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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1

Overview

The term post-grouting, or tip or base grouting, refers to a variety of practices related to injection
of grout under pressure below the tip of a drilled shaft foundation to improve performance when
subjected to compressive axial load. Although post-grouting of drilled shafts has been performed
for nearly four decades in Europe, there has been limited application of post-grouting in the
United States (U.S.). Variations of post-grouting have received increased interest within the
United States private and public sectors following research supported by the Florida Department
of Transportation (FDOT) in the early 2000s. Additional research has also recently been
conducted for other state Departments of Transportation (DOTs) to evaluate the effectiveness of
post-grouting for improving the performance of drilled shafts as structural foundations.
Post-grouting is typically accomplished using a grout delivery system that is incorporated into a
drilled shaft during construction. The grout delivery system generally includes one or more
tubes or pipes that pass from the top of the shaft to a grout distribution apparatus located at the
tip of the shaft. Grout distribution devices can generally be classified as either open-type
systems or closed-type systems. Open-type systems are ones in which grout directly contacts the
ground upon injection at the tip of the shaft. In closed-type systems, the grout is contained
within a variable-volume chamber and does not contact the ground directly. The vast majority of
post-grouting applications involve injecting neat cement grout (i.e., Portland cement and water)
under pressure beneath the tip of a drilled shaft to improve the stiffness and nominal resistance of
the shaft to top-down loading. Side grouting of drilled shafts has been used to improve the side
resistance along the length of the shaft in some cases (e.g., Sliwinski and Fleming, 1984; McVay
et al., 2009; McVay et al., 2010), but such a technique is beyond the scope of this report.
In the U.S., the drilled shaft is constructed using the appropriate technique for the ground
conditions, and grout is injected under pressure beneath the tip of the drilled shaft after the
concrete has set. In instances where the grout pressure does not reach a “target grout pressure”
during the initial grouting, repeated attempts may be made using a “staged grouting” approach.
Post-grouting has also been used for remediation of drilled shafts found to contain construction
defects. In such cases, specific grouting devices are not available, and common practice
generally includes coring the shaft to flush and grout the unacceptable portion of the shaft or to
inject grout at the tip of the shaft. Remediation of drilled shaft defects through post-grouting is
beyond the scope of this report.
Post-grouting at the tip of drilled shafts has been purported to:





Increase the tip resistance of drilled shafts, thereby allowing design lengths of drilled
shafts to be shortened.
“Stiffen” the load-deformation response of a shaft by pre-mobilizing side and tip
resistance.
Verify a “lower-bound” load carrying resistance of a drilled shaft as a function of the
maximum sustained grout pressure.
Reduce the effects of, and risk associated with, bottom cleanliness and potential “softbottom” conditions.
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When adequately instrumented and properly monitored, the post-grouting process is believed to
provide increased reliability compared to conventional (ungrouted) drilled shafts, since the
process provides a measurable indication of performance.
Despite the potential benefits from post-grouting, concerns remain regarding the reliance on
improved performance for post-grouted drilled shafts (PGDS). These concerns arise from a
variety of reasons that include:










Lack of consensus regarding the magnitude and variability of improvement that may be
expected from post-grouting.
Lack of consensus about the specific mechanisms that contribute to improved
performance.
Questions regarding the geotechnical conditions that are suitable for post-grouting.
Lack of well-vetted quality control and quality assurance requirements that are
established or endorsed by authoritative organizations such as the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) or the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO).
Need for better means to predict achievable grout pressures during the design phase,
including consideration of the potential for grouting-induced hydrofracture.
Concerns regarding potentially detrimental effects of upward displacement of drilled
shafts during post-grouting, and the lack of established criteria for acceptable magnitudes
of upward displacements.
Concern about post-grouting becoming a routine item in specifications as a substitute for
proper quality control, even in projects where it is not needed.
Potential for designers to specify post-grouting as a substitute for proper geotechnical
design.

The work described in this report was undertaken to address these questions and develop
recommendations for design and construction of PGDS. The work included thorough review of
available literature, review and evaluation of available load test results and case histories,
conduct of field load tests, and consultation with practicing designers and constructors with
extensive experience with both conventional and post-grouted drilled shafts.
1.2

Historical Use

Post-grouting has been used extensively to improve the performance of drilled shafts throughout
Europe and Asia since the 1970s, and the practice has been widely documented in the technical
literature (e.g., Bruce, 1986a; Bruce, 1986b; Sherwood and Mitchell, 1989; Troughton and
Thompson, 1996; Castelli and Wilkins, 2004; and Bittner et al., 2007). Bruce (1986a; 1986b)
provides a comprehensive summary of practices for pressure grouting the base of large-diameter
drilled shafts, and traces the use and evolution of post-grouting technology to the mid-1980s.
Bolognesi and Moretto (1973) documented one of the first uses of post-grouting for drilled
shafts. For this case, post-grouting was performed in multiple stages using the device shown in
Figure 1.1 to improve the performance of foundations for two bridges crossing the Paraná River
in South America. The shafts were founded in sand, ranged from 40 inches to 78 inches in
diameter, and were about 250 ft in length. The grouting apparatus was composed of a basket of
2

uniform, coarse gravel sandwiched between two steel plates. The basket was attached to the end
of the steel reinforcing cage and encapsulated by a rubber sheet. Both the steel plates and rubber
sheet were perforated with 40 holes that were located in different positions to prevent backflow
of the grout. The basket was “intended to serve both as a grouting and pressure distribution
chamber.” As the void space in the basket was filled with grout, the pressure that developed
within the basket pushed on the steel plates. The upward movement of the upper plate was
resisted by the buoyant self-weight of the drilled shaft and downward side resistance, while the
downward movement of the lower plate was resisted by the soil below the basket.

Figure 1.1:

Diagram of grouting apparatus used at the Paraná River bridge project
(Bolognesi and Moretto, 1973).

Bolognesi and Moretto (1973) postulated that there are two beneficial effects to post-grouting.
The first effect is attributed to filling of voids created during shaft construction and strengthening
of the soil at the shaft tip by “grout penetration.” The second effect is attributed to “precompression of the soil below the pile tip, which considerably decreases the settlement necessary
to develop a certain amount of point load.”
Lizzi et al. (1983) described a similar grout distribution device, referred to as a “pre-loading
cell,” composed of two steel plates but separated by steel mechanical spacers instead of uniform
gravel (Figure 1.2). The device was attached to the bottom of the rebar cage and wrapped with
“an outer impermeable PVC membrane and an inner canvas envelope.” Lizzi et al. (1983) stated
that the device acted as a “flat-jack with unlimited travel” that uniformly compressed the soil
beneath the shaft tip and pushed the shaft upward when pressurized grout was introduced.
Because grout could flow freely across the base of the shaft, Lizzi et al. contended that the grout
pressure served as “a very reliable estimate of the upward force exerted upon the pile bottom.”
Based on evaluation of several case histories, Lizzi et al. concluded that use of “pre-loading
cells” improves both the load-settlement response and the ultimate capacity of drilled shafts.
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Figure 1.2:

Diagram of grout distribution device or “pre-loading cell” described by Lizzi
(1983).

Numerous variations of “flat-jack” devices similar to those described by Bolognesi and Moretto
(1973) and Lizzi et al. (1983) have also been proposed and used. The devices have slightly
different components and geometrical arrangements but typically include some form of
membrane to contain the grout and/or to distribute the grout across the tip of the shaft. Such
membranes are frequently made of rubber, but geotextiles have also been used to provide
separation between the concrete in the drilled shaft and the grout injected during post-grouting.
In contrast to the “flat-jack” grouting systems, Sliwinski and Fleming (1984) describe a “UShaped” grout distribution system whereby grout is injected through perforations in pipes at the
bottom of the shaft and into the ground beneath the shaft (Figure 1.3). Such systems are
substantially different from “flat-jack” systems and are typically referred to as tube-á-manchette
systems throughout Europe and Asia or as sleeve-port systems in the U.S. With sleeve-port
systems, grout is pushed through the perforations in the pipes and into the ground when the
injection pressure exceeds the confining stress provided by the rubber sleeve(s) and the
surrounding ground or concrete. Like “flat-jack” distribution systems, upward movement of the
drilled shaft is resisted by the buoyant self-weight of the drilled shaft and downward side
resistance, while downward and radial movement of the grout is resisted by the soil below and
surrounding the grouting device. However, unlike flat-jack systems, sleeve port systems are
universally “open” systems that allow direct contact between the grout and the surrounding soil.
As the grout is pressurized, the state of stress in the ground is presumed to increase;
consequently, the soil is compressed and possibly cemented.
Numerous variations of sleeve-port grout distribution systems have been proposed and used. Lin
et al. (2000) described two such systems that have been used for post-grouting (referred to as
“base mud treatment”) in Taipei; one of these grout distribution systems is illustrated in Figure
1.4. Lin et al. also described utilizing a high-pressure flushing system to create a cavity below

4

the tip of drilled shafts prior to and in conjunction with pressure grouting in some cases. Similar
sleeve-port systems and configurations were used for foundations of the Sutong Bridge across
the lower Yangtze River in China (Bittner et al., 2007), and for the Paksey Bridge over the
Padma (Ganges) River in Bangladesh (Castelli and Wilkins, 2004). Various sleeve-port systems
have also been successfully used for numerous projects in and around the London area
(Troughton and Platis, 1989; Yeats and O’Riordan, 1989; and Sherwood and Mitchell, 1989).

Figure 1.3:

Diagram of the “U-Shaped Grouting Cell” described by Sliwinski and
Fleming (1984).

Figure 1.4:

Diagram of the “U-Shaped” grout distribution apparatus utilized in Taipei,
Taiwan (Lin et al., 2000).
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Alternatives to the “flat-jack” and sleeve-port systems can also be found in the literature. One
such example is described by Littlejohn et al. (1983) and shown in Figure 1.5. In this system, a
vertical, “linear” tube-á-manchette system (i.e., not a “U-tube”) was used to remediate a soft or
loose toe condition and to limit settlement of drilled shafts in sand in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. In
this particular case, resorcinol formaldehyde grout was injected through the tube-á-manchette
system instead of cement grout, with the intent of permeating the resorcinol formaldehyde into
the soil beneath the shaft tip.
Although post-grouting of drilled shaft foundations has been used worldwide for more than 40
years, there was little use of the technology in U.S. practice until the late 1990s. The increased
use of PGDS in the U.S. during the last 20 years can be traced to FDOT sponsored research
described in Mullins et al. (2000, 2001), and Mullins and Winters (2004), and to FDOT’s use of
post-grouting in the sandy soils of Florida. The FDOT research was expanded by Mullins et al.
(2006) and Dapp and Brown (2010).

Figure 1.5:

Schematic of the remedial stem grouting system used in Jeddah, Saudi
Arabia (Littlejohn et al., 1983).

One of the earlier experiences with post-grouting in U.S. practice is described by Brusey (2000)
for a project at JFK International Airport in New York. In this case, drilled shafts were installed
through sands and organic deposits using an oscillator, and subsequently subjected to side
grouting followed by tip post-grouting. Ported grout tubes were attached to the rebar cage and
cast into the shaft, without a designated grouting device. Water was then pumped through the
grout pipes 24 hours after the concrete was placed to fracture the concrete and provide paths for
grout delivery. Brusey also references another project performed in 1989 in which the New
York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) had used PGDS to support a bridge
structure. Other historical references exist in the literature, and selected citations have been
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included in the reference section of this report. A more comprehensive description of grouting
systems commonly employed in current practice is provided in Chapter 5.
The majority of PGDS work in the U.S. during the last 15 years has been performed by specialty
geotechnical service firms, whose practices for quality control and quality assurance of the
grouting operations have evolved and established the current state of U.S. practice (Muchard,
2003, 2004, 2005, 2009, 2011). A partial summary of post-grouting experiences in the U.S., and
the associated impact on quality control and quality assurance (QC/QA) for post-grouting
operations in the U.S., is presented in Dapp et al. (2006). In recent years, foundation-drilling
subcontractors have also begun to self-perform post-grouting work.
1.3

Existing Technical Guidance for Post-Grouted Drilled Shafts

Neither FHWA nor AASHTO has established recommended design and construction procedures
for PGDS, and current practice for highway applications has generally evolved from work
funded by FDOT and experience gained since that work. However, some recognition of PGDS
can be found in more general guidance documents. In an FHWA technical guidance document
on the design and construction of drilled shaft foundations, O’Neill and Reese (1999) briefly
described post-grouting as a method of offsetting construction techniques that led to loosening of
granular bearing soils, which resulted in a “soft” load-settlement response. O’Neill and Reese
also describe remedial applications utilizing post-grouting, which could be used to address
suspected problems with the tip of the shaft due to various construction issues. However, use of
post-grouting was seen as too expensive for routine practice in the U.S. at the time, and was
recommended only for critical situations. O’Neill and Reese (1999) also emphasize that postgrouting requires considerable expertise on the part of the contractor and that post-grouting may
not be successful in all cases.
Mullins et al. (2006) introduced a design procedure to predict the ultimate tip resistance for postgrouted drilled shafts founded in cohesionless soils. This procedure has generally been the basis
for design of PGDS on highway projects where the improved tip resistance is related to the
maximum sustained grout pressure. Using this method, the tip resistance for a conventional (i.e.,
ungrouted) drilled shaft is multiplied by a Tip Capacity Multiplier (𝑇𝐶𝑀) established for a
desired level of displacement and sustained grout pressure.
In the most recent FHWA technical guidance on drilled shafts (Geotechnical Engineering
Circular 10), Brown et al. (2010) described the limited use of post-grouting for drilled shafts
founded in cohesionless (i.e., sandy) soils where there is sufficient side resistance available to
develop the necessary grout pressure at the tip of the shaft. Brown et al. also stated that postgrouting seems unlikely to produce much improvement in tip resistance for drilled shafts bearing
in clay, assuming that good construction practice and quality control are utilized for conventional
shafts. Brown et al. also concluded that post-grouting is unlikely to produce significant benefit
for drilled shafts bearing in rock, since sufficient tip resistance is likely available without the
need for post-grouting.
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1.4

Objectives

The primary objective of the work described in this report was to develop recommendations for
design and construction of PGDS that can be disseminated to state DOTs and transportation
partners to provide for cost effective, appropriate use of post-grouting techniques. The work
included review of available technical literature; consultation with those currently involved with
post-grouting, collection, and interpretation of results from full-scale load tests on post-grouted
and conventional drilled shafts; investigation and evaluation of load transfer and improvement
mechanisms for PGDS using numerical models, conduct of field load tests intended to evaluate
improvement due to pre-mobilization alone; and development of recommendations for design
and construction of PGDS based on the collective work. This report summarizes the current
state of practice for post-grouting of drilled shafts in the U.S., documents the analyses and
evaluations performed to evaluate alternative improvement mechanisms for PGDS, and describes
the findings and recommendations developed based on the work performed. The report
concludes with recommendations for future work needed to improve post-grouting practice for
transportation infrastructure.
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CHAPTER 2: IMPROVEMENT MECHANISMS FOR POST-GROUTED
DRILLED SHAFTS
2.1

Introduction

Several different mechanisms have been suggested to explain the improved performance that is
observed for PGDS. Knowledge of these mechanisms, and understanding how each mechanism
contributes to actual performance, is important for establishing appropriate and reliable design
and construction methods. Knowledge of the mechanisms for improvement also provides a
technical basis for conceptual evaluation of post-grouting for different conditions and
applications (e.g., different soil types, different loading, different post-grouting apparatus, etc.).
This chapter contains a discussion of the potential improvement mechanisms and their practical
implications.
2.2

Performance Improvement Mechanisms

The primary objective of post-grouting is to improve the overall performance of a drilled shaft
either by increasing the ultimate axial resistance, improving mobilization of shaft resistance, or
both. Four general mechanisms have been suggested for improving the performance of drilled
shafts by post-grouting:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Improved mobilization of shaft resistance due to “pre-mobilization” of load in the shaft.
Improved tip resistance due to improvement of the ground beneath the tip of the shaft.
Improved tip resistance due to the formation of an enlarged shaft tip.
Improved side resistance due to the upward flow of grout around the perimeter of the
shaft during grouting.

Additional descriptions of each of these mechanisms are provided in subsequent sections of this
chapter. Each of these mechanisms can individually produce improved performance of a PGDS
over that of a conventional shaft; however, it is likely that multiple mechanisms contribute to
improved performance in many cases. Unfortunately, isolating contributions from the different
mechanisms based on common measurements from field load tests is challenging. Nevertheless,
consideration of these improvement mechanisms provides a reasonable framework from which
to judge the effects of post-grouting, to predict the performance of PGDS, and/or to consider
ways to improve the consistency and reliability of the performance of PGDS.
2.3

Pre-mobilization

The conceptual basis for improving the mobilization of resistance for a drilled shaft due to “premobilization” is described by Fleming (1993) and illustrated in Figures 2.1 and 2.2. Figure 2.1
shows the general sequence of loading for PGDS, including loading induced during postgrouting, while Figure 2.2 compares the load-deflection response for similar ungrouted and postgrouted shafts.
Figures 2.1(a) and 2.2(a) reflect the performance of a conventional, ungrouted drilled shaft. In
this case, the “total” load-deflection response to top-down loading is established from summation
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of the mobilized side and tip resistance at a given displacement. Figure 2.2(a) also shows that
both “positive” (i.e., upward) and “negative” (i.e., downward) side resistance can be mobilized
depending on the direction of loading; whereas tip resistance is mobilized only if loading in the
downward direction.

(a)

(b)

Mobilized
side resistance
during grouting

(c)

"Pre-mobilized"
side resistance
after grouting

(d)

Mobilized
side resistance
from subsequent
loading

"Pre-mobilized"
tip resistance
after grouting

Mobilized
tip resistance
during grouting

"Pre-mobilized"
tip resistance
after grouting
Additional
tip resistance
mobilized during
subsequent loading

Figure 2.1:

Schematic illustrating mobilization of resistance for PGDS: (a) constructed
drilled shaft prior to post-grouting; (b) grouting at the shaft tip mobilizes
negative side resistance and positive tip resistance; (c) mobilized resistance
following post-grouting, including any relaxation of mobilized load that may
occur following grouting; and (d) top-down loading reverses side resistance
and mobilizes remaining tip resistance (adapted from Brown et al., 2010).

Figures 2.1(b) and 2.2(b) reflect loading induced during grouting at the shaft tip. Application of
pressurized grout induces a bi-directional load at the shaft tip, which simultaneously mobilizes
“negative” side resistance to resist the upward loading, and “positive” tip resistance to resist the
downward loading. In Figure 2.2(b), the bi-directional load induced by post-grouting is
indicated to have magnitude, P, which mobilizes negative side resistance to Point X and positive
tip resistance to Point Y in the figure.
Following post-grouting, some relaxation of the resistance mobilized during grouting may occur
as indicated in Figure 2.1(c), in which case the mobilized side and tip resistance will be reduced
along some unloading curves as illustrated in Figure 2.2(c). The relaxation is indicated in Figure
2.2(c) as the unloading paths between Points X and X′ for side resistance and Points Y and Y′ for
tip resistance, and the net pre-mobilized load following relaxation is indicated as P′. Points X′
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and Y′ reflect the net mobilized resistance developed due to post-grouting, and these points serve
as the starting point for subsequent loading on the shaft. The net result of the pre-mobilized
resistance due to post-grouting is therefore to increase the amount of side resistance that can be
subsequently mobilized while simultaneously decreasing the amount of tip resistance by an equal
amount.

Figure 2.2:

Schematic illustrating effect of pre-mobilization: (a) load-displacement
response of ungrouted shaft, (b) pre-mobilization of resistance during postgrouting, (c) pre-mobilization prior to subsequent top-down loading, and (d)
load-displacement behavior for ungrouted and post-grouted shafts (adapted
from Fleming, 1993).

Since side resistance is generally mobilized at substantially smaller displacements than tip
resistance (as shown in Figure 2.2(a)), the increase in side resistance that can be mobilized
following pre-mobilization produces a “stiffer” shaft response to subsequent top-down loading,
as illustrated in Figure 2.2(d). It should be noted that pre-mobilization alone produces no
increase in the ultimate axial resistance of the shaft, but may substantially increase the resistance
that can be mobilized at a given post-construction shaft displacement. Or, conversely, pre11

mobilization may reduce the magnitude of displacement that will occur for a given applied load.
It should also be noted that subsequent bi-directional loading (e.g., from a bi-directional load
test) will simply continue loading in the same directions as loading during post-grouting. As
such, the effect of pre-mobilization will not be captured in measurements from a bi-directional
load test, and would require further interpretation to assess its influence on the performance of
the shaft under top-down loading from the superstructure.
The magnitude of improvement from pre-mobilization is directly related to the magnitude of the
load, P′, induced during post-grouting. The load P′ is related to the grout pressure achieved
during post-grouting. Since pre-mobilization is dependent on the magnitude of P′, improvement
from pre-mobilization can occur in any type of soil/rock. However, the magnitude of P′ is
generally constrained by the magnitude of available side resistance and the magnitude of the
grout pressure that can be achieved in the field, both of which generally depend on the geometry
of the shaft and the subsurface conditions present at a particular site. The magnitude of P′ may
also be influenced by the specific grout delivery system used for a PGDS and the specific
procedure followed for post-grouting.
2.4

Ground Improvement

Post-grouting can improve the performance of drilled shafts through improvement of the ground
beneath the tip of the shaft. Such improvement may result from densification of the soil or rock
near the shaft tip, or from permeation of grout into the formation at the tip of the shaft. Unlike
the pre-mobilization mechanism, ground improvement at the shaft tip may lead to an increase in
the ultimate axial resistance of a PGDS over that of an ungrouted shaft. Such ground
improvement may also “stiffen” the response of the shaft tip to loading, which would result in a
stiffer overall response of PGDS.
There is some debate about whether ground improvement following post-grouting is due to
“densification” of the ground or due to permeation of grout into the ground near the tip, or
perhaps some of both. In a closed-type grout delivery system that does not rupture, grout should
be contained within the system and should not permeate into the ground at the shaft tip.
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that any ground improvement that occurs for closed-type
systems will be a consequence of densification under the applied grout pressure. In highly
permeable soils (e.g., clean sand), densification should occur rapidly. In other soils, however,
densification will take some time depending on the degree of saturation of the soil, the hydraulic
conductivity of the soil, and the duration of grout pressure application.
Densification tends to increase the stiffness and strength of the ground, both of which will
improve the performance of PGDS depending on the degree and volume of densification. The
degree of densification is likely dependent on the initial density of the soil beneath the shaft tip
as well as the magnitude of the grout pressure and the duration of its application. The improved
volume should theoretically be larger for larger shafts and greater grout pressures. In reality,
however, the volume of ground improvement is likely to be limited by the details of the grout
delivery system, the initial properties of the ground, and by existing in situ stresses.
Open-type post-grouting systems may allow permeation of some types of grout into the ground
in addition to, or instead of, densification. Like closed-type systems, open-type post-grouting
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systems may also promote densification of the soil beneath the shaft tip through cake formation
and dewatering of the grout. Whether a filter cake forms or permeation occurs will depend on
the type of grout and the grain size distribution of the soil beneath the shaft tip. It is also notable
that some closed-type post-grouting systems have been known to rupture during grouting, which
may allow permeation of the grout near the shaft tip similar to open-type systems.
Like densification, permeation of grout into the soil beneath the shaft tip will increase both the
strength and stiffness of the soil and, thus, improve the performance of a PGDS. Because the
effects of densification and permeation are at least qualitatively similar, it is generally difficult to
distinguish between the two based on load test measurements alone; therefore, improvement due
to both sources is generally considered collectively as “ground improvement.” Regardless of the
specific form of ground improvement or the specific delivery system used, the degree of ground
improvement is likely to be most significant in loose, clean, granular materials and less
significant in cohesive materials or intact rock.
2.5

Tip Enlargement

In addition to pre-mobilization and ground improvement, the performance of PGDS may be
enhanced due to enlargement of the shaft tip. As is the case for the ground improvement
mechanism described previously, enlargement of the shaft tip due to post-grouting will generally
increase the ultimate tip resistance, and in turn the ultimate axial resistance for a PGDS.
However, an enlarged tip may not produce the stiffer response that may be observed with the
ground improvement mechanism because the larger tip area will generally impose stresses over a
greater depth of ground below the shaft tip. The degree of tip enlargement is likely to be
influenced by in situ stress conditions, the relative density of the soil/rock at the shaft tip, the
applied grout pressure, and perhaps grout properties. Enlargement of the shaft tip is likely to be
greatest for loose, clean, granular materials and least for cohesive soils/rock.
Tip enlargement can only occur in conjunction with densification of the ground or permeation of
the grout into the ground beneath the shaft tip. Since few PGDS are actually exhumed, it is
generally difficult to establish confidently whether observed improvements for PGDS are a result
of ground improvement or tip enlargement, or some combination of both mechanisms. As a
result, the ground improvement and tip enlargement improvement mechanisms are often
considered collectively, despite the fact that the improved performance introduced by the
alternative mechanisms may differ somewhat.
2.6

Improvement in Side Resistance

The performance of PGDS may also be improved from increased side resistance attributed to
upward migration of grout during tip grouting. The practice of “side grouting” is a technique
that specifically targets improvement in side resistance by injecting grout at discrete locations
along the length and around the perimeter of a shaft (e.g., Sliwinski and Fleming, 1984; Brusey,
2000; McVay et al., 2010). Such practice is uncommon in the U.S. and is beyond the scope of
this report. However, unintended upward flow of grout around the shaft perimeter has been
documented in some cases (e.g. Mullins and Winters, 2004; Muchard and Farouz, 2009) for
PGDS that are subject to “tip grouting” using devices similar to those described in Chapter 1, as
shown in Figure 2.3. While such occurrences are unintentional, they may nevertheless increase
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the ultimate side resistance over a portion of the shaft and contribute to the improvement
observed for some PGDS. Predicting such improvement is challenging due to the difficulty of
predicting the upward distance over which grout will flow, which likely depends on the specific
grouting apparatus and grouting process used, characteristics of the fluid grout, ground
conditions, in situ stresses, and the method of shaft excavation and concrete placement. It is
therefore generally prudent to neglect such improvements in side resistance for design.
However, potential improvements in side resistance should be considered for interpretation of
load tests on PGDS to avoid incorrectly attributing improved performance to alternative
mechanisms.

Figure 2.3:
2.7

Photo of exhumed PGDS showing unintentional flow of grout up the side of
the shaft (Brown et al., 2010).

Summary

Four possible mechanisms that may contribute to improved performance for PGDS as compared
to conventional, ungrouted drilled shafts were described in this chapter. The possible
improvement mechanisms include pre-mobilization, ground improvement, tip enlargement, and
improvement in side resistance. Pre-mobilization is a result of mobilizing negative side
resistance and positive tip resistance during grouting at the shaft tip. Pre-mobilization will occur
in any type of ground and is dependent only on the magnitude of the load induced during
grouting. Pre-mobilization does not increase the ultimate axial resistance of a PGDS compared
to a similar ungrouted shaft. However, pre-mobilization does lead to improved shaft
performance in that pre-mobilization produces a “stiffer” shaft response with less deformation
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occurring at a given load or greater resistance being mobilized at a given settlement. In contrast,
both the ground improvement and tip enlargement improvement mechanisms will increase the
ultimate axial resistance of a PGDS compared to a similar ungrouted shaft. Both the ground
improvement and tip enlargement mechanisms are likely “ground dependent,” with much greater
improvement expected for PGDS tipped in clean, loose granular materials and lesser
improvement expected in cohesive soils or intact rock. Finally, improvement in side resistance
may result from unintentional upward flow of grout around the shaft perimeter. Improvement in
side resistance is generally neglected for design because of the challenge associated with
predicting the upward flow, but should be considered for interpretation of load tests on PGDS to
avoid erroneously attributing improved performance to other improvement mechanisms.
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CHAPTER 3: GROUTING PRINCIPLES FOR PGDS APPLICATIONS
3.1

Grout Defined

Grout is a broad term that describes a construction material used for a variety of functions that
includes permeating the ground to fix soil/rock in place, densifying loose soils, displacing soft
soils, and filling voids. Grout also has important applications in ground anchors, soil nails,
micropile systems, and for ground improvement. For geotechnical applications, grout is
generally classified as either chemical or particulate grout based on its composition.
Chemical grout is typically used in cohesionless soils and rock for creating water barriers,
sealing leaks, and filling small voids and fissures. In addition, chemical grouts may be used as
an improvement mechanism for bearing capacity and excavation support. Chemical grouts are
soluble in water and may consist of one or more components, including sodium silicate or
acrylamide. The penetrability of a chemical grout in a given particulate medium is a function of
its viscosity (Karol, 2003).
Particulate or cementitious grouts are used to fill void space in the soil or rock and are composed
of varying proportions of solid particles suspended in water. These types of grouts are
commonly used to improve the strength and stiffness of soil or rock to enhance bearing capacity
and reduce settlement, to control water seepage in fractured rock or coarse grained soils, and as
the bonding medium between the ground and structural reinforcement (e.g., micropiles, soil
nails, or ground anchors). The most common solid in most particulate grout is Portland cement,
which is readily available commercially. Aggregates such as sand, fly ash, bentonite, and/or clay
may also be used in a grout mix and admixtures may be introduced to increase grout workability,
delay set time, resist sulfate attack, and increase pumpability in some applications.
In U.S. practice, cement-based grouts are typically used for PGDS. While there have been
instances where chemical grouts were utilized for improvement of tip resistance beneath drilled
shafts (e.g., Littlejohn et al., 1983), such uses are rare. This report, therefore, focuses on the use
of particulate (cement) grouts for PGDS.
3.2

Particulate Grout Components

Cement-based particulate grouts are most commonly used because of their cost effectiveness,
and because the methods used to prepare and place the grout are widely known and readily
available throughout the construction industry. Characteristics of particulate grout are largely
determined by the water-to-solids (e.g., water-to-cement) ratio of the grout mixture, which is
frequently controlled to produce acceptable grout stability, rheology, strength, and permeability
for a particular application (Littlejohn, 1982). The water-to-solids ratio is defined as the ratio of
the weight of water to the weight of dry solids (e.g., cement, sand, etc.) within a mix. “Neat”
cement grout mixtures composed exclusively of Portland cement and water are commonly used
for PGDS. For such grouts, a lower water-to-cement ratio (𝑤 ⁄𝑐 ) results in higher grout strength
but lower pumpability and fluidity as shown in Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1:

Effect of water content on grout properties (from Littlejohn and Bruce,
1977).

For PGDS applications, relatively high water-to-cement ratios are commonly used at the
beginning of post-grouting to: (a) prime/lubricate the grout pump and access lines; (b) distribute
grout more readily across the tip of the shaft; and (c) fill the voids in a gravel-bedding layer
when one is used. Initial water-to-cement ratios are typically 0.7 to 0.9. Following this initial
phase, the water-to-cement ratio is typically decreased systematically in increments of
approximately 0.02 to 0.05 to: (a) provide a mix that is less mobile, less susceptible to
hydrofracture, and more capable of achieving the desired grout pressure, and (b) prevent
blockages that could be induced by a sudden introduction of a more dense mix into the system.
Final water-to-cement ratios for PGDS typically range from 0.4 to 0.6. Although water-tocement ratios of 0.22 to 0.24 provide for full hydration of the cement particles (Weaver and
Bruce, 2007), a water-to-cement ratio of about 0.4 is the practical lower limit to maintain
pumpability of the grout.
3.2.1

Cement and Particle Size

Cement-based particulate grouts have different classifications depending on the particle size and
composition of the cement. There are five types of Portland cement (ASTM Standard C150,
2012). Type I cement is most common and represents most of the cement production in the U.S.
Type II cement provides protection against moderate sulfate exposure and is suitable for use
when the concrete is placed in direct contact with sulfate-containing soil or in regions where
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aggregates susceptible to alkali-silica reactivity are employed. For PGDS applications, neat
grouts comprised of water and Type I/Type II Portland cement (often found as a combination
Type I/II) are common. Type III cement is known for having “high early strength.” Type IV
cement has a “low heat of hydration,” and has been utilized for grouting in and beneath dams,
and/or when careful control of hydration is needed. Type V cement is used where high sulfate
resistance is required.
The particle size distribution of the cement plays a major role in determining whether a grout can
penetrate a specific soil formation. The size of cement particles also has an important effect on
the rate at which the particles will hydrate when mixed with water. Type III Portland cement is
ground finer than other cements, resulting in shorter hydration and setting times compared to
other types of cement. The fineness of cement is measured using a Blaine Permeameter (ASTM
Standard C204, 2011), which indirectly measures the specific surface area of cement expressed
as the total surface area per unit mass. For typical Portland cement, the Blaine fineness ranges
from 3,000 to 5,000 cm2/g), with the higher values corresponding to Type III Portland cement.
Microfine cements (MC) were developed in Japan and were first used in the U.S. in the 1970s.
MCs are used to grout smaller voids than is possible with ordinary Portland cement, and are
approximately ten times more expensive than ordinary Portland cement due to the additional
mechanical grinding and blending of raw materials required for their production. Grain size
distributions of various cements are shown in Figure 3.2. MC-500 is composed of 75 percent
Portland cement and 25 percent blast furnace slag. MC-300 is composed of 100 percent finely
ground Portland cement. MC-100 is composed of 100 percent blast furnace slag and is relatively
inexpensive, but admixtures are typically required due to the long set time. MCs are frequently
used for permeation grouting, but seldom for PGDS applications.

