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The application of CPTU tests to a land reclamation project in
Philippines
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(1. CCCC-FHDI Engineering Co., Ltd., Guangzhou 510220, Guangdong, China;
2. Institute of Geotechnical Engineering, Southeast University, Nanjing 210096, Jiangsu, China)

Abstract: Piezocone penetration test (CPTU) is a rapid and accurate in-situ testing method, and it has been widely
adopted in domestic and oversea marine engineering project. The seabed CPTU system has been successfully adopted in
a land reclamation project in Philippines. Three different CPTU-based soil classification charts proposed by
ROBERTSON’s (1990), LIU Song-yu et al (2013), and Technical Specification for Cone Penetration Testing in Port and
Waterway Engineering (JTS/T 242—2020) were selected for performance evaluation. It can be summarized that the third
classification chart leads to the closest soil classification to the adjacent borehole data. Secondly, the applicability of three
different interpretation methods of undrained shear strength of fine-grained soil based on CPTU test in the reclamation
project was compared and analyzed. It is concluded that the interpretation method based on the net cone tip resistance is
the best. Based on this method, the undrained shear strength profile of fine-grained soil was drawn, which is worthy of
further promotion and application in other reclamation projects.

Key words: piezocone penetration test (CPTU); seabed CPTU system; soil classification; undrained shearing strength;

net cone tip resistance; effective cone tip resistance; undrained shearing strength profile
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Table 1 List of CPTU testing methods and site adaptation conditions for water transportation projects
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Fig. 3 Roson seabed CPTU system
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Table 2 Comparative table of different CPTU-based classification charts with adjacent borehole data
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