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Table 1. CPT Friction Ratio Correlations

Soil Type Medium Medium Fine sand silty sand clayey sandy clay plastic silt silty clay clay
coarse sand sand or loam
sand
Electrical 0.6 % 0.8 % 1.1% 1.4 % 1.8 % 22 % 25% 29% 3.3%
cone
friction
ratio (FR)
Begemann 0% 0% 0 % 15 % 35 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 80 %
<16p
fraction
ASTM SW SW SW SM SC ML CL MH CH
Symbol SP SP SP :
% Fines <5% <5% <5% 12 -50 % 12-50 % >50 % > 50 % >50 % >50 %
(<74p)
Plasticity NP NP NP Below "A" | Above "A" LL <50 LL <50 LL > 50 LL>50
properties line line Pl<4 PI>7 Below "A" | Above "A"
Below "A" Above "A"
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