Figure 3.2:

Particle size distribution for various cements (from Karol, 2003).
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3.2.2

Grout Admixtures

Admixtures can be used to modify the properties of cement grout. Admixtures are primarily
used to: reduce the cost of concrete construction; modify the properties of hardened concrete;
ensure the quality of concrete during mixing, transportation, placement, and curing; and
overcome unexpected situations during concrete operations. There are five main classes of
admixtures: (1) air-entraining, (2) water-reducing, (3) retarding, (4) accelerating, and
(5) plasticizing. In addition, specialty admixtures are available to inhibit corrosion, reduce
shrinkage, reduce alkali-silica reactivity, increase anti-washout and integrity, enhance
workability, increase bonding, enhance damp proofing, and add coloring.
Admixtures have rarely been used in PGDS applications. Potential reasons include a desire to
keep grouting operations simple and because admixtures have not been perceived to produce
sufficient benefit to justify the additional expense in PGDS applications.
3.3

Properties of Fluid Particulate Grouts for PGDS

Several characteristics of fluid particulate grout affect construction and performance for PGDS
applications including rheology, bleed, and pressure filtration, which are discussed in subsequent
sections.
3.3.1

Grout Rheology

Rheology is the study of the flow of materials and is characterized by three parameters:
viscosity, cohesion, and internal friction. Of these three, viscosity is the most influential for
PGDS operations. Viscosity is defined as the ratio of shear stress to the shear strain rate.
Newtonian fluids exhibit a linear relationship between shear stress and shear strain rate, and do
not require a minimum amount of shear stress to initiate strain or flow. Thus, viscosity for
Newtonian fluids can be expressed as:

(3.1)
where:

𝜇 = viscosity
𝜏 = shear stress
𝛾 = shear strain rate

Particulate grouts, however, are non-Newtonian fluids and are generally considered to be
Binghamian fluids, which require a certain amount of shear stress to initiate flow. As such,
Equation 3.1 is not generally applicable to particulate grouts and the following expression is used
instead:
(3.2)
where:

YP = yield point
PV = plastic velocity
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The value 𝑌𝑃 in Equation 3.2 is the shear stress required to initiate fluid movement of the grout.
Once flow is established, the shear stress, 𝜏, necessary to maintain flow is directly proportional
to the rate of shear strain, 𝛾, within the grout. The value 𝑃𝑉 reflects the slope of the shear stress
(𝜏) versus shear strain rate (𝛾) curve. Therefore, the viscosity (𝜇) of the grout decreases with
increasing shear strain rate. The viscosity of a grout is generally governed by the water-tocement ratio and influenced by the addition of admixtures or fillers (Weaver and Bruce, 2007).
3.3.2

Bleed

Bleed is the separation of water from the grout solution. Bleed can be reduced by thorough
mixing and use of a lower water-to-cement ratio. Bleed development for neat cement grouts is
related primarily to the fineness of the cement and the water-to-cement ratio. In PGDS
operations, controlling bleed is important to ensure complete filling of cracks and voids. Water
that has exited the solution may create pockets of bleed water in the grout and cause the
hardened grout to be porous, permeable, and susceptible to erosion (Weaver and Bruce, 2007).
Bleed capacity is defined as the total settlement per unit of original paste height. As shown in
Figure 3.1, the bleed capacity for a grout with a water-to-cement ratio of 0.4 to 0.5 is less than 2
percent, which is suitable for PGDS operations. However, grout with a water-to-cement ratio of
1 or more will have substantially greater bleed, greater than 20 percent, causing the negative
impacts described above.
3.3.3

Pressure Filtration

Pressure filtration occurs when grout is forced into small cracks and spaces, and water is
expelled from the grout in motion. This leaves behind a cementitious “filter cake,” which clogs
small cracks and interfaces, and prevents additional grout from passing. A coefficient of
pressure filtration and a coefficient of filter cake growth can be calculated for cementitious
grouts to quantify these two parameters. In general, a low coefficient of pressure filtration is
desired to maximize the penetrability of a grout, whereas a high coefficient of pressure filtration
will enhance formation of a filter cake and a grout “bulb” within the ground (Weaver and Bruce,
2007).
3.4

Commonly Measured Grout Properties

Several grout properties are commonly measured for quality control/quality assurance (QC/QA)
of grouting operations. Commonly measured properties for neat cement grouts include specific
gravity, Marsh funnel viscosity, and compressive strength. Specific gravity and viscosity are
measured for the fluid grout mix during placement, whereas compressive strength is measured
from grout cubes or cylinders that are cast during grout placement and allowed to cure prior to
testing. All three properties are commonly measured for PGDS applications.
The specific gravity (𝐺𝑠 ) of the grout mix is the ratio of the density of the grout mix to the
density of water at a reference temperature. Specific gravity is measured following ASTM
Standard D4380 (2012) or API Recommended Practice 13B-1 (2009) using a “mud balance,”
where grout is placed in a cup of known volume, capped, and then weighed. Specific gravity is
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possibly the most important measured property of the fluid grout because it can be correlated to
compressive strength and viscosity, as well as other properties.
Viscosity (𝜇) of a grout mix is an indirect measurement of flowability and fluidity, which affect
flow of grout through and potentially out of the grout distribution system. Viscosity is generally
measured using a Marsh funnel following ASTM Standard D6910 (2009) and is reported as the
time (in seconds) required for one quart of grout to flow from the Marsh funnel. Viscosity is
seldom measured for PGDS applications, likely because few viscosity problems have been
encountered due to the relatively high water-to-cement ratios that are specified for the neat
cement grouts used for PGDS. Such high water-to-cement ratios lead to grouts with relatively
low viscosity.
The compressive strength of grout is generally measured using grout cubes or grout cylinders
prepared during grout placement and tested in a laboratory following ASTM Standard C109
(2013). The minimum compressive strength of the grout is generally specified in advance of
construction based on the anticipated stress to be transmitted to and through the grout. For most
PGDS applications, a high slump, neat cement grout with a 28-day minimum compressive
strength of 2,000 to 4,000 psi is typically specified in accordance with ASTM Standard C476
(2010). Figure 3.1 shows the direct relationship between water/cement ratio and grout
compressive strength.
3.5

Grouting Techniques

In general, grouting methods can be categorized into four basic techniques: permeation grouting,
compaction or limited mobility grouting, jet grouting, and hydrofracture grouting. Each of these
four basic techniques and their respective improvement mechanisms is described in the following
subsections.
3.5.1

Permeation Grouting

Permeation grouting refers to the process of injecting chemical- or cement-based grouts into a
soil or rock formation to improve the strength and reduce the permeability of the formation by
introducing grout into the formation void space. Permeation grouting is generally applicable for
cohesionless soil containing little to no fines, or rock with open fractures or fissures. Soils
having appreciable fines content are generally considered too impermeable to accept grout
(Karol, 2003). The primary mechanism of improvement from permeation grouting is to replace
void spaces and to cement soil particles together, thereby increasing the strength and reducing
the permeability of the improved soils. It is possible to improve a relatively large volume of soil
using a fluid grout with high mobility, if the injection pressure can be maintained for the duration
of grouting, if a properly designed grout mix is utilized, and if the soils are conducive to being
permeated with the specific grout used.
For particulate grouts, the penetrability of a grout is generally controlled by the particle size
distribution of the grout and the particle size distribution of the soil, or the aperture of fractures
or fissures in rock. Table 3.1 summarizes the general feasibility of permeation grouting using
common neat cement grout based on three parameters, 𝑁, 𝑁𝑐 , and 𝑁𝑅 , that reflect relative
gradation characteristics of the soil/rock and the grout. The rheological properties of the grout
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can often be controlled to obtain a desired penetrability into the pore space and a specific set
time for the grout.
Table 3.1: Approximate guidelines for the feasibility of permeation grouting in granular
soils and rock when using particulate grouts (Adapted from Karol, 2003).

Grout permeation is generally not considered to contribute substantially to the improved
performance that has been observed for PGDS compared to conventional drilled shafts. Rather,
the grout is commonly believed to form a filter cake of cement that precludes permeation into the
formation and subsequently leads to formation of a “grout bulb” that compresses and densifies
the soil/rock below the shaft tip. However, in cohesionless soils with little fines content, some
grout permeation may nevertheless occur.
3.5.2

Compaction or Limited Mobility Grouting

Compaction or limited (or low) mobility grouting is used primarily to “increase the density of
soft, loose or disturbed soil, typically for settlement control, structural re-leveling [and]
increasing the soil’s bearing capacity” (Schaefer et al., 1997). Limited mobility grouts (LMG)
are typically particulate grouts with lower water-to-cement ratios than grouts used for permeation
grouting. LMG are also more viscous, having a mortar-like consistency, and are designed to
remain as an intact mass during injection without flowing into fractures or pore spaces within the
formation as is presumed to occur in permeation grouting.
LMG contains coarse grained and silt-sized particles to limit mobility within the formation. The
sand- and fine gravel-sized components in the mix develop internal friction, allowing the grout to
expand as a growing homogeneous mass during injection. The fine-grained (silt) component
facilitates pumpability while allowing the water in the mix to bleed slowly from the grout into
the surrounding soil during injection. Ideally, the injection of LMG under pressure produces a
controlled displacement and/or densification of soils, and becomes immobile when the injection
pressure ceases. A photograph depicting the consistency of LMG is shown in Figure 3.3.
In general, LMG has broader applications than traditionally associated with permeation grouting.
Numerous examples have been published describing the use of LMG in various applications.
LMG is frequently used to densify loose materials beneath foundations to limit settlement,
reduce liquefaction potential, and improve the strength properties of the in situ soil (e.g., Byle
and Border, 1995; Schaefer et al., 1997; Siegel and Belgeri, 1999; Scherer and Gray, 2000).
LMG is also widely used for treatment of karst conditions in both commercial and highway
applications (e.g., Cadden and Traylor, 1998; Cadden et al., 2000; Bruce and Cadden, 2002;
Gómez and Cadden, 2003; Englert et al., 2005; Wilder et al., 2005; Gómez et al., 2006).
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Figure 3.3:

Limited mobility grout extruding from an injection pipe (Cadden et al.,
2000).

The neat cement grout typically used for PGDS would not normally be considered suitable for
compaction grouting because it lacks coarse aggregate and because the water-to-cement ratio is
generally much greater than typically used for LMG. However, it has been postulated that a
filter cake of cement may form during grouting to create an interface between the grout and the
surrounding soil and, further, that this filter cake allows the fluid within the grout to pass while
retaining the cement particles at a greatly reduced water-to-cement ratio. Through this
“dewatering” process, the neat cement grout may achieve results similar to what would occur
with traditional LMG. To date, there has been limited investigation on the use of more
traditional LMG for PGDS (Pooranampillai and Norris, 2010; Pooranampillai et al., 2009, 2010),
and it has not been incorporated into typical practice.
3.5.3

Jet Grouting

Jet grouting is a technique that is “based on the introduction of hydraulic (sometimes combined
with pneumatic) energy in order to erode soil and mix/replace the eroded material with an
engineered grout to form a solidified mixture of the parent soil formation and cement grout”
(Schaefer et al., 1997). Jet grouting has been utilized in conjunction with excavation support
systems, underpinning, and ground improvement.
The jet grouting process consists of inserting a nozzle/bit to the desired depth and eroding and
grouting the in situ soil using a pressurized fluid of grout, air, and/or water as the nozzle/bit and
drill string are extracted (Figure 3.4). The diameter of the grouted column and the relative
proportions of soil and cement components in the column vary depending on the characteristics
of the surrounding geologic material and the jet grouting system used. Some adapted forms of
jet grouting have been used to repair anomalies in drilled shafts. However, jet grouting has not
been used for post-grouting at the tip of drilled shafts.
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Figure 3.4:
3.5.4

Schematic depicting the jet grouting process (courtesy of Hayward Baker,
Inc.).

Hydrofracture Grouting

Hydraulic fracture, or hydrofracture, occurs when a fluid injected into the ground generates
tensile or shear failure of the ground, and separation within the surrounding soil or rock. In
grouting applications, hydrofracture can be induced by injecting pressurized grout into the
ground. Continued injection of grout causes the grout to flow into the separations, which causes
further separation of the soil and advance of the grout with desirable improvement to the ground.
The occurrence of hydrofracture is generally accompanied by an observable increase in the rate
of grout injected (i.e., grout “take”) with little or no increase in the measured grout pressure as
grout flows into the space created by hydrofracture. In some cases, the grout pressure may be
observed to drop as a result of hydrofracture. In planned geo-construction applications,
hydrofracture grouting has been used to re-level structures that have been subjected to
differential settlement and to reduce future settlement.
While hydrofracture is considered desirable for many grouting applications, it has generally been
considered undesirable for post-grouting. The principal concern with hydrofracture in postgrouting operations is that it may limit the magnitude of the grout pressure that can be applied,
and thus, the improvement that can be achieved for PGDS. The occurrence of hydrofracture also
represents a loss of control of where the grout is traveling. Thus, the area over which the grout
pressure acts becomes uncertain, which compromises the potential to use grout pressure as a
quality control measure. Standard protocol for post-grouting operations has been to halt grout
injection when hydrofracture occurs (based on observation of grout pressure and grout take) and
allow the grout to set before continuing with grouting in a staged grouting approach as described
in the following section. Uncontrolled injection of grout may also potentially lead to heave of
surrounding ground and possible damage to nearby structures, although the likelihood of such
damage seems remote since grouting is generally performed at relatively large depths in PGDS
applications.

25

The grout pressure that causes hydrofracture is generally related to the in situ stress, and to the
tensile or shear strength of the ground. Marchi et al. (2013) provide a good summary of methods
for predicting the occurrence of hydrofracture. In general, the grout pressure that causes
hydrofracture has been observed to be linearly related to the minor principal total stress in the
ground, with a slope ranging between 1 and 2 depending upon whether hydrofracture occurs as a
result of tensile or shear failure of the ground.
As illustrated in Figure 3.5, determination of the grout pressure at the point of injection must
account for several factors, including head losses in both the supply line and the vertical grout
tube, the pressure increase from the self-weight of the grout, and the water pressure at the bottom
of the vertical grout tube. Head losses are a function of the flow rate, tube length, and the
viscosity of the grout mix among other factors. The effective grout pressure (𝑃𝑒𝑓𝑓 ) can be
calculated using Equation 3.3.
(3.3)
where:

3.6

𝑃𝑔
𝐻𝑔
𝐻𝑠
𝐻𝑔𝑤
𝐻𝐿
𝛾𝑤
𝛾𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑡

=
=
=
=
=
=
=

gauge pressure
gauge head
static head
groundwater head
line losses
unit weight of water
unit weight of grout

Stage Grouting

In some cases, a “stage grouting” approach may be adopted for grouting of PGDS. In stage
grouting, grouting is halted following initial grout injection, and the grout is allowed to set for a
period of hours to acquire some strength and seal off potential escape paths for the grout.
Subsequent grouting attempts are then made with the hope that greater grout pressures can be
sustained than was possible in previous grouting attempts. This procedure can be repeated
multiple times in order to maximize the sustained grout pressure that can be achieved, although
practical considerations generally limit stage grouting to three or potentially four grouting
attempts. While stage grouting may be planned during design, it is generally adopted in cases
where the anticipated grout pressure established during design cannot be achieved during the
initial grouting attempt, either because of unexpected hydrofracture, because of excessive
upward movement of the shaft during grouting, or other unknown reasons. An undesirable
consequence of stage grouting is that cured grout from previous grouting phases may limit the
mobility of the grout in subsequent phases. Thus, it may become difficult, if not impossible, to
establish the area over which the applied grout pressure acts, which limits the potential to use the
sustained grout pressure as a quality control measure.
3.7

Grouting Equipment

The following subsections present information on grout mixers and grout pumps commonly used
in PGDS applications.
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3.7.1

Grout Mixers

High speed, high shear mixers capable of effectively hydrating cement particles are typically
used for the preparation of neat cement grout for PGDS applications. When thoroughly mixed,
the cement and water are sometimes referred to as a semi-colloidal mix where the suspension of
individual cement particles has a high resistance to settling or segregation as compared to a
poorly mixed grout. A well-mixed, homogeneous grout mix is less susceptible to segregation or
bleeding of the fluid grout during delivery and is less likely to clog the grout delivery system.
Thus, the quality of the mixer directly affects the quality and consistency of the grout.

Figure 3.5:

Diagram for estimating effective grout pressure (USACE, 2009).
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As depicted schematically in Figure 3.6, an effective high speed, high shear mixer is able to
quickly produce a thoroughly suspended mix, which limits the potential increase in temperature
(paddle mixers require far greater time to achieve a suitable suspension) that could lead to
premature setting of the grout. After the grout has been initially prepared using a high shear
mixer, paddle mixers or agitators are suitable to keep the grout mixed prior to pumping (Figure
3.7). For typical post-grouting operations, grout plants with two tanks are commonly utilized
(Figure 3.8). One tank is used to mix a batch of grout while the second tank serves as a holding
or storage tank from which the grout is withdrawn and pumped to the tip of the shaft.

Figure 3.6: Schematic of a high speed,
high shear grout mixer.

Figure 3.8:

Figure 3.7:

Schematic of a grout agitator
and holding tanks with
paddle blades.

Grout plant with two tanks to maintain a continuous supply (courtesy of
Applied Foundation Testing).
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3.7.2

Grout Pumps

Positive displacement piston pumps are typically utilized for post-grouting applications, as these
pumps are capable of developing the high pressures (300 to 700 psi) commonly required for
post-grouting applications. Multi-staged progressive cavity pumps or diaphragm pumps could
conceivably be used to grout shafts where lower pressures are required. Piston pumps produce a
pulsing type of pressure, similar to a systolic and diastolic action. A single-stage piston pump is
shown in Figure 3.9.

Figure 3.9:
3.8

Single-stage piston pump (courtesy of Applied Foundation Testing).

Summary

Common principles and practices for grouting of soil and rock that are relevant to post-grouting
of drilled shafts were summarized in this chapter. “Neat” cement grouts, particulate grouts
composed of Portland cement and water, are almost exclusively used for PGDS applications.
Important characteristics of grout were also described including grout rheology, bleed, and
pressure filtration characteristics. Several grout properties are commonly measured during or
after grouting including specific gravity, viscosity, and compressive strength. Specific gravity
and viscosity are measurements taken of the fluid grout, while compressive strength is obtained
by testing cured samples of the grout.
Several different grouting techniques that are commonly utilized for ground improvement were
described including permeation grouting, compaction or limited mobility grouting, jet grouting,
and hydrofracture grouting. Post-grouting for drilled shafts is generally considered to most
closely mimic compaction grouting; however, the grout commonly used for PGDS is
substantially different from the grout conventionally used for compaction grouting. This
apparent conflict is generally resolved by considering that the high mobility grouts used for postgrouting will form a cement filter cake, which in turn will lead to dewatering of the grout and
formation of a “grout bulb” much like occurs with compaction grouting. Some permeation of
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grout into the surrounding soil may also occur depending on the relative size of both the cement
and the soil particles. Techniques similar to jet grouting have been used to remediate drilled
shafts with construction defects, but are fundamentally different from typical post-grouting
techniques. Hydrofracture grouting is also fundamentally different from typical post-grouting
techniques. However, the occurrence of hydrofracture due to the grout pressure imposed during
post-grouting may affect the degree of improvement observed due to post-grouting since it may
limit the grout pressures that may be achieved and produce some loss of grout control.
Finally, common grouting equipment used for PGDS was described. High speed, high shear
mixers capable of effectively hydrating the cement particles are typically used for the preparation
of neat cement grout for PGDS applications. Positive displacement piston pumps are typically
utilized for post-grouting applications, as these pumps are capable of developing the high
pressures (300 psi to 700 psi) that are often required or desired for post-grouting applications.
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CHAPTER 4: CURRENT POST-GROUTING PRACTICES
4.1

Introduction

Use of PGDS has expanded in states where drilled shaft construction is common. The most
prevalent use of PGDS has been for projects with large axial loads that require relatively large
diameter shafts with lengths exceeding 50 ft or more. Use of PGDS has been more prevalent in
granular soils, but they have also been used in cohesive soil and rock on a more limited basis.
This chapter summarizes current U.S. practices for PGDS, including common contracting
methods, typical grouting procedures, and common requirements and specifications for PGDS.
The information provided was derived from documented case histories and interviews with
contractors experienced with constructing PGDS for the public and private sectors.
4.2

Contracting Practices in the U.S.

Contracting practices for PGDS in the U.S. differ from state to state and between the public and
private sectors. In the private sector, incorporation of PGDS into a project depends on the
project location and the owner or design engineer. PGDS have been designed and specified by
the Geotechnical Engineer of Record on various projects throughout the southeast, south central,
and western U.S. (Kitchens, 2013; Richards, 2013). PGDS have also been incorporated into
design-bid-build projects through value engineering mechanisms.
Contracting for post-grouting work on public sector projects depends on the agency sponsoring
the work as well as the selected contracting method implemented for a given project. On
traditional design-bid-build transportation projects, design of PGDS is performed prior to bid
letting, and construction specifications are generally established and enforced by the contracting
agency or their design consultants. PGDS have also been used as part of value engineering
programs for public sector design-bid-build projects; in such cases, contractors often have a more
significant role in establishing construction methods and specifications, but these requirements
are still largely controlled and enforced by the contracting agency. The situation is different for
design-build contracts that are increasingly being used for large transportation projects. For
design-build projects, responsibility is placed on the contractor to deliver a product that satisfies
performance requirements for the project and the contractor is responsible for developing and
enforcing construction specifications and requirements. The contractor also consequently carries
the risk of performance, however, so the contracted price for PGDS on design-build projects
reflects the relative balance of risk with potential cost savings associated with fewer and/or
shorter drilled shafts. PGDS have been used on several design-build projects as a means to both
control risk of potential foundation problems and to improve foundation efficiency.
Payment provisions for PGDS also vary from agency to agency. For example, payment for postgrouting work for projects sponsored by the Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT) is made on a “per each” basis for the first grouting stage, and by force account for
subsequent grouting stages. In contrast, post-grouting work performed for the Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT) is paid “at the contract unit price per each accepted
shaft,” but re-grouting below the tip of the shaft is paid at “a percentage of the contract unit price
per each accepted shaft in addition to the payment for the original grouting.”
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For both public and private sector projects in the U.S., post-grouting has most commonly been
performed by a specialty geotechnical firm that develops and executes the post-grouting
program, working under subcontract to the foundation subcontractor. More recently, there have
been projects where post-grouting was “self-performed” by foundation subcontractors who were
responsible for developing and executing the post-grouting program.
4.2.1

Typical Grouting Procedure

Grouting for PGDS is performed following construction of the drilled shaft once the shaft
concrete has attained an established minimum compressive strength. Common steps in
performing post-grouting include the following:
1. The elevation and spatial location of the top of the drilled shaft is surveyed and recorded
to establish a reference for subsequent measurements.
2. The pump hoses and grout access tubes are flushed with clean water until the return flow
is observed to be clean; grouting valves are then closed.
3. Neat cement grout is mixed using a high shear mixer until the mix is in a semi-colloidal
suspension.
4. The grout pump is connected sequentially to each “circuit” and grout is initially pumped
with the return side access line open until competent grout (i.e., specific gravity matches
grout from pump) is returned to indicate that the circuit has been filled with grout. The
return line is then closed and pumping is continued until one of the following termination
criteria is met:
a. Pressure – the design grout pressure is sustained for a specified minimum period
(e.g., two minutes), and the minimum volume of grout has been delivered.
b. Displacement – the upward displacement of the drilled shaft exceeds the
established upward displacement threshold.
c. Volume – the volume of grout delivered exceeds a specified maximum grout
volume threshold.
5. Once one of the termination criteria is met, the grouting valves are closed and the process
is repeated for each circuit in the grout distribution system; the grout pressure is
commonly released prior to closing the valves, but may be maintained until the valves are
closed. Grouting of all circuits is completed as a continuous operation for each shaft.
6. If the design grout pressure and minimum grout volume are not achieved, additional
stages of grouting may be required. Therefore, the grout tubes are commonly flushed
with water prior to the grout setting to allow for subsequent grouting phases.
7. Measurements of grout pressure, grout volume, and upward displacement of the top of
the shaft are recorded as a function of time throughout the grouting process (using two
redundant methods). Upon completion of grouting, the elevation and spatial location of
the top of the drilled shaft are measured and recorded along with the maximum upward
displacement, net grout volume, and maximum sustained grout pressure.
8. Documentation of grouting operations and measurements is submitted in accordance with
the specifications.
For typical PGDS applications, a pumping or flow rate of about 1 to 3 gallons/minute (gpm) may
be used at the beginning of grouting, but the rate is then reduced incrementally as the grout
pressure increases. Fleming (1993) recommends that the “lowest practicable grout injection rate
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should be used,” and reported that grout injection rates are generally in the range of 1 to 3
liters/minute (0.3 to 0.8 gpm). Mullins and Winters (2004) report pumping rates for nine
different post-grouting projects in the U.S. in terms of a flow rate per unit area of the shaft tip;
the reported rates range from just under 0.04 gpm/ft2 to just over 0.8 gpm/ft2, with an average of
approximately 0.3 gpm/ft2.
4.3

Common Requirements and Specifications for PGDS in the U.S.

Contractual requirements and specifications for PGDS vary somewhat depending on the specific
owner/agency and geographic location of a project. However, requirements and specifications
for PGDS in the U.S. share many common elements related to the materials, equipment, record
keeping and submittals, qualifications of on-site personnel, and construction and load testing of
demonstration shafts. Common provisions for PGDS derived from review of various public and
private sector project specifications for post-grouting work are described in this section.
4.3.1

Materials

Material specifications and requirements for PGDS focus primarily on grout characteristics, but
also address other materials necessary for grouting. Requirements for the grout generally include
specification of the cement, water, admixtures, and compressive strength. The cement is most
commonly specified to be Type I/II Portland cement, but alternative cements may be specified
depending on sulfate resistance and strength requirements. The water used for the grout is
required to be potable water and to be available in sufficient quantity to maintain acceptable
grout production. The final water-to-cement ratio is also generally specified, most commonly to
be between 0.4 and 0.6 at the end of grouting. Although uncommon, required admixtures are
also included in specifications. Compressive strength requirements are typically specified as a
minimum grout strength after some duration of curing (e.g., 28-day minimum strength of 4,000
psi as tested by ASTM C109/C109M-98 Standard Test Method for Compressive Strength of
Hydraulic Cement Mortars). This corresponds to a specific gravity between 1.8 and 1.9.
Additional relevant specifications may include requirements for gravel if it is used as part of the
grout distribution system, and for grout tubes, pipes, fittings, and supply lines. In general,
specifications for the gravel, derived most often from standard agency aggregate specifications,
will include gradation and durability requirements. Requirements for the grout delivery system
are focused primarily on ensuring that the delivery system is capable of withstanding the
anticipated maximum grout pressure. In some cases, tubes used for integrity testing may be
utilized for post-grouting; in such cases, the tubes must satisfy requirements for both integrity
testing and grouting.
4.3.2

Equipment

Contract documents and specifications generally address requirements for equipment necessary
for post-grouting including grout and water pumps, grout mixer and plant, the grout distribution
system, and instrumentation necessary for control of grouting operations. Grout pumps are
commonly required to be single- or double-stage hydraulic piston pumps capable of supplying
the anticipated design grout pressure to the tip of the shafts, while water pumps must be
sufficient to adequately flush and clear the grout delivery system if staged grouting becomes
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necessary. The grout mixer and plant are generally required to be high efficiency, high shear
mixers capable of producing a homogeneous grout mix in a semi-colloidal suspension. The
grout plant is generally required to include a holding tank with an agitator and sufficient capacity
to provide suitable quantities of grout for uninterrupted grouting of a shaft. Contracts and
specifications generally require that PGDS are constructed with redundant grout circuits in case
one of the circuits becomes clogged or obstructed.
Instrumentation and control equipment requirements vary substantially from project to project
but generally include requirements for equipment to monitor and document the grout pressure,
grout volume, and displacement of the top of the shaft as a function of time for the duration of
grouting operations. Analog or digital pressure transducers and flow meters attached directly to
the grout plant are generally specified to monitor grout pressure and volume. Dial gages or
displacement transducers are commonly specified along with a reference beam for monitoring
the movement of the top of the shaft. In some cases, additional or alternative requirements may
be specified including additional transducers to measure pressure and volume nearer to the
shafts, alternative means for monitoring the top of shaft movement, or requirements for
automated data acquisition equipment. Strain gages and/or tell-tale rods within the shafts are
also specified in some cases to assist in evaluating load transfer during post-grouting or for
subsequent load testing of PGDS. Additional detailed descriptions and discussions of the
instrumentation and monitoring systems used for PGDS are provided in Chapter 6.
4.3.3

Record Keeping and Submittals

Prior to construction of PGDS, the grouting subcontractor is generally required to submit a
comprehensive grouting plan for review and approval. The grouting plan generally includes the
following items:








Details and drawings for the grout distribution device and appurtenances
Anticipated sequence of grouting operations
Plans and equipment for grout mixing
Procedures for grouting individual shafts
Procedures and equipment for measurement and monitoring of grout pressure, grout
volume, and shaft movement
Contingency plans for use in cases where the design grout pressure is not achieved, or
other problems are encountered during grouting
Planned record keeping and forms to be used for QC/QA during grouting

During grouting operations, records are kept to document grouting and QC/QA activities
performed for each PGDS. Records generally include documentation of the following:







Drilled shaft designation
Specific grouting equipment used
Grout mix proportions and changes to proportions
Fluid grout characteristics such as specific gravity and viscosity (if measured)
Termination and acceptance criteria and the specific criterion that was met
Grout volume used in each circuit and stage of grouting
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Records of grout pressure, grout volume, and shaft movement measured at specified time
intervals (e.g., 2 to 5 minutes) throughout grouting
Graphs of grout pressure, grout volume, and shaft displacement versus time
Grout cubes or cylinders cast and measured compressive strengths

In addition, records should include documentation of any unusual or unanticipated conditions or
events that occur during grouting. Most specifications require that a minimum of four sets of
grout pressure, grout volume, and shaft uplift measurements be made for each shaft, although
greater numbers of measurements are common and desirable. Records of post-grouting
operations are generally submitted daily and may subsequently be used to prepare a
comprehensive report of grouting operations following completion of all PGDS.
4.3.4

Qualifications of On-site Personnel

Specifications and contract documents used in both the private and public sectors commonly
require that qualified personnel with relevant experience be utilized to perform and to inspect
post-grouting operations. Personnel requirements in contract documents and specifications
commonly share similarities, but have variations in required experience and expertise. These
documents most commonly require that both the grouting contractor and on-site inspectors have
completed a minimum number of successful projects during a specified time (e.g., three
successful projects in a five-year period). Such project experience is commonly required to have
been performed in similar ground conditions, for similar shaft dimensions, and similar grouting
devices as planned for the project to be undertaken.
4.3.5

