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Abstract
This experimental investigation involves adaptation of constrained simplex mixture design optimization technique for mod-
eling of the mechanical behavior of soil–saw dust ash (SDA) which is a derivative from industrial byproducts to provide 
efficient waste management practices. The soil enhancement protocols deployed were to improve its engineering properties 
for pavement foundation purposes. The statistical analyses engaged in this research study were achieved using Design Expert 
software for the formulation and imposition of the components constraints, derivation of the mixture experimental runs and 
design proportions of ingredients. The experimental responses obtained from the laboratory works showed a maximum 
unconfined compressive strength (UCS) and California bearing ratio (CBR) results of 248 kN/m2 and 35% with mixture 
fraction of 0.875:0.125 for soil and SDA two component mixture respectively. For the investigation and development of the 
Extreme Vertex Design (EVD)-model, information from experimental exercises was used. The procedures included statistical 
assessment, ANOVA, diagnostic tests, and influence statistics, as well as numerical optimization utilizing the desirability 
function to examine the datasets. Desirability score of 1.0 was derived at a mix ratio of 0.8125: 0.1875 for the two components 
of soil–SDA to produce maximized CBR and UCS response of 35.053% and 257.152 kN/m2 respectively. Furthermore, the 
adequacy of the model generated was assessed by statistical validation and simulation exercises using student’s t-test and 
F-test with P(T < = t) one-tail of 0.490 and 0.499 for F-test and P(F< = f) two-tail of 0.960 and 0.977 for t-test calculated 
for CBR and UCS responses, respectively. The calculated statistical results with P-value > 0.05 signified that there is no 
significant difference between the actual and EVD-model simulated results.
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1  Introduction

In most developing countries like Nigeria, rapid increase in 
human population and urban settlements have increased the 
demand for good access highways, roads and housing facili-
ties to guarantee connectivity among the different urban set-
tlements. This, in addition to scarcity of quality aggregates, 
has compelled government and road authorities to make use 
of naturally occurring geomaterials or construction materials 
in constructing roads [1, 2]. Laterite is a kind of residual soil 
that is restricted to the humid and tropical parts of the world 
is an example of naturally occurring geomaterial which is 
widely used in the construction of engineering structures 
such as roads, compacted landfill liners, embankments as 
well as foundation materials [3, 4]. Residual soil such as 
laterite/lateritic soil often occurs in a loose, structured state 
and can collapse due to loading or wetting, resulting in 
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sudden settlements [5]. Similarly, lateritic soil can experi-
ence strength deterioration because of their varying silt and 
clay contents which often make them sensitive to changes in 
moisture content [6]. In addition, when subjected to stresses, 
the soil particles are often less stable and crushable due to 
the aggregation of finer particles into coarse-grained size 
fractions, held together by cementing agent or clay matrix, 
and this may lead to volumetric compression [7]. For this 
soil to be suitable for highway and pavement design, ground/
soil improvement method is usually deployed to address 
the numerous ground condition problems and improve its 
undesirable engineering properties. This improvement can 
be achieved in several ways, including soil densification 
(such as compaction or preloading), hydraulic modification 
(such dewatering or electro-osmosis), admixture stabiliza-
tion (mechanical, chemical, and biological stabilization), 
geosynthetic reinforcement and structural inclusions [8].

Chemical stabilization has been shown to be an effective 
method of improving and modifying the index and engineer-
ing properties of residual soil such as lateritic soil [9–11]. 
Cement, lime, limestone, rice husk ash, wood ash, and fly 
ash are few examples of admixtures available to stabilize 
lateritic soils and these admixtures are classified by Reddy 
et al. [12] into cementitious, non-cementitious and chemical 
additives. Literature has shown that cementitious additives 
such as lime and cement are widely used in the stabiliza-
tion of lateritic soils. Studies such as [13–16] reported that 
addition of lime and cement improved the CBR, unconfined 
compressive strength, plasticity and compressibility of 
the lateritic soil. However, the utilization of these conven-
tional mineral additives is associated with cost, formation 
of hazardous compounds which could contaminate soil and 
groundwater and greenhouse gases emission challenges [17].

Consequently, these shortcomings have compelled 
researchers to source for alternative materials that are both 
economical and environmentally friendly in place of lime 
and cement. Researchers have also used agricultural and 
industrial wastes that are sourced locally and disposed in 
large quantities in landfills with its attendant environmental 
hazards to stabilize and improve the engineering properties 
of lateritic soils [18]. The outcomes of waste derivatives 
utilization such as fly ash [19], saw dust ash [20], bagasse 
ash [21], steel slag [22], rice husk ash [23, 24], groundnut 
shell ash [25], and oil palm fiber ash [26] which possess poz-
zolanic behavior as construction materials to stabilized and 
improve the properties of lateritic soils have shown desired 
effect or improvement when these alternative stabilizers are 
used alone or with cement/lime [27, 28].

Sawdust is one of the byproducts of the wood processing 
factories. The wood processing factories normally dumped 
the sawdust at different locations and allowed it to decay or 
resorts into incineration in the open atmosphere which poses 
a serious challenge to the environment [29]. However, to find 

an environmentally friendly disposal method and creative 
use of this industrial residue, sawdust has been processed to 
ash which are used as eco-efficient construction materials to 
treat lateritic soil whose properties do not meet the standard 
specification to achieve sustainability [30]. More so, there is 
need for the optimization of the mixture design when using 
saw dust ash to stabilize lateritic soil. This study will there-
fore concentrate on treating lateritic soil with sawdust in a 
two component mixture design, experimentally investigat-
ing its mechanical properties to establish its suitability for 
sustainable construction, and using Extreme Vertex Design 
(EVD) to optimize the mixture component so as to develop 
a model of the mixture design [31, 32]. Experimental assess-
ments involving mixture components under imposed limits 
may be shown using the EVD approach. The experimen-
tal design points would be located in the feasible region 
within the simplex as a result of the restrictions leading to 
a decrease in the size of the factor-space. The components 
of a mixed experiment issue are varied in fractions, and the 
consequences of these changes on the response parameter 
are evaluated [33]. In situations when the factor level has 
various dependencies that are articulated via component 
constraints formulation, EVD offers an effective method 
for mixed experiment design. The generated experimental 
points are thus located inside the vertices and center edges 
of the practicable confined area [34].

Mixture design is a special type of response surface 
experiments whereby the ingredient ratio is more significant 
when compared to their quantity and also the product under 
study consists of several ingredients whose total sum is uni-
tary. This design process further results in response surface 
optimization [35]. Mixture design can be subdivided into 
simplex lattice, simplex centroid and extreme vertex design 
method. Extreme vertex design makes use of a limited num-
ber of experimental rules required to assess the behaviour 
of obtained responses which is deployed for prediction of 
actual or experimental results [36]. This type of mixture 
design, upper and lower values are expertly assigned to 
each of the factor levels which is referred to as components 
constraints to minimize the experimental points required for 
evaluation of response function. These constraints are as 
a result of economic and safety considerations [37]. Mix-
ture experiments are utilized widely in the area of blending 
experiments, viability of experiment choice or systems and 
formulations of mixture ingredients so as to obtain the pref-
erential attribute composition of a given product to achieve 
desired goal and objectives in terms of cost effectiveness 
and quality. Mixture of more than one component to obtain 
homogenous and end product is termed mixture experiment 
[38].

Due to the imposition of sum to the constraints in mixture 
experiment presented in Eq. (1) for i  = 1, 2, …, q, the linear 
models presented in Eq. (2). become redundant in mixture 
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designs. More so, Scheffe proposed linear and quadratic 
mixture models as shown in Eqs. (3) and (4) [39].

where �i is the model coefficients at the simplex vertices 
where xi = 1 , otherwise known as the pure blend and �ij is 
the model coefficient which signifies the quality of quadratic 
curvature at the edge of the simplex region having binary 
mixtures of xixj . When the model coefficient �ij is negative 
it indicates antagonistic blend while synergistic blend signi-
fies positive �ij [40]. Mclean and Anderson [33] discovered 
extreme vertices can be calculated by combinations formu-
lation of the lower (ai) and upper (bi) limits of the initial 
(q − 1) components using two-level factorial designs and 
thereafter deriving the qth component level. Extreme vertex 
point is observed if the calculated Xq values lie between or 
on the upper (bq) or lower (aq) limits of Xq with the limit 
points defined as shown in Eq. (5) [41].

This computation produces 2q−1 possible experimental 
points and the process is repeated q-times which permits 
each of x (factor levels) to be the computed variable to pro-
duce a total of N = q × 2q−1 possible points. Extreme ver-
tex designs are mixture designs which cover sub-positions 
of the simplex when the components or factor levels are 
constrained to upper and lower bounds and these imposed 
constraints must be consistent as shown in Eq. (6) [42].

(1)
q
∑

i=1

xi − 1 = 0

(2)�0 +

q
∑

i=1

�ixi + �

(3)y =

q
∑

i=1

�ixi + �

(4)y =

q
∑

i=1

�ixi +

q−1
∑

i=1

�ixi +

q
∑

j=i+1

� ijxixj + �

(5)aq ≤ xq ≤ bq

In this research study, using the EVD mixture design 
method, two components blend namely loose laterite soil 
and saw dust ash were optimized in terms of its mechanical 
characteristics to achieve sustainable construction materials 
and robust performance. The optimal fraction of the factor 
levels was determined through the desirability function using 
multiple optimization criteria in Design Expert software. 
This experimental research work presents essential insight 
on the constrained simplex mixture design application for 
soil-additive blend engineering properties evaluation [2, 43].

2 � Methodology

2.1 � Materials

The Lateritic soil for the experiments was collected from a 
borrow-pit in Olokoro, Umuahia, Abia state, Nigeria, at a 
depth of 2 m. The sample was taken in a solid condition and 
had a reddish brown hue. It was air dried and ground using 
a pestle in a tray and sieved using a neatly organized British 
standard in accordance with ASTM-Vol. 04.08 [44]. The 
Saw dust residue was acquired from a timber-workshop at 
Abia State, Nigeria. The trees found in the workshop where 
the processed saw dust was obtained are majorly hard wood 
for furniture purposes such as mahogany, walnut, maple, 
oak, and cherry. The saw dust, processed ash and the sample 
mixed with weak soil is shown in Fig. 1. The industrial resi-
due was further burnt through controlled incineration system 
in a muffle furnace to acquire ash samples, which were then 
processed for laboratory testing in line with ASTM C618 
[45] and BS 8615-1 (2019) [46] and sieved with a 150 μm 
to obtain finer particles.

