22E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.15E-05 -5.20E-05 -5.21E-05 

25.4 -1.90E-05 -1.87E-05 -2.11E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.84E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.84E-05 -1.84E-05 

25.4025 -1.90E-05 -1.87E-05 -1.86E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.84E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.84E-05 -1.84E-05 
40.64 -7.59E-06 -7.51E-06 -1.86E-05 -7.66E-06 -7.47E-06 -7.53E-06 -7.49E-06 -7.47E-06 -7.47E-06 

40.6425 -7.59E-06 -7.51E-06 -7.71E-06 -7.66E-06 -7.47E-06 -7.53E-06 -7.49E-06 -7.47E-06 -7.47E-06 

71.12 -6.81E-06 -8.90E-06 -7.71E-06 -9.74E-06 -9.11E-06 -8.89E-06 -9.06E-06 -9.11E-06 -9.11E-06 
71.1225 -6.81E-06 -9.14E-06 -9.77E-06 -9.74E-06 -9.11E-06 -9.14E-06 -9.06E-06 -9.11E-06 -9.11E-06 

106.68 -3.08E-06 -4.31E-06 -5.27E-06 -5.26E-06 -4.30E-06 -4.31E-06 -4.30E-06 -4.30E-06 -4.30E-06 

Table 12 

Variation of the minor principal strain with depth. 

Vertical 

coordinates 
(Depth) cm 

OMC OMC+4% OMC-4% OMC WET 

TO 
OMC+4% 

OMC-4% 

WET TO 
OMC 

OMC-4%  

WET TO 
OMC+4% 

OMC DRY 

TO OMC-4% 

OMC+4%  

DRY TO 
OMC 

OMC+4 

DRY TO 
OMC-4% 

(mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm) 

0 1.58E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.60E-04 1.59E-04 1.60E-04 
10.16 -5.32E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.22E-05 -5.22E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.15E-05 -5.20E-05 -5.21E-05 

10.1625 -5.32E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.22E-05 -5.22E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.21E-05 -5.15E-05 -5.20E-05 -5.21E-05 

25.4 -1.90E-05 -1.87E-05 -2.11E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.84E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.84E-05 -1.84E-05 
25.4025 -1.90E-05 -1.87E-05 -1.86E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.84E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.85E-05 -1.84E-05 -1.84E-05 

40.64 -7.59E-06 -7.51E-06 -1.86E-05 -7.66E-06 -7.47E-06 -7.53E-06 -7.49E-06 -7.47E-06 -7.47E-06 

40.6425 -7.59E-06 -7.51E-06 -7.71E-06 -7.66E-06 -7.47E-06 -7.53E-06 -7.49E-06 -7.47E-06 -7.47E-06 
71.12 -6.81E-06 -8.90E-06 -7.71E-06 -9.74E-06 -9.11E-06 -8.89E-06 -9.06E-06 -9.11E-06 -9.11E-06 

71.1225 -6.81E-06 -9.14E-06 -9.77E-06 -9.74E-06 -9.11E-06 -9.14E-06 -9.06E-06 -9.11E-06 -9.11E-06 

106.68 -3.08E-06 -4.31E-06 -5.27E-06 -5.26E-06 -4.30E-06 -4.31E-06 -4.30E-06 -4.30E-06 -4.30E-06 

4. Conclusion  

A laboratory experiment was carried out on sandy clay to 

understand the MR and 𝜀𝑝   behaviour considering wetting and 

drying under repeated loadings. The repeated loadings were 

simulated using AASHTO T307 test protocols. MR and εp were 

determined. MR and εp of the samples were compared. MR and εp 

models were used to predict MR and εp respectively. A non-linear 

analysis using KENLAYER software was used to model a 

hypothetical pavement structure to assess the effect of wetting and 

drying on pavement performance. Based on this study, the 

following conclusions were drawn. 

1. MR was high for samples prepared at the OMC and low εp. 

Wetting and drying were shown to have a significant impact 

on the MR and εp. Specimen subjected to drying process had 

higher MR. Higher MR consistently did not show lower 𝜀𝑝.The 

extent of increase and decrease in MR and εp after wetting and 

drying are dependent on the initial moisture contents. A 

correlation between MR and εp showed that MR is not a 

satisfactory property to explain the εp.  It is therefore 

imperative within  analytical pavement design protocols to 

confirm that material parameters and models of material 

performance have been characterized under conditions that 

adequately reflect those found in the in-situ conditions 

considering wetting and drying. Hence, it is recommended 

that the MR and εp behavior of sandy clayey subgrade soils 

are investigated considering the wetting, and drying 

behaviour before making a decision on the final design 

values.  

2. Soil suction represents the combined effects of forces 

holding water, it provides the basis that reflects on the MR 

and εp behaviour and its characteristics. Suction hysteresis 

results in the difference between suction on the drying and 
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wetting curves. Hence, the hysteresis observed in suction 

measurement better explains the effect of the wetting and 

drying condition on MR and εp. 

3. Three models were used [10,41], and [42]  to predict stress 

state effect on MR under varying wetting and drying 

conditions. A comparison of the performance of the three 

models, [42]  showed a better performance considering all 

the conditions (wetting, drying and compaction moisture 

content).  

4. The effect of drying and wetting has the potential to instigate 

the cause of rutting failure by fatigue cracking and permanent 

deformation in flexible pavements. 

In future, the drying and wetting effect on MR and εp will be 

assessed considering suction measurement. Further, the study was 

limited to Ciyaowan station in Bao-Shen. Future studies will 

involve evaluating the effect of the drying and wetting on MR and 

εp for other soils.   
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