Load Testing and Demonstration Shafts

It is relatively common for agencies to require pre-construction “demonstration” shafts (also
known as “method” shafts, or “technique” shafts) for projects where PGDS are planned, and to
require that PGDS demonstration shafts be load tested. Demonstration shafts for PGDS are
generally intended to provide means to evaluate and refine procedures and practices prior to
construction. Construction of demonstration shafts also allows agency and contractor personnel
to become familiar with the practices and techniques that will be used for production shafts
during construction.
Much like pre-construction load testing performed for conventional drilled shafts, load testing
for PGDS demonstration shafts serves as a direct means to verify that the required performance
of the PGDS can be realized for the specific materials, equipment, and procedures that are
anticipated for production shafts. However, the need for and value of pre-construction load tests
for PGDS is generally greater than for conventional drilled shafts because of the uncertainties
involved with quantifying how alternative grout characteristics, grout distribution systems,
grouting procedures, ground conditions, and other factors described throughout this report will
affect the performance of PGDS. As knowledge and recognition of how such factors influence
the performance of PGDS improves, the need for pre-construction load testing will naturally
diminish. The primary purpose of the work performed to prepare this report has been to progress
towards this end. However, many sources of uncertainty remain and it is likely that preconstruction load tests will remain necessary for PGDS for the foreseeable future.
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Requirements for pre-construction load tests for PGDS seldom include testing of a companion,
ungrouted shaft because such tests are not necessary for establishing whether a PGDS can fulfill
the performance requirements for a particular project. However, lack of companion test results
does preclude the ability to directly quantify the improved performance that results from postgrouting. The relative scarcity of companion tests has impeded development of knowledge of
the improvement that can be realized from post-grouting and the effects of different grouting
methods and procedures.
Pre-construction load tests are frequently performed using bi-directional load tests (commonly
referred to as “Osterberg Cell,” or “O-Cell” tests) or Statnamic tests. Conventional top-down
load tests are seldom performed because of the large loads that are required and challenges with
providing suitable reaction for conventional static tests. While the prevalent use of bi-directional
tests for PGDS is certainly understandable, the typical interpretation of bi-directional test
measurements for ungrouted shafts is not directly applicable to post grouted shafts. Therefore,
use of bi-directional tests in PGDS applications requires proper interpretation of the test
measurements that accountS for reversal of loading that will occur from top-down loading.
4.4

Chinese Post-Grouting Practice

Post-grouting of drilled shafts is also prevalent in China (Xiao et al., 2009; Hu et al., 2001; Dai et
al., 2011; Liu and Zhang, 2011). The Chinese Technical Code for Building Pile Foundations
(China Academy of Building Research, 2008) describes specifications and practices for design
and construction, which are outlined in the following sections. Note that this technical code has
been translated into English and some sections are somewhat difficult to interpret.
4.4.1

General Requirements

The Chinese building code specifies the use of steel grout delivery pipes welded to the rebar cage
of the shaft. It also prescribes using two grouting circuits for shaft diameters of 1200 mm (47 in)
and smaller, and three circuits spaced evenly for shafts measuring between 1200 and 2500 mm
(47 and 98 inch).
Interestingly, Chinese practice uses targeted side grouting when the shaft length is greater than
15 m (49 ft) and “higher bearing capacity amplification is needed.” In these cases, the code
states that the quantity of skin post-grouting circuits must be determined based on the
stratigraphy, shaft length, and the required improvement in bearing capacity of the shaft. “Skin
grouting “valves” (ports) may be arranged every 6 to 12 m (20 to 39 ft) along the shaft, 5 to 15 m
(16 to 49 ft) above the pile toe, and 8 m (26 ft) below the pile top.” The Chinese code also
prescribes physical parameters of the grout, as described in the following sections.
4.4.2

Post-Grouting Parameters

For saturated soil, the Chinese building code prescribes a water-to-cement ratio of 0.45 to 0.65.
For unsaturated soil, the water-to-cement ratio should be 0.7 to 0.9, while for “loose soil
aggregate and grit,” the water-to-cement ratio should be 0.5 to 0.6.
The code also defines maximum pressures to be used depending on the classification of the
stratum to be post-grouted. For disintegrated rock, unsaturated “cohesive soil and silty soil,” the
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code prescribes a grouting pressure of 3 to 10 MPa (435 to 1450 psi); while for saturated soils,
the pressure should be 1.2 to 4 MPa (174 to 580 psi), with the lower range of values adopted for
“soft soils” and the higher range for “dense soils.” The code also dictates that the maximum
grout flow is 75 L/min (20 gpm) and that the target grout volume must be calculated using shaft
length, diameter, soil properties, and desired bearing capacity with empirical coefficients for
drilled shaft tip and shaft side grouting volumes, as discussed further in Chapter 7. There is also
a distinction made between individual shafts and those clustered in groups, with the calculated
volume multiplied by a value of 1.2 for individual drilled shafts, and for shafts in groups where
the shaft spacing is larger than 6 times the shaft diameter.
4.4.3

Post-Grouting Provisions

The Chinese code dictates that post-grouting should take place within two to 30 days after shaft
installation, and provides instructions for sequencing post-grouting operations. The translated
instructions are somewhat difficult to interpret; they read: “Compound grouting for saturated
soil should be taken out from pile side to pile tip; for unsaturated soil, the compound grouting
should start from pile tip to pile side; the grouting for multisection pile-side shall start from the
upper to the lower; the grouting spacing interval of pile-side and pile-tip grouting should not be
less than 2h.” When grouting groups of shafts, the grouting should begin at the peripheral shafts
and progress to the inner shafts where applicable.
The code establishes the following grouting termination criteria:
1. Total grout volume and grout pressure reach the design requirements.
2. The total grout volume has reached 75% of the design value, and the grouting pressure
exceeds the design value.
The code indicates that “interval” grouting should be performed in instances where it is not
possible to reach the target grout pressure, where there is communication between shafts, or
when there is grout flow to the ground surface. Consecutive grouting events should take place
after 30 to 60 minute intervals. It also provides the alternative option of decreasing the water-tocement ratio of the grout.
The code requires development of complete records of the post-grouting process for each PGDS.
It also requires load testing of the PGDS 20 days after post-grouting and after the concrete is
proven to meet the strength requirements. It is not clear, however, if proof testing is required for
a significant number of PGDS at each site.
Although there is still much to learn about Chinese PGDS practices, it is apparent that the main
differences with U.S. practice are deliberate side grouting, a much higher maximum grout flow
rate (20 gpm compared to U.S. average values of 0.3 to 1 gpm), and distinguishing between
single and group shafts when computing grout volume and grouting sequencing.

37

CHAPTER 5: GROUT DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS FOR PGDS
APPLICATIONS
5.1

Introduction

Several different devices have been used for post-grouting of drilled shafts. These devices can
be classified as open-type systems or closed-type systems. An open-type system is an apparatus
for delivering grout at the shaft tip without any means to contain the grout or provide separation
between the grout and the surrounding ground. In an open-type system, the grout is directly
injected into the surrounding ground and is free to flow along the path of least resistance.
Conversely, a closed-type system is an apparatus with a barrier (e.g., flexible rubber membrane)
that is intended to contain the grout and provide separation between the grout and the
surrounding ground. Barring rupture of the separation barrier, grout will be contained within the
apparatus. Both open- and closed-type systems have been used extensively for PGDS
applications. The following subsections describe alternative open- and closed-type grouting
devices that have been used for PGDS.
5.2

Open-Type Grout Distribution System: Stem (Orifice)

The simplest open-type grout distribution system is the stem or orifice grouting system. Stem
grouting can be accomplished by grouting through one or several cored hole(s) extending
through an existing drilled shaft, or through the bottom of an integrity testing tube if one or more
are available (e.g., Figure 1.5). Grout distribution at the shaft tip can be improved by utilizing
multiple stem grouting tubes distributed at various locations across the base of the shaft,
particularly for large diameter shafts. In current U.S. practice, this relatively simple method is
commonly utilized as a technique for remediating shafts with inadequate axial resistance or tip
anomalies identified via shaft integrity tests (e.g., crosshole sonic logging tests, thermal integrity
tests, etc.), but is not generally utilized for PGDS that are intentionally constructed.
Stem grouting devices do not appear to be efficient compared to more robust distribution devices
that are intentionally incorporated into the shaft prior to concrete placement. Stem grouting
devices are also not well suited to a staged grouting sequence because of challenges with
flushing and cleaning of pipes that “dead end” rather than forming a complete pipe “circuit.”
Further discussion of remediation grouting techniques is beyond the scope of this report;
however, additional discussion can be found in Bruce and Traylor (2000).
5.3

Open-Type Grout Distribution System: Sleeve-Port (Tube-Á-Manchette)

The most common open-type grout distribution system is the tube-á-manchette or sleeve-port
system, which has been used in various geometric configurations. Sleeve-port systems are
typically composed of one or more grouting “circuits” created by two vertical tubes and a
horizontal tube forming a “U” shape, commonly referred to as a “U-Tube.” The vertical tubes in
a circuit are typically attached to longitudinal reinforcing bars and cast into the drilled shaft
while the horizontal tube is typically located at or near the bottom of the shaft, below the rebar
cage. The horizontal tube is usually separated or protected from the concrete of the drilled shaft
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by a steel plate. A diagram of a typical sleeve-port device and its various components is shown
in Figure 5.1.

Figure 5.1:

Diagram of typical components used for a sleeve-port device (from Mullins et
al., 2001).

Pipe with a nominal one-inch inside diameter is commonly used in the U.S. for dedicated grout
tubes in sleeve-port distribution systems. The tubes are typically composed of Schedule 80 PVC
for the length cast within the concrete, although steel pipe is also used. Steel pipe is used for
segments that extend below the concreted shaft. Crosshole sonic logging (CSL) tubes have also
been used for post-grouting to avoid introducing excessive elements within the rebar cage. In
such cases, a pair of CSL tubes (typically 2-inch nominal inside diameter) is connected to a
sleeve-port pipe below the shaft to form a U-Tube circuit. Tubes installed for alternative types
of integrity testing (e.g., gamma-gamma logging, thermal integrity testing, etc.) could also
conceivably be used in a similar manner. When CSL tubes are used for post-grouting, grouting
operations are generally performed after CSL testing is completed to avoid the potential for
blocking the tubes with grout.
The horizontal segment of pipe at the shaft tip is perforated with multiple small holes (or ports)
along a portion of its length and wrapped in a rubber sleeve (Figure 5.1) to allow injection of
grout at the tip of the shaft. The tight-fitting sleeve completely covers the holes and provides a
seal against the pipe to prevent infiltration or plugging by concrete or soil during placement of
the rebar cage and concreting of the shaft. The rubber sleeve essentially acts as a one-way valve
during subsequent grouting that allows grout or water to flow out of the tube, but restricts flow
back into the tube when pumping is ceased. The rubber sleeve is commonly left unrestrained at
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its ends (Figure 5.2) when dedicated grout tubes are used, but is usually restrained using pipe
clamps or other similar banding (Figure 5.3) when CSL tubes are used for post-grouting to
provide an active seal to keep water within the tubes during CSL testing.

Figure 5.2:

Photograph of components and connections at the bottom of a sleeve-port
device (Mullins et al., 2001).

Within 24 to 48 hours after placing the shaft concrete, sleeve-port systems are generally flushed
with water while the concrete is still green (i.e., not fully cured) to ensure that the ports are not
blocked. When CSL tubes are used for post-grouting, the rubber sleeve must be burst (typically
with water) following CSL testing to allow for subsequent injection of grout because of the
restraining bands used at the ends of the rubber sleeve. In cases where a steel separation plate is
not used and the horizontal grout tubes are embedded within the concrete at the bottom of the
shaft (Figure 5.4), the green concrete must be ruptured during flushing of the grout tubes to
create passageways for subsequent injection of grout through the concrete.
Multiple grouting circuits are typically used to provide redundancy and to ensure better coverage
across the base of a shaft, especially for large diameter drilled shafts. Sleeve-port circuits are
most often installed in a parallel arrangement across the bottom of the shaft as illustrated in
Figure 5.3, although alternative arrangements are sometimes used as shown in Figure 5.4. As
few as one or two grouting circuits have been used for small diameter shafts, whereas three to
five grouting circuits are typically used for larger diameter shafts. Within the past decade, a
perimeter “scuff ring” has been used more frequently around the edge of the steel separation
plate to improve separation between the shaft concrete and the sleeve-port system, and to
facilitate opening of the sleeve ports during grouting (Dapp et al., 2006). Steel sections (e.g.,
angles and flat plate) have sometimes been welded to the steel separation plate for large diameter
shafts to increase its stiffness and safeguard against crushing of the sleeve-port tubes under the
weight of the cage and concrete. In addition, sleeve-port systems have been used in conjunction
with and below bi-directional load-testing devices (commonly known as the “Osterberg Cell,” or
“O-Cell”), as shown in Figure 5.3(c).
Sleeve-port grouting systems have proven conducive for use when multiple grouting attempts are
made because the tubes and ports can be easily flushed with water and cleaned between grouting
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stages without disturbing the freshly injected grout. Sleeve-port systems may also act to hold
grout pressure at the tip of the shaft following grouting, regardless of whether the grout pressure
is released at the surface, because they act as a “one-way valve.”

Figure 5.3:

Sleeve-port devices: (a) single circuit sleeve-port device for small diameter
shafts (Mullins et al., 2003), (b) four circuit sleeve-port device for a 12-ft
diameter shaft (photo courtesy of Applied Foundation Testing), and (c) four
circuit sleeve-port device used in conjunction with O-cell testing (Brown et
al., 2010).
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Figure 5.4:

Radial circuit arrangements for sleeve-port grout distribution systems at the
(a) Sutong Bridge (Safaqah et al., 2007), and (b) Paksey Bridge (Castelli,
2012).

Drilled shaft boreholes commonly have minor deviations in alignment and, at times, may not be
precisely terminated at the planned tip elevation because of variable ground conditions,
imperfect depth measurement, and/or unintentional depth variations due to shaft tip cleaning
operations. Use of down-hole grabs or reverse circulation drilling methods for shaft excavation
also tend to produce a conical or dish shape at the base of the borehole, rather than a flat base
that is often assumed. Such conditions pose challenges for post-grouting, especially if the rebar
cage and the grouting apparatus are fabricated in advance of excavation. Several alternative
adaptations have been utilized to address these challenges including using alternative
arrangements for the sleeve ports (Figures 1.5 and 5.5), using flexible grout tubes ( Figure 5.6),
or using slip joints on the grout tubes to laterally restrain the tubes while allowing them to “float”
vertically so that the depth of the grouting device can be adjusted (Mullins et al., 2001).
Although not used in current U.S. practice, the grout tubes can also simply be embedded in the
shaft concrete at the planned elevation. This approach requires that the green concrete be
fractured with high pressure water to create conduits for subsequent grouting operations. Figure
5.4 is an example of such a system. In yet other cases, clean gravel bedding has been used to
produce a flat surface upon which to place the grouting apparatus at the appropriate elevation, to
facilitate distribution of grout across the shaft tip, and to provide a conduit and void space for
grout delivery.
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Figure 5.5:

Square arrangement of a sleeve-port grout distribution system (Bruce, 1986).

Figure 5.6:

Photograph of a sleeve-port system constructed using flexible hoses (courtesy
of Dr. H.H. Hsieh).

5.4

Open-Type Grout Distribution System: Low Mobility Grouting (LMG) Device

An alternative open-type grout distribution system that has recently been developed is the low
mobility grouting (LMG) device (Pooranampillai et al., 2009, 2010; Pooranampillai, 2010). Key
features of this device include a single internal pipe with a 2-in. nominal inside diameter and a
“starter void” beneath the shaft to facilitate delivery of low mobility grout across the tip of the
shaft (Figure 5.7). The device is conceptually similar to a stem-type grouting device, since it
utilizes a single grout delivery tube. However, the technique differs from the more common neat
cement grouting in that a low slump grout is used to fill the void space, compact the soil beneath
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the drilled shaft, and develop a “bulb” of some geometry beneath the LMG device. Because low
mobility grout is used, permeation of grout into the ground is unlikely. While substantial testing
and evaluation of the LMG device have been performed, there are no available published
references citing its use for production shafts to date. However, there are reported cases of use
of LMG for remediation of existing drilled shafts where the grout is delivered via a grout pipe
inserted adjacent to the installed shaft to target the formation at the tip of the shaft or along the
length of the shaft (Englert et al., 2005). This type of application of LMG for shaft remediation is
not considered base grouting within the context of this report and is not discussed further.

Figure 5.7:
5.5

Low mobility grouting device: (a) schematic, and (b) photograph of device
used for laboratory-scale tests (Pooranampillai, 2010).

Closed-Type Grout Distribution System: Flat-Jack

“Flat-jack” post-grouting devices are also commonly used in U.S. practice for PGDS. Modern
flat-jack devices are closed-type systems that represent adaptations to earlier devices described in
Chapter 1. Typical flat-jack devices include two or more vertical grout distribution tubes that are
connected to a steel plate that is covered with an impermeable membrane. The vertical grout
tubes are typically one-inch nominal diameter steel or PVC pipes that are attached to the
longitudinal bars in the rebar cage and cast into the drilled shaft to deliver grout to the device.
Recent variants of the flat-jack distribution system typically use a rubber membrane in lieu of a
lower steel plate. The impermeable membrane is wrapped around the edges of and secured to
the upper steel plate as shown in Figures 5.8 and 5.9. In some cases, corrugated material (similar
to the backing on prefabricated strip-drains) or perforated pipe is included between the steel plate
and membrane to facilitate grout flow across the tip of the shaft. A scuff ring is also generally
included around the perimeter of the plate to prevent damage to the membrane while placing the
device in the bottom of the shaft.
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Figure 5.8:

Diagram of typical components used for a flat-jack device for a 48-inch
diameter shaft (Mullins et al., 2001).

Unlike open-type grout distribution systems, grout injected into a flat-jack device fills the space
between the steel plate and rubber membrane, expanding the membrane as grouting progresses.
The grout is therefore contained within the apparatus and is not injected into the ground unless
the membrane ruptures during grouting. A notable advantage of this feature is that the area over
which the grout pressure acts at the shaft tip is known with greater certainty than for sleeve-port
systems.
As with other post-grouting devices, flat-jack devices must be located at or very near the bottom
of the shaft. In cases where the shaft excavation is not terminated at the planned depth or
elevation, the location of the flat-jack system must be adjusted so that the device is in close
proximity to the bottom of the as-constructed shaft. When the rebar cage and grouting device
have been assembled prior to completion of the borehole excavation, slip joints and/or flexible
grout hoses can be used to extend the device to the desired location (Mullins et al., 2001).
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Figure 5.9:

Flat-jack post-grouting device on a 4-ft diameter shaft (photo courtesy of
Applied Foundation Testing).

While common flat-jack devices are considered to be closed-type systems, the impermeable
membranes are susceptible to rupture for various reasons including damage incurred during
installation and over-pressurizing of the grout during injection. Concerns about membrane
rupture due to large hydrostatic pressure differentials have prompted the use of overlapping thin
metal plates beneath the membrane for protection when used for extreme shaft depths (in excess
of 200 ft).
Flat-jack devices are not as amenable to repeated grouting as sleeve-port systems. In instances
where staged grouting is desired with flat-jack systems, the fluid grout within the vertical grout
tubes can be flushed by inserting a smaller tube into the grouting tube as water is injected to
permit subsequent stages of grouting to be performed. However, such flushing does not seem to
be as reliable as flushing of sleeve-port systems.
5.6

Gravel Bedding

A gravel bedding layer has sometimes been used with both open-type and closed-type grout
distribution systems, most frequently for PGDS larger than 6 ft in diameter. Reasons for
utilizing gravel bedding include facilitating distribution of grout across the tip area of the shaft,
producing a flat level surface on which to place the grouting apparatus, and providing a conduit
and void space through which the grout can travel. The flat gravel bedding surface is needed if
the bottom of the grout distribution device is flat and intended to be in direct contact with the
base of the excavation. A steel plate is generally placed between the bottom of the rebar cage
and the grout distribution device when gravel bedding is used (e.g., Figures 1.3 and 5.3) to
separate the grout delivery system from the drilled shaft concrete and minimize the potential for
intrusion of concrete into the gravel during placement.
Gravel bedding is typically composed of clean, coarse gravel with particle sizes between ⅝ inch
and 1¼ inch. A minimum thickness of 12 inches of gravel is often required, but the primary
requirement is that the gravel must be continuous across the base of the shaft to facilitate grout
distribution across the entire tip area. The gravel bedding layer is not intended to eliminate the
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need for high quality workmanship and for proper cleaning of the bottom of the shaft because
excessive soft sediment in the base of the shaft is likely to result in clogging of some or all of the
void space, which will compromise the potential benefit of the gravel bedding.
5.7

Summary

Several alternative grout distribution systems used for PGDS were described in this chapter. The
most common systems in current use are “sleeve-port” distribution systems and “flat-jack”
distribution systems. Sleeve-port systems are open-type grout delivery systems commonly
composed of a series of U-Tube pipe circuits with ports located at the bottom of the device for
delivering grout at the tip of a PGDS. Sleeve-port systems deliver the grout in direct contact
with the ground. Flat-jack distribution systems are closed-type grout delivery systems composed
of a steel plate with an impermeable membrane that is intended to contain the grout within the
delivery system. Both types of systems have occasionally been used with gravel bedding that is
intended to provide a level surface upon which to place the grout distribution device and to
facilitate distribution of grout across the shaft tip. Stem or orifice grouting systems are seldom
used except in remedial applications. An alternative “low mobility grout” or LMG system that is
currently being developed was also described.
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CHAPTER 6: MEASUREMENTS AND CONTROL DURING GROUTING
6.1

Introduction

Reliable and standardized procedures for control of post-grouting operations and quality are
essential to expanded use and acceptance of PGDS. Several parameters are commonly
monitored and recorded during post-grouting operations to assist with control of grouting
operations as well as to provide quality control over grout characteristics and grouting methods.
Grout pressure, grout volume, and shaft uplift are measured and typically plotted in real time as
grout is delivered to provide a rational basis for process control of post-grouting operations.
Some PGDS are also instrumented with strain gauge to capture the load-transfer response of the
shaft during or after grouting. In addition, specific gravity and viscosity are measured for the
fluid grout mix, and compressive strength is measured for cured samples of the grout to provide
quality control over the grout. Collectively, these measurements are used, along with appropriate
limit or threshold values for each parameter, as termination and acceptance criteria for grouting
operations as described in more detail in this chapter.
6.2

Measurement of Grout Pressure and Pressure Termination Criterion

Grout pressure is typically monitored using a Bourdon-type (analog) pressure gauge located near
the grout pump. Pressure measurements from these gages are monitored and manually recorded
at frequent time intervals throughout the grouting process. These analog measurements are often
supplemented with automated readings from a digital pressure transducer also located near the
grout pump. Figure 6.1 shows a typical combination of a Bourdon gauge and a pressure
transducer attached at the grout pump. Automated transducers are convenient for recording
measurements at frequent time intervals, but analog gages are often more useful for on-site
monitoring of grouting operations. Resistance-based pressure transducers are generally more
desirable than vibrating wire transducers for post-grouting applications because resistance-based
transducers allow for faster sampling rates, which allow the dynamic nature of the grouting
pressures to be more closely captured.

Figure 6.1:

Photograph of a Bourdon-type pressure gauge and a pressure transducer
(courtesy of Applied Foundation Testing).
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A simple “field check” of the Bourdon gauge and pressure transducer is generally performed
prior to grouting by filling the grout line with water, capping or “dead-heading” the line, and
applying a nominal pressure. Readings from the Bourdon gauge and pressure transducer are
compared to establish that both measurements are practically consistent. As is often the case
when making similar measurements using different devices, it is common to have small
discrepancies between pressures measured using the Bourdon gauge and pressure transducer.
The alternative readings can generally be considered consistent if the readings fall within a few
percent of the range of the gages. Pressures measured at various positions across the system
(e.g., at pump, top of shaft, etc.) should also be expected to differ because of variance in
elevation and/or pressure losses along the grout tubes and hoses. However, pressures measured
at different positions should be consistent considering relative elevation and expected pressure
losses in the hoses/lines. Trends in pressure measured at different positions should also be
consistent.
One component of grouting termination criteria that guides and controls grouting operations in
the field is a grout pressure threshold established as part of PGDS design. The magnitude of the
grout pressure threshold varies substantially from project to project, but typically ranges between
100 and 700 psi. The grout pressure threshold is generally established based on consideration of
the grout pressure needed to achieve the desired drilled shaft performance as well as
consideration of the grout pressure that can likely be achieved in the field. The maximum grout
pressure that can be achieved is limited by the least of the following constraints:
1. Practical limits of the grouting equipment. The practical upper limit for grout pressure is
typically around 700 psi because of limitations of typical pumps and pipes used for postgrouting. Specified target pressures should therefore not exceed 700 psi unless measures
are taken to ensure that grouting equipment can produce and sustain greater pressures.
2. Available reaction to upward movement of the shaft. The upward force induced by the
grout pressure at the shaft tip cannot exceed the available reaction force. The available
reaction is commonly provided by the shaft side resistance and buoyant self-weight of the
shaft unless additional reaction is provided at the top of the shaft. Presuming that the
grout pressure acts over the entire area of the shaft tip and neglecting the buoyant selfweight, the maximum achievable grout pressure is often estimated as the side resistance
divided by the tip area of the shaft.
3. Hydrofracture pressure for soil/rock at shaft tip. The grout pressure threshold should not
exceed the pressure that will cause hydrofracture of the ground at the shaft tip. Accurate
prediction of the hydrofracture pressure is challenging, but it can be crudely estimated to
be approximately three times the effective overburden stress in cohesionless soils and one
to two times the total confining pressure in cohesive soils. In cases where hydrofracture
may control PGDS design, more rigorous consideration of the hydrofracture pressure
using available theoretical and empirical methods is likely warranted.
In some cases, two different threshold pressures have been specified: a lower, “design” value
established as a minimum value that must be achieved to produce the required nominal shaft
resistance; and a greater, “target” value reflecting the maximum grout pressure that can likely be
achieved based on the expected reaction and hydrofracture pressure. In such cases, the intent is
to attempt to achieve the greater target threshold pressure but to consider the lower “design”
threshold as being acceptable if the target pressure cannot be achieved.
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For post-grouting operations, the grout pressure threshold is universally accompanied by the
requirement that a minimum net volume of grout also be injected for the criterion to be satisfied.
The additional requirement is included to confirm that the measured grout pressure is being
transmitted to the shaft tip, and is not an artifact of a blocked grout line (which would produce a
buildup of pressure with little or no grout delivery).
6.3

Measurement of Grout Volume and Volume Termination Criteria

Measurements of the cumulative volume of grout delivered are taken at regular intervals
throughout the grouting process to inform grouting personnel about grouting progress and to
identify potential problem conditions. Grout volume measurements can be used in conjunction
with pressure measurements to identify blocked or leaking grout lines, potential occurrence of
hydrofracture, potential rupture of flat-jack or sleeve-port membranes, and other grouting issues.
For post-grouting applications, grout volume has been most commonly measured by monitoring
and recording the grout level in the holding tank that supplies grout to the pump at periodic time
intervals. Automated flow meters are also used, although they appear to be much less common.
Holding tank measurements are generally taken as back-up measurements even when automated
meters are used. For neat cement grouts with relatively high water-to-cement ratios like those
commonly used for PGDS, electromagnetic flow meters are generally most appropriate (Taylor
and Choquet, 2012). For additional verification, a running tally of empty cement bags is often
tracked to estimate volume from the theoretical yield of each grout batch.
While the total volume of grout delivered is generally measured and plotted, decisions about
grouting progress and termination are made based on the “net” volume of grout. The net volume
of grout is computed as the total volume of grout delivered minus the volume required to fill all
void space in the grout delivery system, including all grout lines and gravel-bedding (if used),
and any wasted grout. The volume of void space is commonly established from theoretical
calculation of the void space in the grout delivery system. However, the void space can also be
established by measuring the grout volume required to flush grout through the delivery system,
prior to closing the return line and building grout pressure. These two alternative methods will
produce different estimates of net grout volume. Theoretical estimates are likely to
underestimate the volume of void space, and thus overestimate the net volume, because the
theoretical calculations neglect potential expansion of grout lines under pressure and any “lost”
grout. Conversely, measurements of void space during initial flushing of the grout delivery
system are likely to overestimate the volume of void space and underestimate the net grout
volume because some of the grout may flow out of the device prior to building pressure,
especially when hydrostatic grout pressures at the shaft tip are substantial.
Two grout volume thresholds are typically specified as part of grouting termination criteria. The
first threshold is referred to as the minimum net volume. As described in the previous section,
the minimum net volume threshold is used in combination with the grout pressure threshold to
confirm that a nominal amount of grout is being delivered to the post-grouting device and that
the measured grout pressure is being transmitted to the shaft tip. Selection of a minimum net
volume threshold has typically been based on judgment with the intent of ensuring that “some”
grout is delivered to the post-grouting device beyond what would be required to simply fill the
device. Values of 2 ft3 or 3 ft3 are commonly selected, although values as great as 5 ft3 have
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been used. Selected values have generally been independent of shaft diameter, although there is
logic to having the minimum net volume threshold be dependent on the shaft diameter, the
method used for establishing the volume of void space, and perhaps the specific grouting device.
The second grout volume threshold is the maximum net volume. In practice, the maximum net
volume threshold has really been used as a grouting control limit to identify when changes to
grouting operations should be considered, rather than as a strict criterion to be used for
establishing whether post-grouting can be considered acceptable. In fact, a maximum net
volume is not always specified in grouting procedures and construction specifications, and it is
common for the total net volume delivered for a particular shaft to exceed the specified
maximum net volume. Specified values for the maximum net volume vary substantially from
project to project, but are generally in the range of 5 ft3 to 30 ft3, or between 2 and 10 times the
minimum net volume established for the shafts. Such values have typically been selected based
on judgment with consideration given to the grout volume that is expected if grouting proceeds
as desired. Such judgment is often informed and improved based on experience obtained from
grouting site-specific demonstration shafts.
6.4

Measurement of Shaft Uplift and Uplift Termination Criterion

Upward movement of PGDS is generally monitored during grouting to provide an indication that
side resistance is being mobilized and to provide means to avoid excessive upward displacement
that might degrade side resistance. Excessive upward movement of the shaft can also provide an
indication that side resistance may be less than considered in design if the movement occurs at
relatively low grout pressures.
Shaft uplift is commonly measured using a reference beam and displacement gages or
transducers (Figure 6.2) or using manual or automated optical survey equipment (Figure 6.3)
similar to what is done for axial load tests on deep foundations (ASTM Standard D1143, 2013).
Uplift measurements for test shafts and initial production shafts are commonly made using
automated systems and electronic devices like those shown in Figures 6.2 and 6.3 to allow uplift
criteria to be refined. Subsequent measurements made for production shafts are commonly
performed using instruments with less precision such as conventional optical survey techniques,
laser levels, or analog displacement gages.
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Figure 6.2:

Photograph of an LVDT between the reference beam and the top of the shaft
during grouting (courtesy of Applied Foundation Testing).

Figure 6.3:

Photograph of the survey level readings (automatic and manual) during
grouting (courtesy of Applied Foundation Testing).