2.2 � Test Methods

The program for this investigation was conducted in 
accordance with the guidelines outlined in BS 1377 (1990) 
[47] and BS 1924 (2018) [48] for the enhancement of lat-
eritic clayey soil engineering characteristics using sawdust 

(6)0 ≤ Li ≤ xi ≤ yi ≤ 1. For i = 1, 2… q

Fig. 1   Materials for the experi-
ment. a Saw dust waste; b saw 
dust ash; c soil–saw dust ash 
mixture
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ash (SDA). Derivation of general engineering properties 
of the test soil and classification using AASHTO were 
carried out which includes; specific gravity test, sieve 
analysis, compaction test, consistency limit, CBR and 
UCS test [49]. This mixture experiment problem which 
consists of two components namely; saw dust ash (SDA) 
and lateritic soil, while the optimum moisture content 
derived during the preliminary tests was utilized for the 
investigation. I-optimal design computation with cubic 
model mixture design were deployed for the computation 
of the ingredients’ ratios and the number of experimental-
runs required taken into consideration the imposed com-
ponents constraints formulated [50, 51]. The formulated 
constituent proportions were taken into consideration 
while conducting CBR and UCS experiments, and the 
resulting responses were used to simulate the soil–SDA 
blend's mechanical characteristics. Following the develop-
ment of experimental responses, further statistical impacts 
and diagnostic tests were conducted to support the created 
EVD model [52]. Furthermore, the optimal combination 
of the soil–SDA blend for maximum mechanical response 
was determined through graphical and numerical optimi-
zation which were conducted using desirability-function 
computation to take into account the factor levels while 
maximizing the output variable criterion (Design expert 
11; Minitab 18) [53, 54]. The program flowchart presented 
in Fig. 2.

2.2.1 � California Bearing Ratio (CBR)

CBR test presents an essential soil strength characteristics 
indicator which is carried out in accordance with BS 1924 
[48] and BS 1377 [47] specifications. Making use of the for-
mulated proportions of varying soil–SDA blend and required 
number of runs, the experiments were carried out for the 
mixed soil specimens carefully compacted based on Brit-
ish Standard Light (BSL) compaction energy. The blended 
soil samples in the course of the laboratory exercise were 
adequately compacted in layers of three sections using a 
2.5 kg weight rammer with about 62 number of blows for 
each of the layer. The compacted samples were further cured 
for 7 days after which they are immersed in water for two 
days to get the test specimens ready to be put through the 
CBR machine's static loading mechanism until failure is 
witnessed [56].

2.2.2 � Unconfined Compressive Strength (UCS)

UCS is defined as the maximum axial compressive stress 
which a cylindrical molded or compacted soil–SDA blended 
sample can bear or resist at unconfined settings and carried 
out in accordance with BS 1377 [47] specifications. The 
mixture samples were compacted using compaction energy 
of British Standard Light and further cured for seven days 
after which they are positioned without lateral support in the 
loading frame UCS testing apparatus to determine the failure 
load at constant rate of stream [55].

2.3 � Mixture Components Constraints Formulation

As a starting point for the formulation and design of compo-
nent constraints, bibliographic reviews, professional opinion, 
evidence-based interrelations, a wealth of experiences, as 
well as practical, environmental, and financial factors, were 
used. The formulation of the combination ratio of the mix-
ture's ingredients, which is constrained by the sum-to-one 
constraint, will be moderated by these boundary limits [57]. 
The upper and lower limits for each of the parameters are 
presented in the design components constraints shown in 
Table 1 ranging from 0.5–1.0 for the soil sample and 0–0.5 
for the saw dust ash material. The viable experimental-
region is placed inside the confined area of the simplex to 

Fig. 2   Program Flowchart (source: Aju et al. 2021) [55]

Table 1   Design constraints

Mixture coding Actual

Low Constraint High

0.500 A: Soil 1.000
0.000 B: SDA 0.500

A + B 1.000



831Mechanical Properties Optimization and Simulation of Soil–Saw Dust Ash Blend Using Extreme…

1 3

adopt a hyper-polyhedron simplex form due to multi-criteria 
limitations put on factor levels. The degree of freedom (df) 
is further evaluated by computing the design matrix for the 
design trials using the cubic mixture model with L pseudo 
mixture component coding, as shown in Table 2. Table 3 
displays the information-matrix measurements for leverages, 
space type, and mean. Six experimental runs were created 
in order to increase the optimality or performance of the 
established EVD-model [58].

2.3.1 � Two‑Component Factor Space Plot

Figure 3 illustrates the contour plot created for the two-
component restricted simplex with the space type on the 
x-axis and the component distribution on the y-axis. The 
graphical representation depicts the diagrammatic place-
ments and arrangements of the experimental points inside 
the confined area of the simplex in designated regions, 
namely the vertex, axial CB, and center [59].

2.3.2 � Fraction of Design Space (FDS)

Fractional design space (FDS) is a schematic approach that 
offers a straightforward setting for evaluating functionality 
and assessing contrast in a two-component mixture experi-
ment of soil-additive bend. FDS offers computational data 
from the scaled prediction variance curvature for expected 
design region; and also measures G-efficiency which 
affords needed template for studied comparisons as shown 
in Figs. 4, 5 [60]. The maximum, lowest, and mean stand-
ard-error values were derived from the displayed FDS at 
0.993, 0.618, and 0.792, respectively. Furthermore, Coef-
ficient Matrix condition number of 6.477 was obtained 
with G efficiency of 78.2% which holds converse correla-
tion with the maximum variance, computed determinant 
(X'X)−1 of 2.095E + 2 and Trace (X'X)−1 of 84.667, Scaled 
D-optimality Criterion and I-optimality result of 15.12 and 
0.859 were calculated to enable the components fractions 
formulation and number of experimental runs [61].

Table 2   Design matrix 
evaluation

Degrees of freedom for evalu-
ation

Model 3
Residuals 2
Lack of fit 1
Pure error 1
Corr total 5

Table 3   Measures derived from the information matrix

Run Leverage Space type

1 0.4964 Vertex
2 0.9856 Vertex
3 0.7698 Axial CB
4 0.4964 Vertex
5 0.7698 Axial CB
6 0.4820 Center
Average =  0.6667

Fig. 3   Factor-space of two-component simplex
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2.3.3 � Experimental Mix Proportions

Six generated runs of experimental run were obtained 
from the simplex cubic mixture design information-matrix 
computation which evaluates the imposed components 
constraints and using criterion optimality algorithm in the 
Design Expert software to improve suitable experimental 

point selection within the confined design space. To 
achieve accurate optimization results, the generated two-
component proportions and number of experimental runs 
as derived by the statistical software are expected to be 
strictly taken in the experiments to generate the CBR 
and UCS responses. The determined proportions of the 
combination elements would be utilized to construct an 

Fig. 4   Fraction design space 
plot for two-component

Fig. 5   Two-component standard 
error design plot
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EVD-model capable of forecasting the mechanical char-
acteristics of the soil–SDA blend. These obtained mixes 
for the actual and pseudo fractions provide a special guide 
for specimens to be tested in the laboratory to achieve the 
desired responses as shown in Table 4 [62]. In restricted 
simplex mixture designs, pseudo values are coded or fic-
titious parameters that are used to facilitate model fit-
ting by minimizing multi-collinearity between compo-
nent boundaries. The blended soil–SDA mixes for the six 
experimental runs were affected with the aid of derived 
optimum moisture content of 17% to achieve homogenous 
mixture of the two-component binary blend with SDA 
fractions added to the soil from 0 to 50%.

3 � Discussion of Results

3.1 � Characterization of Test Soil and Admixture

The preliminary results on the soil samples which were 
aimed at deriving the engineering behavior of the test 
materials and for classification using a unified soil clas-
sification system (USCS) and AASHTO method as shown 
in Table 5. The laboratory results showed specific gravity 
of 2.35, plasticity index of 25%, 13% for shrinkage limit 
and liquid limit of 59% which signifies high plasticity 
behavior with high swelling potential and also poorly 
graded with AASHTO and USCS of A-7 and CH, respec-
tively [63]. The obtained experimental results when com-
pared with federal ministry of works specification implies 
unsuitable and unacceptable performance for construction 
works with 7% CBR, max-dry-density of 1.74 mg/m3 and 
17% optimum-moisture-content. The particle size distri-
bution of the test materials is presented in Fig. 6 which 
showed 96.6–42% passing through 2 mm–75 μm sieve 
aperture for the soil and 99.57–53.4% were also passing 
through 2 mm–75 μm sieve aperture for SDA [64].

3.1.1 � Chemical Properties

Table 6 shows the chemical properties of the test mixture 
ingredients with soil SDA possessing constituents of 65.28% 
for SiO2, 2.75% for Fe2O3 and 5.52% for Al2O3 which indi-
cates cumulative sum (SiO2 + Fe2O3 + Al2O3) of 73.55% to 
signify good pozzolanic behavior according to ASTM C618, 
98 [65] standard requirements. However, the test soil has 
high alumina, iron-oxide and silica with 17.91%, 2.32% and 
49.74%, respectively. From the presented results, the derived 
elemental oxides prevailing in the soil and SDA would react 
in the presence of water with the abundant alumina silica in 
the blended mixture through pozzolanic reaction to produce 
stable calcium-silicate-hydrate as hydration products which 
improves the soil’s mechanical properties [66].

3.2 � Mechanical Properties of Soil–SDA Blend

The laboratory test responses to assess the mechanical 
behavior of the soil–SDA blend with respect to the formu-
lated mixture ingredients proportions through the design six 
experimental runs are presented in Table 7 and contour plot 
in Fig. 7 to observe the effects of the additives additions to 
enhance the soil engineering properties. The derived experi-
mental results showed maximum CBR and UCS results of 
35% and 248 kN/m2 with mixture fraction of 0.875: 0.125 
for soil and SDA two component mixture, respectively [67]. 
However, the unblended soil with ratio of 1:0 for soil and 
SDA, respectively, produced the minimum CBR and UCS 
results of 7% and 64 kN/m2 correspondingly. The pozzo-
lanic reactions of SDA to produce cementitious products by 
combining the Pozzolana in SDA with the CaOH in the soil 

Table 4   Mixtures of component proportions for the experimental 
research

Experi-
mental 
run

Actual values Response Pseudo values

Z1: Soil Z2: SDA X1: Soil X2: SDA

1 1 0 1 0
2 0.5 0.5 0 1
3 0.625 0.375 0.25 0.75
4 1 0 1 0
5 0.875 0.125 0.75 0.25
6 0.75 0.25 0.5 0.5

Table 5   General test soil properties

Test soil characteristics Results

Moisture content 12.36%
% Passing sieve 0.075 mm 42.5
Liquid limit (LL) 59%
Plastic limit (PL) 34%
Plasticity index (PI) 25%
Specific gravity 2.35
Shrinkage limit (SL) 12%
AASHTO A-7
USCS CH
Optimum moisture content 17%
Max dry density 1.74 mg/m3

pH 8.6
Color Brownish ash
CBR 7%
UCS 64 kN/m2

Fineness modulus 3.26
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Fig. 6   Particle size distribution
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Table 6   Chemical properties of 
SDA and Soil

a Alaneme et al. [65]

Oxides CaO MgO Fe2O3 Na2O Al2O3 SiO2 MnO LOI K2O

SDAa (%) 10.14 5.8 2.75 5.2 5.52 65.28 0.01 4.55 Trace
Soil (%) 1.12 2.25 2.32 1.46 17.91 49.74 Trace 10.05 0.88

Table 7   Mixtures of 
components for the 
experimental research

Experimental 
run

Actual values CBR (%) UCS (kN/m2) Pseudo values

Z1: Soil Z2: SDA X1: Soil X2: SDA

1 1 0 7 64 1 0
2 0.5 0.5 17 92 0 1
3 0.625 0.375 24 156 0.25 0.75
4 1 0 8 65 1 0
5 0.875 0.125 35 248 0.75 0.25
6 0.75 0.25 28 219 0.5 0.5

Fig. 7   Response of the mechanical strength to SDA interaction with soil
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are what give the material its increased strength. The low 
strength shown by the SDA, which therefore occupies inside 
the weak soil sample, is responsible for the drop in outcome 
after reaching the optimal value. Weak connections between 
the soil and cementitious chemicals are created when too 
much SDA is added to the soil, which is aligned with Obeta 
et al. [68] study results. According to the federal Ministry 
of Works standard for subgrade materials, the laboratory 
findings show improved mechanical strength performance on 
the poor soil for construction road foundation applications 
when SDA is mixed with it at 12–25% [69].

