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* The Elastic Layered Theory model and the 3-D Foundation model provided an
assessment of the critical responses for all pavement layers.

« The Winkler model is limited to the assessment for the concrete layer only.

« The Winkler model demonstrated higher concrete stresses compared with the
Elastic Layered Theory model and 3-D Foundation model.

- « The critical stresses and strains for all foundation layers (base, subbase and
- subgrade) obtained from the 3-D Foundation model provided similar results to the
corresponding stresses obtained from the Elastic Layered Theory model.

» The Elastic Layered Theory and the 3-D Finite Element models allow the structural
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Figure 2. Comparison of Responses under a 10 kip Load from different Foundation Models (Case I)
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* The linear response models already evaluate the benefits and limitations of the
supporting layers. Moreover, the use of Finite Element method allows the
Implementation of algorithms that can account for the nonlinear response to the load
of the soil.

Figure 1. Comparison of Foundation Models

Has Elastic Layered Theory ever been used before for Design of
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« Based on the work of the late Dr. B. Frank McCullough, at The University of Texas,
at Austin, in the early 1980’s continuously reinforced concrete (CRCP) pavement
overlay sections across Texas were designed and built.
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Figure 3. Comparison of Responses under a 10 kip Load from different Foundation Models (Case I1)