A shaft uplift threshold is typically specified as part of the grout termination criteria for PGDS.
Common threshold values used in recent U.S. practice range between ¼ inch and ¾ inch for an
individual grouting stage. For repeated grouting stages, uplift displacements are generally “rezeroed” for each stage, meaning that the cumulative shaft displacement is not explicitly
considered as part of the grout termination criteria. The basis and justification for these practices
are not completely clear. Shaft displacements of ¼ to ¾ inch are certainly consistent with
generally accepted displacements required to fully mobilize side resistance. It seems likely that
the values commonly used may have been derived from such considerations given that potential
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displacement-softening should not occur at displacements less than those required to mobilize
the peak resistance. However, it is important to note that displacement at depth will be greater
than that measured at the top of the shaft because of elastic compression of the shaft. Also, the
cumulative displacement of the shaft will govern whether displacement-softening will occur
rather than the incremental displacement experienced during individual grouting stages.
As a practical matter, however, it is rare for more than two grouting stages to be performed for
PGDS, so the cumulative displacement is unlikely to be greater than twice the shaft uplift
threshold. Nevertheless, it seems logical that application of the shaft uplift threshold should
consider the cumulative displacement of the shaft in addition to the displacement during an
individual grouting stage. Finally, it is noteworthy that similar shaft uplift threshold values have
typically been used for all types of ground conditions, regardless of whether the ground is
considered to be displacement-softening (e.g., stiff, fissured clays, dense sands, etc.). Such
practice may impose unnecessary constraint in ground conditions where displacement-softening
is unlikely.
Control of Grouting Operations Based on Measurements

6.5

During post-grouting, grout pressure, grout volume, and shaft uplift measurements are monitored
and recorded as a function of time while grout is steadily delivered to provide indication of
grouting progress and to guide grouting operations. The desired response to grouting is that the
grout pressure will rise steadily in rough proportion to the grout volume delivered, with a
simultaneously proportional upward shaft displacement. Such a response indicates that grouting
is proceeding as anticipated and should be continued.
In many cases, however, the measured volume of grout delivered, uplift of the shaft, and grout
pressure may deviate from the desired “proportional response,” especially as the grout pressure
becomes large. Such deviations serve as indication that a limit condition is being approached,
and that changes to grouting operations may be required. For example, observation of rapidly
increasing grout pressure with little increase in volume delivered and little shaft uplift serves as
an indication that the grout supply line(s) have become blocked.
A more common occurrence is to observe an increase in the volume delivered without a
proportionate increase in grout pressure. Such observations provide indication of several
potential conditions:





The mobilized side resistance that is providing reaction to the upward force on the shaft
due to the measured grout pressure is approaching the ultimate side resistance, which
results in non-linear upward displacement of the shaft and increasing volume at the shaft
tip with little or no increase in the grout pressure.
The mobilized tip resistance at the tip of the shaft is approaching the ultimate tip
resistance, which results in non-linear downward displacement of the soil/rock beneath
the shaft tip and increasing volume at the shaft tip with little or no increase in pressure.
The grout pressure imposed at the shaft tip has resulted in hydrofracture of the ground
around the shaft tip, which provides additional space for grout to flow with little or no
increase in pressure.
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The first condition can be distinguished from the others by observing whether a simultaneous
increase in upward displacement of the shaft is occurring. At times, hydrofracture may result in a
slight decrease in the grout pressure while the volume delivered continues to increase so
observation of such a response can be used as an indication of hydrofracture. Hydrofracture and
bearing failure can also sometimes be distinguished by comparing the measured grout pressure to
theoretical estimates of the ultimate unit tip resistance and the hydrofracture pressure if the
estimates are substantially different. However, it can be difficult to distinguish between the
hydrofracture and bearing failure conditions based on observation of grout pressure, volume, and
shaft uplift alone. Fortunately, it is seldom critical to distinguish between the two conditions in a
production environment because the necessary responses by the grouting personnel are often
similar.
Mullins (2015) formalized these concepts and recommended graphing measurements of grout
pressure, grout volume, and shaft uplift as shown in Figure 6.4. In the figure, the desired
grouting response is represented by the green arrows that radiate diagonally from the center of
the figure. Conditions that deviate from the diagonal path towards a vertical or horizontal path
indicate that post-grouting has become ineffective for one of the reasons described in this section
and noted in the figure. Graphing of such measurements in real time can improve the
effectiveness of post-grouting operations.

Figure 6.4:

Proposed graphing method from Mullins (2015) to guide control of postgrouting operations.

Three grouting termination criteria are generally specified to guide control of grout delivery in
response to conditions that may develop during grouting. For most projects, grout delivery is
continued until one of the following termination criteria is met:
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1. The target grout pressure is sustained for a specified period and the net volume delivered
exceeds the specified minimum net volume.
2. The upward displacement of the shaft exceeds the specified upward displacement
threshold.
3. The net volume delivered exceeds the specified maximum net volume threshold.
Satisfying the sustained grout pressure criterion, including the requirement that a minimum net
volume of grout has been delivered, is generally most desirable because it substantiates that the
intended pressure has been applied at the shaft tip and provides a degree of verification of the tip
resistance for the PGDS (Mullins et al., 2006). Most specifications generally require that the
grout pressure be maintained for a period of 1 to 2 minutes in order to be considered “sustained.”
The other grout termination criteria are intended to address conditions that may necessitate
changes to grouting operations.
When grouting is terminated because the net volume delivered has exceeded the specified
maximum net volume threshold, but the other criteria have not been met, the following actions
are typically considered:
1. Grouting can be continued “as-is” until one of the other termination criteria is achieved.
2. The water-to-cement ratio of the grout can be systematically reduced in decrements of
about 0.05 to 0.10 to reduce the mobility of the grout followed by repeated attempts to
continue grouting.
3. Grouting can be delayed for a short period (e.g., 15 to 30 minutes) to allow the grout that
has been delivered to the shaft tip to become more viscous and to allow induced excess
pore pressures to dissipate. This is generally accomplished by depressurizing the system,
opening the return line, and slowly pumping grout through the access lines to keep them
open (wasting the return).
4. Grouting can be halted for an extended period (typically 4 hours or more) to allow the
grout to set, followed by a subsequent stage of grouting. When grouting is halted in this
manner, the access lines must be flushed with water to allow for subsequent grouting
stages and enough time must pass for the delivered grout to set.
The first option is generally given preference if the measured grout pressure is near to the target
grout pressure and if the measured shaft uplift is substantially less than the specified uplift
threshold. The second option is given preference if the grout has a relatively high water-tocement ratio, with consideration given to the fact that the practical lower limit for the water-tocement ratio is approximately 0.4. The third and fourth options are generally less desirable
because they slow production, but both are commonly implemented if the more desirable
alternatives are ineffective or impractical. In the event that the target grout pressure criterion is
not initially satisfied during a second stage of grouting, the maximum net volume threshold may
be increased to allow more grout to be delivered in an attempt to satisfy the target grout pressure
criterion. Three stages of grouting are rarely performed as a practical consideration.
The situation is more problematic when grouting is terminated because the shaft uplift threshold
is exceeded and represents one of the greatest risks associated with post-grouting: that the
established design grout pressure cannot be achieved. In such cases, an additional grouting
phase may be attempted after allowing the delivered grout to set, as in the fourth option listed
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above, and after considering the likelihood of displacement-softening of the shaft interface.
Alternatively, the design of the PGDS may be re-evaluated and grouting for the specific shaft
may be stopped entirely. In such cases, the foundation(s) may have to be re-designed or
remedial measures may have to be undertaken to improve the reaction to uplift or to increase the
hydrofracture pressure, any of which will increase the overall cost of construction. Examples of
remedial measures that might be undertaken include compaction grouting along the sides of the
shafts to improve the reaction to uplift, addition of reaction force at the top of the shafts, or
ground improvement measures to increase the hydrofracture pressure for the ground at the shaft
tip. It should be noted that careful selection of target grout pressures and construction of sitespecific demonstration shafts are perhaps the most effective means to alleviate and control risks
associated with failure to achieve target grout pressures for PGDS.
6.6

Use of Strain Gauge Measurements

Strain gages provide a valuable means to help determine the effectiveness of post-grouting, to
evaluate the upward load induced during post-grouting, and to establish the load-deformation
response for PGDS along different segments of the shaft, both during and following grouting.
The effect and uniformity of the applied grout pressure can be evaluated from observation of
strain gauge measurements for several strain gages installed in close proximity to the shaft tip, as
illustrated in Figure 6.5. Such measurements can be used to confirm that the applied grout
pressure is producing an upward force on the tip of the shaft by observing similar trends in the
grout pressure versus time and strain versus time records. Consistent measurements from
multiple strain gages installed in close proximity to the shaft tip suggest that the grout pressure is
being uniformly applied, whereas inconsistent measurements suggest non-uniform grout pressure
and induced bending within the shaft.
Strain gages can also be used to estimate the axial load in the shaft at the location of the strain
gages. The axial load at a given elevation (𝑄𝑖 ) can be estimated as:
(6.1)
where:

𝜎𝑖
𝐴𝑖
𝜀𝑖,𝑎𝑣𝑔
𝐸𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑒
𝐷𝑖

=
=
=
=
=

axial stress
cross-sectional area of the shaft
average of the strain gauge readings
appropriate composite value of the modulus of elasticity
shaft diameter

all taken at the given elevation. If gages are placed at several elevations along the shaft, the axial
load estimates can be used to establish the load transferred along each shaft segment, and the
load transfer (or “𝑡-𝑧”) response for each segment.
Several alternative types of strain gages can be used for PGDS, including resistance-type gages,
vibrating wire gages, and fiber optic gages. Each of these gauge types is commonly available as
“sister-bar” gages and concrete embedment gages. Each type and form of strain gauge has
advantages and disadvantages in terms of cost, sampling rate, drift, and other factors that should
be considered in selecting the most appropriate type of gauge for a particular project. For axially-
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loaded deep foundations of all types, it is generally desirable to install multiple levels of strain
gages along the length of the shaft to allow for evaluation of load transfer, and to install multiple
strain gages at each level to allow for evaluation of potential bending strains. The same is true
for PGDS, although having gages installed near to the tip of the shaft is most important for
evaluation of grouting operations.

Figure 6.5:

Plot of measured grout pressure and strain versus time during post-grouting
(courtesy of Applied Foundation Testing).

Various types of extensometers, or “telltales” can also be used as an alternative to strain gages.
Telltales come in different forms, but generally utilize a sleeved rod or wire to measure the
change in distance between two locations (Dunnicliff, 1988). Dapp and Mullins (2002) describe
use of a stainless steel braided cable through the center of a ½-inch Schedule 40 PVC pipe for
PGDS. While telltales strictly measure the displacement of a given point on the shaft relative to
a reference location (typically the top of the shaft), multiple telltales anchored at different
elevations can be used to establish the average strain between two anchor elevations, and these
strains can then be used to establish load and load transfer in the shaft.
6.7

Measurements for Grout Quality Control

Reliable and standardized quality control procedures are essential to expanded use and
acceptance of PGDS. Common quality control measurements described in Chapter 3 for general
grouting applications include specific gravity, viscosity, and compressive strength. These same
techniques are generally appropriate for QC/QA in post-grouting applications and such
measurements are relatively common for PGDS projects. However, common specifications for
construction of PGDS generally provide few explicit requirements to control and assure grout
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quality. Common PGDS specifications do frequently require that the grout be mixed at a
specified water-to-cement ratio (commonly 0.5) and that the grout cube strength exceed some
specified minimum value (commonly 2,000 to 4,000 psi). However, these specifications seldom
include explicit requirements for how the water-to-cement ratio should be measured or verified,
or how frequently it should be verified. Grout strengths are generally required to be measured in
accordance with ASTM Standard C109 (2013) or prior versions of this standard, but no
provisions are included to stipulate requirements for the number or frequency of grout strength
tests. Requirements for measurement of fluid grout properties like viscosity or specific gravity
are also lacking in common PGDS specifications.
The result is that grout strength has served as the sole verification of grout quality for PGDS
applications in the U.S. There is some logic to this practice given that strength and water-tocement ratio are directly related for neat cement grouts; thus, grout strength can serve as an index
to verify that the grout was adequately prepared, regardless of whether grout strength is a
significant concern in terms of the performance of the PGDS. However, given the importance of
the fluid grout characteristics for PGDS applications and that grouting complications are
commonly attributed to using grout with high water-to-cement ratios (Mullins and Winters,
2004), the lack of requirements for verification of fluid grout characteristics is difficult to justify.
To improve QC/QA for PGDS, future specifications and special provisions for PGDS should
include means to verify the characteristics of the fluid grout mix. Measurements of both specific
gravity and viscosity are generally simple, robust, and efficient, and unlikely to place undue
burden on field inspectors or grouting personnel. Specific gravity is directly related to the waterto-cement ratio for neat cement grouts so such measurements seem like the most appropriate
means to verify that the water-to-cement ratio is as intended. Specific gravity is also directly
related to the compressive strength of the grout, and thus serves as immediate verification of
strength as opposed to grout cubes (Figure 3.1). Viscosity is less directly related to the water-tocement ratio because it will vary with time. However, viscosity may be more closely correlated
with grouting complications, and thus serves as a better indicator of the likelihood of grouting
problems. It therefore seems logical to require both types of measurements for PGDS
applications, at least until it can be shown that one measurement is preferable and sufficient.
Future specifications for PGDS should also include explicit requirements for the frequency and
number of tests to be performed. A logical starting point would be to require strength and
specific gravity tests for each post-grouted shaft, with additional tests required depending on the
number of grout batches used in each shaft and on whether changes are made to the grout mix.
Viscosity tests should also be performed for each shaft, but additional tests should be considered
if the duration of grouting is long enough to produce significant changes in viscosity. For
example, a specification might require a minimum of one viscosity test for each shaft, with an
additional test being required for each 30-minute period following initial mixing of each batch.
6.8

Summary

Reliable and standardized procedures for control of post-grouting operations and PGDS quality
are paramount to expanded use and acceptance of PGDS. Grout pressure, grout volume, and
shaft uplift are commonly measured during grouting of PGDS. These measurements are used in
combination with threshold values for each measurement to guide and control grouting
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operations and as an indicator of the expected performance of the PGDS. The grout pressure
threshold varies substantially from project to project depending upon the grout pressure required
to produce the desired nominal shaft resistance as well as constraints that may limit the pressure
that can be developed. Minimum and maximum net volume thresholds are generally more
consistent from project to project, with the minimum net volume threshold commonly ranging
from 2 to 5 ft3 and the maximum net volume threshold commonly ranging from 5 to 30 ft3. The
shaft uplift threshold is commonly taken to be between ¼ and ¾ inch. Strain gages and telltales
may also be installed in PGDS to facilitate interpretation of loading and load transfer during and
after post-grouting.
The primary requirement for verification of grout quality in most PGDS specifications is that the
grout achieves a specified 28-day compressive strength that typically ranges between 2,000 and
4,000 psi. Regardless of whether grout strength is likely to affect the performance of PGDS,
grout strength serves as a general index for grout quality since it is directly related to the waterto-cement ratio for neat cement grout. PGDS specifications have seldom included requirements
for specific gravity or viscosity tests, despite the fact that specific gravity and viscosity can be
readily measured in the field using a mud balance and Marsh funnel, respectively. Such
measurements are strongly recommended to improve QA/QC for future PGDS projects.
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CHAPTER 7: CURRENT DESIGN METHODS
7.1

Introduction

Design of PGDS is conceptually similar to design of conventional drilled shafts in the sense that
the shafts must be sized to provide sufficient resistance to support anticipated loads. Sizing of
shafts is performed by predicting the nominal resistance for different shaft dimensions (length
and diameter), and then selecting the smallest shaft size that will support the nominal loads with
some appropriate margin of safety. However, design of post-grouted shafts also involves the
additional requirement of specifying a target grout pressure that should be achieved in order to
develop the resistance established in the design. One of the risks associated with PGDS is that
the design, or target grout pressure, may not be achieved during grouting, in which case
corrective measures must be taken to provide the required nominal resistance. This risk is
conceptually similar to the practice of driving piles to achieve a specific driving resistance; if the
specified blow count is not achieved using the anticipated pile length, corrective actions must be
undertaken to provide the required resistance.
Several different approaches have been proposed and are used for predicting the nominal
capacity of PGDS. Most methods involve multiplying the nominal resistance for a conventional
shaft, or some component of nominal resistance, by an empirical multiplier to predict the
nominal resistance for a similarly sized PGDS. Three specific approaches have been proposed
including: the Tip Capacity Multiplier (𝑇𝐶𝑀) approach, the Axial Capacity Multiplier (𝐴𝐶𝑀)
approach, and the “Component Multiplier” approach. Each of these approaches is presented in
this chapter, including specific equations for predicting the nominal resistance for PGDS, and
discussion of the strengths and limitations of each approach. Predictions of nominal resistance
from several of the methods presented in this chapter are subsequently compared to measured
values of resistance from full-scale load tests in Chapter 9.
7.2

Tip Capacity Multiplier Approach

The most commonly adopted approach for predicting the nominal resistance of PGDS in the U.S.
is the so-called “Tip Capacity Multiplier” approach originally proposed by Mullins et al. (2006).
In this approach, the nominal unit tip resistance for a PGDS is predicted as:
(7.1)
where:

q(p,gr) = nominal unit tip resistance for a PGDS

TCM = “tip capacity multiplier” reflecting improvement in the unit tip resistance
qp

for a PGDS compared to the unit tip resistance for a conventional drilled
shaft
= nominal unit tip resistance for a conventional drilled shaft

The nominal unit side resistance for PGDS is taken to be identical to that for conventional shafts.
Thus, the nominal total resistance for a PGDS is taken to be:
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(7.2)
where:

Rn
Rs
Rp,gr
𝑞𝑠 𝑖
𝐴𝑠 𝑖
𝑛
𝑞𝑝,𝑔𝑟
𝐴𝑝

= nominal resistance for PGDS
nominal side resistance for conventional drilled shaft and PGDS
=
= nominal tip resistance for PGDS
= nominal unit side resistance for soil layer 𝑖
= nominal area of the soil-shaft interface for soil layer 𝑖
= number of soil layers
= nominal unit tip resistance for PGDS (from Eq. 7.1)
= nominal area of the shaft tip

The area 𝐴𝑝 in Equation 7.2 is calculated from the design shaft diameter, and does not reflect
potential enlargement of the tip due to post-grouting. The value of the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 in Equation 7.1 is
taken to be a function of the maximum sustained grout pressure imposed during grouting and the
displacement of the post-grouted shaft. Two specific methods have been proposed for
computing the 𝑇𝐶𝑀. Each of these methods is described in the following subsections.
7.2.1

Mullins, Winters, and Dapp (2006)

Mullins et al. (2006) proposed an empirical method for establishing the value of 𝑇𝐶𝑀 for PGDS
tipped in cohesionless soil. The method was derived from analysis of load test measurements
performed at five different test sites where PGDS were tipped in sand, silty sand, shelly sand, or
slightly cemented sand. Nine load tests were performed on PGDS employing either sleeve-port
or flat-jack grouting devices. Six additional load tests were performed on conventional drilled
shafts. The test shafts had diameters ranging from 2 ft to 4 ft, and lengths ranging from 15 ft to
115 ft. Based on empirical analysis of these load test measurements, Mullins et al. (2006)
proposed that 𝑇𝐶𝑀 be computed as:

(7.3)
where:

𝐺𝑃𝐼
%𝐷

= grout pressure index
= normalized shaft displacement, expressed as a percentage of the nominal
shaft diameter, 𝐷

𝐺𝑃𝐼 is a normalized measure of the maximum sustained grout pressure that is computed as:

(7.4)
where:

𝑝𝑔−𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝑞𝑝

= maximum sustained grout pressure
= nominal unit tip resistance for a conventional shaft, using the method
recommended by Reese and O’Neill (1988) for cohesionless soils

The second term in Equation 7.3 reflects the normalized mobilization of tip resistance for a
conventional shaft (i.e., with no improvement due to post-grouting), termed the “backbone
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curve.” The backbone curve used in Equation 7.3 was established from a fit to the normalized
load transfer curve recommended by Reese and O’Neill (1988) for tip resistance in cohesionless
soil (Figure 7.1). The first term in Equation 7.3 reflects the empirically observed improvement
in the mobilized tip resistance for PGDS, relative to the Reese and O’Neill backbone curve. The
improvement due to post-grouting was taken to be a function of the normalized shaft
displacement, %𝐷, and the dimensionless grout pressure index, 𝐺𝑃𝐼. Figure 7.2 shows a plot of
𝑇𝐶𝑀 from Equation 7.3 as a function of %𝐷 and 𝐺𝑃𝐼.

Figure 7.1:

Normalized load-transfer curve for tip resistance of drilled shafts in
cohesionless soil (Reese and O’Neill, 1988) used as backbone curve by
Mullins et al. (2006).

It is important to emphasize that Mullins et al. (2006) used the normalized load-transfer curve for
ungrouted shafts (Figure 7.1) and the nominal unit tip resistance, 𝑞𝑝 , recommended by Reese and
O’Neill (1988) for cohesionless soils to empirically establish Equation 7.3. As such, Equation
7.3 is strictly restricted to be used with the Reese and O’Neill methods, although alternative
methods that adopt different backbone curves and/or different predictions of the nominal unit tip
resistance can be developed following a similar rationale.
7.2.2

Dapp and Brown (2010)

Dapp and Brown (2010) developed an alternative expression for 𝑇𝐶𝑀 based on measurements
from multiple bi-directional load tests performed for the Audubon Bridge project in Louisiana.
The test shafts were approximately 200 ft long, tipped in alluvial sand deposits that contain some
gravel and clay, and grouted using sleeve-port devices. Uncased segments of the tested shafts
were 7.5 ft in diameter. A gravel bedding layer was used in combination with a sleeve-port
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device for one of the test shafts (Castelli, 2012). The maximum sustained grout pressures ranged
from approximately 750 psi to 1000 psi, which leads to 𝐺𝑃𝐼 values ranging from approximately
2 to 3. The measured load-settlement responses from bi-directional load tests performed on the
one ungrouted shaft and nine post-grouted shafts are plotted in Figure 7.3.
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Figure 7.2:

Graph of 𝑻𝑪𝑴 from Equation 7.3 for normalized displacements between 0
and 5 percent, and 𝑮𝑷𝑰 between 0 and 5 percent (after Mullins et al., 2006).

Figure 7.3:

Measured load-settlement response from bi-directional load tests performed
at the Audubon Bridge site (Dapp and Brown, 2010).
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Comparison of the measured load-settlement response for the post-grouted test shafts to the
response predicted using Equation 7.3 (also shown in Figure 7.3) reveals that the measured
response tended to be stiffer than predicted at relatively low loads but had significantly less
resistance than predicted at greater loads. A similar comparison can be made between the
measured response for the ungrouted test shaft and the response predicted using Reese and
O’Neill (1988), which is used as the backbone curve for Equation 7.3. Based on these
observations and to better reflect the measured load-settlement response at the Audubon Bridge
site, Dapp and Brown (2010) developed the following modified equation for computation of
𝑇𝐶𝑀:

(7.5)
Figure 7.4 shows a graph of 𝑇𝐶𝑀 calculated from Equation 7.5 for normalized shaft
displacements between 0 and 5 percent and for 𝐺𝑃𝐼 between 2 and 3. Note that Equation 7.5 has
a different backbone curve than is used in Equation 7.3, as reflected in the second term, and a
different exponent in the first term that represents the improvement in mobilized tip resistance
due to post-grouting. As is true for Equation 7.3, Equation 7.5 is strictly predicated on
calculation of 𝐺𝑃𝐼 using the nominal unit tip resistance from Reese and O’Neill (1988).

8

TCM (--)

6
4
2
0
5
4

5
3

4
3

2

2

1
GPI (--)

Figure 7.4:

0

1
0

%D (%)

Graph of 𝑻𝑪𝑴 from Equation 7.5 for normalized displacements between 0
and 5 percent, and 𝑮𝑷𝑰 between 2 and 3 percent.
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7.2.3

Design Procedure for 𝑻𝑪𝑴 Approach

Mullins et al. (2006) proposed the following procedure for predicting the nominal resistance for
PGDS tipped in cohesionless soils for a given shaft diameter (𝐷) and embedment length (𝐿).
1. Calculate the nominal unit tip resistance for an ungrouted shaft according to Reese and
O’Neill (1988):
(7.6)
where:

𝑞𝑝
𝑁60

= nominal unit tip resistance (in ksf)
= corrected standard penetration test (SPT) 𝑁-value for soil beneath
the shaft tip (in blows/ft) ≤ 75 𝑏𝑝𝑓

Note that both the methods by Mullins et al. (2006) and Dapp and Brown (2010) are
predicated on the use of Equation 7.6 for determining 𝑞𝑝 .
2. Calculate the nominal side resistance (𝑅𝑠 ) for the total embedded length of the shaft:

(7.7)
where:

𝑞𝑠 𝑖
𝐴𝑠 𝑖
𝑛

= nominal unit side resistance for soil layer 𝑖
= nominal area of the soil-shaft interface for soil layer 𝑖
= total number of soil layers within the embedded length

This step does not require use of specific methods for the prediction of 𝑞𝑠 . Therefore,
appropriate methods for computing 𝑞𝑠 for the soil or rock present, e.g., methods in
AASHTO (2012), can be used.
3. Calculate the maximum anticipated grout pressure (𝑝𝑔−𝑚𝑎𝑥 ) that can be resisted by the
nominal side resistance computed in Step 2:

(7.8)
where:

𝑅𝑠 = nominal side resistance for conventional drilled shaft
𝐴𝑝 = nominal area of the shaft tip

The buoyant unit weight of the shaft may also be added to the numerator of Equation 7.8,
but is commonly neglected.
4. Compute the grout pressure index (𝐺𝑃𝐼) using Equation 7.4 with the maximum
anticipated grout pressure from Step 3 and the nominal unit tip resistance from Step 1.
5. Establish the maximum allowable displacement, expressed as a ratio of the shaft diameter
(i.e., %𝐷), from consideration of serviceability.
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6. Calculate the tip capacity multiplier (𝑇𝐶𝑀) using Equation 7.3 with the 𝐺𝑃𝐼 from Step 4
and %𝐷 from Step 5.
7. Compute the predicted unit tip resistance for the PGDS (𝑞𝑝,𝑔𝑟 ) using Equation 7.1 with
𝑇𝐶𝑀 from Step 6 and 𝑞𝑝 from Step 1.
This same procedure can be followed using the method proposed by Dapp and Brown (2010),
but replacing Equation 7.3 with Equation 7.5 in Step 6.
One practical concern with the proposed design procedure is that it provides no margin for error
in establishing the maximum anticipated grout pressure, which can lead to complications during
construction. If the maximum anticipated grout pressure cannot be sustained when grouting
PGDS, whether due to hydrofracture or unexpected upward movement of the shaft, the predicted
resistance established during design is, at least theoretically, not achieved. Such situations may
be remedied through stage grouting that may allow the maximum anticipated grout pressure to be
sustained. However, stage grouting will not always lead to achieving the maximum anticipated
grout pressure, so other remedies must be considered.
The 𝑇𝐶𝑀 approach represents a practical method for predicting the mobilized resistance for
PGDSs in cohesionless soil, whereby the method explicitly accounts for the effect of grout
pressure as well as changes to the load-displacement response of the shaft due to post-grouting.
However, the methods by Mullins et al. (2006) and Dapp and Brown (2010) are empiricallyderived and based on rather limited data sets. Both methods consider improvement due to premobilization, ground improvement beneath the tip of the shaft, and tip enlargement collectively,
which makes it difficult to extend the methods to conditions where the contributions from these
effects may be different. The proposed methods are also strictly restricted to use in cohesionless
soils and to use of Reese and O’Neill (1988) for prediction of the ungrouted unit tip resistance
(Equation 7.6).
Differences between the methods by Mullins et al. (2006) and Dapp and Brown (2010) also
suggest that there are factors associated with post-grouting that are not fully understood at this
time (e.g., diameter, depth, shaft installation procedures, ground conditions, grouting devices,
grouting procedures, etc.). Differences between the two methods can be attributed to differences
in the load-settlement response for ungrouted shafts (the backbone curves) at different sites, as
well as differences in the degree of improvement observed due to post-grouting at different sites.
Such differences are currently difficult to predict without the benefit of site-specific load tests,
which provide substantial motivation for performing project-specific load tests for PGDS.
7.3

Axial Capacity Multiplier Approach

Pando and Ruiz (2005) proposed a method for predicting the total resistance for PGDS, termed
the Axial Capacity Multiplier (𝐴𝐶𝑀) method, that was derived from theoretical consideration of
load transfer for PGDS (Ruiz et al., 2005; Fernandez et al., 2007; Ruiz and Pando, 2009). The
𝐴𝐶𝑀 approach is based on the prediction of total shaft resistance rather than tip resistance and is
based on consideration of settlement at the shaft head rather than at the tip of the shaft. Using
the 𝐴𝐶𝑀 approach, the total shaft resistance at a given shaft settlement is computed as:
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(7.9)
where:

𝑖
𝑅𝑛,𝑔𝑟
= total axial resistance of PGDS at shaft head displacement 𝑖
𝐴𝐶𝑀 = Axial Capacity Multiplier relating mobilized resistance for PGDS at shaft
head displacement 𝑖 to mobilized resistance for conventional shaft at shaft
head displacement 𝑗
𝑗
= total axial resistance of conventional drilled shaft at shaft head
𝑅𝑛
displacement 𝑗

Pando and Ruiz (2005) developed design charts to provide values of 𝐴𝐶𝑀 as a function of
normalized shaft settlement (relative to the shaft diameter) and normalized maximum sustained
grout pressure as shown in Figure 7.5. Values of 𝐴𝐶𝑀 shown in Figure 7.5 were computed from
load-transfer analyses described subsequently, based on use of Davisson’s failure criterion
(Davisson, 1972) for establishing 𝑅𝑛 for a conventional shaft. In Figure 7.5, the maximum
sustained grout pressure is represented using a grout pressure parameter termed the Shaft Grout
Pressure Index (SGPI), defined as:
(7.10)
where:

𝑝𝑔−𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝑞𝑠𝐴𝑣𝑒

= maximum sustained grout pressure
= average unit side resistance along the embedded shaft length

𝑖
𝑖
= 𝑅𝑛,𝑔𝑟
Note: 𝑄𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑒𝑑
= total axial resistance of PGDS at shaft head displacement 𝑖 and
𝑗
𝑗
𝑄𝑢𝑛𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑒𝑑 = 𝑅𝑛 = total axial resistance of conventional drilled shaft at shaft head
displacement 𝑗.

Figure 7.5:

Design chart for determining 𝑨𝑪𝑴 as a function of shaft head displacement
and 𝑺𝑮𝑷𝑰 (from Pando and Ruiz, 2005).
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The design chart in Figure 7.5 was established using load-transfer analyses (i.e., 𝑡-𝑧 analyses)
developed to account for three different mechanisms of improvement (Pando and Ruiz, 2005;
Ruiz et al., 2005; Fernandez et al., 2007; Ruiz and Pando, 2009) that include:
1. Ground improvement of the soil beneath the shaft tip
2. Stress reversal along the shaft due to upward movement of the shaft during grouting
3. Increased tip area due to formation of a grout bulb beneath the shaft tip
Figure 7.6 shows qualitative changes to load-transfer functions for side and tip resistance
attributed to each of these mechanisms (Fernandez et al., 2007; Ruiz and Pando, 2009).
Compression of the soil beneath the shaft tip was considered to increase the stiffness of the 𝑞-𝑤
response at the shaft tip as shown in Figure 7.6(a). Stress reversal along the shaft was considered
to produce an effective translation of the starting point on the 𝑡-𝑧 curve for subsequent top-down
loading (generally following logic presented in Chapter 2), as illustrated in Figure 7.6(b).
Finally, the increase in the tip area was considered to increase both the ultimate tip resistance and
the stiffness of the 𝑞-𝑤 response for the ground beneath the shaft tip as shown in Figure 7.6(c).

Figure 7.6:

Schematic illustrating effect of three improvement mechanisms considered
for development of 𝑨𝑪𝑴 method on load transfer models (from Fernandez et
al., 2007): (a) compression of soil beneath shaft tip, (b) stress reversal along
shaft due to upward movement during grouting, and (c) increase of shaft tip
area from formation of grout bulb.

