Site-Specific Approach for Developing
Profiles of Critical State Soil Mechanics
Parameters in Mine Tailings Deposits
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Tailings Characterization




Fine Tailings Gradation and Soil Behavior Type Index
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Fine Tailings Gradation and Soil Behavior Type Index
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Fine Tailings Critical State Soil Mechanics Parameters %
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Estimating In-Situ State Parameter




Water Content & Void Ratio Measurements
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Water Content & Void Ratio Measurements
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Water Content & Void Ratio Measurements
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Water Content & Void Ratio Measurements
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Water Content & Void Ratio Measurements
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Cone Penetration Test (CPT) Correlations
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Site-Specific Prediction of Clay-Size Fraction
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Site-Specific Relationship of AQ and Clay-Size Fraction %
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Site-Specific Prediction of Clay-Size Fraction from AQ
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Site-Specific Prediction of Water Content & Void Ratio
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Fillered Water Content Dataset
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Site-Specific Relationship of Water Content
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Site-Specific Relationship of Water Content
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Depth (feet)

CF = f(AQ W, = f(CF, a;) e=f(W,GS)
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Site-Specific Prediction of In-Situ State Parameter




Site-Specific Prediction of State Parameter
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Conclusions and Comparisons
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Conclusions and Comparisons
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Conclusions and Comparisons

* Estimation of undrained
shear strength based on
laboratory correlation
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Conclusions and Comparisons

Image from Sadrekarimi and Olson (2011)
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