4 � EVD Model Development, Formulation, 
and Validation

After the experimental exercises using the formulated mix-
ture components proportions, the derived details are taken 
as the system database to develop the EVD-model which 
is adapted to analyze the two component mixture design 
optimization problem with quadratic (square-root, λ = 0.5) 
power transformation. The responses obtained for CBR and 
UCS experiments range from 7 to 35% with maximum-to-
minimum ratio of 5 and 64–248 kN/m2 with maximum-to-
minimum ratio of 3.875 respectively [69]. To derive the 
optimal two component mixture ratio which evaluates the 
mechanical behavior of the soil–SDA blended mixture, fit 
statistics, statistical influences and diagnostics, numerical 
and graphical optimization were executed using design 
expert software and Minitab software [53, 54]. Furthermore, 
post statistical analysis, confirmation and point prediction 
computation, were carried out to derive the EVD-model 
coefficients after which model simulation of the developed 
model were achieved to validate the applicability and per-
formance of the prediction module for field construction 
works [70].

4.1 � Fit‑Summary Statistics

Fit statistical computations were first performed on the 
derived experimental datasets to ascertain its type and suit-
ability so as to attain the requirements for EVD modeling 
using L_Pseudo mixture component coding. The summary 
derived from this statistical computation gathers vital details 
which would enable the selection of the most appropriate 
starting point for the EVD model development. With the 
help of Whitcomb score, the suggested suitable model were 
taken which are expected to be the starting point acceptable 
for the model fitting [71]. This statistical analysis shows the 
fit summary which search for the right model using evalu-
ation indicators such as standard deviation, coefficient-of-
determination (R-sqd.), predicted sum of squares (PRESS) 
which measures how appropriate the model fits the design 
points, sequential model sum of squares and lack of fit as 
presented in Tables 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13. The results 
shown for the CBR and UCS response variables help to 
select the required polynomial order which possesses sig-
nificant terms. Cubic models were suggested for the two 
responses under study with R-sqd. of 0.9753 and 0.9901 for 
CBR and UCS, respectively. The sequential sum of squares 
statistical evaluation presents p-value of 0.0383 and 0.0395 
for CBR and UCS, respectively, which indicates statistical 
significance between the selected models and the target vari-
ables [72].

4.2 � Results of an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Test

ANOVA computational statistics were performed once the 
preferred appropriate model was selected through fit statisti-
cal calculations whereby minimum p-value conditions are 
deployed to enable determination of significant model terms. 
A univariate ANOVA was deployed in this research study as 
provided by the Design Expert software because we intend 
to test the effects of the model terms on one dependent 

Table 8   CBR response model 
summary statistics

Source Std. Dev R-Sqd Adjd. R-Sqd Pred. R-Sqd PRESS

Linear 1.31 0.2040 0.0050 −0.7869 1.545
Quadratic 0.79 0.7821 0.6368 −0.5989 1.383
Cubic 0.33 0.9753 0.9383 −0.8306 0.083 Suggested
Quartic 0.13 0.9981 0.9904  + 

Table 9   Lack of fit tests for 
CBR response

Source SS df MS F-value p-Value Prob > F

Linear 6.87 3 2.29 137.17 0.0627
Quadratic 1.87 2 0.93 55.97 0.0941
Cubic 0.20 1 0.20 11.79 0.1804 Suggested
Pure error 0.017 1 0.017
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variable of CBR and UCS responses successively. Adopt-
ing the suitable cubic models and using L_Pseudo for the 
CBR and UCS, respectively, computation of partial sum of 
squares type III and calculation of R-sqd. statistics as shown 
in Tables 14, 15, 16, and 17. From the computed results, 
p-value, model and lack of fit F-value of 0.0368, 26.35 and 
11.79, respectively, was obtained for the CBR response. 
However, for the UCS response, 0.0148, 66.78 and 2.7 was 
calculated for p-value, model and lack of fit F-value, respec-
tively, which indicated the derived model terms are statisti-
cally significant and also that the lack of fit is not significant 
relative to the computed pure error [73].

A negative Pred. R-Squared suggests that the overall 
mean predicts your reaction better than the present model. 
The signal-to-noise ratio is measured using Adeq.-Prec., 
and a determined value of > 4 is preferable. As a result, 
the resulting ratio of 11.023 shows a sufficient signal. This 
paradigm is useful for navigating the design space [74].

The Pred. R-Sqd. of 0.9901 and the Adjd. R-Sqd. of 
0.9753 are reasonably in agreement, therefore the differ-
ence is less than 0.2. The signal to noise ratio is meas-
ured using Adeq.-Prec., where a determined value of > 4 
is preferred. Your signal is strong enough based on your 
ratio of 16.887. To move about the design area, utilize this 
model [75].

Table 10   Sum of squares [type 
I] sequential model for CBR 
response

SS sum-of-squares; MS mean-square; df degree of freedom

Source SS df MS F-value p-Value Prob > F

Mean vs. total 109.35 1 109.35
Linear vs. mean 1.76 1 1.76 1.03 0.3686
Quadratic vs. linear 5.00 1 5.00 7.96 0.0667
Cubic vs. quadratic 1.67 1 1.67 15.66 0.0383 Suggested
Quartic vs. cubic 0.20 1 0.20 11.79 0.1804
Residual 0.017 1 0.017
Total 118.00 6 19.67

Table 11   Model summary 
statistics for UCS response

Source Std. dev R-Sqd Adjd. R-Sqd Pred. R-Sqd PRESS

Linear 3.85 0.0723 −0.1596 −1.2820 145.48
Quadratic 1.65 0.8724 0.7874 −0.0124 64.54
Cubic 0.56 0.9901 0.9753 0.4115 37.51 Suggested
Quartic 0.41 0.9973 0.9866  + 

Table 12   Lack of fit tests for 
UCS response

Source SS df MS F-value p-Value Prob > F

Linear 58.97 3 19.66 115.34 0.0683
Quadratic 7.96 2 3.98 23.36 0.1448
Cubic 0.46 1 0.46 2.70 0.3482 Suggested

Table 13   Sequential model 
sum of squares [type I] for UCS 
response

SS sum-of-squares; MS mean-square; df degree of freedom

Source SS df MS F-value p-Value Prob > F

Mean vs total 776.25 1 776.25
Linear vs mean 4.61 1 4.61 0.31 0.6063
Quadratic vs linear 51.01 1 51.01 18.82 0.0226
Cubic vs quadratic 7.50 1 7.50 23.81 0.0395 Suggested
Quartic vs cubic 0.46 1 0.46 2.70 0.3482
Residual 0.17 1 0.17
Total 840.00 6 140.00



837Mechanical Properties Optimization and Simulation of Soil–Saw Dust Ash Blend Using Extreme…

1 3

4.3 � Estimates of the Coefficients and Model 
Equations

Through meticulous statistical analysis performed with the 
aid of Design Expert software, the appropriate model coef-
ficient estimations and equations are generated. For the 
CBR and UCS responses, the computations clearly illus-
trate the standard error, variance inflation factor (VIF), 
low and high confidence ranges, and coefficient estimate 
as given in Tables 18, 19, 20, and 21. The influences of 
orthogonality absence on the generated model coefficients’ 
variances are evaluated by VIF, therefore, the standard 

error of the model is proportional to square root of VIF 
[76].

The developed model equations in pseudo coded factor 
terms can be used to carry out investigative predictions 
about the response for given levels of each factor to evalu-
ate the response variables [53, 54].

4.4 � Diagnostics Plots

Diagnostic statistical plots are of the form of scattered plot 
which presents the models’ error prediction or residuals vs. 
predicted results to investigate how further the achieved 

Table 14   Cubic mixture 
model for CBR response using 
ANOVA

a Linear mixtures inferences uses SS Type I

*** L Pseudo is the mixture component coding ***

Table of variance analysis [partial sum of squares—type III]

Source SS df MS F-value p-Value Prob > F

Model 8.43 3 2.81 26.35 0.0368 Significant
Linear mixturea 1.76 1 1.76 16.53 0.0555
AB 4.43 1 4.43 41.48 0.0233
AB(A-B) 1.67 1 1.67 15.66 0.0583
Residual 0.21 2 0.11
Lack of fit 0.20 1 0.20 11.79 0.1804 Not significant
Pure error 0.017 1 0.017
Cor total 8.65 5

Table 15   R-sqd. Calculations for CBR Response

Std. Dev 0.33 R-Sqd 0.9753
Mean 4.27 Adjd. R-Sqd 0.9383
C.V. % 7.65 Pred. R-Sqd −0.8306
PRESS 15.83 Adeq.-Prec 11.023
−2 Log Likelihood −2.99 BIC 2.38

AICc 15.01

Table 16   Cubic mixture model 
for UCS Response using 
ANOVA

a Linear mixtures inferences uses SS type I

*** L Pseudo is the mixture component coding***

Table of variance analysis [partial sum of squares—type III]

Source SS df MS F-value p-Value Prob > F

Model 63.12 3 21.04 66.78 0.0148 Significant
Linear mixturea 4.61 1 4.61 14.64 0.0620
AB 46.94 1 46.94 149.00 0.0066
AB(A-B) 7.50 1 7.50 23.81 0.0395
Residual 0.63 2 0.32
Lack of fit 0.46 1 0.46 2.70 0.3482 Not significant
Pure error 0.17 1 0.17
Cor total 63.75 5

Table 17   R-sqd. calculations for UCS response

Std. Dev 0.56 R-Squared 0.9901
Mean 11.37 Adjd. R-Sqd 0.9753
C.V. % 4.93 Pred. R-Sqd 0.4115
PRESS 37.51 Adeq.-Prec 16.887
−2 Log Likelihood 3.51 BIC 8.88

AICc 21.51
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model estimation can be improved. The diagnostic plot 
also uses studentized residuals to assess the developed 
EVD model’s goodness-of-fit and also to affirm the fulfil-
ment of regression assumption conditions so as to fathom 
undue observations which could present substantial influ-
ences on the analysis outcome [77]. The calculated standard 
errors of the residuals are diverse unless the leverages of 
the experimental runs are similar which signifies that the 
model residuals which are not studentized are inadequate 
for evaluation of regression model assumption. Therefore, 
studentized residuals are highly recommended so that all 
observed normal distributions from varying dimensions 
are sequentially mapped to solitary distribution. To achieve 
diagnostic statistical analysis with respect to the model tar-
get responses, predicted vs. residual, normal probability, run 
plot vs. residuals, predicted vs. actual and box-cox power 
transformation to help detect problems with the analysis 
using outliers [78].