Based on these considerations and the work of Pando et al. (2004), Ruiz et al. (2005) proposed
theoretically derived load-transfer relationships that incorporate the initial shear modulus of the
soils (𝐺0 or 𝐺𝑚𝑎𝑥 ), soil nonlinearity through use of a modified hyperbolic relation, and
asymptotic values derived from CPT-based static methods. The proposed 𝑡-𝑧 relationship for
mobilization of side resistance is:

(7.11)
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where:

𝑍
Za
τ0
τa
𝑟0
𝐺0

=
=
=
=
=
=

𝑔
𝑟𝑚
τmax
n
𝑓

=
=
=
=
=

relative displacement of the shaft section due to top-down loading
relative displacement of the shaft section due to post-grouting
initial shear stress
residual shear stress in the shaft section following post-grouting
radius of the drilled shaft
initial shear modulus of the soil for shear strains below 10-5 (from seismic
CPT or SASW)
empirical fitting parameter (typically = 0.3)
radius of influence of the drilled shaft
max shear stress = R f ∙ 𝜏𝑢𝑙𝑡 (where R f is the failure ratio ≤ 1)
empirical fitting parameter ranging between 1 and 2
empirical fitting parameter (typically = 0.98)

The proposed 𝑞-𝑤 relation for mobilization of tip resistance is:

(7.12)
where:

𝑍𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒
𝑄𝑏
𝜐
𝑄𝑏−𝑚𝑎𝑥

=
=
=
=

displacement of the shaft tip
current load at the shaft tip
Poisson’s ratio of the soil beneath the tip of the shaft
ultimate tip load

The proposed load transfer functions (Equations 7.11 and 7.12) were used to evaluate the
measured response from load tests on nine different PGDS at four different test sites (Pando and
Ruiz, 2005; Ruiz et al., 2005; Fernandez et al., 2007; Ruiz and Pando, 2009) in order to
characterize the contributions of the different improvement mechanisms considered. Six of the
test shafts considered were tipped in sand and three of the shafts were tipped in clay. Both flatjack and sleeve-port systems were used to grout the test shafts. Empirical parameters (𝑓, 𝑔, and
𝑛) that produced a match between predicted and measured performance for the respective test
shafts were also subsequently used to establish the values for 𝐴𝐶𝑀 presented in Figure 7.5.
The basic 𝐴𝐶𝑀 method presented in Equation 7.9 represents a practical method for estimating
the total resistance for PGDS following a design procedure similar to that presented in Section
7.2 (Pando and Ruiz, 2005). The 𝐴𝐶𝑀 method is based on fundamentally sound theoretical
concepts and methods, which lend considerable credence to the approach. However, since the
recommended values of 𝐴𝐶𝑀 in Figure 7.5 were established based on analysis of a collection of
load test measurements, the 𝐴𝐶𝑀 method is also empirical despite having a strong theoretical
basis. The empirical measurements from which the 𝐴𝐶𝑀 values in Figure 7.5 were established
include measurements for shafts tipped in both sands and clays, so the 𝐴𝐶𝑀 approach is more
broadly applicable than the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods described in Section 7.2. However, both of these
methods are based on relatively limited data sets, so it is reasonable to question how well either
method will reflect performance in a wide range of ground conditions.
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One can also debate the approach of applying a multiplier to total shaft resistance, as is done in
the 𝐴𝐶𝑀 method, compared to applying a multiplier to tip resistance alone as is done in the 𝑇𝐶𝑀
approach. It is convenient to use the total shaft resistance; however, the 𝐴𝐶𝑀 method essentially
considers that both the grout pressure and stress reversal are controlled by skin friction,
regardless of end bearing, so the same 𝐴𝐶𝑀 values may not be appropriate for shafts with
different proportions of side and tip resistance. A similar limitation as described previously for
the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 approach also holds true; while the load-transfer analyses used to develop values of
𝐴𝐶𝑀 are capable of separately considering contributions due to ground improvement at the shaft
tip, pre-mobilization, and enlargement of the shaft tip, the resulting values of ACM are presented
as a combination of these effects. Therefore, the values of ACM presented in Figure 7.5 may not
be appropriate for cases where the individual mechanisms of improvement may be substantially
different from those present in the empirical data (as is also true for the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 approach). The
load-transfer functions proposed and used for development of Figure 7.5 rely on soil property
values, some of which are often unavailable and require estimation through correlations or
experience. This may restrict the potential for use of the functions to model PGDS in ground
conditions that are significantly different than those tested.
Despite some limitations, the fundamental approach adopted for the 𝐴𝐶𝑀 load transfer analyses
provides a sound basis for modeling of PGDS. Therefore, a similar approach was adopted to
evaluate results of load test measurements for the present work, as described in Chapter 8.
7.4

Component Multiplier Approach

Duan and Kulhawy (2009) describe an empirical design approach originally developed by Hu et
al. (2001) that has become the basis for design of PGDS in the Chinese Technical Code for
Building Pile Foundations (China Academy of Building Research, 2008). This approach is
referred to as the “component multiplier” approach within this report. In the component
multiplier approach, “improvement coefficients” for both the side and tip resistance components
of total resistance are applied to account for the improved resistance due to post-grouting. The
basic expression for predicting the nominal resistance for PGDS is thus:
(7.13)
where:

𝑅𝑛,𝑔𝑟
𝑅𝑠,𝑔𝑟
𝑅𝑝,𝑔𝑟
𝐷
𝜆𝑠𝑖

=
=
=
=
=

𝑞𝑠𝑖

=

ℓ𝑖
𝜆𝑝
𝑞𝑝

=
=
=

nominal resistance for PGDS
nominal side resistance for PGDS
nominal tip resistance for PGDS
shaft diameter
improvement coefficient for side resistance along shaft segment 𝑖 due to
post-grouting
nominal unit side resistance for ungrouted shaft along shaft segment 𝑖
from Chinese Code (China Academy of Building Research, 2008)
length of shaft segment 𝑖
improvement coefficient for tip resistance due to post-grouting
nominal unit tip resistance for ungrouted shaft from Chinese Code (China
Academy of Building Research, 2008)
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Equation 7.13 follows the general form of conventional static methods used in U.S. design
practice, except for the coefficients 𝜆𝑠𝑖 and 𝜆𝑝 that reflect increases in side and tip resistance
attributed to post-grouting. Alternative values for the improvement coefficients have been
reported for different soil/rock types based on analysis of load test measurements for PGDS.
Several versions of these recommended improvement coefficients are presented in the following
subsections. Note that the values of 𝑞𝑠𝑖 and 𝑞𝑝 are established using presumptive values
provided in the Chinese Technical Code for Building Pile Foundations.
7.4.1

Hu, Li, and Wu (2001)

Hu et al. (2001) evaluated results from load tests for 186 PGDS in the Hankou District in Wuhan
Province, China, and compared them to test results for conventional shafts (Duan and Kulhawy,
2009). The test shafts had diameters ranging from 28 to 40 inches and lengths ranging from
about 80 to 160 ft. All shafts were grouted at the shaft tip with an average of 5,300 lbs of
cement. Based on this considerable database, Hu et al. (2001) found that 𝜆𝑝 ranged between 1.3
and 5.1, and that 𝜆𝑠𝑖 ranged between 1.3 and 2.2. A summary of recommended ranges for the
coefficients 𝜆𝑠𝑖 and 𝜆𝑝 for different soil types is provided in Table 7.1.
Table 7.1: Recommended improvement coefficients from Hu et al. (2001).

One important difference between Chinese design practice, as reflected by Equation 7.13, and
current U.S. practice, is that improvement in side resistance due to post-grouting is routinely
considered in Chinese practice, even for PGDS that are only grouted at the tip of the shaft.
Consideration of improved side resistance may reflect a belief that grout will flow up the
interface between the shaft concrete and soil/rock for some distance, or it may reflect some
recognition of improvement due to pre-mobilization of load in the shaft during grouting.
Regardless of the motivation or justification, improvement in side resistance is considered for
PGDS that are grouted exclusively at the shaft tip, although such improvement is generally
considered limited to some distance above the tip of the shaft (as indicated in footnote to Table
7.1). Intentional “side grouting” of drilled shafts (e.g., Xiao et al., 2009) is also much more
common in China than in the U.S., but does not seem to be required in order to consider the
improvement in side resistance suggested in Table 7.1.
7.4.2

Chinese Technical Code for Building Pile Foundations

The current Chinese Technical Code for Building Pile Foundations mandates that the ultimate
resistance for PGDS be determined using static load tests (China Academy of Building Research,
2008). However, the code provides ranges for 𝜆𝑠𝑖 and 𝜆𝑝 , shown in Table 7.2, that can be used
for estimating the ultimate resistance using the component multiplier approach for different types
of ground. These values are intended for use in conjunction with presumptive values for 𝑞𝑠𝑖 and
𝑞𝑝 that are specified in the code.
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Table 7.2: Improvement coefficients provided in the Chinese Technical Code for Building
Pile Foundations (China Academy of Building Research, 2008).

7.4.3

Xiao, Wu, and Wu (2009)

Xiao et al. (2009) reported alternative ranges for 𝜆𝑠𝑖 and 𝜆𝑝 based on model tests and full-scale
load tests from more than 100 projects as summarized in Table 7.3. Values for 𝜆𝑝 ranged
between 2.0 and 4.0 while values for 𝜆𝑠𝑖 ranged between 1.2 and 3.0. No indication is provided
regarding the distance over which improvement in side resistance should be considered.
Table 7.3: Recommended improvement coefficients from Xiao et al. (2009).

7.4.4

Dai, Gong, Zhao, and Zhou (2012)

Dai et al. (2011) reported recommended ranges for 𝜆𝑠𝑖 and 𝜆𝑝 based on analysis of a collection
of load test results for more than 50 PGDS. The reported ranges, provided in Table 7.4, tend to
reflect narrower ranges compared to those reported by both Hu et al. (2001) and Xiao et al.
(2009). The improvement coefficients proposed by Dai et al. (2011) ranged between 1.5 and 2.5
for 𝜆𝑝 , and ranged between 1.3 and 2.0 for 𝜆𝑠𝑖 .
Table 7.4: Recommended improvement coefficients from Dai et al. (2011).

Dai et al. (2011) also provide conditions for use of the improvement factors provided in Table
7.4. The conditions include:
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1. The grout water-to-cement ratio should be limited to a range of 0.5 to 0.7 for saturated
soils, 0.7 to 0.9 for unsaturated soils, and 0.5 to 0.6 for loose gravel and sand.
2. The maximum grout injection pressure should be limited to a range of 725 to 1,450 psi
for weathered rock, unsaturated clay, and silt, and to a range of 220 to 875 psi for
saturated soil (with the pressure tending toward the lower end for softer soil and the
higher end for denser soil).
3. The injection of the grout should occur for at least 5 minutes.
4. The flow rate of the grout should be limited to a maximum of 20 gal/min.
7.4.5

Liu and Zhang (2011)

Liu and Zhang (2011) proposed a variation to the component multiplier approach, referred to in
this report as the “truncated cone” approach. In this approach, the capacity of a PGDS is
calculated in a manner similar to that presented in Equation 7.13, but considering an enlarged tip
area derived from the volume of injected grout assuming that the grout takes the form of a
truncated circular cone as illustrated in Figure 7.7.

(7.14)
where:

R
𝑉
𝜃
𝑟

=
=
=
=

radius of the base of the truncated circular cone
volume of grout injected
angle of truncated circular cone (typically assumed to be 60°)
radius of drilled shaft = 𝐷⁄2

Using the truncated cone approach, the nominal resistance for a PGDS is calculated following
Equation 7.13, but using a shaft tip area (𝐴𝑝 ) calculated from the enlarged radius given by
Equation 7.14 and using alternative improvement coefficients. Liu and Zhang (2011)
recommended using a tip improvement coefficient (𝜆𝑝 ) between 0.5 and 0.9, and a side
improvement coefficient (𝜆𝑠𝑖 ) between 1.2 and 1.6.
While there is some logic to use of an enlarged tip area for PGDS, the truncated cone approach
appears to provide little benefit over alternative component multiplier methods described
previously. The fact that recommended values of 𝜆𝑝 for the truncated cone approach are less
than unity suggests that the enlarged area predicted using Equation 7.14 is likely greater than the
actual area, thus requiring use of 𝜆𝑝 less than 1.0 to compensate for the error. While Liu and
Zhang (2011) do present analyses for three load tests, the basis for the recommended
improvement coefficients also seems to be severely limited compared with alternative
component multiplier methods.
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Figure 7.7:
7.4.6

Schematic illustrating enlarged shaft tip according to the truncated cone
approach (after Liu and Zhang, 2011).

Discussion on the Component Multiplier Approach

The component multiplier approach has practical appeal for design of PGDS. The methods rely
on calculations (Equation 7.13) that are familiar to those involved with foundation design, with
the addition of relatively simple multipliers to account for the improvement attributed to postgrouting. However, the component multiplier approach also evokes several concerns regarding
its use for U.S. practice, as described in more detail in the following paragraphs.
Perhaps the most significant concern that arises when considering the component multiplier
methods is the reliance on improvement in side resistance over significant lengths of the shaft,
even when grout is only injected at the shaft tip. There is certainly evidence to support that grout
may, at times, flow up the sides of PGDS during tip grouting (e.g., Mullins and Winters, 2004;
Muchard and Farouz, 2009). It is also reasonable to assume that such grout may increase the
available side resistance. However, consideration of upward flow over lengths that may
approach 60 ft or more seems highly implausible to most foundation designers in the U.S., which
leads to significant concern over reliance on improvement in side resistance. It is possible that
differences between U.S. and Chinese construction practices may contribute to more substantial,
and more reliable upward flow of grout along the shaft perimeter when following Chinese
practices. However, the differences in current practices seem relatively minor and insufficient to
justify such an argument. A more likely explanation is that the improvement attributed to side
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resistance in component multiplier methods may, in fact, be due to improved tip resistance since
the component multiplier approach is a purely empirical approach. Thus, the net result of
considering improvement in both side and tip resistance may lead to prediction of overall
improvement that is similar to what has been observed in full-scale load tests. As a practical
matter, designers could choose to adopt the basic component multiplier approach but to neglect
improvement in side resistance by adopting 𝜆𝑠𝑖 = 1.0 for the entire length of the shaft. Such a
tactic is likely to produce conservative results, since some of the improvement attributed to postgrouting will be neglected, but such practice also negates some of the benefit of using empirical
methods. Additional study regarding the potential upward flow of grout, and the potential
benefits of such flow is needed before this issue can be acceptably resolved.
As with all empirical methods, the accuracy of the component multiplier approach rests upon
how closely actual construction practices match those used to install the test shafts utilized to
develop the design approach. Since the component multiplier methods were established entirely
from projects constructed following current Chinese practices, and established relative to
presumptive values for unit side and tip resistance that may differ from current U.S. practice, use
of such methods for projects that follow current U.S. practices may introduce significant errors
into the predictions. Additional study of the component multiplier methods, including
comparison with measured resistances determined for PGDS constructed following current U.S.
practices, is needed to evaluate the potential magnitude and impact of such errors. Some
evidence in this regard is provided in Chapter 9.
In addition, component multiplier methods lack explicit consideration of the maximum sustained
grout pressure. While it seems reasonable to assume that the magnitude of the sustained grout
pressure will affect the nominal resistance of a PGDS, it is possible that Chinese grouting
procedures (i.e., grout pressures, grout characteristics, grouting sequence, etc.) have been
standardized to the point where some consistency is achieved across different sites and projects.
Thus, the component multiplier methods may appropriately reflect the improvement that can be
achieved given that grouting is performed according to standardized criteria, and that such
improvement may be largely independent of the absolute grout pressure. It is noted that the
grout volumes and grout pressures cited by Dai et al. (2011) are generally larger than those
typically seen in U.S. practice.
Finally, it is important to emphasize that the Chinese Technical Code for Building Pile
Foundations (China Academy of Building Research, 2008) mandates that the ultimate resistance
for PGDS be determined from static load tests. As such, the component multiplier methods are
really used for “preliminary design” in Chinese practice (Liu and Zhang, 2011): to establish
reasonable shaft dimensions to achieve a specific resistance rather than as a direct means to
demonstrate a specific capacity. Use of the methods in this manner alleviates some of the
concerns associated with the component multiplier methods.
7.5

Simplified Approach

McVay et al. (2010) proposed a simple method for estimating the minimum total design
resistance for PGDS in cohesionless soil based on observations from small-scale experiments
using a rigid wall test chamber (McVay et al., 2010; Thiyyakkandi et al., 2013). Results from
the small-scale experiments showed that the increase in axial resistance of model PGDS was
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predominantly due to pre-loading of the shaft tip, and, to a lesser degree, an increase in tip area.
McVay et al. (2010) therefore suggest that a “minimum ultimate design resistance” can be
estimated as:
(7.15)
where:

𝑅𝑛 = nominal axial resistance of PGDS
𝑅𝑠 = nominal side resistance for a conventional drilled shaft
𝑅𝑝 = nominal tip resistance for a conventional drilled shaft

Equation 7.15 neglects potential contributions from an increase in side resistance that may occur
due to grouting at the shaft tip and from an enlarged tip area due to the grouting. The method is
therefore said to produce conservative estimates for PGDS resistance since it neglects
contributions from these mechanisms. While the method is attractive in its simplicity, Equation
7.15 relies on assumptions that may not be routinely satisfied. First, the method relies on the
assumption that full (upward) side resistance will be mobilized during post-grouting. While such
an assumption may be satisfied in some cases, there will inevitably be instances when the
upward side resistance may not be fully mobilized during post-grouting (e.g., due to
hydrofracture, limited tip resistance, limitations of grouting equipment, etc.). The method also
neglects the fact that some tip resistance will be “consumed” during post-grouting, and thus will
not be available to resist subsequent top-down loading. In cases where these assumptions are not
satisfied, Equation 7.15 will overestimate the resistance provided by a PGDS unless the
improvement provided from the neglected mechanisms (i.e., improved side resistance and
enlarged tip) is sufficient to compensate for the errors introduced by the unsatisfied assumptions.
7.6

Summary on Applicability and Limitations of Design Methods

The general design approaches and specific design methods presented in this chapter are all
empirical methods for estimating the nominal resistance for PGDS, although some of the
approaches have a theoretical basis. Since the methods are empirical, the accuracy of resistance
estimates for a given project will depend upon the degree to which site conditions and
construction methods are consistent with those used to develop the respective design methods. It
is important to note that prediction of post-grouted shaft capacity during design is not necessarily
more, or less, reliable than prediction of capacity for conventional drilled shafts, as illustrated
and described in more detail in Chapter 9. The uncertainty generally revolves around the
magnitude of available side and tip resistance, as well as the degree to which the selected
prediction methods reflect performance. The act of post-grouting may serve to demonstrate that
capacity, or some portion of capacity, has been achieved but this does not reduce uncertainty in
predicting capacity during design.
In general, the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 and 𝐴𝐶𝑀 approaches are based on relatively limited numbers of load test
measurements. Grouting procedures followed for the test shafts that were used to develop these
methods are generally consistent with current practices for post-grouting in the U.S., and the
empirical data sets generally include measurements for PGDS that were grouted using both
sleeve-port and flat-jack grouting devices. The post-grouted test shafts used to develop the
respective measurements were load tested using a combination of conventional static tests,
Statnamic tests, and O-Cell test methods. Load tests used to develop the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods were
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restricted to shafts in sand and silty/shelly sand; whereas load tests used to develop the 𝐴𝐶𝑀
method included PGDS tipped in both sand and clay. When calculating the nominal resistance
for ungrouted shafts (used as input for both approaches), the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods by Mullins et al.
(2006) and Dapp and Brown (2010) are strictly restricted to use with equations by Reese and
O’Neill (1988) for cohesionless soil, while the 𝐴𝐶𝑀 method is restricted to use with predictions
from load-transfer analyses using Davisson’s failure criterion.
The component multiplier methods are generally based on much larger collections of load test
results that include PGDS tipped in relatively wide ranges of ground conditions. Therefore, the
methods are likely to better reflect performance that can be expected across the spectrum of
ground conditions where PGDS may be used. However, the grouting devices used for the PGDS
in these empirical data sets may be substantially different from those commonly used in the U.S.
Grouting procedures used for the PGDS to establish component multipliers differ from those
currently used in U.S. practice, although the differences may not be significant. The component
multiplier methods are generally restricted for use with presumptive unit side and tip resistance
values for ungrouted drilled shafts that are specified in the Chinese Technical Code for Building
Pile Foundations (China Academy of Building Research, 2008), which may differ substantially
from measured and predicted resistances for PGDS in the U.S.
The simplified method suggested by McVay et al. (2010) is largely based on purely theoretical
considerations that are independent of ground conditions, grout devices, and the method for
estimation of the resistance for conventional drilled shafts. However, the method is also based
on assumptions that are likely flawed for many sites and, thus, is unlikely to produce reliable
estimates of nominal resistance for PGDS.
Given the limitations of existing methods, it is clear that none of the existing methods is
completely suitable for establishing the nominal resistance for PGDS across the spectrum of
ground conditions, grouting devices, and grouting procedures that are likely to be encountered
for PGDS in the U.S. Such limitations should not prevent future use of PGDS, since there is
ample evidence to demonstrate that post-grouting may substantially improve the performance of
drilled shafts compared to the performance of similarly-sized conventional shafts. However,
these limitations do lead to challenges with establishing appropriate values for the nominal
resistance for PGDS, especially in clayey soil and rock. For the foreseeable future, it therefore
seems prudent to require that PGDS performance be demonstrated through site-specific load
testing as is currently required in Chinese practice.
One additional limitation that impacts use of PGDS in the U.S. is the lack of calibrated and/or
vetted resistance factors in the current AASHTO design code (AASHTO, 2012). While
arguments can be made to support the belief that PGDS may be more or less reliable than similar
ungrouted shafts, the fact remains that the issue of appropriate resistance factors is unresolved.
Therefore, common practice has been to use resistance factors and/or factors of safety that are
similar to those used for conventional drilled shafts.
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CHAPTER 8: COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION OF RESULTS FROM
SELECTED LOAD TEST PROGRAMS
8.1

Introduction

There are numerous reported cases where load tests have been performed on comparable
ungrouted and post-grouted drilled shafts at the same site. Results of most of these tests
consistently demonstrate that post-grouting improves the axial load-deformation response of
drilled shafts either by “stiffening” the response of the shafts, by increasing the ultimate axial
resistance, or both. However, the scatter present in the load test measurements is substantial,
which makes it difficult to develop methods for predicting the improved performance of PGDS.
Such scatter is not uncommon in results of load tests of ungrouted drilled shafts and of many
other deep foundation element types, but is possibly aggravated by the use of different grouts,
grout delivery systems, and grouting procedures across the various reported cases, as well as by
different shaft construction and load testing methods.
The challenge in interpreting load test measurements is compounded in the case of PGDS
because the degree of improvement from each improvement mechanism – pre-mobilization,
ground improvement by densification and/or permeation, improvement due to an enlarged tip,
and improvement in side resistance – is likely dependent on the grout and grouting procedure
utilized. The analyses presented in this chapter, and analyses presented subsequently in Chapter
9, were conducted to try to reduce or explain a portion of the scatter in load test measurements so
that improved predictions can be made. Analyses presented in this chapter were performed to
separate effects of pre-mobilization from effects of ground improvement while analyses
presented in Chapter 9 were conducted to try to isolate effects of different shaft characteristics
and grouting procedures. This chapter focuses on results of “select” load test programs because
the analyses are intensive and require comprehensive information that is not available for all of
the load tests.
8.2

Methodology

The fundamental objective for the “comprehensive” analyses was to identify and separate
improvement attributable to pre-mobilization of resistance during grouting from improvement
due to ground improvement at the tip of PGDS. This objective was achieved by using numerical
analyses to simulate the axial response of PGDS considering pre-mobilization alone (with no
ground improvement) and then comparing the simulated response to the actual measured
response of the PGDS. The portion of the improvement not predicted using the pre-mobilization
model was attributed to ground improvement at the tip of the shaft. For the purpose of these
analyses, improvement due to densification or permeation of grout into the ground at the tip of
the shaft and enlargement of the shaft tip was collectively considered to be “ground
improvement.” Improvement in side resistance was neglected in these analyses.
The numerical model used for prediction of the axial response of PGDS, considering the effects
of pre-mobilization, was adapted from common techniques for modeling axial load transfer for
deep foundations, commonly referred to as the “𝑡-𝑧 method” (Reese et al., 2006). For this report,
the load-transfer analyses were implemented using the finite element method with relatively
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simple bi-linear or tri-linear 𝑡-𝑧 models to represent load transfer in side resistance, and similar
𝑞-𝑤 models to represent load transfer in tip resistance (Figure 8.1).

Figure 8.1:

Simple load-transfer models used for predicting performance of PGDS
considering pre-mobilization alone: (a) bi-linear load-transfer model for tip
resistance, and (b) tri-linear load-transfer model for tip resistance.

The adaptations to conventional load-transfer methods include the ability to model load transfer
during the post-grouting stage of construction. The post-grouting stage was modeled by
applying simultaneous upward and downward loads within a “zero-stiffness” element located at
the tip of the shaft to simulate the bi-directional loading induced during grouting. The magnitude
of the bi-directional load was considered to be consistent with the grout pressure achieved in the
field. Given this loading, the distribution of load and displacement along the shaft due to the
post-grouting load was computed, including the downward displacement of the ground at the tip
of the shaft. The resulting displacements were then used to modify the load-transfer models to
reflect pre-mobilization, in a manner consistent with the concepts described in Chapter 2, and the
modified load-transfer models were subsequently used to predict the response of the shaft to
further loading.
8.3

Illustration of Methodology

To illustrate use of the load-transfer method for simulating the improvement in performance due
to pre-mobilization alone, a simple example problem involving an infinitely rigid, 4-ft diameter
shaft is presented herein. Actual analyses performed for the respective load tests presented
subsequently also include appropriate modeling of the shaft stiffness. The primary steps in the
modeling process are as follows:
1. Simulate the load-displacement response for the conventional, ungrouted shaft to
establish calibrated 𝑡-𝑧 and 𝑞-𝑤 models that are consistent with the observed
performance of the ungrouted test shaft.
2. Model load transfer due to post-grouting using the calibrated load-transfer models from
Step 1 to establish the distribution of load and displacement along the test shaft due to
post-grouting.
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3. Modify the calibrated load-transfer models to account for pre-mobilization by “shifting”
the origin of the load-transfer models (as described in Chapter 2) using displacements
established in Step 2.
4. Simulate the load-displacement response of the PGDS for subsequent loading using the
modified load-transfer models established in Step 3.
The last step, modeling of load-displacement response for the PGDS, differs depending upon
whether the loading is top-down (e.g., from a conventional static test or Statnamic test) or bidirectional (e.g., from an O-Cell test) as described subsequently in more detail.
8.3.1

Response of Ungrouted Shaft

Modeling the load-displacement response for an ungrouted shaft follows traditional application
of the load-transfer method. For the simple example considered here, the idealized load-transfer
models and simulated performance for the ungrouted shaft are shown in Figures 8.2 through 8.4.
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Load-transfer (𝒕-𝒛) model for side resistance.

The load-transfer model for side resistance shown in Figure 8.2 is a simple, linearly elastic,
perfectly plastic model reflecting linear mobilization of resistance up to some limit resistance,
which remains constant for larger displacements. Since side resistance can be mobilized for both
positive (downward) and negative (upward) displacements, the ultimate resistance and
corresponding displacement are modeled as being symmetric about the origin of zero load and
displacement. For conventional “top-down” axial loading, the shaft is displaced into the ground
(downward), and the load transferred to the soils surrounding the shaft is considered positive.
Conversely, for upward loading, like that induced during post-grouting or during bi-directional
load testing, the shaft is displaced upward, and displacements and mobilized side resistance are
considered negative.
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Figure 8.4:

Simulated load-displacement response for a conventional ungrouted shaft
subject to top-down loading for the simple example.

A similar model was used for load transfer in tip resistance, as shown in Figure 8.3. However,
the load-transfer model for tip resistance does not allow for negative (upward) mobilization
because upward movement of the shaft tip would result in loss of contact between the shaft tip
and the underlying soils. The load-transfer model for tip resistance therefore reflects zero
resistance for negative (upward) displacement of the shaft tip.
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Figure 8.4 depicts the simulated load-displacement response for the rigid shaft determined using
the load-transfer models shown in Figures 8.2 and 8.3. In this figure, the load at a given shaft
displacement is taken to be the summation of the mobilized side and tip resistance at the same
displacement. Note that the piecewise linear appearance of the load-settlement response results
from consideration of a rigid shaft. A finite shaft stiffness value will produce a more realistic,
“smooth” load-displacement response.
Points representing three displacements (0.25 inch, 1 inch, and 2.5 inches) are shown in Figures
8.2 to 8.4, respectively, to illustrate the side and tip resistance contributions to the overall loaddisplacement behavior. The circles correspond to displacements of 0.25 inch, the squares to
displacements of 1 inch, and the triangles to displacements of 2.5 inches. The load-displacement
curve shown in Figure 8.4 has two inflection points – one at a displacement of 0.5 inch and the
other at a displacement of 2.5 inches – that correspond to full mobilization of side and tip
resistance, respectively. At displacements less than 0.5 inch, both side and tip resistance are
mobilized and contribute to overall resistance, although the resistance is largely dominated by
side resistance because of the “stiffer” load transfer in side resistance. For displacements
between 0.5 and 2.5 inches, additional resistance is mobilized from continuously increasing tip
resistance, while side resistance remains constant because it has been fully mobilized. The
plunging behavior at loads greater than 1,500 kips results from mobilization of the entirety of
shaft resistance.
8.3.2

Adaptation of Load-transfer Models to Account for Pre-mobilization

The concepts presented in Figures 8.2 to 8.4 apply to analysis of ungrouted shafts and leave
room for expansion to accommodate analysis of post-grouting. Application of pressurized grout
to the tip of a shaft results in a bi-directional force with a magnitude corresponding to the
product of the grout pressure and the area over which the grout pressure acts. Such loading
results in upward (negative) displacement of the shaft above the tip and downward (positive)
displacement of the soil below the tip. These displacements are responsible for pre-mobilization
of side and tip resistance for the PGDS.
Continuing with the example shaft, the magnitude of the bi-directional load under a grout
pressure of 200 psi is 362 kips, assuming the grout pressure acts over the entire shaft tip area.
Application of the grout load in an upward direction mobilizes 362 kips of side resistance
(neglecting the weight of the shaft) with corresponding upward displacement of approximately
0.3 inch in the negative direction as shown in Figure 8.5.
To account for the pre-mobilized side resistance for subsequent loading, the origin of the
coordinate system was shifted to reflect the new “zero condition” following post-grouting. The
dashed lines in Figure 8.5 indicate the shifted origin for the load-transfer model after grouting.
This is the essence of pre-mobilization: that loading imposed subsequent to post-grouting starts
from a condition that reflects loading induced during the grouting process. Barring deterioration
of the ground-shaft interface as a consequence of the initial shearing, pre-mobilization does not
produce an increase in side resistance per se because the limit resistance remains as it was prior
to grouting. However, the load that must be applied to the shaft to reach this limit does increase
because load in the negative direction has been pre-mobilized. Thus, for subsequent top-down
loading, it is necessary to overcome the pre-mobilized load before “positive” side resistance can
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be mobilized. Pre-mobilization of load due to post-grouting results in a shifting of the loaddisplacement behavior, allowing more side resistance to be mobilized when loading downward,
and less resistance to be mobilized if the shaft is loaded upward after grouting, as illustrated in
Figure 8.6.
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Pre-mobilization of side resistance from application of 200 psi grout
pressure.
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Comparison of load-transfer models for side resistance prior to, and after
post-grouting.
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When considering pre-mobilization of tip resistance, displacement of the soil/rock at the shaft tip
due to application of the same grout pressure is positive (downward), which results in
“consumption” of some tip resistance during grouting as shown in Figure 8.7. Since subsequent
top-down loading of the shaft continues loading in the same direction at the tip, the amount of
additional tip resistance that can be mobilized following post-grouting is reduced from that
which existed prior to grouting (Figure 8.8), presuming that no ground improvement or
deterioration occurs during grouting.
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The load applied at the shaft tip due to post-grouting is equal in magnitude in both directions so
the apparent gain in pre-mobilized side resistance is equal to the apparent loss in pre-mobilized
tip resistance. Therefore, the pre-mobilization effect is essentially a redistribution of loadtransfer behavior in which greater resistance is mobilized in side resistance, but lesser resistance
is available from tip resistance compared to the ungrouted shaft.
8.3.3

Response of Grouted Shaft to Subsequent Top-down Loading

The shaft response to subsequent top-down loading was simulated using the 𝑡-𝑧 and 𝑞-𝑤 loadtransfer models that were modified to account for pre-mobilization effects (neglecting any
ground improvement). The load-transfer models for side and tip resistance of the pre-mobilized
shaft are shown in Figures 8.9 and 8.10, considering the same applied grout pressure of 200 psi.
The adjusted axes are plotted using dashed lines to indicate that the origin was shifted to the
point corresponding to the mobilized condition due to grouting.
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Load-transfer model in side resistance after application of 200 psi grout
pressure.

