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Abstract

Reliability of the cone penetration test (CPT) for estimating shear strength of marine soils is
4nvestigated in this paper. For sands, the uncertainty about the angle of internal friction is analy-
zed. It includes the spatial variation of the soil and the model error in the equation used for
interpretation. The most serious uncertainty encountered was the error in the interpretative mo-
Adels. Different methods of interpretation gave quite different values. Subjective opinion was intro-
.duced to combine all the interpretative models in a systematic manner.

For clays, the undrained Shear Strength from the CPT results is usually ‘derived by empirical
.correlations between cone resistance and undrained shear strength from laboratory tests or field
vane tests, expressed in terms of cone factor and function of overburden pressure. The uncertainty
.of the undrained shear strength is caused by data scatter of the cone factor in the correlation,
.model error of the cone factor, effect of anisotropy, and spatial variability of cone resistance.
Among these uncertainties, the most serious one was the data scatter of the cone factor in the
.correlation. Between the laboratory test and the field vane test used for correlation, the field

vane test was more reliable.
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Fig.2 Average Cone Penetration Resistance
(Beryl A)
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Table. 2 Statistical Estimate of ¢’ from CPTs

Method | Data f ¢
Parameter E(+) 2() E(¢) Q¢
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Table.3 Statistical Estimate of ¢’ from CPTs (Modified Methods)
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Table.4 Correction Factor of Nx-value

CIU-CPT | FVT-CPT

Correction Factor o E |
L1 90 g 90

Strength Test Type 0.90 {0.12|1.32] 0.15
(My)

Rate of Penetration 1 0 1 0
(M)

Method of Penetration| 1 0 1 0
(My)

Shape of Tip (M) 1 0 1 0
K, or OCR (M) 1 0.07 ¢ 1 0.07
Rigidity Index (M) 1 0.05| 1 0.05
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