4.4.1 � Normal‑Probability Plot

The first diagnostic statistical assessment is executed in the 
form of normal probability plot which ensures the EVD 
model residuals assume the path of a normal standard dis-
tribution closer to the regression line as shown in Fig. 8. for 
the CBR and UCS response parameters. The normal prob-
ability plot presents the externally studentized residuals on 
the x-axis and the normal probability in percentage on the 
y-axis. To derive better results, defined graph patterns such 
as curve or linear shapes are carefully studied to determine 

when it’s necessary to deploy transformation of the response 
variables [79].

4.4.2 � Predicted vs. Studentized Residuals Plot

This statistical diagnostic test presents the externally stu-
dentized residuals on the vertical axis and the EVD mode 
predicted results on the horizontal axis of the graphical 
scattered plot to validate the residuals’ constant variance 
assumption for the target responses as presented in Fig. 9. 
The derived results from the statistical plot indicate cluster-
ing of predicted data at zero externally studentized points 
at boundary points of ± 76.39 for CBR and UCS response 
variables, respectively [80].

4.4.3 � Experimental Run vs. Studentized Residuals Plot

This diagnostic statistical plot presents experimental 
run on the x-axis against the externally studentized 
residuals on the y-axis to evaluate the studentized 
residuals vs. experimental run’s effects on the response 
variables under study. This analytical plot basically 
search for prowling factors that would inf luence the 
dependent parameters during the statistical computa-
tion as presented in Fig. 10. Similar to the predicted 
vs. residual plots, the computed results for the experi-
mental runs were found to be positioned about the 
zero external studentized residual regions for the CBR 
response while the result for the UCS response spread 
out more to about ±25 residual points for run number 

Table 18   Results of the model 
coefficients computation for 
CBR response

Factors Estimate coef-
ficients

df Standard error 95% CI low 95% CI high VIF

A-Soil 2.76 1 0.23 1.77 3.75 1.43
B-SDA 4.30 1 0.32 2.90 5.69 1.85
AB 8.32 1 1.29 2.76 13.88 2.08
AB (A-B) 10.62 1 2.68 −0.93 22.17 1.19

Table 19   Final equation in terms of L_Pseudo components

Coding *A *B *AB *AB(A-B)

L_Pseudo Sqrt. (CBR) =   + 2.76  + 4.30  + 8.32  + 10.62

Table 20   Results of the model 
coefficients computation for 
UCS response

Factors Estimate coef-
ficients

df Standard error 95% CI low 95% CI high VIF

A-Soil 8.08 1 0.39 6.39 9.76 1.43
B-SDA 9.69 1 0.55 7.31 12.06 1.85
AB 25.92 1 2.20 16.47 35.38 2.08
AB(A-B) 21.66 1 4.56 2.03 41.30 1.19

Table 21   Final Equation in Terms of L_Pseudo Components:

Coding *A *B *AB *AB(A-B)

L_Pseudo Sqrt. (UCS) =   + 8.08  + 9.69  + 25.92  + 21.66
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2, 3, 5 and 6, respectively. However, the derived out-
comes were overall situated at the boundary of ±76.39 
studentized residual limits [81].

4.4.4 � Experimental vs. Predicted Results

This statistical diagnostic graph presents a straight line 
plot of the experimental or actual results on the horizontal 

Fig. 8   Residuals normal probability plots for the target responses

Fig. 9   Residual vs. predicted diagnostic statistical graphs



840	 G. U. Alaneme et al.

1 3

axis against the EVD model predicted values on the ver-
tical axis to evaluate the generated model performance in 
terms of accuracy of prediction. The regression line is used 
to examine how well the two datasets fits the square root 
transformation output (λ = 0.5) of the two response vari-
ables as shown in Fig. 11. The essence of this analytical 

diagnostic computation is to investigate the experimental 
groups or design points which the developed EVD model 
cannot accurately predict and to evaluate the laboratory or 
actual and predicted response relationships. The obtained 
results from the plots indicated predicted and actual points 
ranging from 2 to 6 for CBR and 8–16 for UCS responses, 
respectively [82].

Fig. 10   Residual vs. experimental run diagnostic graphs

Fig. 11   Actual vs. model pre-
dicted diagnostic graphs
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4.4.5 � Box‑Cox Plot Power Transformation

This statistical computation graph presents essential condi-
tions for choosing appropriate power transformation law to 
investigate the significant effects of the factor levels on the 
response variables. The analytical plot is dependent upon 
the obtained best lambda results on the x-axis derived at 
the minimum point of the curve on the graph with respect 
to the natural logarithm of the sum-of-squares residuals on 
the y-axis, the preferred transformation is then endorsed as 
presented in Fig. 12 [83]. From the statistical plots for the 
CBR response showed 0.5 current lambda, high and low 
confidence interval (C.I.) of 2.8 and −2.07 lambda, respec-
tively, with best lambda of 0.2. However, the UCS response 
showed best and current lambda of 0.67 and 0.5 respectively, 
high and low C.I. of 3.54 and −3.45, respectively [84].

4.5 � Diagnostic‑Influence Plots

This diagnostic effect graphical calculation makes it possible 
to assess the potential impact or influence of experimen-
tal runs on the results of the study. When a case or a few 
instances stand out from other groups in the experimental 
design, these analytical charts provide a better statistical 
viewpoint. Utilizing the crucial instruments of leverage vs. 
experimental run, cook's distance, and statistical difference 

in fits (DFFITS) vs. run of experiments, the diagnostic sta-
tistical influence calculation was carried out [85].

4.5.1 � The Cook’s Distance

Cook’s distance is a statistical diagnostic influence tool uti-
lized in regression statistics to determine significant outliers 
in the factor levels with respect to the response parameters. 
It is then used to locate predictor variables in the possible 
design points that have an adverse impact on the created 
EVD model. Additionally, it is used to locate areas or planes 
with an apparent strong correlational link, as illustrated in 
Fig. 13. The computed cook's distance value, which ranges 
from 0 to 40, is shown on the y-axis of the graph, and the 
six trial runs are shown on the x plane. For the CBR and 
UCS responses, experimental run number 2 was observed 
to lie above the zero to one cook’s distance boundary which 
indicates overall positive influences of the factor levels on 
the developed model [86].

4.5.2 � Leverage vs. Run

In statistical diagnostic influence computations, leverage 
is adapted to investigate the magnitude which each design 
point in an experimental design affects the goodness-of-fit 
of the developed model. It is also the measure of distance in 
which the factor levels or independent variables of a given 

Fig. 12   Box-cox plots for power transformation
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observation are away from a set of other observations in 
the mixture experiment design. The leverage point is the 
area of observation that presents unfamiliar estimations from 
the several observations under study as shown in Fig. 14 
presenting the experimental runs on the x-axis and the cal-
culated leverage points ranging from 0 to 1 on the vertical 
axis of the plot. When leverage of 1 is derived, it indicates 
that the developed EVD-model at the point of interest for 
evaluation perfectly fits the observation. The plotted results 
for the CBR and UCS responses present leverage boundary 
points of 0–0.66667. Experimental runs number 1, 4, and 
6 were observed to be situated below the leverage limits at 
about 0.5 while runs 2, 3, and 5 were found above the line 
from about 0.75–1.0 [31, 39].

4.5.3 � Runs vs. Statistical Difference in Fits (DFFITS)

The DFFITS statistic, which provides a scaled assessment 
of the expected response variation for the ith observation, 
is a crucial tool for studentized diagnostic impact. The dif-
ference in fits (DFFITS) also defines the variances in the 
EVD-model responses for particular point on the experi-
mental design when the model fitting processes are excluded 
as shown in Fig. 15. The presented graphical computation 
displays the six experimental runs on the horizontal axis 
and the derived DFFITS results ranging from −30 to 10 and 
−150 to 50 for CBR and UCS, respectively, with boundary 
limits of ± 2.44949 on the y-axis. The results plotted for the 

CBR and UCS responses were observed to be situated at 
approximately DFFITS points from −1 to 5 and −10 to 30 
respectively [87].

The diagnostic statistical summary and influences for 
the analytical computations carried out in this experimental 
investigation and EVD model development for the CBR and 
UCS responses are shown in Tables 22, 23. The results pre-
sents the predicted vs. actual values, the computed residuals, 
leverages, internally and externally studentized residuals, 
cook’s distance and influence on fitted value [35].

4.6 � Optimization Overview

To maximize the response variables, optimization is further 
carried out using the desirability function, which evaluates 
the imposed components constraints on the model variables. 
This is done after the fits statistical computation, analysis of 
variances (ANOVA), statistical diagnostics, and influences 
graphical computations have been achieved to generate the 
EVD model, analyze, and validate models. To do this, the 
aspects of the goals functions are routinely altered by ana-
lytical weight function adaptation in accordance with the 
predetermined model variable criteria. Through a scale of 
0 ≤ d

(

yi
)

≤ 1 boundary conditions, these multi-collinearity 
criteria would allow for the accomplishment of the neces-
sary circumstances to reach a desirability score of 1.0 [88]. 
The optimization procedures for this two component mix-
ture design explores the varying formulated ingredients 

Fig. 13   Cook’s distance influence plot
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Fig. 14   Diagnostic influence plot of leverage vs. run

Fig. 15   Experimental run vs. diagnostic influence plot of DFFITS
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combinations in the factor space with respect to the sort 
after response which satisfies the imposed criteria or compo-
nents constraints for the factor levels and the corresponding 
optimized dependent variables simultaneously. The goal of 
optimization as expected is set to in-range preference for the 
factor levels and at maximum option for the target responses 
to ascertain the optimal ratio of the mixture ingredients 
with maximized responses bounded by the derived upper 

and lower limits from the experimental details as shown in 
Table 24 [89].

Table 25 shows the calculated mixture design optimiza-
tion solution that was obtained from the analytical results 
of the mixed experiment designs. From the deduced data, a 
combination ratio of 0.8125: 0.1875 produced a maximum 
CBR and UCS response of 35.053% and 257.152 kN/m2, 
respectively, with an ideal desirability score of 1.0 [90].

