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Effect of Base Roughness of Fooling on Settlement
Characteristics of Footing

Nam-Jae Yoo * - Young-Gil Kim ** » Byung—-Soo Park ***

ABSTRACT

This research is to investigate the effect of base roughness of footing on
characteristics of load-settlement curve, Parametric experiments of small scaled model
test were performed with changing the properties of base roughness of model footing;
Gluing the vinyl, aluminum, sand paper, sand beneath the model footing surface. The
width of model footing and relative density of soil foundation were also changed to
investigate their effects on settlement characteristics of footing, The ultimate bearing
capacity as well as the initial slope of locad-settlement curve obtained from iest results
were compared with those {rom homut equilibrium methods proposed by Terzaghi,
Hansen and Meyerhof. From test resuits, it was confirmed that the base roughness

affected the failure mechanisms of showing different shapes of slip lines formed be-
neath the footing.
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Table 2.1 Basic Properties of Ju Mun Jin
Standard Sand

Dm = {) Zlzn
Grain Size Distribution Cu =119

Cc =101
Maximum Dry Density 1. 682 ¢/col
Minimum Dry Density 1.384 ¢/cwl
Maximum Void Ratio G. 879
Minimum Void Ratio (0. 546
Specific Gravity 2.6
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Fig. 2.1 Conventional Triaxial Compression
Test Results with Relative Density
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Fig. 2.2 Conventional Triaxial Compression
Test Results with Relative Density
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Fig. 2.3 A Schematic of the Model Footing
Testing Device
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Fig. 2.4 Device Used for Air Pluviation of
Sand
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