Figure 8.11 shows the simulated load-displacement response of the shaft resulting from use of
the modified load-transfer models to account for pre-mobilization, along with the loaddisplacement response for an identical ungrouted shaft (previously presented in Figure 8.4). As
shown, pre-mobilization of resistance due to grouting produces a substantially “stiffer” response
at intermediate loads. For small loads, where the load-displacement response is dictated by both
side and tip resistance, the response is identical for both the grouted and ungrouted shafts.
Similarly, the ultimate axial resistance is identical to that for the ungrouted shaft because the
apparent increase in side resistance due to pre-mobilization is exactly countered by an equivalent
consumption in tip resistance. Thus, pre-mobilization produces an improved load-displacement
response but does not increase the ultimate axial resistance for the shaft.
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Figure 8.10: Load-transfer model in tip resistance after application of 200 psi grout
pressure.
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Figure 8.11: Comparison of load-displacement response of the ungrouted and PGDS
considering the effect of pre-mobilization alone.
Note that the magnitude of the improvement in the load-displacement response due to premobilization is related to the load induced during grouting, which is in turn related to the grout
pressure achieved during grouting. Thus, when considering pre-mobilization alone, shafts
subjected to greater post-grouting pressures will have greater improvement than shafts subjected
to lesser grout pressures.
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It is important to emphasize that the analyses for the idealized example presented in this section
have neglected any contributions from ground improvement that may occur due to post-grouting
at the shaft tip. The analyses have also neglected the potential for relaxation of the premobilized resistance that may occur following grouting, or factors such as hardening in the loadtransfer models. Ground improvement, whether due to densification or permeation of grout, may
produce an increase in the limit resistance and the stiffness of the load-transfer model for tip
resistance. The increased limit resistance and/or stiffness will produce improvement in excess of
that simulated due to pre-mobilization alone. Relaxation of the load induced during grouting
introduces an unloading stage that diminishes the improvement observed due to premobilization. Hardening load-transfer behavior for side or tip resistance will change the basic
form of the load-transfer models that were assumed for these idealized analyses and may affect
the magnitude of pre-mobilization. Such phenomena can be considered and modeled using
similar techniques, but have been avoided here in the interest of clarity.
8.3.4

Response of Grouted Shaft to Subsequent Bi-directional Loading

Shafts subjected to bi-directional loading following post-grouting will exhibit a different
response than that shown in Figure 8.11. The different response occurs because bi-directional
loading continues loading in the same direction as induced during grouting. Bi-directional
loading results in the upward (negative) displacement of the shaft, which continues to mobilize
resistance in the third quadrant of the load-transfer plot, as shown in Figure 8.12. Continued
displacement in the negative direction results in approximately 160 kips of available side
resistance compared to the approximately 860 kips of side resistance that would be available if
the direction of loading were reversed as is done in a top-down test. Thus, the measured side
resistance from a bi-directional load test will theoretically reflect the resistance that remains after
post-grouting (assuming that no ground improvement occurs).
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Figure 8.12: Modified load-transfer model for side resistance to account for pre-mobilized
resistance showing remaining side resistance for a grouted shaft if
subsequently loaded in an upward or downward direction.
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Following similar logic, the remaining tip resistance in a bi-directionally loaded shaft is
equivalent to that for top-down loading because both displace soil at the shaft tip in a positive
(downward) direction. Thus, the measured tip resistance from a bi-directional load test for a
PGDS will theoretically reflect the tip resistance that remains after post-grouting, in addition to
any improvement in tip resistance that occurs due to post-grouting.
8.3.5

Quantification of Ground Improvement at the Shaft Tip

When comparing results from simulations that model pre-mobilization alone to actual load test
measurements, it is common for the simulated response to underestimate the actual measured
response because ground improvement that may occur due to post-grouting is not modeled. In
such cases, the improvement in the shaft response attributed to ground improvement at the shaft
tip can be quantified by performing additional simulations using ultimate unit tip resistance
values, 𝑞𝑝−𝑢𝑙𝑡 , that reflect potential ground improvement at the shaft tip. These simulations,
which include modeling of pre-mobilization, are repeated using alternative values for 𝑞𝑝−𝑢𝑙𝑡
until a reasonable comparison between the simulated and measured load-displacement responses
is found. The degree of ground improvement is then represented using a “ground improvement
ratio,” 𝐺𝐼𝑅, defined as:
(8.1)
where:

𝑞𝑝,𝑔𝑟−𝑢𝑙𝑡−𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑏 = ultimate unit tip resistance required to produce a reasonable
comparison between the simulated and measured loaddisplacement response for PGDS using simulations that model
pre-mobilization
𝑞𝑝−𝑢𝑙𝑡

= ultimate unit tip resistance required to produce a reasonable
comparison between the predicted and measured response for a
comparable ungrouted shaft

Since 𝐺𝐼𝑅 values are established using simulations that model pre-mobilization, these values
reflect the improvement in performance that can be attributed to ground improvement alone
because improvement due to pre-mobilization is inherently included in the model simulations.
Thus, 𝐺𝐼𝑅 only reflects improvement in performance attributed to improvement of the ground at
the tip of the shaft (via densification, permeation, or both).
The 𝐺𝐼𝑅 is fundamentally different from similar parameters described in Chapter 7 in that these
other parameters quantify improved performance due to all mechanisms collectively. In order to
provide for more direct comparison with these other parameters, a second parameter, termed the
“total” improvement ratio (𝑇𝐼𝑅), is also defined as:

(8.2)
where:

𝑞𝑝,𝑔𝑟−𝑢𝑙𝑡 = ultimate unit tip resistance required to produce a reasonable
comparison between the simulated and measured load-displacement
response for PGDS using simulations that do not model premobilization
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𝑞𝑝−𝑢𝑙𝑡

= ultimate unit tip resistance required to produce a reasonable
comparison between the predicted and measured response for the
comparable ungrouted shaft

The fundamental difference between the 𝐺𝐼𝑅 and 𝑇𝐼𝑅 is that 𝐺𝐼𝑅 is established using
simulations that account for pre-mobilization, while 𝑇𝐼𝑅 is established using simulations that do
not consider pre-mobilization. Thus, 𝐺𝐼𝑅 reflects improved performance due to ground
improvement alone, while 𝑇𝐼𝑅 reflects the improved performance from all improvement
mechanisms collectively. The 𝑇𝐼𝑅 is conceptually similar to the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 described in Chapter 7
(Mullins et al., 2006); however, 𝑇𝐼𝑅 is established relative to the ultimate unit tip resistance
derived from measurements for an ungrouted test shaft, whereas 𝑇𝐶𝑀 is established relative to
the nominal unit tip resistance calculated from Reese and O’Neill (1988) for shafts in
cohesionless soil. Values for the 𝐺𝐼𝑅 and 𝑇𝐼𝑅 were determined for the selected cases considered
in this chapter.
8.4

Analyses for Selected Load Test Cases

Analyses were performed for a series of comprehensive load test cases to separately quantify the
magnitude of contributions due to pre-mobilization and ground improvement. The analyses
performed were similar to those described for the simple, rigid shaft example in the previous
section, but consider the estimated stiffness of the respective drilled shafts. The specific cases
considered are summarized in Table 8.1. These cases were selected because they include load
tests on both conventional ungrouted shafts and nearby companion PGDS. The load test sites are
well-characterized and the grouting protocols well-defined so that pre-mobilization can be
reasonably modeled. As shown in the table, the selected cases include tests performed on PGDS
that were tipped in both “sand” and “clay,” post-grouted using both flat-jack and sleeve-port
distribution systems, and tested using conventional top-down, Statnamic, and bi-directional load
tests.
Table 8.1: Summary of cases analyzed to separate contributions from pre-mobilization
and ground improvement.
Soil Type
Clayey Sand
Clay
Sand
Clay
Sand

Grouting
Apparatus
Flat-jack
Flat-jack
Flat-jack
Flat-jack
Sleeve-port

Broadway Viaduct

Sand

Both

Zoo Interchange – SW Core
Zoo Interchange – NE Core
Zoo Interchange – West Leg

Sand
Sand
Clay

Sleeve-port
Sleeve-port
Sleeve-port

Case
Texas A&M University
Texas A&M University
University of Houston
University of Houston
PGA Blvd

Load Test
Method
Static
Static
Statnamic
Statnamic
Statnamic
Statnamic
O-Cell
O-Cell
O-Cell
O-Cell

The load test cases analyzed included nine pairs of shafts constructed as part of research, value
engineering, and/or bridge construction projects from the states of Texas, Iowa, Florida, and
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Wisconsin. The cases include six top-down load tests (conventional static tests and Statnamic
tests) and four bi-directional O-cell tests. Two cases (Texas A&M and University of Houston)
had companion grouted and ungrouted shafts tipped in both sand and clay, while one case
(Broadway Viaduct) includes shafts tested using both top-down and bi-directional load tests.
Each of the cases analyzed also has adequate information required for modeling including:




8.4.1

Site information such as boring logs, soil properties, and a summary of the construction
methods
Load-displacement curves measured from load tests on similar ungrouted and grouted
shafts, in similar soils
Information on the grouting procedure used including grout pressure and the
staging/timeframe of grouting, as well as the top of shaft displacement measured during
grouting
Analysis Procedure

Analyses for each case were completed in five general steps:
1. Establish “calibrated” load-transfer models representing mobilization of side and tip
resistance for the ungrouted condition by matching the simulated response to the
measured load-displacement response for tests on ungrouted shafts.
2. Simulate load-displacement response considering pre-mobilization using the “calibrated”
load-transfer models from Step 1, and adjust the ultimate unit side and tip resistance for
the post-grouted load-transfer models until the simulated and measured loaddisplacement responses for the PGDS compare favorably.
3. Compute the 𝐺𝐼𝑅 from Equation 8.1 using the ultimate unit tip resistance that produced
the favorable comparison between the simulated and measured responses for the PGDS
from Step 2.
4. Simulate load-displacement response without considering pre-mobilization using the
“calibrated” load-transfer models from Step 1, and adjust the ultimate unit side and tip
resistance for the post-grouted load-transfer models until the simulated and measured
load-displacement responses for the PGDS compare favorably.
5. Compute the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 from Equation 8.2 using the ultimate unit tip resistance that produced
the favorable comparison between the simulated and measured responses for the PGDS
from Step 4.
The “calibrated” load-transfer models for the ungrouted condition (Step 1) were established by
adjusting theoretical values for the ultimate unit side and tip resistances, and their associated
displacements at the ultimate condition, until the simulated response matched the measured loaddisplacement response for the ungrouted test shaft. The bi-directional load used to simulate premobilization in Step 2 was established from the reported grout pressure assuming that the
pressure was applied across the entire tip area. Calculated displacements along the shaft
following application of the bi-directional load due to grouting were then used to adjust the 𝑡-𝑧
and 𝑞-𝑤 models for each element along the shaft to account for pre-mobilization, as described
previously in this chapter.
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8.4.2

Example Results from Analysis of Selected Cases

Measured and simulated load-displacement curves from two of the cases in Table 8.1 are
presented in Figures 8.13 through 8.15 to illustrate application of the analyses performed.
Figures 8.13 and 8.14 show the simulated and measured load-displacement responses for the
ungrouted and post-grouted test shafts at the University of Houston Sand test site. Figures 8.15
and 8.16 show similar results for grouted and ungrouted test shafts from the PGA Boulevard
Project site. Figures 8.13 and 8.15 show results from analyses considering pre-mobilization
alone, while Figures 8.14 and 8.16 show results from analyses considering both pre-mobilization
and ground improvement at the shaft tip.
The figures include measured load-displacement curves for both grouted and ungrouted test
shafts at the respective sites. Each figure also shows the simulated load-displacement response
for the ungrouted test shafts, established by calibrating the individual load-transfer models to
produce a reasonable comparison with the measured load-displacement response for the
ungrouted shafts. These three curves (measured curves for grouted and ungrouted shafts and
simulated curve for the ungrouted shaft) are identical in Figures 8.13 and 8.14, and in Figures
8.15 and 8.16. As is the case for the other sites considered, the simulated load-displacement
curves for the ungrouted test shafts closely match the measured response.
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Figure 8.13: Predicted and measured load-displacement response for ungrouted and postgrouted test shafts from the University of Houston Sand site. Predicted
response for grouted shaft considers pre-mobilization only with no ground
improvement.
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Figure 8.14: Predicted and measured load-displacement response for ungrouted and postgrouted test shafts from the University of Houston Sand site. Predicted
response for grouted shaft includes both pre-mobilization and ground
improvement.
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Figure 8.15: Predicted and measured load-displacement response for ungrouted and postgrouted test shafts from the PGA Blvd. site. Predicted response for grouted
shaft considers pre-mobilization only with no ground improvement.
Figures 8.13 and 8.15 illustrate the improvement produced from post-grouting based on
consideration of pre-mobilization alone, without ground improvement at the shaft tip. In both
cases, the simulated response considering pre-mobilization alone falls above the response for the
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ungrouted shaft, particularly at intermediate loads, as was observed for the simple example
presented previously. Similarly, the ultimate shaft resistance from the simulations considering
pre-mobilization alone is consistent with the measured ultimate resistance for the ungrouted test
shafts. However, neither of the simulations considering pre-mobilization alone produces a loaddisplacement response that is similar to the measured response observed for the post-grouted test
shafts. Thus, in these cases, improvement due to pre-mobilization accounts for a portion, but not
all, of the observed improvement due to post-grouting. Similar results were observed from
analyses performed for the remaining cases considered with shafts in sand.
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Figure 8.16: Predicted and measured load-displacement response for ungrouted and postgrouted test shafts from the PGA Blvd. site. Predicted response for grouted
shaft includes both pre-mobilization and ground improvement.
Figures 8.14 and 8.16 show results from analyses performed considering improvement due to
both pre-mobilization and ground improvement at the shaft tip. In both figures, the simulated
response considering pre-mobilization and ground improvement reasonably matches the
measured response, thus illustrating that the measured response for post-grouted test shafts can
be reasonably predicted considering improvement due to some combination of pre-mobilization
and ground improvement. Specific values for 𝐺𝐼𝑅 and 𝑇𝐼𝑅 resulting from these analyses, and
additional analyses for the other cases considered are presented in the following section.
8.5

Collective Results from Comprehensive Analyses

Figure 8.17 shows the computed 𝐺𝐼𝑅 determined from simulations considering pre-mobilization
for the cases where the shafts were tested using top-down loading (conventional static tests and
Statnamic tests). 𝐺𝐼𝑅 values are not reported for the cases where bi-directional tests were
performed because bi-directional tests do not theoretically capture improvement due to premobilization. Figure 8.17 shows results for four cases where the test shafts were tipped in sand
and two cases where the test shafts were tipped in clay. A 𝐺𝐼𝑅 value of 1.0 indicates that the
observed improvement in performance can be fully explained by pre-mobilization, while 𝐺𝐼𝑅
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values greater than 1.0 indicate that both pre-mobilization and ground improvement are
necessary to explain the observed performance of the post-grouted shaft compared to the
conventional shaft. In some cases, the observed performance of the grouted or conventional
shafts could be explained using multiple plausible combinations of pre-mobilization and ground
improvement. In such cases, bars are shown in the graph to reflect the range of plausible results
that could be derived from interpretation of the simulations.
4.5

Ground Improvement Ratio, GIR

4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5

Clay Cases
Sand Cases

0.0
TAMU Sand

UH Sand

Broad. Viad.

PGA Blvd.

TAMU Clay

UH Clay

Figure 8.17: 𝑮𝑰𝑹 derived from simulations considering pre-mobilization for all analyzed
cases with top-down load tests. Sites with bars indicate the range of 𝑮𝑰𝑹
calculated using different plausible interpretations.
Values of 𝐺𝐼𝑅 derived from test shafts tipped in sand ranged from 1.0 to 4.0, with the calculated
𝐺𝐼𝑅 for the PGA Boulevard case being dramatically greater than for the other cases considered.
If the value for the PGA Boulevard case is excluded, the mean value of 𝐺𝐼𝑅 for the remaining
three “sand cases” is 1.17, while the computed 𝐺𝐼𝑅𝑠 for the two “clay cases” are both 1.0.
Given the relatively small number of cases, this data suggests that post-grouting resulted in
nominal “ground improvement” at the shaft tip that increased the ultimate unit tip resistance by
approximately 20 percent over that for an ungrouted shaft when the shaft is tipped in sand. For
shafts tipped in clay, these analyses show that the improved performance can be fully explained
considering pre-mobilization alone, which suggests no ground improvement occurs.
Figure 8.18 shows values of the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 computed by considering improvement due to premobilization and ground improvement at the tip of the shaft collectively in a manner similar to
that described for the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 design method in Chapter 7. Several additional cases are included in
this figure because results from sites where shafts were tested using bi-directional load tests can
be included. As shown in Figure 8.18, values for 𝑇𝐼𝑅 are substantially greater than values for
𝐺𝐼𝑅. This is expected because the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 reflects the combined improvement due to premobilization and ground improvement at the shaft tip, whereas 𝐺𝐼𝑅 reflects improvement due to
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ground improvement alone. The mean value of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 derived from shafts tipped in sand is 1.64,
while the mean value of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 for shafts tipped in clay is 1.60. Note that computed 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values
derived from bi-directional load tests (tests from Broadway Viaduct in Iowa and the Zoo
Interchange project in Wisconsin) are lower than values derived from top-down tests. This result
is potentially due to bi-directional load test results not capturing the mechanism of premobilization of tip resistance during post-grouting as top-down tests do, as discussed earlier. If
values derived from bi-directional tests are neglected, the mean value of TIR is 1.92 for shafts
tipped in sands and 1.75 for shafts tipped in clays.
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Figure 8.18: 𝑻𝑰𝑹 derived from simulations considering pre-mobilization and ground
improvement collectively for all analyzed cases.
Figures 8.19 and 8.20, respectively, show the values of 𝐺𝐼𝑅 and 𝑇𝐼𝑅 plotted as a function of
shaft diameter and the maximum sustained grout pressure for the test shafts. Neither of these
figures exhibits a clear trend in values with shaft diameter or grout pressure, although it is
notable that the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values for the smallest diameter shafts are as great or greater than values for
larger shafts (something that is also observed in Chapter 9). It is also important to note that the
effect of grout pressure should be best evaluated by using a “normalized grout pressure” based
on the depth of the tip of the shaft or the effective overburden pressure. However, in the cases
evaluated, the range of most of the normalized pressure values was relatively narrow with only a
few extreme values, which does not allow development of firm conclusions on the effect of grout
pressure on 𝐺𝐼𝑅 or 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values.

96

3.0

Improvement Ratio

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0
Clay - TIR

Clay - GIR
0.5

Sand - TIR
Sand - GIR

0.0

0

1

2

3
Diameter (ft)

4

5

6

Figure 8.19: Calculated 𝑮𝑰𝑹 and 𝑻𝑰𝑹 for the respective cases plotted as a function of shaft
diameter.
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Figure 8.20: Calculated 𝑮𝑰𝑹 and 𝑻𝑰𝑹 for the respective cases plotted as a function of the
maximum sustained grout pressure for the respective shafts.
The collective results presented suggest that the improved performance observed from postgrouting for the selected test shafts considered in this chapter can, on average, be predicted by
considering pre-mobilization along with a nominal ground improvement ratio of approximately

97

1.2 applied to the tip resistance estimated for an ungrouted shaft. Similarly, the improved
ultimate axial resistance can be predicted, on average, by neglecting pre-mobilization and
applying a total improvement ratio of approximately 1.8 to the tip resistance estimated for an
ungrouted shaft. The primary advantage of explicitly considering pre-mobilization is that it
permits evaluation of the effect of shaft displacement (i.e., serviceability) and the effect of
different grout pressures on the expected performance of post-grouted shafts.
8.6

Summary

Results of comprehensive analyses for select cases where similar conventional and post-grouted
drilled shafts were load tested were presented in this chapter. The objective of these analyses
was to try to separate effects of pre-mobilization from effects of ground improvement at the tip
of the shafts. Results of analyses presented in this chapter demonstrate that both premobilization and ground improvement are important components of the improved performance
of drilled shafts from post-grouting.
When simulating the performance of PGDS using load-transfer analyses that consider premobilization, the degree of ground improvement can be represented using a “ground
improvement ratio,” 𝐺𝐼𝑅, that reflects improvement in the ultimate unit tip resistance for the soil
at the shaft tip. Modeling of pre-mobilization, as described in this chapter, essentially accounts
for changes in the stiffness of the load-displacement response of a PGDS and the effect of
different grout pressures; simultaneous use of 𝐺𝐼𝑅 accounts for an increase in the ultimate unit
tip resistance of a post-grouted shaft. Analyses for the limited number of cases presented in this
chapter suggest a mean 𝐺𝐼𝑅 of approximately 1.2 for the cases evaluated for shafts tipped in
sands and 𝐺𝐼𝑅 equal to 1.0 for shafts tipped in clays.
The analyses presented also show that the improved performance of drilled shafts from postgrouting can be represented using a “total improvement ratio,” 𝑇𝐼𝑅, that collectively accounts for
improvement from all mechanisms (i.e., from pre-mobilization and ground improvement).
Results of analyses presented in this chapter for a limited number of cases suggest a mean 𝑇𝐼𝑅 of
approximately 1.8 for shafts tipped in both sands and clays. Values of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 and 𝐺𝐼𝑅 derived
from the analyses presented in this chapter were found to be practically independent of shaft size
and it was not possible to determine a correlation with grout pressure achieved, because in most
cases the ratio of grout pressure to effective overburden stress was similar.
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CHAPTER 9: EVALUATION OF PGDS RESISTANCE FROM LOAD
TESTS
9.1

Introduction & Methodology

This chapter presents results from evaluation and analysis of an extensive collection of load tests
performed on PGDS and comparable ungrouted drilled shafts. The load tests were collected
from projects in the U.S., Asia, and Europe. The objectives of the analyses presented in this
chapter include: (1) quantifying the total improvement in tip resistance from post-grouting at the
shaft tip; (2) identifying how the improvement in tip resistance may vary with different shaft,
grouting, and soil characteristics; and (3) comparing predictions of the ultimate resistance for
PGDS from several prediction methods to measured resistances from the load tests. The data set
considered for the analyses presented in this chapter is substantially larger than that used for the
analyses of selected case histories presented in Chapter 8. The analyses therefore focused on the
total improvement in tip resistance without differentiating among pre-mobilization, ground
improvement and other mechanisms.
The magnitude of improvement due to post-grouting from the individual load tests is quantified
using the total improvement ratio (𝑇𝐼𝑅) defined in Equation 8.2, where the ultimate unit tip
resistances for grouted and ungrouted shafts were established from the load test measurements.
Values of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 were sorted by soil type, broadly categorizing each shaft as being tipped in either
sand (including gravel), clay (including silt), or rock. For each soil type, several plots of 𝑇𝐼𝑅
were developed to evaluate potential trends with different shaft and grouting parameters.
The ultimate unit tip resistances reported for individual tests were compared to nominal
resistances calculated using several available prediction methods presented in Chapter 7. Only
selected prediction methods were considered since several require more input parameters than
were commonly reported in the literature. Output from the selected prediction methods (e.g.,
𝑇𝐶𝑀, 𝜆𝑝 ) generally represents some variation of 𝑇𝐼𝑅. These parameters are therefore compared
to 𝑇𝐼𝑅 as a means to quantify the accuracy and variability of the alternative prediction methods.
It is important to note, however, that both 𝑇𝐶𝑀 and 𝜆𝑝 are defined relative to a specific nominal
resistance, as described in Chapter 7, rather than relative to the ultimate measured resistance as is
the case for the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values reported in this chapter. 𝑇𝐶𝑀 also varies with the magnitude of shaft
displacement, whereas 𝑇𝐼𝑅 is established from the ultimate tip resistance.
9.2

Improvement in Sand from Load Test Results

Fourteen technical papers were identified as having sufficient data to quantify the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 for PGDS
tipped in sand. These papers included load test data from post-grouted shafts and comparable
ungrouted shafts located some distance away at the same site or located next to the post-grouted
shaft. In some cases, the ungrouted shaft was tested, then grouted and retested. The latter
category of tests introduces additional uncertainty into interpretation of improvement because
reloading may provide benefits separate from the effects of grouting. Analysis of the 14 papers
resulted in 40 calculated values of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 for shafts tipped in sand, eight of which are from analyses
presented in Chapter 8. Only three of the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values were for shafts that were tested, grouted,
and then re-tested.
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Results of the analysis to evaluate total improvement in sand are summarized with the statistics
presented in Table 9.1. The results indicate the ultimate tip resistance is improved by a factor
between 2 and 3 on average, but this factor is rather variable with a coefficient of variation
around 0.5. A second set of statistics, also shown in the table, excludes the results from Dapp
and Mullins (2002). Measurements for those six shafts are not in question, but site conditions
(four shafts in a shelly sand, with relatively low blow counts at the tip) and the small diameter of
the shafts resulted in low ungrouted tip capacities. Any of these factors might qualify those
shafts as a “special case.” The third set of statistics in Table 9.1 also excludes results provided in
Dai et al. (2011). Dai et al. (2011) includes a table of tip resistances for a collection of ungrouted
and post-grouted shafts installed for various projects completed in Asia. However, the reference
does not specifically discuss any of the projects individually, and it is not clear if the tip
resistances for ungrouted shafts are from load tests or predictions. Excluding these results and
those of Dapp and Mullins (2002) results in a smaller average value of 𝑇𝐼𝑅, 2.0, and a smaller
coefficient of variation, 0.3.
Table 9.1: Summary of 𝑻𝑰𝑹 for drilled shafts tipped and post-grouted in sand.
All
References
Number of Data Points
Range of 𝑇𝐼𝑅
Average Value of 𝑇𝐼𝑅
Standard Deviation of 𝑇𝐼𝑅
Coefficient of Variation of 𝑇𝐼𝑅

40
0.82 to 9.42
2.86
1.75
0.61

Excluding
Dapp and
Mullins (2002)
34
0.82 to 5.91
2.32
0.94
0.41

Excluding Dapp
et al. (2002) and
Dai et al. (2011)
20
0.82 to 3.11
2.03
0.63
0.31

Several graphs of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 in sand were created to identify potential trends with shaft, grouting, or
load testing variables. The resulting plots are presented in Figures 9.1 and 9.2. Figure 9.1 plots
𝑇𝐼𝑅 against shaft diameter, and Figure 9.2 plots 𝑇𝐼𝑅 against the reported maximum grout
pressure. Two plots are included in each figure. The data points are the same within each of the
graphs, but the data point symbols have different meanings in each plot (as shown in respective
legends) to identify different categorical variables: (a) grouting apparatus, and (b) type of load
test. The publications discussed above and excluded in Table 9.1 are included in Figures 9.1 and
9.2, but are readily identified. The group of points from Dapp et al. (2002) is circled and
identified, and the vast majority of the points in the “unknown” category (indicated with “+”
symbols) are taken from Dai et al. (2011).
There does not appear to be any trend in 𝑇𝐼𝑅 in sand with diameter, as shown by the plots in
Figure 9.1. The 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values derived from the load test measurements mostly fall between values
of 1 and 3, consistent with Table 9.1. Figure 9.2 similarly suggests there is no clear trend in 𝑇𝐼𝑅
with grout pressure. Figures 9.1 and 9.2 also suggest the data from Dapp and Mullins (2002)
might qualify as a special case (as explained above) since the data points are far removed from
the other points.
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Note: Larger symbols used for cases considered in Chapter 8.

Figure 9.1:

𝑻𝑰𝑹 vs. diameter for shafts tipped in sand, plotted according to: (a) grouting
apparatus, and (b) load test type.
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Note: Larger symbols used for cases considered in Chapter 8.

Figure 9.2:

𝑻𝑰𝑹 vs. grout pressure for shafts tipped in sand, plotted according to: (a)
grouting apparatus, and (b) load test type.

It is important to note that direct comparison of TIR values to grout pressure is not likely a
suitable indicator of the improvement of performance due to post-grouting. The magnitude of
grout pressure required to exert any type of influence on the ground structure is likely larger at

102

greater depth or greater overburden pressure. In the tests examined, a significant portion of the
tests showed a narrow range of the ratio between grout pressure and depth or between grout
pressure and effective overburden pressure. Only a few tests had significantly larger or smaller
ratios. Therefore, it is not possible at this time to conclude on the effect of grout pressure on
improved shaft performance.
No significant conclusions can be drawn regarding grouting apparatus for shafts tipped in sand
(Figures 9.1a and 9.2a), since relatively few of the shafts were grouted using flat-jack devices,
and the grouting apparatus used is unknown for many of the tests. The six shafts with side
grouting had slightly higher values of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 than average; four of the six were tip-grouted using
drill-and-grout techniques. Like the flat-jack, both the side grout and drill-and-grout samples are
too small to develop any strong conclusions. It is also difficult to draw any conclusions
regarding the influence of the load test type in sand (Figures 9.1b and 9.2b) because of the
relatively significant number of shafts for which the test type was unknown, and because of the
prevalence of O-Cell testing, particularly for large diameter (high capacity) shafts. There does
appear to be some tendency for measurements from O-Cell tests to fall at the lower end of the
range of TIR; however, the scatter in the measurements is substantial enough to make it difficult
to establish whether this is a true trend or simply a result of scatter in the measurements.
9.3

Improvement in Clay from Load Test Results

Six technical papers were identified as having sufficient data to quantify the total improvement
ratio for drilled shafts tipped and post-grouted in clay. Results from these papers included load
test data from post-grouted shafts and from ungrouted shafts located some distance away at the
same site, located next to the post-grouted shaft, or from tests on the same shaft performed prior
to post-grouting. Analysis of the six papers resulted in 27 values of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 for shafts tipped in clay,
two of which were considered in Chapter 8. Only two of the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values are from shafts that
were tested, grouted, and then re-tested.
Two shafts had 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values that far exceeded the other observations (𝑇𝐼𝑅 values of 27 and 11 vs.
an average of 2.7 for all other shafts), as shown in Figure 9.3. The two shafts with large values
of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 were documented in a summary table in Dai et al. (2011) with few grouting or testing
details, but both shafts correspond to cases with exceptionally high values of 𝐺𝑃𝐼 (18 and 11)
compared with an average 𝐺𝑃𝐼 of 2 for all other shafts. Achieving a grout pressure equal to 18
times the ungrouted tip capacity is at least unusual, so results for these two shafts are omitted
from the remaining interpretations in this section.
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Figure 9.3:

𝑻𝑰𝑹 vs. diameter for shaft tipped in clay, including two points with
exceptionally high values for the grout pressure index (𝑮𝑷𝑰).

Results of the analysis to evaluate the total improvement for shafts tipped in clay are summarized
with the statistics presented in Table 9.2. The results, excluding the two outlying points, indicate
that post-grouting improves the ultimate tip resistance in clay by a factor near 2.7, but that this
factor is rather variable, with a coefficient of variation near 0.5. The third set of statistics in
Table 9.2 also excludes all results from Dai et al. (2011) for the same reasons discussed in the
previous section. Excluding the results from Dai et al. (2011) produces a smaller average value
of 𝑇𝐼𝑅, 2.0, and also a smaller coefficient of variation, 0.3. The statistics from Table 9.1 for
shafts tipped in sand are repeated in Table 9.2 for comparison, which reveals that 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values for
shafts tipped in clay and sand are quite similar if results from Dai et al. (2011) are excluded.
Table 9.2: Summary of 𝑻𝑰𝑹 analysis of drilled shafts tipped and postgrouted in clay and sand.

Figures 9.4 and 9.5, respectively, show graphs of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 as a function of shaft diameter and
maximum reported grout pressure. Two plots are provided using the same data in each figure,
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but the data point symbols reflecting different categorical variables. Results from Dai et al.
(2011) are included in Figures 9.4 and 9.5, and are readily identified as being the vast majority of
points in the “unknown” category (indicated with “+” symbols).

Note: Larger symbols used for cases considered in Chapter 8.

Figure 9.4:

𝑻𝑰𝑹 vs. diameter for shafts tipped in clay, plotted according to: (a) grouting
apparatus, and (b) load test type.
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Note: Larger symbols used for cases considered in Chapter 8.