Table 22   Diagnostics case statistics for CBR response

a Exceeds limits

Run order Actual value Predicted value Residual Leverage Internally 
studentized 
residual

Externally 
studentized 
residual

Cook's distance Influence on 
fitted value 
DFFITS

Stand-
ard 
order

4 2.83 2.76 0.065 0.496 0.279 0.201 0.019 0.200 6
3 4.69 4.48 0.21 0.770 1.358 3.433 1.541a 6.278a 5
5 5.92 5.70 0.21 0.770 1.358 3.433 1.541a 6.278a 4
6 5.29 5.61 −0.32 0.482 −1.358 −3.433 0.429 −3.312a 3
2 4.24 4.30 −0.053 0.986 −1.358 −3.433 31.572a −28.416a 2
1 2.65 2.76 −0.12 0.496 −0.509 −0.386 0.064 −0.383 1

Table 23   Diagnostics case statistics for UCS response

a Exceeds limits

Run order Actual value Predicted value Residual Leverage Internally 
studentized 
residual

Externally 
studentized 
residual

Cook's distance Influence on 
fitted value 
DFFITS

Stand-
ard 
order

4 8.06 8.08 −0.016 0.496 −0.040 −0.029 0.000 −0.028 6
3 12.49 12.11 0.38 0.770 1.412 17.813 1.667a 32.572a 5
5 15.75 15.37 0.38 0.770 1.412 17.813 1.667a 32.572a 4
6 14.80 15.36 −0.56 0.482 −1.412 −17.813 0.464 −17.183a 3
2 9.59 9.69 −0.094 0.986 −1.412 −17.813 34.142a −147.427a 2
1 8.00 8.08 −0.078 0.496 −0.198 −0.142 0.010 −0.141 1

Table 24   Variables constraints 
for optimization

Name Goal Lower limit Upper limit Lower 
weight

Upper weight Importance

A: Soil Is in range 0.5 1 1 1 3
B: SDA Is in range 0 0.5 1 1 3
CBR Maximize 7 35 1 1 3
UCS Maximize 64 248 1 1 3

Table 25   Computed mixture 
design optimization solutions

Number Soil SDA CBR UCS Desirability

1 0.813 0.188 35.053 257.152 1.000 Selected
2 0.825 0.175 35.136 256.856 1.000
3 0.833 0.167 35.043 255.625 1.000
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4.6.1 � Graphical Optimization Plots of Ramps and Bar

The outcomes from the mixture design optimization pro-
cesses were presented graphically in the form of bar chart 
and ramps for clearer understanding of the derived results. 
To further explain the acquired desirability function findings 
as shown in Figs. 16, 17, 18, bar graphs and optimization 
ramps illustrate the ideal solution for the mixture compo-
nents in red and the dependent parameters in blue hues. The 
results presented indicate explanatory and response variables 
desirability score of 1.0, while the combined optimal desira-
bility result of 1.0 was calculated which denotes satisfactory 
performance when the prescribed factors criteria are taken 
into account. The optimization results is also in agreement 
with the findings of Aju et al. [55] and Sahni et al. [86]

4.7 � EVD‑Model Post Analysis and Simulation

This stage in the computation is executed after development 
of the EVD model and numerical optimization to further 
evaluate the generated factor values, the derivation of sam-
ple means and coefficient table through point prediction and 
confirmation. The simulation of the generated EVD model 
is thus carried out to assess its performance and applicabil-
ity and the validity of the derived statistical analysis results 
[91].

4.7.1 � Point Prediction Computation

Point prediction, as shown in Table 26, is a post-analysis 
tool that allows the factor values to be examined and uses the 
generated model’s fit calculation and the recommended set-
tings for the factor tools to provide interval estimations once 
the study is successfully completed. The calculated findings 
showed standard deviations of 3.865 and 17.81, with 95% 

confidence intervals of 23.26–49.27 and 200.699–320.601 
for CBR and UCS, respectively [71].

4.7.2 � Coefficient‑Table

The coefficient table presents the ratio combination mag-
nitude which assesses the two-component soil–SDA 
mixture blend which was aimed at enhancing the soils 
engineering properties for construction works as shown 
in Table 27. From the analysis of the multi-criteria optimi-
zation using EVD method to obtain suitable performance 
the factor levels coefficients are derived. Cubic models 
were adapted in this optimization exercise based on the 
recommendations from the fits statistics for the CBR and 
UCS responses, respectively, to attain better experimental 
data generalization [92]. The p-values for each term of 
the models were calculated and displayed in the legend 
column, where p-values < 0.01 represent the best measures 
for strong significance (presented in red), p-values ≤ 0.05 

Fig. 16   Ramps graph for the 
desirability function

Fig. 17   Bar graph for the desirability function
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and ≥ 0.01 represent moderate significance (presented in 
green), p-values ≤ 0.10 and ≥ 0.05 represent slight signifi-
cance (presented in blue), and p-values ≥ 0.10 represent 
level of non-insignificant (presented in black) [93].

4.7.3 � EVD Model Simulation

The post analysis and derivation of the coefficient table 
are completed before the EVD-model simulation exercise, 

Fig. 18   Graphical plot of two-component mixture optimization

Table 26   Point prediction

Response Pred. mean Pred. median Std. Dev CI for 95% CI low Mean 95% CI high 99% of 95% TI low Population 
95% TI 
high

CBR 35.0529 34.9462 3.86467 23.2571 49.2688 2.10299 107.597
UCS 257.152 256.843 17.8063 200.699 320.601 71.2444 557.527
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which is also seen as the concluding stage of the statistical 
analysis of the two-component design of experiment opti-
mization. This is achieved using statistical methods which 
are essential so as to simulate the non-trivial scenario to give 
appropriate practical guide for consultants, contractors, field 
operators, and designers on the expected performance of the 
EVD-model when compared to real life applications. The 
derived results from this statistical analysis exercise is help-
ful to validate the rigors through fits computation, diagnos-
tics statistics and influences followed through the develop-
ment of the model. A graphical representation showing the 
laboratory or actual responses against EVD-model simulated 
results are presented in Fig. 19 [94, 95]. The plotted data-
sets were statistically compared using Minitab and Microsoft 
Excel software to evaluate the degree of correlation and sta-
tistical significance at 95% confidence interval as shown in 
Tables 28, 29, 30, 31 using student’s t-test and F-test. The 
t-test and F-test are statistical tests in which the test statistic 
follows t-distribution and F-distribution, respectively, under 
null hypothesis. These tests are essential when comparing 
statistical models that have been fitted to a dataset to detect 
how significant the differences between group means are. 
This would help to identify if the differences in means could 
have occurred by chance in hypothesis testing. P(F <  = f) 
two-tail values 0.960 and 0.977, which are larger than 

Table 27   Coefficient table Response A B AB AB(A-B)
Sqrt(CBR) 2.76369 4.29584 8.3237 10.6226

P 0.0555 0.0555 0.0233 0.0583
Sqrt(UCS) 8.07816 9.68573 25.9243 21.6629

P 0.0807 0.0807 0.0071 0.0416

Legend p <0.01 0.01≤ p <0.05 0.05≤ p <0.10 p ≥0.10

Fig. 19   Actual vs. EVD-model 
predicted responses
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Table 28   T-test two-sample for variances for CBR response

Statistical factors Actual-CBR CBR-model

Mean 19.6726 19.62628
Variance 121.9547 119.1408
Observations 6 6
Pearson correlation 0.980849
df 5
t Stat 0.052707
P(T <  = t) one-tail 0.480003
t Critical one-tail 2.015048
P(T <  = t) two-tail 0.960006
t Critical two-tail 2.570582

Table 29   F-test two-sample for variances for CBR response

Statistical factors Actual-CBR CBR-model

Mean 19.6726 19.62628
Variance 121.9547 119.1408
Observations 6 6
df 5 5
F 1.023618
P(F <  = f) one-tail 0.490094
F Critical one-tail 5.050329
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0.05 for the CBR and UCS answers for the student's t-test, 
respectively, were calculated from the computed results. 
Additionally, P(T <  = t) one-tail values of 0.490 and 0.499 
were determined for the CBR and UCS responses based on 
the findings of the F-test. Additionally, the results show that 
there is no statistically significant difference between the 
experimental and model outcomes, indicating that the model 
performed well and was consistent with Alaneme et al. [59] 
findings.

5 � Conclusion

Two components mixture design optimization using extreme 
vertex design method was adapted in this experimental 
research which evaluate the soil–SDA mechanical strength 
behavior for sustainable foundation construction. From the 
results derived, the following conclusions can be drawn:

•	 The mixture ingredients constraints were set at 0–50% 
range to investigate and ascertain appropriate fractions 
with optimum strength performance of the blended mix-
ture to enhance utilization of industrial waste to achieve 
eco-friendly stabilization of weak soils.

•	 Chemical properties test carried out on SDA signified 
good pozzolanic behavior with 65.28% of SiO2, 2.75% 
of Fe2O3 and 5.52% of Al2O3 to obtain a total value of 
73.55%. While the preliminary tests carried out on the 
test soil showed inadequate strength performance and 
potential swelling behavior when compared to federal 
ministry of works specifications.

•	 The formulated mixture ingredients using I-optimal 
design for factor space evaluation were taken for 
experimental methodology to ascertain correspond-
ing responses for the UCS and CBR properties of the 
treated soil samples.

•	 The conclusions reached demonstrated a considerable 
improvement in the behavior of the soil's strength for 
pavement foundation materials while promoting the 

reuse of industrial leftovers, which is a crucial com-
ponent of waste management. This is because the low 
strength displayed by the SDA, which consequently 
takes up space in the sample, is attributed to the poz-
zolanic reactions of SDA that result in the cementitious 
products being formed between the CaOH present in 
the soil and the pozzolana present in SDA after the 
optimum value.

•	 For the analysis and development of the EVD-model, 
information was taken from experimental exercises, 
including the formulation of the mixture components' 
fractions and derived responses. The steps involved sta-
tistical evaluation, ANOVA, diagnostic tests, and influ-
ence statistics to analyze the datasets.

•	 Additionally, by applying the desirability function, 
numerical and graphical optimization was accomplished 
to find the mixture components' optimal points with the 
highest response to meet or fulfill the many requirements 
outlined for the variables in the EVD-model.

•	 The calculation operations at the mix ratio of 0.8125: 
0.1875 for the two-component soil–SDA blend produced 
a maximal CBR and UCS response of 35.053% and 
257.152 kN/m2, respectively. This resulted in a desir-
ability score of 1.0.

•	 Finally, statistical validation and simulation exercises uti-
lizing the student's t-test and F-test were used to evaluate 
the suitability of the model created. For the CBR and 
UCS responses, respectively, the computed findings indi-
cated P(T = t) one-tail of 0.490 and 0.499 for the F-test 
and P(F = f) two-tail of 0.960 and 0.977 for the t-test. The 
results of the experiments revealed a strong connection 
between the simulated and experimental values from the 
EVD-model.

Data Availability  All data generated or analyzed during this study are 
included in this published article.

Declarations 

Conflict of Interest  The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Table 30   T-test two-sample for variances for UCS response

Statistical factors Actual-UCS UCS-model

Mean 140.6724 140.5479
Variance 6378.328 6359.258
Observations 6 6
Pearson Correlation 0.99187
df 5
t Stat 0.029957
P(T <  = t) one-tail 0.48863
t Critical one-tail 2.015048
P(T <  = t) two-tail 0.97726
t Critical two-tail 2.570582

Table 31   F-test two-sample for variances for UCS response

Statistical factors Actual-UCS UCS-model

Mean 140.6724 140.5479
Variance 6378.328 6359.258
Observations 6 6
df 5 5
F 1.002999
P(F <  = f) one-tail 0.498729
F Critical one-tail 5.050329



849Mechanical Properties Optimization and Simulation of Soil–Saw Dust Ash Blend Using Extreme…

1 3

Consent to Publish and Ethical Approval  We hereby declare interests to 
submit the above manuscripts for your consideration for possible pub-
lication. By this, we affirm that this paper is only being considered for 
publication in this journal alone and hasn’t been submitted to any other 
journal. We also affirm that the content of this work is original and has 
followed the journal template. Hence, it is before you for consideration.

References

	 1.	 Netterberg, F. (2014). Review of specification for the use of lat-
erite in road pavements. Council for Scientific and Industrial 
Research, 10, 1–60.

	 2.	 Attah, I. C., Okafor, F. O., & Ugwu, O. O. (2021). Optimization 
of California bearing ratio of tropical black clay soil treated with 
cement kiln dust and metakaolin blend. International Journal of 
Pavement Research and Technology, 14(6), 655–667. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s42947-​020-​0003-6.

	 3.	 Gidigasu, M. D. (1976). Laterite soil engineering: Pedogenesis 
and engineering principles. Amsterdam Elsevier Scientific.

	 4.	 Adeyemi, G. O., Afolagboye, L. O., & Chukwuemeka, C. A. 
(2015). Geotechnical properties of noncrystalline coastal plain 
sand derived lateritic soils from Ogua, Niger Delta, Nigeria. Afri-
can Journal of Science, Technology, Innovation and Development, 
7(4), 230–235.

	 5.	 Toll, D. G. (2012). Tropical soils. In J. Burland, T. Chapman, H. 
Skinner, & M. Brown (Eds.), ICE manual of geotechnical engi-
neering (Vol. I, pp. 341–361). Thomas Telford Ltd.

	 6.	 Nicholson, P. G., & Kasyap, V. (2003). Fly ash stabilization of 
tropical Hawaiian soils. In K. D. Sharp (Ed.), Fly ash for soil 
improvement. ASCE Geotechnical special publication no. 36 (pp. 
15–29). ASCE.

	 7.	 Lee, I. K., & Coop, M. R. (2005). The intrinsic behavior of a 
decomposed granite soil. Géotechnique, 45(1), 117–130.

	 8.	 Nicholson, P. G. (2015). Soil improvement and ground modifica-
tion methods soil improvement modification. Waltham: Butter-
worth Heinemann.

	 9.	 Millogo, Y., Hajjaji, M., Ouedraogo, R., & Gomina, M. (2008). 
Cement-lateritic gravels mixtures: Microstructure and strength 
characteristics. Construction and Building Materials, 22(10), 
2078–2086.

	10.	 Eberemu, A. O. (2011). Consolidation properties of compacted 
lateritic soil treated with rice husk ash. Geomaterials, 01(03), 
70–78.

	11.	 Joel, M., & Agbede, I. O. (2011). Mechanical-cement stabiliza-
tion of laterite for use as flexible pavement material. Journal of 
Materials in Civil Engineering, 23(2), 146–152.

	12.	 Reddy, N. G., Tahasildar, J., & Rao, B. H. (2015). Evaluating 
the influence of additives on swelling characteristics of expansive 
soils. International Journal of Geosynthetics and Ground Engi-
neering, 1(1), 7.

	13.	 Osinubi, K. J. (2008). Permeability of lime treated lateritic soil. 
Journal of Transportation Engineering, 124(5), 465–469.

	14.	 Ezeokpube, G. C., Ahaneku, I. E., Alaneme, G. U., Attah, I. C., 
Etim, R. K., Olaiya, B. C., & Udousoro, I. M. (2022). Assessment 
of mechanical properties of soil-lime-crude oil-contaminated soil 
blend using regression model for sustainable pavement foundation 
construction. Advances in Materials Science and Engineering, 
2022, 7207842. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1155/​2022/​72078​42.

	15.	 Li, Y., Tan, Y. Z., Jiang, J., & Xia, C. F. (2012). Experimental 
study on the compressibility of cement improved laterite soil. 
Applied Mechanics and Materials, 170–173, 371–374.

	16.	 Oyediran, I. A., & Ayeni, O. O. (2020). Comparative effect of 
microbial induced calcite precipitate, cement and rice husk ash 

on the geotechnical properties of soils. SN Applied Sciences, 
2(7), 1157.

	17.	 Onyelowe, K. C., Van, D. B., Ubachukwu, O., Ezugwu, C., 
Salahudeen, B., Van, M. N., Ikeagwuani, C., Amhadi, T., Sosa, 
F., Wu, W., Duc, T. T., Eberemu, A., Duc, T. P., Barah, O., 
Ikpa, C., Orji, F., Alaneme, G., Amanamba, E., Ugwuanyi, H., 
… Ugorji, B. (2019). Recycling and reuse of solid wastes; a 
hub for ecofriendly, ecoefficient and sustainable soil, concrete, 
wastewater and pavement reengineering. International Journal 
of Low-Carbon Technologies, 14, 440–451. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1093/​ijlct/​ctz028.

	18.	 Mengue, E., Mroueh, H., Lancelot, L., & MedjoEko, R. (2017). 
Physicochemical and consolidation properties of compacted 
lateritic soil treated with cement. Soils and Foundations, 57(1), 
60–79.

	19.	 Amadi, A. A. (2010). Pozzolanic influence of fly ash in mobilizing 
the compressive strength of lateritic soil. AU Journal of Technol-
ogy, 14(2), 139–146.

	20.	 Gana, A. J., & Tabat, J. B. (2017). Stabilization of clay soil with 
cement and sawdust ash. International Journal of Engineer-
ing and Emerging Scientific Discovery, 2(3). ISSN: 2536-7250 
(Print): 2536–7269 (Online). 

	21.	 Eberemu, A. O. (2013). Evaluation of bagasse ash treated lateritic 
soil as a potential barrier material in waste containment applica-
tion. Acta Geotechnica, 8(4), 407–421.

	22.	 Athulya, G. K., Dutta, S., & Mandal, J. N. (2017). Performance 
evaluation of stabilized soil–slag mixes as highway construction 
material. International Journal of Geotechnical Engineering, 
11(1), 51–61.

	23.	 Onyelowe, K. C., Fazal, E. J., Michael, E. O., Ifeanyichukwu, 
C. O., Alaneme, G. U., & Chidozie, I. (2021). Artificial intel-
ligence prediction model for swelling potential of soil and quick-
lime activated rice husk ash blend for sustainable construction. 
Jurnal Kejuruteraan, 33(4), 845–852. https://​doi.​org/​10.​17576/​
jkukm-​2021-​33(4)-​07.

	24.	 Alhassan, M., & Mustapha, A. (2007). Effect of rice husk ash on 
cement stabilized laterite. Leonardo Electronic Journal of Prac-
tices and Technologies, 11(11), 47–58.

	25.	 Abdu, A. A., Musa, K. A., & Arafat, Y. S. (2017). Compaction 
behaviour of lateritic soils stabilized with blends of groundnut 
shell ash and metakaolin. Journal of Environment and Earth Sci-
ence, 7(10), 28–39.

	26.	 Edeh, J. E., Joel, M., & Ogbodo, V. O. (2020). Effects of oil palm 
fibre ash on cement stabilised lateritic soil used for highway con-
struction. International Journal of Pavement Engineering, 23, 
1–7.

	27.	 Etim, R. K., Attah, I. C., & Yohanna, P. (2020). Experimen-
tal study on potential of oyster shell ash in structural strength 
improvement of lateritic soil for road construction. International 
Journal of Pavement Research Technology, Chinese Society of 
Pavement Engineering, 13(4), 341–351. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s42947-​020-​0290-y.

	28.	 Attah, I. C., Etim, R. K., Yohanna, P., & Usanga, I. N. (2021). 
Understanding the effect of compaction energies on the strength 
indices and durability of oyster shell ash-lateritic soil mixtures for 
use in road works. Engineering and Applied Science Research, 
48(2), 151–160. https://​doi.​org/​10.​14456/​easr.​2021.​17.

	29.	 Edeh, J. E., Agbede, I. O., & Tyoyila, A. (2014). Evaluation of 
sawdust ash-stabilized lateritic soil as highway pavement mate-
rial. Journal of Materials in Civil Engineering. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1061/​(ASCE)​18MT.​1943-​5533.​00007​95.

	30.	 Elinwa, A. U., & Mahmood, Y. A. (2002). “Ash from timber waste 
as cement replacement material. Cement and Concrete Compos-
ites, 24, 219–222.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s42947-020-0003-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42947-020-0003-6
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/7207842
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijlct/ctz028
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijlct/ctz028
https://doi.org/10.17576/jkukm-2021-33(4)-07
https://doi.org/10.17576/jkukm-2021-33(4)-07
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42947-020-0290-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42947-020-0290-y
https://doi.org/10.14456/easr.2021.17
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)18MT.1943-5533.0000795
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)18MT.1943-5533.0000795


850	 G. U. Alaneme et al.

1 3

	31.	 Jian-Tong, D., Pei-Yu, Y., Shu-Lin, L., & Jin-Quan, Z. (1999). 
Extreme vertices design of concrete with combined mineral 
admixtures. Cement and Concrete Research, 29(6), 957–960. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0008-​8846(99)​00069-1.

	32.	 Onyelowe, K. C., Alaneme, G. U., Van Bui, D., Van, M. N., 
Ezugwu, C., Amhadi, T., Sosa, F., Orji, F., & Ugorji, B. (2019). 
Generalized review on EVD and constraints simplex method 
of materials properties optimization for civil engineering. Civil 
Engineering Journal, 5(3), 729–749. https://​doi.​org/​10.​28991/​
cej-​2019-​03091​283.

	33.	 McLean, R. A., & Anderson, V. L. (2012). Extreme vertices design 
of mixture. University of Tennessee.

	34.	 Wangkananon, W., Phuaksaman, C., Koobkokkruad, T., & Nata-
kankitkul, S. (2018). An extreme vertices mixture design approach 
to optimization of tyrosinase inhibition effects. Engineering Jour-
nal, 22(1), 175–185. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4186/​ej.​2018.​22.1.​175.

	35.	 Cornell, J. A. (2011). Experiments with mixtures: Designs, models 
and the analysis of mixture data (3rd ed.). New York, NY, USA: 
John Wiley and Sons.

	36.	 Scheffé, H. (1963). The simplex-centroid design for experiments 
with mixtures. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B, 
25, 235–263.

	37.	 Zheng, S. S., Wang, X. F., Lou, H. J., & Li, Z. Q. (2012). Opti-
mization design for mix proportioning of high strength and high 
performance concrete. Advanced Materials Research, 368–
373(2012), 432–435.