Figure 9.5:

𝑻𝑰𝑹 vs. grout pressure for shafts tipped in clay, plotted according to: (a)
grouting apparatus, and (b) load test type.
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As was observed for shafts tipped in sand, there is no evidence of any trend in 𝑇𝐼𝑅 with shaft
diameter for shafts tipped in clay, as shown by the graphs in Figure 9.4. 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values mostly fall
between 1 and 3.5, which are consistent with what is reported in Table 9.2. Figure 9.5 suggests a
potential relationship between 𝑇𝐼𝑅 and grout pressure, but the scatter present is relatively large.
As discussed in the previous section, direct comparison of TIR values to grout pressure without
consideration to overburden pressure is not likely a reliable indicator of the influence of grout
pressure on improved shaft performance. No significant conclusions can be drawn regarding the
effect of grouting apparatus or load test method from Figures 9.4 and 9.5.
9.4

Improvement in Rock from Load Test Results

Few cases with sufficient data were identified for PGDS tipped in rock. For the cases identified
with shafts tipped in rock, none of the load tests reached an ultimate limit state. For instance, Ho
(2003) describes a shaft in weak granite that reached a final load of 3,000 kip without reaching
failure, corresponding to a 𝑇𝐼𝑅 value of at least 1.44. Nevertheless, four technical papers that
were reviewed (Ho, 2003; Kim et al., 2011; Lin et al., 2000; and Kwon et al., 2011) offer
evidence of similar improvements in performance, as observed for post-grouting in sands and
clays, with each calling attention to increased stiffness observed in load-settlement behavior.
9.5

Comparison of Measured and Predicted Tip Resistance

Values of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 presented in Sections 9.2 and 9.3 were also compared to predictions of similar
parameters established using several design methods described in Chapter 7 as well as
predictions using the mean 𝑇𝐼𝑅 values provided in Sections 9.2 and 9.3. The design methods
considered include the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods by Mullins et al. (2006) and Dapp and Brown (2010), and
the component multiplier method with coefficients proposed by Dai et al. (2011). Each of these
methods involves computing or selecting a multiplier (𝑇𝐶𝑀 or 𝜆𝑝 ) that is applied to a nominal
unit tip resistance for an ungrouted shaft. These predicted multipliers are compared to values of
𝑇𝐼𝑅 determined from the load test measurements using a “𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 ratio,” which serves as a
simple quantity for comparing the predictions and measurements. Values of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 less than
1.0 indicate that a particular prediction is conservative, while values greater than 1.0 indicate that
a prediction is unconservative. Note that the term 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 ratio is used regardless of whether it
is calculated using an actual value of 𝑇𝐶𝑀 or using 𝜆𝑝 for the component multiplier method.
The 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods produce different values of 𝑇𝐶𝑀 depending on the magnitude of the shaft
displacement considered. In order to provide consistency among predictions for the different
load tests, predictions presented in this chapter were calculated for shaft displacements equal to 5
percent of the shaft diameter. Such displacements are consistent with the definition of failure
used in the Reese and O’Neill (1988) methods that serve as the basis for the TCM methods, and
generally reflect displacements that are often considered to represent “failure” for drilled shafts.
However, it is important to note that the actual displacements observed and reported for the
different load tests, and thus displacements that correspond to the computed 𝑇𝐼𝑅 value being
used for comparison, may be different than those used to establish 𝑇𝐶𝑀. Nevertheless, use of
𝑇𝐶𝑀 values established at displacements of 5 percent of the shaft diameter does reflect the
intended use of the method, without the benefit of knowing the actual displacement that
corresponds to the ultimate resistance (as is the case with 𝑇𝐼𝑅).
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𝐺𝑃𝐼 values used for the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods were calculated using the measured maximum sustained
grout pressures and the nominal unit tip resistance predicted from 𝑁60 according to Reese and
O’Neil (1988) when SPT measurements were available. A separate set of comparisons was also
made using the measured ultimate unit tip resistance to compute 𝐺𝑃𝐼 since these data were more
widely available. Predictions established using the Dapp and Brown (2010) method were made
for all values of 𝐺𝑃𝐼, despite the fact that the method was developed from measurements on
PGDS that were grouted using 𝐺𝑃𝐼 between 2 and 3. Tip capacity improvement coefficients (p)
for the component multiplier method were taken to be values falling in the middle of the range
recommended by Dai et al. (2011) for the particular soil type reported. Since the maximum
sustained grout pressure was not reported in all the cases considered, the number of data points
presented in subsequent sections is less than was presented in Sections 9.2 and 9.3.
9.6

Comparison of Predictions for Shafts in Sand

Results of the analysis described above for load tests on shafts tipped in sand are summarized in
Table 9.3. The computed ratios of the predicted 𝑇𝐶𝑀 to the observed 𝑇𝐼𝑅 for each method
generally span a large range extending from as low as 0.26 to as high as 4.05, which suggests the
methods may produce poor predictions for specific shafts. 𝑇𝐶𝑀 estimates from the method by
Mullins et al. (2006) are on average unconservative, while the other two published design
methods are slightly conservative. This is consistent with Dapp and Brown’s (2010)
modification of the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 equation, which produces lower values of 𝑇𝐶𝑀 at large displacements.
Use of measured unit tip resistances to calculate 𝐺𝑃𝐼 does not substantially affect the value or
variability of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅. Use of a tip improvement coefficient (𝜆𝑝 ) of 2.1 per Dai et al. (2011)
and the average observed 𝑇𝐼𝑅 of 2.03 from Section 9.2 produced similar results, both of which
were less variable than either 𝑇𝐶𝑀 method that accounts for displacement and grout pressure.
Table 9.3: Comparison of predictions and measurements for shafts tipped in sand.

Computed values of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 are plotted versus shaft diameter in Figure 9.6 and the reported
grout pressure in Figure 9.7. Figure 9.6 suggests that the magnitude of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 increases
slightly with increasing shaft diameter, and the variability of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 clearly increases with
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shaft diameter. The value of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 also increases with grout pressure, particularly for the
𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods, perhaps indicating that the methods overstate the effect of grout pressure.

Note: Open symbols reflect use of flat-jack devices; closed symbols reflect use of
sleeve-port devices; and cross symbols reflect an unknown grouting apparatus.

Figure 9.6:

Ratio of predicted 𝑻𝑪𝑴 to observed 𝑻𝑰𝑹 for: (a) 𝑻𝑪𝑴 using 𝑮𝑷𝑰 from 𝑵𝟔𝟎 ,
(b) 𝑻𝑪𝑴 using 𝑮𝑷𝑰 from load test measurements, and (c) component
multiplier methods vs. diameter for shafts tipped in sand.
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Note: Open symbols reflect use of flat-jack devices; closed symbols reflect use of sleeve-port
devices; and cross symbols reflect an unknown grouting apparatus.

Figure 9.7:

Ratio of predicted 𝑻𝑪𝑴 to observed 𝑻𝑰𝑹 for: (a) 𝑻𝑪𝑴 using 𝑮𝑷𝑰 from 𝑵𝟔𝟎 ,
(b) 𝑻𝑪𝑴 using 𝑮𝑷𝑰 from load test measurements, and (c) component
multiplier methods vs. grout pressure for shafts tipped in sand.
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9.7

Comparison of Predictions for Shafts in Clay

The 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods were not developed for post-grouted shafts in clay. Nevertheless, similar
comparisons were made (using the measured ultimate unit tip resistance to establish the 𝐺𝑃𝐼)
because there are few prediction methods that are appropriate for shafts tipped in clay, and
because the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 method has been used for such predictions in practice.
Results of the comparisons for PGDS tipped in clay are summarized in Table 9.4. The ranges of
computed TCM/TIR ratios in clays are greater than observed for PDGS tipped in sands,
extending from as low as 0.04 to as high as 5.80. This observation indicates the poor reliability
present when using current design methods that were developed for sands for shafts tipped in
clays. The average ratio of predicted 𝑇𝐶𝑀 to observed 𝑇𝐼𝑅 from the method by Mullins et al.
(2006) is 1.65, indicating the method overestimates the effect of grouting on average. The
average ratio for each of the other methods is nearer to 1 but highly variable, with coefficients of
variation of 0.5 and greater. The 𝑇𝐶𝑀 estimate by Dapp and Brown (2010) is on average very
near the observed 𝑇𝐼𝑅 but rather variable, with a coefficient of variation near 0.8. Predictions
from the component multiplier method using coefficients from Dai et al. (2011) produced the
most conservative estimates with the least variability. Predictions based on the average 𝑇𝐼𝑅
value from Section 9.3 (1.97) were also conservative, on average, but less so than for the
component multiplier method.
Table 9.4: Comparison of predictions and measurements for shafts tipped in clay.

Number of Data Points
Range of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅
Average Value of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅
Std. Dev. of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅
Coeff. of Var. of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅

Mullins et
al. (2006)
25
0.21 – 5.80
1.65
1.08
0.65

Dai et al. (2011)
Dapp and
𝑻𝑰𝑹 = 1.97
𝝀𝒑 = 1.65
Brown (2010)
25
27
27
0.07 – 1.53
0.04 – 4.02
0.06 – 1.28
0.83
1.02
0.70
0.41
0.79
0.34
0.49
0.77
0.49

Computed values of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 for shafts tipped in clay are plotted versus shaft diameter in
Figure 9.8 and grout pressure in Figure 9.9. As observed for shafts in sand, the figures indicate
increasing magnitude and variability of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 with increasing shaft diameter and increasing
grout pressure for the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods, whereas the magnitude and variability of 𝑇𝐶𝑀/𝑇𝐼𝑅 for the
component multiplier method are largely independent of shaft diameter and grout pressure.
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Note: Open symbols reflect use of flat-jack devices; closed symbols reflect use of sleeveport devices; and cross symbols reflect an unknown grouting apparatus.

Figure 9.8:

Ratio of predicted 𝑻𝑪𝑴 to observed 𝑻𝑰𝑹 for: (a) 𝑻𝑪𝑴 using 𝑮𝑷𝑰 from load
test measurements, and (b) component multiplier methods vs. shaft diameter
for shafts tipped in clay.
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Note: Open symbols reflect use of flat-jack devices; closed symbols reflect use of
sleeve-port devices; and cross symbols reflect an unknown grouting apparatus.

Figure 9.9:

Ratio of predicted 𝑻𝑪𝑴 to observed 𝑻𝑰𝑹 for: (a) 𝑻𝑪𝑴 using 𝑮𝑷𝑰 from load
test measurements, and (b) component multiplier methods vs. maximum
reported grout pressure for shafts tipped in clay.
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9.8

Summary and Implications

Analysis of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 established from a collection of load test measurements for comparable grouted
and ungrouted drilled shafts resulted in several significant observations regarding the magnitude
and variability of improvements due to post-grouting, and regarding factors that affect the
improvement attributed to post-grouting. These observations supplement the observations
regarding both pre-mobilization and ground improvement from Chapter 8.






The observed value of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 appears to be similar for shafts tipped in both sands and clays,
typically falling between 1.0 and 3.0 and with an average value slightly less than 2.0.
The variability of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 is large, with coefficients of variation in sand and clay exceeding
0.3.
The observed value of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 is largely independent of shaft diameter.
The relationship between grout pressure and 𝑇𝐼𝑅 for shafts tipped in sand is unclear.
More load test measurements are needed to quantify the effect of grout pressure for
varying depths, grouting apparatus and the effect of load test method on 𝑇𝐼𝑅.

Methods for predicting the nominal unit tip resistance for PGDS were evaluated by comparing
computed values of 𝑇𝐶𝑀 (or equivalent) from each method to values of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 established from
the load test measurements. Results of these analyses led to several notable observations:









The average ratio of predicted ground improvement (𝑇𝐶𝑀) to observed ground
improvement (𝑇𝐼𝑅) was near 1.0 for most methods, indicating the methods produce
reasonable predictions for the improvement in unit tip resistance, on average. However,
the accuracy of the prediction methods was quite variable, with coefficients of variation
of the ratio of predicted to observed improvement exceeding 0.5.
For shafts tipped in sands, prediction methods that simply factor the nominal unit tip
resistance without consideration of grout pressure or displacement (the component
multiplier method and using the average 𝑇𝐼𝑅 value from the load test measurements)
were as accurate and less variable than 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods that account for grout pressure and
shaft displacement.
The ratio of 𝑇𝐶𝑀 to 𝑇𝐼𝑅 for shafts tipped in sand appeared to increase with grout
pressure for both 𝑇𝐶𝑀 methods (Mullins et al., 2006; and Dapp and Brown, 2010),
perhaps indicating the methods overstate the effect of grout pressure.
For shafts tipped in clay, the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 method by Dapp and Brown (2010) was more accurate
than the other methods, on average, but the component multiplier methods and
predictions using the average value of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 from the load test measurements considered
were less variable and more conservative.
On average, the ultimate unit tip resistance for PGDS is approximately 2 times greater
than the ultimate unit tip resistance for a comparable ungrouted shaft, but this factor
varies widely.

Collectively, the findings presented in this chapter clearly demonstrate that post-grouting can be
used to improve the resistance for drilled shafts in all kinds of geomaterials. However, currently
available design methods do not appear to predict performance with sufficient reliability to
permit their use without confirmation from site-specific load tests. Current design methods can
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be used to estimate the magnitude of improvement that may be expected, and to develop
preliminary shaft designs, but should be accompanied by load testing programs developed to
demonstrate that the anticipated capacity can actually be achieved.
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CHAPTER 10: LOAD TESTS TO EVALUATE IMPROVEMENT DUE TO
PRE-MOBILIZATION
10.1

Introduction

The work presented in previous chapters of this report provides strong evidence that premobilization produces a substantial portion of improvement observed due to post-grouting.
However, questions remain regarding whether loads induced during grouting and subsequent
top-down loading are consistent with that predicted using load transfer analyses, and whether
pre-mobilization loading will produce the improved performance predicted from analyses. To
address these questions, a dedicated field load test program was completed to evaluate
improvement specifically due to pre-mobilization, as described in this chapter.
10.2

Field Load Test Program

The primary objective of the load test program was to isolate and evaluate improvement due to
pre-mobilization. The load test program was therefore designed to minimize improvement that
could result from ground improvement beneath the tip of the shafts, from tip enlargement, or
from increased side resistance so that pre-mobilization could be accurately isolated. The
program also required top-down load tests since improvement due to pre-mobilization arises
from reversal of the loading direction between loading from post-grouting and subsequent topdown loading. Details of the load testing program are described in this section.
10.2.1 Site Conditions and Test Shafts
The load tests were conducted at the National Geotechnical Experiment Site (NGES) at Texas
A&M University. Tests were conducted at the “clay site” that is predominantly composed of
relatively stiff, overconsolidated clay. Figure 10.1 shows the general stratigraphy at the site with
a schematic of the test shafts. The undrained shear strength of the clay is relatively uniform and
approximately equal to 2300 psf (Briaud, 1997). A 2- to 3-ft thick sand layer is present at a
depth of approximately 18 ft. The clay site was selected because the stiff clay is unlikely to be
subject to significant ground improvement from grouting so that observed improvement in shaft
response to top-down loading is expected to be due to pre-mobilization.
Five test shafts were installed and tested as part of the load test program. All test shafts were
practically identical 36-inch diameter shafts extending to a depth of 33 ft below ground surface,
as shown in Figure 10.1. All shafts were identically reinforced with eight #8, grade 60
reinforcing bars and identically instrumented with six levels of four vibrating wire strain gages.
The only differences among the test shafts were devices placed at the shaft tips for premobilizing bi-directional load prior to top-down load testing. All test shafts were constructed
using truck-mounted drilling rigs with conventional auger bits and either bentonite or polymer
slurry. The bases of all test shafts were cleaned using a cleanout bucket.
Figure 10.2 shows the layout of the test shafts along with locations for reaction shafts. One test
shaft (TS-2) was a conventional shaft with no device at the shaft tip. Two test shafts (TS-1 and
TS-3) included conventional Osterberg bi-directional loading cells located at the shaft tips for
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mobilizing bi-directional load without the possibility of ground improvement due to grouting
(Figure 10.3). One test shaft (TS-4) included a similar RIM Cell device that also allowed bidirectional loading without the possibility of ground improvement from grouting. The final test
shaft (TS-5) included a flat jack post-grouting device for post-grouting as shown in Figure 10.3.

Figure 10.1: Test site stratigraphy: (a) test shafts, and (b) instrumentation.
Top-down static load tests were performed on each shaft using the “Acosta” reaction system
provided by the Florida Department of Transportation. The Acosta system uses a set of four
reaction girders in a crossed arrangement with four reaction shafts. Reaction shafts were 30-inch
diameter shafts reinforced with a single 2.5-inch diameter, high strength steel DWIDAG bar. All
shafts were spaced at 18 ft center to center.
10.2.2 Pre-mobilization Loading
All test shafts except for the conventional test shaft (TS-2) were subjected to bi-directional
loading at the shaft tip to induce pre-mobilized load in the test shafts prior to subsequent topdown loading. Test Shafts TS-1 and TS-3 were loaded bi-directionally following conventional
O-Cell loading procedures prior to being grouted under low pressure for subsequent top-down
testing. During loading, both Test Shafts TS-1 and TS-3 experienced substantial displacement of
the O-Cell at pressures that were substantially less than anticipated, and substantially less than
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bi-directional loads applied for other test shafts. This observation likely resulted from failure to
get concrete to adequately flow around the O-Cell and fill the space beneath the O-Cell during
construction. As a result, the maximum induced bi-directional load in both shafts was
substantially less than expected. The maximum bi-directional load applied for Test Shaft TS-1
was 32 kips, while the maximum applied bi-directional load for Test Shaft TS-3 was 54 kips.
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Shaft (typ.)

18 (typ)

18 (typ)

TS-3
(O-Cell)

TS-4
(Rim Cell)

TS-2
(Conventional)
TS-5
(PGDS)

TS-1
(O-Cell)

Figure 10.2: Layout of test and reaction shafts.
Test Shaft TS-4 was bi-directionally loaded using neat cement grout as the pressurizing fluid for
the RIM Cell device in a manner similar to that commonly adopted for post-grouting. Figure
10.4 shows the applied pressure versus time for TS-4. Figure 10.5 shows the displacement of the
top and bottom of the shaft during bi-directional loading. The maximum pressure applied to the
RIM Cell device (as measured at the outlet port for the device) was approximately 250 psi,
which corresponds to a maximum applied bi-directional load of approximately 120 kips. As
shown in Figure 10.5, very little upward movement was observed at the top of the shaft during
pre-mobilization loading.
Test Shaft TS-5 was post grouted using neat cement grout with a water to cement ratio of
approximately 0.5. Figure 10.6 shows graphs of grout pressure, shaft uplift, and grout volume as
suggested by Mullins (2015) during post-grouting of Test Shaft TS-5, as described in Chapter 6.
Grouting generally proceeded as desired with gradually and proportionally increasing grout
pressure, grout volume, and shaft uplift. The maximum applied grout pressure during postgrouting was approximately 220 psi, which corresponds to a maximum applied bi-directional
load of approximately 230 kips. The greater load applied for Test Shaft TS-5 compared to Test
Shaft TS-4 occurs because of the greater area of the flat jack device compared to the RIM Cell
device. The grouting records shown in Figure 10.6 also indicate that the confining membrane
was maintained intact throughout grouting and did not rupture.
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Figure 10.3: Bi-directional loading devices: (a) flat jack, (b) RIM Cell, and (c) O-Cell.
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Figure 10.4: Bi-directional loading for TS-4.
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Figure 10.5: RIM Cell pressure versus displacement for TS-4.
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Figure 10.6: QA/QC graphs for post-grouting of Test Shaft TS-5.
10.2.3 Top-Down Loading
All five test shafts were loaded in a top-down manner as shown in Figure 10.7. Top-down
loading was generally conducted according to the ASTM “quick test” procedure (ASTM D1143)
with 15-minute load increments, with the exception that several load increments for the test
performed for Test Shaft TS-2 (the conventional shaft) were maintained for up to 45 minutes.
Axial loads were applied in nominal increments of approximately 50 kips (~ 200 psi of hydraulic
pressure). The applied axial load was measured using both the hydraulic pressure in the jack and
an electronic load cell placed between the jack and reaction frame. Load measurements from the
jack hydraulic pressure and the load cell generally differed by less than 2 percent throughout
testing. Displacement of the top of the shafts was measured using two Leica optical levels that
were recorded at 30-second intervals. Readings from all strain gages were also recorded at 30second intervals. Shaft compression was also measured for Test Shafts TS-2 and TS-5 using two
telltales anchored near the shaft tip.
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Figure 10.7: Load test setup for top-down loading.
The measured load-settlement response for all tests is shown in Figure 10.8. The loads shown in
the legend for Figure 10.8 reflect the magnitude of the maximum bi-directional load applied
during pre-mobilization. The load-settlement responses observed for Test Shafts TS-1 and TS-3,
both of which included O-Cells and both of which failed at top-down loads just greater than 600
kips, are similar to one another but clearly different from the response observed for the other test
shafts. This behavior is attributed to the belief that concrete did not adequately flow beneath the
O-Cells in these two shafts, which resulted in the shafts having less tip resistance than predicted
for the shafts, or observed for other test shafts. Because of these issues, further interpretation of
the load test results was restricted to Test Shafts TS-2 (the conventional shaft), TS-4 (the shaft
with the RIM Cell), and TS-5 (the post-grouted shaft). Figure 10.9 shows the load-settlement
response for these three test shafts, excluding the two test shafts that are believed to be
unrepresentative.
The response shown for the collection of test shafts in Figure 10.9 is consistent with the
improvement expected from pre-mobilization as described in Chapters 2 and 8. All three test
shafts exhibit similar response for loads up to approximately 400 kips, where side resistance
tends to dominate load-settlement response. The load-settlement response for all three shafts
also tends to approach a resistance of approximately 800 kips at large displacements suggesting
that the ultimate resistance for the three shafts is practically similar. At intermediate loads,
however, the load-settlement response for the three shafts is distinctly different, with Test Shafts
TS-4 and TS-5 exhibiting notably stiffer response at intermediate loads. Additionally, the
“stiffness” of the load-settlement response at intermediate loads is observed to increase with the
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magnitude of the pre-mobilized load (shown in the figure legend) as analyses presented in
Chapters 2 and 8 would suggest. Collectively, these observations support the hypothesis that
pre-mobilization alone can produce significant improvement in the performance of PGDS, and
suggest that predictions presented in Chapters 2 and 8 are at least qualitatively appropriate.
Additional comparison of predictions considering pre-mobilization and the observed response is
provided subsequently in this chapter.
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Figure 10.8: Load-settlement response for all test shafts.
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Figure 10.9: Representative load-settlement response.
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While few would argue that the load-settlement response observed for Test Shafts TS-4 and TS-5
is not preferable to that observed for the conventional test shaft, the magnitude of quantifiable
“improvement” depends on the specific failure criterion adopted for establishing the nominal
shaft resistance. Table 10.1 summarizes values for nominal resistance established using three
alternative failure criteria: Davisson’s criterion, 5 percent of shaft tip diameter, and 10 percent of
shaft tip diameter. The three failure criteria are also shown in Figure 10.9. Also shown in Table
10.1 are percentages that represent the relative improvement in resistance relative to the
measured resistance for the conventional test shaft (TS-2) using the same failure criterion. As
shown in the table, differences in nominal resistance observed for Davisson’s failure criterion are
small, and can likely be primarily attributed to simple variability among shaft performance for
similar shafts. In contrast, differences in performance for the 5% D failure criterion are more
significant, with Test Shaft TS-4 exhibiting an 11% improvement in nominal resistance and Test
Shaft TS-5 exhibiting a 24% improvement in nominal resistance. Differences in nominal
resistance for the 10% D failure criterion are much smaller, which reflect the fact that premobilization produces little improvement in the ultimate resistance observed at large
displacements in these clay soils. The improvement shown is entirely attributed to premobilization since ground improvement is unlikely to have occurred for the devices used and site
conditions present.
Table 10.1: Nominal resistance according to failure criteria.
Failure
Criterion
Davisson

TS-2
(kips)
344

TS-2
(%)
0

TS-4
(kips)
356

TS-4
(%)
+3

TS-5
(kips)
300

TS-5
(%)
-13

5%

621

0

690

+11

767

+24

10%

~725

0

770

+6

827

+14

Percentages shown are relative to conventional shaft (TS-2).

10.3

Interpretation of Load Test Measurements

Comparisons of the load-settlement response for the different test shafts shown in Figure 10.9
provide strong evidence that the observed improvement is due to pre-mobilization. Additional
analysis of the load test measurements was performed to interpret load transfer from strain gauge
measurements taken throughout each test. Figures 10.10, 10.11, and 10.12 show the interpreted
load transfer for select load increments for Test Shafts TS-2, TS-4, and TS-5, respectively. In
the figures, the symbols reflect calculated values of axial force from strain gauge measurements,
while the dashed lines represent interpretations of the distribution of axial force with depth.
Values shown in the legends of each figure reflect the magnitude of the applied top-down force.
As is common when interpreting strain gauge measurements, some strain gages were observed
to produce unreasonable measurements at different stages of loading. Such problems generally
become worse when loading to higher loads, and it is quite common to “lose” a number of gages
as the shaft approaches failure. Figure 10.13 illustrates one such condition observed for Test
Shaft TS-2. As shown in the figure, measurements for strain gauge Level 5 were initially
consistent with other measurements, generally falling between measurements for strain gauge
Level 4 and strain gauge Level 6 as expected. However, beginning with the eighth load step,
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measurements from strain gauge Level 5 began to depart from the trend observed for other
strain gages and eventually became greater than all strain gages (which suggests increasing load
with depth, which is physically impossible as a top-down load test approaching failure). When
such cases were observed and judged to represent erroneous measurements, strain gauge
readings were ignored for interpreting load transfer. The “missing” data points in Figures 10.10
through 10.12 correspond to conditions where strain gauge measurements were ignored.
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Figure 10.10: Interpreted load transfer for Test Shaft TS-2.
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Figure 10.11: Interpreted load transfer for Test Shaft TS-4.
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Figure 10.12: Interpreted load transfer for Test Shaft TS-5.
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Figure 10.13: Strain gage measurement interpretation.
The load transfer shown in Figure 10.10 for the conventional shaft is typical of axially-loaded
deep foundations with axial load decreasing with depth as a result of side resistance along the
shaft. Upon removing the applied top-down axial load, the load at the top of the shaft returns to
zero, but some load remains in the shaft with depth (in this case equaling approximately 120 kips
at the shaft tip).
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The load transfer shown for the shafts initially subjected to bi-directional pre-mobilization loads
in Figures 10.11 and 10.12 is qualitatively similar to that shown for the conventional shaft in
Figure 10.10. However, the load transfer reflects a different “starting point” because of axial
load mobilized during bi-directional loading. The load distributions shown for the maximum bidirectional load reflects a maximum load at the tip of the shaft, with approximately linear
reduction in load at shallower depths. Both figures also show the distribution of axial load
measured following bi-directional loading, just prior to top-down loading. For both TS-4 and
TS-5, substantial relaxation of the axial load following bi-directional loading was observed.
Subsequent top-down loading increments produce incremental increases in the axial load
distribution, starting from the axial load distribution that represents the relaxed pre-mobilization
loads.
From the interpretations of load transfer for each loading increment, it is also possible to
establish mobilization of side and tip resistance for each test. Mobilized side resistance is
determined from the slope of the fitted load transfer curves in Figures 10.10 through 10.12, while
the mobilized tip resistance is determined from the magnitude of load at the tip of the shaft.
Displacements for each load increment were established from the measured top of shaft
displacement, corrected for elastic compression of the shaft determined by integrating the
measured strains along the length of the shaft. Figure 10.14 shows the interpreted mobilization
of side resistance while Figure 10.15 shows the interpreted mobilization of tip resistance.
For shafts subjected to pre-mobilization prior to top-down loading, Figure 10.14 shows the initial
mobilization of negative side resistance to resist the applied bi-directional load at the tip of the
shaft. Some of the negative side resistance is recovered as the load in the shaft relaxes prior to
top-down loading. The remaining negative side resistance is then overcome during the initial
increments of top-down loading after which positive side resistance is mobilized to resist the
applied top-down load. The ultimate unit side resistance for the post-grouted test shaft (TS-5) is
observed to be slightly greater than that for the conventional test shaft and Test Shaft TS-4. The
observed difference is believed to be a result of simple variability in side resistance rather than
an artifact of post-grouting, since the flat jack membrane was not ruptured during grouting.
Figure 10.15 also shows the initial mobilization of tip resistance during bi-directional loading,
followed by recovery of some tip resistance with relaxation of the pre-mobilization loads.
Subsequent top-down loading then mobilizes additional tip resistance beginning from the final
stress conditions after relaxation. In general, mobilization of tip resistance among the three test
shafts shown is practically similar, with all three test shafts having an ultimate unit tip resistance
approaching 50 ksf. This value is approximately double the predicted unit tip resistance from
common design methods for stiff clay, but is consistent with the unit tip resistance measured for
other load tests performed previously at the site (King et al., 2009). Displacements shown for
Test Shaft TS-5 during post-grouting were estimated from the volume of grout injected and are
therefore only approximate; the mobilization curves shown for the pre-mobilization phase of
loading are therefore presented as dashed lines.
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Figure 10.14: Mobilization of unit side resistance.
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Figure 10.15: Mobilization of tip resistance.
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10.4

Comparison of Measured and Predicted Response

The measured response from the load tests presented previously in this chapter is generally
consistent with the expected response from pre-mobilization. To further evaluate the observed
response, the load tests conducted for Test Shafts TS-2, TS-4, and TS-5 were modeled using the
same finite element code used for interpretation of load test measurements described in Chapter
8. Predictions from the numerical model are compared to measurements presented in the
previous section to evaluate whether the numerical model can reasonably predict the observed
performance. For the load transfer analyses, 𝑡-𝑧 response was modeled using a scaledexponential model that was fitted to the measured 𝑡-𝑧 response for the conventional test shaft
(TS-2). The 𝑞-𝑤 response for tip resistance was similarly modeled and fitted to the observed
response for the conventional test shaft. The predicted response for Test Shafts TS-4 and TS-5
was determined by first modeling application of the maximum bi-directional load at the tip of the
shaft. The bi-directional load at the shaft tip was then reduced to be consistent with the
measured load at the shaft tip following relaxation. Finally, top-down loading was applied to the
model to predict the response to top-down loading.
10.4.1 Test Shaft TS-2
Figures 10.16, 10.17, and 10.18 show comparisons of the measured and predicted response for
the conventional test shaft (TS-2). Figure 10.16 shows the conventional load-settlement
response, while Figures 10.17 and 10.18 show the 𝑡-𝑧 and 𝑞-𝑤 response, respectively. For the
numerical model, the ultimate unit side resistance (𝑡𝑢𝑙𝑡 ) was taken to be 1.4 ksf, which is
consistent with the measured resistance and with theoretical estimates for 𝑡𝑢𝑙𝑡 from the 𝛼–
method using 𝛼 = 0.6. The ultimate unit tip resistance (𝑞𝑢𝑙𝑡 ) was taken to be 45 ksf. Since
these parameters produce predictions that are generally consistent with the observed performance
for the conventional test shaft, they were used for modeling pre-mobilization alone for
comparison with the observed responses for Test Shafts TS-4 and TS-5.
10.4.2 Test Shaft TS-4
Figures 10.19, 10.20, and 10.21 show comparisons of the load-settlement response, 𝑡-𝑧 response,
and 𝑞-𝑤 response, respectively, for Test Shaft TS-4. For this test, the predictions considering
pre-mobilization alone practically match with the observed performance when using the same
parameters (i.e., 𝑡𝑢𝑙𝑡 = 1.4 ksf and 𝑞𝑢𝑙𝑡 = 45 ksf). The predicted response closely matches the
observe load-settlement response except at very large loads. The predicted 𝑡-𝑧 response also
closely matches the observed 𝑡-𝑧 response. The predicted 𝑞-𝑤 response is slightly different from
the observed response. However, the differences between the measured and predicted 𝑞-𝑤
response are largely a result of differences in rebound of the shaft tip following application of
pre-mobilization loads.
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Figure 10.16: Load-settlement response for Test Shaft TS-2.
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Figure 10.17: 𝒕-𝒛 response for Test Shaft TS-2.
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Figure 10.18: 𝒒-𝒘 response for Test Shaft TS-2.