	38.	 Onyelowe, K. C., Alaneme, G., Igboayaka, C., Orji, F., Ugwuanyi, 
H., Van Bui, D., & Van Nguyen, M. (2019). Scheffe optimiza-
tion of swelling California bearing ratio, compressive strength, 
and durability potentials of quarry dust stabilized soft clay soil. 
Materials Science for Energy Technologies, 2(1), 67–77. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​mset.​2018.​10.​005.

	39.	 Scheffé, H. (1958). Experiments with mixtures. Journal of the 
Royal Statistical Society Series B, 20, 344–360.

	40.	 Gullu, H., & Fedakar, H. I. (2017). Response surface methodol-
ogy for optimization of stabilizer dosage rates of marginal sand 
stabilizer with sludge ash and fiber based on UCS performances. 
KSCE Journal of Civil Engineering, 21(5), 1717–1727. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s12205-​016-​0724-x.

	41.	 Alaneme, G. U., & Mbadike, E. M. (2019). Optimization of flex-
ural strength of palm nut fibre concrete using Scheffe’s theory. 
Materials Science for Energy Technologies, 2, 272–287. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​mset.​2019.​01.​006.

	42.	 Alaneme, G. U., Attah, I. C., Etim, R. K., & Dimonyeka, M. U. 
(2021). Mechanical properties optimization of soil–cement kiln 
dust mixture using extreme vertex design. International Jour-
nal of Pavement Research Technology. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s42947-​021-​00048-8.

	43.	 Sabarish, K. V., Akish, R. M., & Paul, P. (2019). (2019) Opti-
mizing the concrete materials by Taguchi optimization method. 
IOP Conference Series: Materials Science and Engineering, 574, 
012002. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1088/​1757-​899X/​574/1/​012002.

	44.	 American Standard for Testing Material. (1992). Annual book of 
standards (Vol. 4.08). Philadelphia: American Society for Testing 
and Materials.

	45.	 ASTM specification C618–78 Specification for fly ash and raw 
or calcined natural pozzolan for use as a mineral admixture in 
Portland cement concrete. 

	46.	 BS 8615–1:2019. Specification for pozzolanic materials for use 
with Portland cement, natural pozzolana and natural calcined poz-
zolana. 389 Chiswick High Road, London W4 4AL UK.

	47.	 BS 1377-2:2022. Methods of test for soils for civil engineering 
purposes - Classification tests and determination of geotechnical 
properties. 389 Chiswick High Road, London W4 4AL UK.

	48.	 British Standard (BS) 1924. (1990). Method of testing for stabi-
lized soils. British Standard Institution.

	49.	 Onyelowe, K. C., Alaneme, G. U., Onyia, M. E., Van Bui, D., 
Diomonyeka, M. U., Nnadi, E., Ogbonna, C., Odum, L. O., Aju, 
D. E., Abel, C., Udousoro, I. M., & Onukwugha, E. (2021). 
Comparative modeling of strength properties of hydrated-lime 
activated rice-husk-ash (HARHA) modified soft soil for pave-
ment construction purposes by artificial neural network (ANN) 
and fuzzy logic (FL). Jurnal Kejuruteraan, 33(2), 365–384. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​17576/​jkukm-​2021-​33(2)-​20.

	50.	 Onyelowe, K. C. (2017). Mathematical advances in soil bear-
ing capacity. Electronic Journal of Geotechnical Engineering, 
22(12), 4735–4743.

	51.	 Attah, I. C., Okafor, F. O., & Ugwu, O. O. (2022). Durability 
performance of expansive soil ameliorated with binary blend of 
additives for infrastructure delivery. Innovative Infrastructure 
Solutions, 7, 234. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s41062-​022-​00834-.

	52.	 Butt, W. A., Gupta, K., & Jha, J. N. (2016). Strength behavior 
of clayey soil stabilized with saw dust ash. Geo-Engineering, 
7, 18. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s40703-​016-​0032-9.

	53.	 Design Expert 11. (2018). Design of experiment software. Min-
neapolis, USA: Stat-Ease Inc.

	54.	 Minitab 18. (2018). Minitab statistical software. Pennsylvania, 
USA: Minitab Inc.

	55.	 Aju, D. E., Onyelowe, K. C., & Alaneme, G. U. (2021). Con-
strained vertex optimization and simulation of the unconfined 
compressive strength of geotextile reinforced soil for flexible 
pavement foundation construction. Cleaner Engineering and 
Technology. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​clet.​2021.​100287.

	56.	 Alaneme, G. U., Onyelowe, K. C., Onyia, M. E., Van Bui, D., 
Mbadike, E. M., Ezugwu, C. N., Dimonyeka, M. U., Attah, I. C., 
Ogbonna, C., Abel, C., Ikpa, C. C., & Udousoro, I. M. (2020). 
Modelling volume change properties of hydrated-lime activated 
rice husk ash modified soft soil for construction purposes by 
artificial neural network. Umudike Journal of Engineering 
and Technology, 6(1), 88–110. https://​doi.​org/​10.​33922/j.​ujet_​
v6i1_9.

	57.	 Owoyemi, O. O. (2021). Effect of sawdust on the geotechnical 
properties of a lateritic soil. Journal of Mining and Geology, 
57(1), 127–139.

	58.	 Damiri, S., Pouretedal, H. R., & Bakhshi, O. (2016). An extreme 
vertices mixture design approach to the optimization of methy-
lal production process using p-toluenesulfonic acid as catalyst. 
Chemical Engineering Research Design, 112, 155–162.

	59.	 Alaneme, G. U., Attah, I. C., Mbadike, E. M., Dimonyeka, 
M. U., Usanga, I. N., & Nwankwo, H. F. (2022). Mechanical 
strength optimization and simulation of cement kiln dust con-
crete using extreme vertex design method. Nanotechnology for 
Environmental Engineering, 7, 467–490. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s41204-​021-​00175-4.

	60.	 Wigena, A. H., Sumertajaya, I. M., & Syafitri, U. (2018). Con-
strained experimental regions on ground granulated blast furnace 
slag concrete. Applied Mathematical Sciences, 12(26), 1251–
1258. https://​doi.​org/​10.​12988/​ams.​2018.​89128.

	61.	 Arina, F., Wigena, A. H., Sumertajaya, I. M., & Syafitri, U. 
(2018). Split plot mixture process variable experiment on steel 
slag concrete. IOP Conference Series: Materials Science and 
Engineering, 187, 012049. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1088/​1755-​1315/​
187/1/​012049.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0008-8846(99)00069-1
https://doi.org/10.28991/cej-2019-03091283
https://doi.org/10.28991/cej-2019-03091283
https://doi.org/10.4186/ej.2018.22.1.175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mset.2018.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mset.2018.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12205-016-0724-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12205-016-0724-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mset.2019.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mset.2019.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42947-021-00048-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42947-021-00048-8
https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/574/1/012002
https://doi.org/10.17576/jkukm-2021-33(2)-20
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41062-022-00834-
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40703-016-0032-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clet.2021.100287
https://doi.org/10.33922/j.ujet_v6i1_9
https://doi.org/10.33922/j.ujet_v6i1_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41204-021-00175-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41204-021-00175-4
https://doi.org/10.12988/ams.2018.89128
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/187/1/012049
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/187/1/012049


851Mechanical Properties Optimization and Simulation of Soil–Saw Dust Ash Blend Using Extreme…

1 3

	62.	 Ogunwusi, A. A. (2014). Wood waste generation in the forest 
industry in Nigeria and prospects for its industrial utilization. Civil 
and Environmental Research, 6(9), 62–69.

	63.	 Alaneme, G. U., Onyelowe, K. C., Onyia, M. E., Van Bui, D., 
Mbadike, E. M., Dimonyeka, M. U., Attah, I. C., Ogbonna, C., 
Iro, U. I., Kumari, S., Firoozi, A. A., & Oyagbola, I. (2020). Mod-
elling of the swelling potential of soil treated with quicklime-
activated rice husk ash using fuzzy logic. Umudike Journal of 
Engineering and Technology, 6(1), 1–22.

	64.	 Amhadi, T. S., & Assaf, G. J. (2018). Overview of soil stabili-
zation methods in road construction. GeoMEast, 21–33, 2019. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-3-​030-​01911-2_3.

	65.	 Alaneme, G. U., Mbadike, E. M., Attah, I. C., & Udousoro, I. 
M. (2022). Mechanical behaviour optimization of saw dust ash 
and quarry dust concrete using adaptive neuro-fuzzy inference 
system. Innovative Infrastructure Solutions, 7, 122. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s41062-​021-​00713-8.

	66.	 Trivedi, J. S., Nair, S., & Iyyunni, C. (2013). Optimum utilization 
of fly ash for stabilization of sub-grade soil using genetic algo-
rithm. Procedia Engineering, 51, 250–258.

	67.	 Le, H., Nguyen, T., Nguyen, D., & Prakash, I. (2020). Prediction 
of soil unconfined compressive strength using artificial neural 
network model. Vietnam Journal of Earth Science, 42, 255–264. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​5625/​0866-​7187/​42/3/​15342.

	68.	 Obeta, I. N., Ikeagwuani, C. C., Attama, C. M., & Okafor, J. 
(2019). Stability and durability of sawdust ash-lime stabilised 
black cotton soil. Nigerian Journal of Technology, 38(1), 75. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​4314/​njt.​v38i1.​10

	69.	 Onyelowe, K. C., Jalal, F. E., Onyia, M. E., Onuoha, I. C., & Ala-
neme, G. U. (2021). Application of gene expression programming 
to evaluate strength characteristics of hydrated-lime-activated rice 
husk ash-treated expansive soil. Applied Computational Intelli-
gence and Soft Computing. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1155/​2021/​66863​47

	70.	 Eriksson, L. (2008). Design of experiments: Principles and appli-
cations. Malmo, Sweden: MKS Umetrics AB.

	71.	 Snee, R. D. (1979). Experiment design for mixture systems with 
multicomponent constraints. Communication in Statistics-Theory 
and Methods, 17, 149–159.

	72.	 Kumar, R. G., & Sanghvi, I. (2015). Optimization techniques: An 
overview for formulation development. Asian Journal of Pharma-
ceutical Research, 5, 217–221.

	73.	 Stahle, L., & Wold, S. (1989). Analysis of variance (ANOVA). 
Chemometrics and Intelligent Laboratory Systems, 6, 259–272. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1155/​2018/​93085​80

	74.	 Atkinson, A. C., Donev, A. N., & Tobias, R. D. (2007). Optimal 
experimental design with SAS. Oxford University Press.

	75.	 George, U. A., & Elvis, M. (2019). Modelling of the mechani-
cal properties of concrete with cement ratio partially replaced 
by aluminium waste and sawdust ash using artificial neural net-
work. SN Applied Sciences, 1, 1514. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s42452-​019-​1504-2

	76.	 Smith, W. F. (2005). Experimental design for formulation. The 
American Statistical Association and the Society for Industrial 
and Applied Mathematics.