Figure 10.19: Load-settlement response for Test Shaft TS-4.
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Figure 10.20: 𝒕-𝒛 response for Test Shaft TS-4.
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Figure 10.21: 𝒒-𝒘 response for Test Shaft TS-4.
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10.4.3 Test Shaft TS-5
Figures 10.22 through 10.24, respectively, compare the measured and predicted load-settlement
response, 𝑡-𝑧 response, and 𝑞-𝑤 response for Test Shaft TS-5. Two alternative predictions are
presented for this case. The first prediction is based on use of 𝑡𝑢𝑙𝑡 = 1.4 ksf and 𝑞𝑢𝑙𝑡 = 45 ksf
as was used for previously presented predictions for TS-2 and TS-4. As shown in Figures 10.22
through 10.24, these predictions are reasonably consistent with the measured response for
applied loads that are less than approximately 500 kips. However, the predictions developed
using 𝑡𝑢𝑙𝑡 = 1.4 ksf and 𝑞𝑢𝑙𝑡 = 45 ksf tend to underestimate the ultimate capacity of the shaft at
large displacements. Figures 10.23 and 10.24 show that this result largely arises because the
parameters underestimate the observed side resistance. An alternative prediction was therefore
considered using 𝑡𝑢𝑙𝑡 = 1.7 ksf and 𝑞𝑢𝑙𝑡 = 45 ksf. The alternative prediction produces much
closer matches with the measured load-settlement and 𝑡-𝑧 responses shown in Figures 10.22 and
10.23.
As shown in Figure 10.24, both predictions compare reasonably well with the measured 𝑞-𝑤
response at the shaft tip. The observed difference primarily occurs within the pre-mobilization
loading cycle. This result is not surprising since the displacement estimates for the shaft tip
during the pre-mobilization loading were estimated from grout volume measurements, with
considerable judgment. Such differences are of little consequence, since it is the comparison of
the response due to top-down loading that is of primary importance for PGDS. Thus, the fact
that the measured and predicted 𝑞-𝑤 responses for the top-down load sequence are practically
similar supports the conclusion that the predicted and observed performance are both
qualitatively and quantitatively consistent.

Figure 10.22: Load-settlement response for Test Shaft TS-5.
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Figure 10.23: 𝒕-𝒛 response for Test Shaft TS-5.
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Figure 10.24: 𝒒-𝒘 response for Test Shaft TS-5.
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10.5

Summary and Implications

A load test program was designed and completed specifically to evaluate improvement due to
pre-mobilization. The program included five test shafts that were installed and load tested at the
NGES clay site at Texas A&M University. All five shafts were practically identical except for
the type of device installed at the tip of the shaft to apply bi-directional load for pre-mobilization.
One test shaft was a conventional shaft without any device for bi-directional loading at the shaft
tip. Two test shafts were installed with O-Cells at the shaft tip. One test shaft was installed with
a similar RIM Cell device at the shaft tip. The final test shaft was installed with a flat jack postgrouting apparatus at the shaft tip. All test shafts except for the conventional shaft were
subjected to bi-directional loads of varying magnitude prior to top-down load testing. The fact
that the shafts were installed in stiff clay, and bi-directionally loaded using sealed devices that
are unlikely to produce ground improvement, suggests that the observed response can be strictly
attributed to pre-mobilization.
The measured response to both bi-directional and top-down loading was interpreted from the
load test measurements and compared to the response predicted using a numerical load transfer
model. The measured response shows improvement in the load-settlement behavior of PGDS,
with the degree of improvement increasing with the magnitude of the bi-directional load applied
prior to top-down loading. The measured response also indicates little improvement in the
ultimate shaft resistance at large displacements due to pre-mobilization, but with improvement in
nominal resistance of up to 25 percent depending on the failure criterion considered.
Comparisons of the measured and predicted response suggests that the observed improvement in
shaft performance is both qualitatively and quantitatively consistent with that predicted using the
numerical model and, further, that the observed improvement was strictly due to premobilization. These findings suggest that improvement in shaft performance due to premobilization can be reliably predicted using relatively straightforward numerical models and, in
turn, that such predictions can form the basis for reliable design of PGDS. For PGDS tipped in
clay or rock where little ground improvement can be expected, the load transfer model should be
used along with nominal estimates for unit side and unit tip resistance appropriate for
conventional drilled shafts. For PGDS tipped in sands that may be improved through
densification and/or permeation, the load transfer model should be used with nominal estimates
for unit side resistance appropriate for conventional drilled shafts and estimates for unit tip
resistance that reflect the degree of ground improvement that may be observed. Analyses
presented in Chapter 8 suggest that unit tip resistance in sands may be improved by
approximately 0 to 40 percent, but such estimates should be confirmed using site-specific load
tests.
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CHAPTER 11: SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
11.1

Introduction

The work described in this report included:








Review of available literature regarding post-grouting practice in the U.S., Europe, and
Southeast Asia
Investigation of post-grouting and contracting practices in the U.S. through interviews
with contractors throughout the U.S.
Collection of load test results for PGDS across the globe, and results for companion
conventional drilled shafts where possible
Evaluation and analyses to develop a better understanding of the different mechanisms
that contribute to improved performance due to post-grouting, specifically trying to
separate improvement due to pre-mobilization and ground improvement
Analyses to evaluate the general magnitude of improvement from post-grouting and to
evaluate several existing methods for prediction of PGDS resistance
Completing a load test program intended to specifically evaluate improvement due to premobilization
Synthesis of the results and findings to develop recommendations to improve postgrouting practice for U.S. infrastructure projects

This chapter provides a summary of the most significant findings and observations from the
collective work, and recommendations for improving contracting, design, construction, and
monitoring of PGDS for the U.S. transportation industry.
The findings and recommendations presented in this chapter address many of the concerns and
questions that currently exist regarding PGDS. As presented in Chapter 1, these concerns
include:








Lack of consensus about the specific mechanisms that contribute to improved
performance
Lack of consensus regarding the magnitude and variability of improvement expected
from post-grouting
Questions regarding the geotechnical conditions that are suitable for post-grouting
Lack of well-vetted quality control and quality assurance requirements that are
established or endorsed by authoritative organizations such as the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) or the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
Need for better means to predict achievable grout pressures during design, including
consideration of the potential for grouting-induced hydrofracture
Potentially detrimental effects of upward displacement of drilled shafts during postgrouting, and lack of established criteria on the acceptable magnitude of upward
displacement
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Post-grouting possibly becoming a routine item in specifications as a substitute for proper
quality control, even in projects where it is not needed
Potential for designers to specify post-grouting as a substitute for proper geotechnical
design of non-grouted drilled shafts

A substantial number of observations, findings, and recommendations have been included
throughout this report. The most significant of these are summarized in this chapter. The
findings and recommendations are generally organized according to the concerns listed above,
with several additional groupings to address other issues identified during the work.
11.2

Improvement Mechanisms from Post-Grouting

Improvement in the performance of PGDS relative to comparable ungrouted drilled shafts can
arise from at least four different “improvement mechanisms”:





Pre-mobilization that tends to stiffen the response of PGDS but not increase the ultimate
axial resistance
Ground improvement at the shaft tip that increases the ultimate tip resistance
Enlargement of the shaft tip that also increases the ultimate tip resistance
Improvement in the ultimate side resistance due to upward flow of grout around the
perimeter of the shaft during grouting

Pre-mobilization refers to mobilization of “negative” side resistance along the length of the
shafts in proportion to the magnitude of the bi-directional force induced during grouting, with
simultaneous consumption of an equal magnitude of tip resistance. The net effect of premobilization is to improve the “stiffness” of the load-displacement response at intermediate loads
without changing the ultimate resistance for the PGDS. In order to maximize pre-mobilization, it
is advantageous to maximize the bi-directional force due to the grout pressure by: (1) applying
the maximum grout pressure possible, (2) ensuring that this grout pressure is applied across the
entire tip of the shaft, and (3) sustaining the grout pressure while the grout cures to reduce the
potential for relaxation of the pre-mobilized resistance.
Measurements from load tests collected as part of this work convincingly demonstrate that premobilization represents a substantial component of the improvement observed due to postgrouting, and further that pre-mobilization occurs in all types of ground. Analyses performed
also demonstrate that improvement due to pre-mobilization can be reliably predicted with
knowledge of the magnitude of bi-directional load that is applied during grouting and maintained
following grouting.
Pre-mobilization necessarily requires upward displacement of PGDS during grouting.
Furthermore, the magnitude of the improvement due to pre-mobilization will increase with
increasing upward shaft displacement up to the point where negative side resistance is fully
mobilized. One concern about such displacements is that side resistance could potentially
degrade with excessive displacement or with repeated upward-downward loading. While such a
concern is legitimate and “displacement softening” can certainly occur in some materials, there is
little evidence to suggest that substantial softening will occur during a single loading cycle if
rational constraints are placed on the magnitude of upward displacement during grouting.
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Current upward displacement constraints that often range from ¼ to ½ inch are generally too
restrictive and should be relaxed to allow the maximum benefit from pre-mobilization to be
attained.
Additional improvement in performance due to post-grouting can also be attributed to ground
improvement for shafts tipped in sandy soils, in addition to improvement produced from premobilization. Ground improvement beneath the shaft tip can result from densification of the
ground, from permeation of grout into the ground, or some combination of both. Some debate
remains on this topic, but the general consensus is that permeation of common neat cement
grouts is unlikely to occur in most soils, with the exception being clean, coarse sand and gravel.
Improvement due to an enlargement of the shaft tip is also a subject of some debate depending
upon whether one subscribes to the densification mechanism or the permeation mechanism.
Unless a shaft is exhumed, it is extremely difficult to isolate improvement due to enlargement of
the shaft tip from improvement due to densification or permeation, and it is possible that all three
mechanisms may occur simultaneously. While the specific mechanism of ground improvement
has implications for grouting practices, the practical truth is that densification, permeation, and
tip enlargement will all lead to qualitatively similar improvements in the ultimate tip resistance.
The debate may therefore be of little practical significance and it is common for densification,
permeation, and tip enlargement to be considered collectively (and empirically) as a result.
Ground improvement in cohesive soils does not appear to be significant.
Improvement in the ultimate side resistance is beyond the scope of the present work.
Improvement in the side resistance does not appear to substantially contribute to the improved
performance that has been observed for PGDS in the U.S. However, it is important to note that
improvement in side resistance is routinely considered for PGDS in Chinese practice, even for
PGDS that are exclusively grouted at the shaft tip.
It is challenging to attribute the improvement observed for specific PGDS to one or more of the
individual improvement mechanisms with certainty. However, separate consideration of the
different mechanisms is important for improving current design methods, for extending postgrouting practice to ground conditions beyond those commonly considered, and for enabling
future improvements to post-grouting practices. Accurate isolation of the different mechanisms
can be facilitated using analyses similar to those described in Chapter 8, in combination with
carefully monitored instrumentation and detailed records of grout characteristics and grouting
procedures similar to that presented in Chapter 10.
11.3

Magnitude of Improvement due to Post-grouting

A substantial collection of load test results for PGDS is presently available, including a relatively
large number of tests performed for comparable PGDS and ungrouted shafts constructed in a
wide variety of ground conditions ranging from sands to weak rock. Tests for shafts tipped in
sands are by far the most common, with substantially fewer test results being available for shafts
tipped in clays. Even fewer test results are available for PGDS tipped in rock, and those that are
available have seldom been loaded to failure.
Results of analyses performed to evaluate available load test measurements clearly show that
post-grouting can substantially and consistently enhance the load-deformation response of drilled
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shafts in a wide variety of ground conditions, including cohesive soils and rock. Analyses
presented in Chapters 8 and 9 show that post-grouted shafts in coarse-grained soils generally
have greater ultimate tip resistance and stiffer load-displacement response at intermediate loads
compared to ungrouted shafts of identical dimensions. Post-grouted shafts in clays generally
exhibit stiffer load-displacement response at intermediate loads, but similar ultimate resistance at
large displacements compare to identical conventional shafts. The increased “stiffness” of the
load-displacement response due to post-grouting is largely attributed to pre-mobilization, while
improvement in the ultimate resistance is due to ground improvement.
The improvement observed from available load test measurements due to post-grouting was
interpreted in two ways: (1) considering improvement from all mechanisms collectively, and
(2) considering improvement due to pre-mobilization and ground improvement separately. The
collective gain in performance from all mechanisms is represented using a “total improvement
ratio,” 𝑇𝐼𝑅, calculated as the ratio of the ultimate unit tip resistance for the PGDS to the ultimate
unit tip resistance for a comparable ungrouted shaft. For the second approach, the enhanced
performance due to ground improvement and pre-mobilization was isolated using load transfer
analyses to model pre-mobilization, and attributing the remaining measured response to ground
improvement, quantified using a “ground improvement ratio,” 𝐺𝐼𝑅. Thus, 𝑇𝐼𝑅 reflects the
collective improvement attributed to all improvement mechanisms, while 𝐺𝐼𝑅 represents the
improvement due to ground improvement at the shaft tip alone.
Based on analyses performed considering all improvement mechanisms collectively, the average
improvement in the ultimate unit tip resistance was found to be approximately 80 percent of the
ultimate unit tip resistance for a comparable ungrouted shaft (i.e., mean 𝑇𝐼𝑅 = 1.8). The
magnitude of the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 commonly varied from approximately 1.0 to greater than 3.0 for the load
tests considered in this work. For some load tests, the 𝑇𝐼𝑅 due to post-grouting was found to be
extremely large. In other rare cases, 𝑇𝐼𝑅 was determined to be less than 1.0, which suggests that
post-grouting had a detrimental effect on the performance of the PGDS. However, such
observations are most likely a result of inherent variability in the ultimate resistance for the
drilled shafts rather than an indication that post-grouting may degrade shaft resistance. Values of
the coefficient of variation of 𝑇𝐼𝑅 were on the order of 30 to 50 percent for shafts tipped in both
sand and clay.
Values of 𝐺𝐼𝑅 were computed for a subset of the available load tests. Because 𝐺𝐼𝑅 isolates the
contribution of ground improvement, these values were generally much smaller than the
corresponding values of 𝑇𝐼𝑅. The mean value of 𝐺𝐼𝑅 for shafts tipped in sands was
approximately 1.2, suggesting that ultimate unit tip resistance for PGDS is approximately 20
percent greater than the ultimate unit tip resistance for a comparable ungrouted shaft.
Conversely, the mean value of 𝐺𝐼𝑅 determined for shafts tipped in cohesive soils was equal to
1.0, indicating that improvement is completely attributable to pre-mobilization.
11.4

Design of PGDS

Several methods have been proposed for predicting the nominal resistance for PGDS. These
methods are generally empirical in nature, although some have a theoretical basis. All of the
existing methods identified in this work utilize “multipliers” of some form that are applied to

140

estimates of nominal resistance for an ungrouted shaft to establish estimates for nominal
resistance for PGDS.
Information from available case histories was used to develop comparisons between predicted
nominal values and measured ultimate values of tip resistance for PGDS installed in a variety of
soils and using various base grouting devices. The 𝑇𝐶𝑀 method proposed by Mullins et al.
(2006) tends to overestimate the measured ultimate tip resistance, while the 𝑇𝐶𝑀 method
proposed by Dapp and Brown (2010) and the component multiplier method by Dai et al. (2011)
tended to slightly underestimate measured values from the load tests considered. The accuracy
of predictions for current design methods presented in Chapter 7 are highly variable, however,
with coefficients of variation for the ratio of predicted to measured tip resistances ranging from
45 to 70% for the different methods considered. As such, these methods should only be used to
develop preliminary estimates for design that must be confirmed with site-specific load tests to
confirm that the estimated capacity can actually be achieved.
Because of the considerable variability and uncertainty associated with current PGDS prediction
methods, future predictions of PGDS performance for design should be developed using load
transfer methods that allow for separately considering pre-mobilization and ground improvement
mechanisms, similar to methods described in Chapter 8. Such predictions can be practically
performed using simple hand calculations considering the shafts to be rigid, or using numerical
methods that can be implemented in common spreadsheet software. Predictions for PGDS
tipped in cohesive soils or rock should consider the unit tip resistance to be identical to that
considered for conventional shafts. Predictions for PGDS tipped in sands may consider the unit
tip resistance to be approximately 20 percent greater than that considered for conventional shafts,
although such improvement should also be confirmed using site-specific load tests.
An important component of design for transportation projects in the U.S. is application of
resistance factors within the Load and Resistance Factor Design (LRFD) framework. Resistance
factors for drilled shafts in the current AASHTO Bridge Design Specifications (AASHTO, 2012)
were not developed specifically for use with PGDS, and no resistance factors for PGDS have
been proposed to date. Since there is no evidence to suggest that the reliability of PGDS is
substantially different from the reliability of conventional drilled shafts, it seems rational to
apply current AASHTO resistance factors to the computed nominal resistance for PGDS until
“PGDS-specific” resistance factors can be developed.
One significant risk associated with design and construction of PGDS is not being able to sustain
the intended grout pressure during construction, in which case corrective measures (e.g., stage
grouting, re-design, etc.) become necessary to provide the required nominal resistance. In
general, the magnitude of the grout pressure that can be achieved is constrained by the magnitude
of available side resistance and the grout pressure that will cause hydrofracture of the ground at
the shaft tip. However, both the nominal side resistance and the hydrofracture pressure are
uncertain quantities that vary from shaft to shaft. Target grout pressures should therefore be
selected with explicit consideration of the hydrofracture pressure and an appropriate margin of
safety to reduce the likelihood of not achieving the target grout pressure in the field.
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11.5

Grouting Practices

Grouting practices for post-grouted drilled shafts are generally consistent throughout the U.S.
The vast majority of experience with post-grouting within and outside the U.S. is based on the
use of relatively fluid, neat cement grout with a water-to-cement ratio between 0.4 and 0.7.
Numerous documented case histories illustrate that effective control of the grout is not always
maintained. Experience has shown that such grouts can flow upwards along the sides of shafts,
or substantial distances laterally (either as a result of hydrofracture or other reasons). There is a
need to develop grouting procedures with more effective control of grout flow. Much remains to
be learned about how the grouting process and grout characteristics affect the performance of
PGDS.
In typical PGDS practice, grouting pressures are maintained for a matter of only a few minutes to
ensure that the tip of the shaft is pressurized. Pump lines are then generally disconnected and
cleaned immediately to avoid clogging from hardened grout. Most commonly, the grout lines
are simply disconnected from the pressure source at the completion of grouting, and there is no
attempt to maintain pressures at the base of the drilled shaft. However, systems are available
(Beck, 2002) that are capable of locking pressure into the grout lines so that the grout cures
under pressure. It is reasonable to assume that curing of grout under pressure may reduce
potential relaxation of pre-mobilized resistance, and potentially improve the magnitude of
ground improvement at the shaft tip. However, no deliberate study of the effects of locking in
grout pressure has been conducted to evaluate potential enhancements to PGDS performance.
Staged grouting has been performed successfully on numerous post-grouting projects, but has
most often been used when there are problems achieving the target grout pressure in the initial
stage of post-grouting. Staged grouting may also compromise the ability to use the applied grout
pressure as an indicator of pre-mobilization since initial grouting stages may unintentionally
prevent flow of grout across the entire shaft tip. Further investigation is needed to compare the
performance of PGDS subjected to multiple stages of grouting with PGDS grouted in a single
stage to allow the potential benefits and consequences of routine staged grouting to be identified.
Gravel bedding systems have been used on some projects to distribute grout across the shaft tip
and enable more effective distribution of grout pressure. Gravel bedding also aids in achieving a
flat bedding surface. There is anecdotal evidence from one case history indicating that use of
gravel bedding may adversely affect performance, but such adverse effects may also be
attributed to factors other than the gravel bedding. There are no comprehensive studies available
that isolate and quantify the influence of gravel bedding on PGDS performance. Such studies
should therefore be undertaken.
11.6

Quality Control/Quality Assurance for Post-Grouting Operations

Practices for quality control and quality assurance (QC/QA) of post-grouting operations have not
been standardized and adopted by nationally recognized agencies like FHWA and AASHTO.
While QC/QA practices for PGDS in the U.S. often include common elements, their
implementation varies substantially from project to project. Common elements used for QC/QA
generally include:
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Measurement of grout pressure, grout volume, and upward shaft displacement during
grouting
Consideration of three criteria for termination of grouting that include a target grout
pressure with a minimum net volume, a maximum upward shaft displacement, and a
maximum net volume
Measurement of specific gravity, viscosity, and/or compressive strength of the grout

These common elements generally provide a rational basis for QC of post-grouting operations in
the field, and likely provide a baseline from which to establish effective QA methods for PGDS.
However, several changes to current practices should be considered to improve the consistency
of QC/QA practices for PGDS.
Grouting termination criteria and the means for measuring the grouting parameters may vary
substantially from project to project, often without clear justification or validation. Standard
procedures should be developed to establish effective and appropriate grout volume termination
criteria that include consideration of important factors such as the size of the shaft and grouting
device, and the condition of the ground beneath the shaft tip. Methods for determining the
volume of the grout delivery system (used in computing the net grout volume) should also be
standardized. Consideration should be given to improving placement of grout pressure gages,
potentially including placement of gages near the shaft being grouted, and placement of gages on
the grout return line to facilitate rapid identification of problems during grouting. Specific
procedures for evaluation of hydraulic head losses should also be included within a QA/QC
program.
Strain gages and/or telltales have sometimes been installed in PGDS and monitored during
grouting, but such instruments have not been commonly used as part of QC/QA for PGDS.
Strain gages can provide important feedback to help determine the effectiveness of grout
distribution across the shaft tip and to estimate the axial load at the strain gauge location(s).
Monitoring of strain or displacements near the shaft tip allows the induced loading from postgrouting to be quantified and may help to detect the occurrence of blocked grout lines and
hydrofracture. Strain gauge and telltale measurements can also be used in combination with
measurements of upward shaft displacement to confirm that a certain level of resistance has been
pre-mobilized during grouting, and to evaluate the magnitude of relaxation of the pre-mobilized
load as the grout cures. Given the multiple benefits of strain gages installed near the shaft tip,
consideration should be given to requiring use of strain gages or telltales and incorporation of
strain measurements into standardized QC/QA procedures.
Upward movement of the drilled shaft is an important QA parameter that provides verification
that some level of pre-mobilization has been achieved. During grouting, the upward movement
of PGDS has typically been limited to ¼ to ½ inch during a single grouting stage, with no
explicit limit on the cumulative upward movement when multiple grouting stages are
undertaken. Current QC/QA procedures should be amended to include such a cumulative
displacement limit that could serve as the sole upward displacement criterion, or be used in
combination with a limit on upward movement during individual grouting stages. There is also
great need to objectively evaluate how much upward movement can be tolerated before side
resistance is adversely affected in different ground conditions, and to provide specific guidance
regarding tolerable magnitudes of cumulative upward displacement for different soil/rock types.
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Consideration should also be given to introducing a minimum upward displacement criterion that
could serve as a QA measure to help demonstrate that some minimum degree of pre-mobilization
has been achieved during grouting.
While measurements of specific gravity, viscosity, and/or compressive strength of the grout are
commonly made for many PGDS projects, the frequency of the tests and specific requirements
for the measurements are seldom explicitly included in construction specifications or special
provisions for PGDS projects. Given that specific gravity, viscosity, and compressive strength
are all directly related for neat cement grouts that are commonly used for PGDS, developed
standards should not generally require that all three measurements be performed for all PGDS
projects to avoid unnecessary requirements. One potential idea may be to measure specific
gravity during grouting for the purpose of QC, and then to measure the grout compressive
strength as an independent measure for QA. While the magnitude of the grout compressive
strength is not likely a primary concern in terms of the performance of PGDS, achieving some
minimum strength provides a good, independent measure of whether the grout has been properly
proportioned and mixed.
11.7

Use of Post-grouting as a QC/QA Method

While post-grouting appears to have some potential for quality control and assurance for the
construction of a drilled shaft, there may be significant challenges to its use for this purpose. It is
clear that post-grouting can provide indications of shaft problems (e.g., unusually low side
resistance, and unusually soft tip conditions), but extending the technique more formally for
QC/QA presents numerous challenges.
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CHAPTER 12: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE WORK
12.1

Introduction

The findings and recommendations of this work address many questions and concerns that exist
regarding post-grouting practice in the U.S. Nevertheless, several important issues remain that
could not be resolved based on the information available for the present work. Additional
research and development are necessary to improve design and construction procedures that will
improve post-grouting practices in the U.S. The findings and recommendations provided in this
report should be revisited periodically as additional experience and data are acquired.
The recommendations for future work discussed in this chapter are intended to provide a basis
and framework from which future research efforts should be undertaken. The recommendations
are provided in order of priority in view of the anticipated impact that each design or
construction activity will have on post-grouting practice. Many of the recommendations
provided can be addressed through additional load testing and associated data analysis.
Consequently, this chapter closes with a series of recommendations for load testing of PGDS.
12.2

Evaluation of Relaxation Following Grouting

The work presented in this report provides convincing evidence that pre-mobilization produces a
substantial portion of the improvement that is observed due to post-grouting, and that
improvement due to pre-mobilization can be effectively and practically predicted given
knowledge of the load induced during grouting. While the maximum load induced during
grouting is relatively easy to evaluate, the degree of relaxation of load is more difficult to assess.
Observations from measurements collected for the load tests described in Chapter 10 suggest that
relaxation may result in pre-mobilized load at the shaft tip of approximately 25 percent of the
maximum applied bi-directional load. However, the amount of relaxation is likely dependent on
characteristics of the grout (e.g., water-to-cement ratio), characteristics of the surrounding
ground (hydraulic conductivity), and whether the grout pressure is locked off following grouting,
among other factors. Additional study is therefore needed to evaluate how these factors affect
relaxation, and how best to limit relaxation.
12.3

Evaluation and Development of Improved Design Methods

The ultimate goal of future investigations of PGDS should be to improve procedures for
estimating the ultimate resistance and load-deflection response of PGDS for design. The load
transfer analysis method described in Chapter 8 provides a reasonable and practical approach for
separating the effects of pre-mobilization and ground improvement, and providing for estimation
of PGDS performance with improved reliability. However, additional evaluation is needed,
especially regarding the degree of ground improvement that should be considered for such
analyses as described in the following section.
12.4

Evaluation of Ground Improvement

To further refine current understanding of ground improvement at the tip of PGDS, load testing
of PGDS should be performed in soils and under circumstances that are conducive to ground
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improvement alone (i.e., without pre-mobilization). This could be accomplished by installing
test shafts in soils that are prone to densification or consolidation under the grout pressure. Premobilization could be reduced or eliminated by preventing shaft movement during post-grouting,
and by sizing or reinforcing the shaft to significantly reduce its compressibility, if needed.
Restraint of the shaft movement can be accomplished using a stiff reaction frame that can also be
used as reaction for subsequent load testing.
Another important element that requires further study is the effect of grouting pressure on the
magnitude of improvement of the performance of PGDS. The evaluation should be based on the
value of grout pressure normalized with respect to overburden stress, rather than on the
magnitude of grout pressure alone. It is also important to study the range of grout pressures that
can be achieved in practice. It is possible that the range of achievable grout pressure values may
be sufficiently narrow to prevent adjustment of the pressure to achieve a desired outcome even
though grout pressure may have a significant influence on the performance.
12.5

Evaluation of Reliability

A critical issue that remains unresolved is to establish the reliability of PGDS, and more
importantly from a design perspective, the reliability of alternative methods for predicting the
performance of PGDS. Important questions that remain include:






What is the reliability of the performance of PGDS?
Is the performance of PGDS more reliable than that of conventional shafts?
How is reliability affected by ground conditions, grout characteristics, and grouting
procedures?
Do current QC/QA methods contribute to improved reliability?
What are the respective reliability values for pre-mobilization and ground improvement
effects? Is pre-mobilization more reliable than ground improvement, or vice-versa?

The predominant means for evaluating reliability is to analyze results from full-scale field tests
on comparable grouted and ungrouted shafts. A critical part of such evaluations should also
include development of resistance factors for LRFD that are specific to different design methods
and construction practices, and that accurately reflect the uncertainty associated with PGDS
performance, and with the respective design methods.
12.6

Shaft Performance: Stiffness vs. Nominal Resistance vs. Ultimate Resistance

Additional consideration of the relative importance of increased shaft stiffness versus increased
ultimate resistance is needed. While increased ultimate resistance and increased stiffness are
both beneficial outcomes in terms of the performance of PGDS, they pose different challenges
for design. Current U.S. design methodologies, which tend to be dominated by considerations of
ultimate resistance (strength limit states), can make it difficult to take advantage of increases in
the stiffness of the load-displacement response for PGDS. This issue should be considered in
development of improved design methods for PGDS. One possible approach could be to
incorporate generation of load-displacement curves for PGDS that reasonably account for
contributions from pre-mobilization, ground improvement, and the anticipated soil behavior
(e.g., strain hardening behavior during shearing, or a true plunging strength limit state). Such
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curves could then be integrated into design in much the same way an idealized load-displacement
curve can be incorporated into the current LRFD evaluations for conventional drilled shafts at
service, strength, and extreme event limit states.
12.7

Evaluation of Potential for Degradation in Side Resistance

There is a potential for reduction of the side resistance with repeated application of shear stress,
or more specifically shear displacements, due to degradation of the shaft-soil interface. Existing
QC/QA procedures generally place limits on upward displacements to address this concern.
However, such constraints may also limit the magnitude of improvement from pre-mobilization.
Additional investigations should therefore be undertaken to investigate the potential for
degradation of side resistance when subjected to displacements of varying magnitude. While
there are materials that degrade with repeated displacement (e.g., fissured clay, etc.), not all
concrete-soil interfaces are susceptible to significant degradation by stress reversals and loadingunloading.
There is a significant amount of published research on the response and degradation of soilstructure interfaces subjected to repeated loading (Gómez et al., 2000, 2003). A thorough review
of relevant published research should be performed to gain further information on the potential
for interface degradation. This would also aid in developing more accurate shear stressdisplacement models that are essential for predicting pre-mobilization effects. Because most of
the published research on interfaces is based on shearing of planar interfaces, and because
development of side resistance along drilled shafts is a three-dimensional or axisymmetric
problem, pilot-scale tests should be performed that include relatively simple compression-tension
loading cycles. The tests would be aimed at measuring the displacement-shear stress response of
the interface, and may include several unload-reload cycles to investigate the potential for
displacement softening. This would greatly help in developing sensible models of interface
performance, which are fundamental to evaluating and predicting pre-mobilization in PGDS, and
to development of rational and practical methods and procedures for post-grouting.
12.8

Evaluation of Post-Grouting as a QC/QA Tool

A common consideration among many professionals when considering PGDS is whether postgrouting is itself a QC/QA tool. As described previously, post-grouting generally induces bidirectional loading at the tip of the shaft (that is responsible for pre-mobilization). This load has
the potential for being used as a QC/QA tool along with other considerations like grout pressure,
grout volume, and shaft displacement since upward loading of the shaft can be considered as
demonstration of some minimum total resistance. However, current post-grouting practices in
the U.S. do not necessarily contribute to effective use of post-grouting as a QC/QA tool. Postgrouting devices are often uncontained (or become uncontained during grouting) and, thus, it is
often not possible to ascertain the relationship between grout pressure and induced load.
Use of relatively low viscosity grouts may also lead to some lack of control on grout flow, which
may decrease the reliability of using grout pressure as a QC/QA tool. Installation of strain gages
near the tip of the shaft may partially alleviate this concern, but little study has been performed to
evaluate practical issues associated with use of strain gages, or to develop rational and practical
recommendations for their use in a QC/QA program. Finally, even if the induced load is known
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precisely, the ultimate resistance of the shaft is generally not achieved during grouting (in fact
grouting is controlled to prevent this), and the maximum resistance achieved during grouting is
expected to reflect the performance of an ungrouted shaft. Thus, loading from post-grouting will
only provide a “censored” measurement of the resistance of an ungrouted shaft (similar in
concept to a proof test). All of these issues warrant focused attention and evaluation so that
practical and reliable guidance can be provided regarding use of post-grouting for QC/QA.
12.9

Recommendations for Load Testing of PGDS

Many of the recommendations provided in this chapter can be addressed through additional load
testing. Such testing may be performed on a project-specific basis, or as part of a more
comprehensive research program to systematically address these issues. Regardless of the
source of the load test data, it is desirable (from the perspective of improving post-grouting
practice) to have results from “side-by-side” grouted and ungrouted shafts of similar size. It is
also desirable for the tests to subject the shafts to top-down loading, at least until the issues
described previously for bi-directional tests can be reliably addressed. Such tests should be
accompanied by thorough site characterization programs to establish relevant soil/rock
parameters as well as laboratory testing to reliably establish the shaft stiffness at the time of
testing.
Accurate documentation of the “as-built” shaft dimensions is also critical for establishing shaft
stiffness. These tests should include a reasonable number of strain gages in the test shafts to
evaluate axial load distribution with depth. Such gages should be monitored throughout grouting
operations and load testing to help develop a better understanding of load transfer mechanisms
for PGDS. Reported test results should include the load-displacement response of both grouted
and ungrouted shafts, careful grouting records that document the characteristics of the grout
(strength, viscosity, particle size, water-to-cement ratio, etc.), the sequence of grout pressures
applied, and records of shaft displacement during grouting and of axial force during grouting and
load testing.
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