	77.	 Marquardt, D. W., & Snee, R. D. (1974). Test statistics for mixture 
models. Technometrics, 14, 533–537.

	78.	 Shobha, R., Hiremath, R., & Vanaja K. (2016). Optimization tech-
niques in pharmaceutical formulation and processing. Textbook 
of Industrial Pharmacy. Drug Delivery Systems, Cosmetic and 
Herbal Drug Technology, 158–168. 

	79.	 Borkowski, J. J. (2003). Using genetic algorithm to generate small 
exact response surface designs. Journal of Probability and Statis-
tical Science, 1, 65–88.

	80.	 Iro, U. I., Alaneme, G. U., Milad, A., Olaiya, B. C., Otu, O. N., 
Isu, E. U., & Amuzie, M. N. (2022). Optimization and simulation 

of saw dust ash concrete using extreme vertex design method. 
Advances in Materials Science and Engineering, 2022, 5082139. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1155/​2022/​50821​39

	81.	 Snee, R. D., & Marquardt, D. W. (1974). Extreme vertices designs 
for linear mixture models. Technometrics, 16(3), 399–408.

	82.	 Ozol-Godfrey, A., Anderson-Cook, C. M., & Montgomery, D. 
C. (2005). Fraction of design space plots for examining model 
robustness. Journal of Quality Technology, 37, 223–235.

	83.	 Box, G. E. P., & Draper, N. R. (1959). A basis for the selection of 
a response surface design. Journal of American Statistical Asso-
ciation, 54, 622–654.

	84.	 Cox, D. R. (1971). A note on polynomial response functions 
for mixtures. Biometrika, 58, 155–159. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​
biomet/​58.1.​155

	85.	 Attah, I. C., Etim, R. K., Alaneme, G. U., & Ekpo, D. U. (2022). 
Scheffe’s approach for single additive optimization in selected 
soils amelioration studies for cleaner environment and sustainable 
subgrade materials. Cleaner Materials, 5, 100126. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​clema.​2022.​100126. ISSN 2772-3976.

	86.	 Sahni, N. S., Piepel, G. F., & Naes, T. (2009). Product and pro-
cess improvement using mixture-process variable methods and 
robust optimization techniques. Journal of Quality Technology, 
41, 181–197.

	87.	 Fedorov, V. V. (1972). Theory of optimal experiments. New York, 
NY, USA: Academic press.

	88.	 Bolton, S. (1997). Optimization techniques in pharmaceutical sta-
tistics. Practical and clinical Applications (3rd ed.). New York: 
Marcel Dekker.

	89.	 Attah, I. C., Etim, R. K., Alaneme, G. U., & Bassey, O. B. (2020). 
Optimization of mechanical properties of rice husk ash concrete 
using Scheffe’s theory. SN Applied Science. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s42452-​020-​2727-y

	90.	 Coetzer, R., & Haines, L. M. (2017). The construction of D- and 
I-optimal designs for mixture experiments with linear constraints 
on the components. Chemometrics and Intelligent Laboratory 
Systems, 171, 112–124.

	91.	 Alaneme, G. U., Mbadike, E. M., Iro, U. I., Udousoro, I. M., & 
Ifejimalu, W. C. (2021). Adaptive neuro-fuzzy inference system 
prediction model for the mechanical behaviour of rice husk ash 
and periwinkle shell concrete blend for sustainable construction. 
Asian Journal of Civil Engineering, 2021(22), 959–974. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s42107-​021-​00357-0

	92.	 Esbensen, K. H., Guyot, D., Westad, F., & Houmoller, L. P. 
(2002). Multivariate data analysis, in practice: An introduction 
to multivariate data analysis and experimental design. Aalborg 
University.

	93.	 Mitchell, T. J. (1974). An algorithm for the construction of D-opti-
mal experimental designs. Technometrics, 16, 203–210.

	94.	 Alaneme, G. U., Dimonyeka, M. U., Ezeokpube, G. C., Uzoma, 
I. I., & Udousoro, I. M. (2021). Failure assessment of dysfunc-
tional flexible pavement drainage facility using fuzzy analytical 
hierarchical process. Innovative Infrastructure Solutions. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s41062-​021-​00487-z

	95.	 Ujong, J. A., Mbadike, E. M., & Alaneme, G. U. (2022). Predic-
tion of cost and duration of building construction using artificial 
neural network. Asian Journal of Civil Engineering. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s42107-​022-​00474-4

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-01911-2_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41062-021-00713-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41062-021-00713-8
https://doi.org/10.5625/0866-7187/42/3/15342
https://doi.org/10.4314/njt.v38i1.10
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/6686347
https://doi.org/10.1155/2018/9308580
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42452-019-1504-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42452-019-1504-2
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/5082139
https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/58.1.155
https://doi.org/10.1093/biomet/58.1.155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clema.2022.100126
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clema.2022.100126
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42452-020-2727-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42452-020-2727-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42107-021-00357-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42107-021-00357-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41062-021-00487-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41062-021-00487-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42107-022-00474-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42107-022-00474-4


852	 G. U. Alaneme et al.

1 3

George Uwadiegwu Alaneme   is 
a Doctoral candidate at Kampala 
In te r na t iona l  Univers i ty, 
Uganda. He is currently working 
as an assistant lecturer in the 
department of civil engineering 
at Kampala International Univer-
sity, Uganda.  He obtained his 
B.Eng. (2014) and M.Eng. 
(2021) in Civil Engineering 
Department at Michael Okpara 
University of Agriculture, 
Umudike, Nigeria. He is a mem-
ber of Council for the regulation 
of Engineers in Nigeria COREN 
and Nigerian Society of Engi-

neers NSE. His research interests are structural mechanics, finite ele-
ment analysis and modelling, applications of soft computing techniques 
modelling and optimization on civil construction management, failure 
analysis, sustainable structural and geotechnical materials 
development.

Uzoma Ibe Iro   is a lecturer at the 
Department of Civil Engineer-
ing, Michael Okpara University 
of Agriculture, Umudike, Nige-
ria. He obtained his B.Eng. 
(2012) in Civil Engineering and 
M.Eng (2021) in Structural 
Engineering at Michael Okpara 
University of Agriculture, 
Umudike, Nigeria. He is a regis-
tered member of Council for the 
Regulation of Engineering in 
Nigeria (COREN). He has pub-
lished research papers in reputa-
ble journals with interests in 
structural mechanics, sustainable 

structural and geotechnical materials, finite element analysis and 
modelling.

Abdalrhman Milad   received the 
Ph.D. degree in civil engineering 
from Universiti Kebangsaan 
Malaysia (UKM), in 2017. He is 
currently working as an assistant 
professor in civil and environ-
mental engineering at the Uni-
versity of Nizwa (UN), Nizwa, 
Oman. Previously, he was a lec-
turer at the College of Civil 
Aviation Technology and Mete-
orology, Espiaa, Libya, in 2010. 
He worked as a senior researcher 
with the Department of Civil 
Engineering, UKM, from 2018 
to 2021. His research interests 

include neural networks, deep learning, and pavement engineering.

Bamidele Charles Olaiya   is a 
Doctoral candidate in the depart-
ment of civil engineering at 
Kampala International Univer-
sity in Uganda. He is currently 
working as an assistant lecturer 
in the department of civil engi-
neering at Kampala International 
University, Uganda. He obtained 
his B.Sc. (2014) in Building at 
Joseph Ayo Babalola University, 
Nigeria. He further obtained his 
M.Sc. (2018) in Civil Engineer-
ing Department at University of 
Ibadan, Niger ia. He later 
obtained MBA (2021) at Near 

East University, Northern Cyprus. His research interests include sus-
tainable structural and geotechnical materials development, soft com-
puting techniques modelling and optimization on civil construction 
management, sustainability studies.

Obeten Nicholas Otu   is a post-
graduate student in Department 
of Civil Engineering, Cross 
River University of Technology, 
now known as the University of 
Cross River State. He obtained 
his B.Eng. (2018) in Civil Engi-
neering and M.Eng (2023) at 
University of Cross River State. 
He is a registered member of 
Council for the Regulation of 
Eng inee r i ng  i n  N ige r i a 
(COREN), corporate member of 
the Nigeria Society of Engineers 
(NSE), corporate member of the 
Nigeria Association of Technol-

ogist in Engineering (NATE) and a Fellow of the Nigeria Institution of 
Civil Engineers (NICE). My research interest includes but not limited 
to the modelling application and sustainable use of materials and con-
struction engineering.

Uzochukwu Prince Chibuisi   is a 
graduate of the department of 
Civil Engineering, Michael 
Okpara University of Agricul-
ture, Umudike, Nigeria. He 
obtained his B.Eng (2022) from 
the school. He is a graduate 
member of the Nigerian Society 
of Engineers (NSE). His research 
interest is in geotechnical and 
structural materials for sustain-
able construction.



853Mechanical Properties Optimization and Simulation of Soil–Saw Dust Ash Blend Using Extreme…

1 3

Joshua Agada   is a graduate of 
the department of Civil Engi-
neering, Michael Okpara Univer-
sity of Agriculture, Umudike, 
Nigeria. He obtained his B.Eng 
(2022) from the school. He is a 
graduate member of the Nigerian 
Society of Engineers (NSE). He 
is an enthusiastic graduate with 
research interest in geotechnical 
materials.


	Mechanical Properties Optimization and Simulation of Soil–Saw Dust Ash Blend Using Extreme Vertex Design (EVD) Method
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Methodology
	2.1 Materials
	2.2 Test Methods
	2.2.1 California Bearing Ratio (CBR)
	2.2.2 Unconfined Compressive Strength (UCS)

	2.3 Mixture Components Constraints Formulation
	2.3.1 Two-Component Factor Space Plot
	2.3.2 Fraction of Design Space (FDS)
	2.3.3 Experimental Mix Proportions


	3 Discussion of Results
	3.1 Characterization of Test Soil and Admixture
	3.1.1 Chemical Properties

	3.2 Mechanical Properties of Soil–SDA Blend

	4 EVD Model Development, Formulation, and Validation
	4.1 Fit-Summary Statistics
	4.2 Results of an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Test
	4.3 Estimates of the Coefficients and Model Equations
	4.4 Diagnostics Plots
	4.4.1 Normal-Probability Plot
	4.4.2 Predicted vs. Studentized Residuals Plot
	4.4.3 Experimental Run vs. Studentized Residuals Plot
	4.4.4 Experimental vs. Predicted Results
	4.4.5 Box-Cox Plot Power Transformation

	4.5 Diagnostic-Influence Plots
	4.5.1 The Cook’s Distance
	4.5.2 Leverage vs. Run
	4.5.3 Runs vs. Statistical Difference in Fits (DFFITS)

	4.6 Optimization Overview
	4.6.1 Graphical Optimization Plots of Ramps and Bar

	4.7 EVD-Model Post Analysis and Simulation
	4.7.1 Point Prediction Computation
	4.7.2 Coefficient-Table
	4.7.3 EVD Model Simulation


	5 Conclusion
	References




