Grain-size dependence of water retention in a model aggregated soil
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Abstract

We experimentally examined the amount of water retention in a model soil composed of aggregated glass beads. The model soil
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was characterized by two size parameters: size of aggregates D and size of monomer particles (composing aggregates) d. In
the experiment, water was sprinkled on the model-soil system that has an open top surface and drainable sieve bottom. When
the sprinkled water amount exceeded a threshold (retainable limit), draining flux balanced with the sprinkled flux. The weight
variations of retained and drained water were measured to confirm this balanced (steady) state and quantify the retained water. We
defined the weight of the retained water in this steady state as W, and examined the relationship among Wy, d and D. As a result,
it was revealed that W, increases as d decreases simply due to the capillary effects. Regarding D dependence, it turned out that W,
becomes the maximum around D =~ 500 um. The value of D maximizing water retention is determined by the void formation due
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8_ 1. Introduction

at

ous fields. Glass beads are frequently used as a model ma-
“O terial to simplify the structure of porous media in which wa-
C ter can be retained [L, 2. One of the most significant advan-

tages of using glass beads is the spherical shape that enables us
—to simply analyze grains contact network and pore structures.
Therefore, spherical grains have been used for various experi-
ments [3l 4, [5]. Moreover, most of the numerical works have
used sperical grains [6, [7]. Thus, to compare the experimen-
tal results with the numerical ones, spherical grains are better.
Even by using spherical grains, physical properties of the mix-
ture of grains and water (wet granular matter) complexly de-
. pend on the wetting degree [}, [9} [10].

Monodisperse glass beads are certainly too simple to model
natural porous materials. For example, natural soil has hier-
archical structures since tiny particles such as clay grains of-

= = ten form aggregates using organic substances to stick together
.~ (Fig.[I[c)). There are two distinct pore-size scales in such soil
structure. The larger pore between aggregates is called macro-
E scopic pore and the smaller pore within each aggregate is called
microscopic pore. In order to mimic such hierarchical struc-
tures, lightly sintered glass beads have been used for forming
aggregates [11,[12]]. Sintered glass beads are useful to keep the
structure stable [[13]] and estimate the pore size distribution. By
using the sintered glass-beads aggregates for the model soil, the
simple structure of capillary bridge between grains can also be
assumed.
In most of the previous studies, water retention in soil has
been evaluated by establishing correlations between water con-
tent and pressure head [[14]. Water supply by precipitation and

E Water retention in porous media has been studied in vari-
[
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gravity-driven drainage in soil were not directly modeled. How-
ever, considering the actual situation such as rainwater perme-
ating into soil, the amount of retained water must be determined
by the balance between the precipitation rate, drainage, and
capillary suction. Besides, since the drainage process of the
retained water depends on the initial water content, the entire
process (from wetting to drying) should be taken into account
in order to evaluate the actual water retention in soil.

As a simple experiment studying water evaporation from soil,
Kondo et al. [15] focused on the drying phase in model soil
composed of glass beads by measuring the weight variation of
the sample which was initially saturated with water. However,
hierarchical structures were not considered in their experiment
because they used monodisperse glass beads (Fig.[I(a)). In ad-
dition, their experimental system could not have the drainage
effect because the vessel they employed had a closed bottom
base. In natural soil, the gravity-driven drainage affects the wa-
ter retention and drying processes.

Therefore, in this research, we developed an experimental
set-up which evaluates the evolution of the water retention as a
result of wetting and drainage processes using model soil con-
sisting of hierarchically structured aggregates (Fig. [I[b)). In
the experiment, hierarchical structure of soil was mimicked by
using the collection of sintered glass-beads aggregates. The ef-
fect of drainage was also considered by employing an open-
bottom vessel. To control the water retention degree, two pa-
rameters, size of aggregates D and monomer particle size d,
were systematically varied (Fig. a)). Such hierarchical struc-
ture significantly affects physical behaviors of dry granular ma-
terials [[16} [17]. The effect of granular hierarchy in wet gran-
ular matter has not been studied yet. Using this setup, we can
evaluate the effects of hierarchical structure of soil and water
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drainage in wetting and drying processes. In general, wet-
ting and drying processes of porous granular media are com-
plex [18 19, 20, 21]. Here, we simply analyze the retainable
water content in the hierarchically structured model soil. Al-
though we have confirmed the drying curves that are similar to
the observation in evaporation from porous media [22], the ob-
tained data are still preliminary. The entire drying process will
be discussed elsewhere in future. Thus, we focus only on the
water retention in this study.

As a first step to understand the complex nature of water re-
tention in soil, we measured the water retention of the precip-
itated soil. Particularly, we focus on the relation between the
amount of retained water and two size parameters D and d.

2. Experiment

2.1. Sample preparation

Glass beads were employed as monomer materials to form
a model soil having hierarchical structure. The representative
diameters of the glass beads used in the experiment were 5, 18,
100, 400, 2000 and 3000 um (Potters-Ballotini Co., Ltd., EMB-
10, P-001, As One Corp., BZ-01, 04, 2, and N6326450010302;
true density p, = 2.5-2.6 g/cm?). We prepared the hierarchi-
cally structured soil by sintering (650 °C, 50-90 min) a clus-
ter of tiny monomer glass beads (d = 5, 18, 100, 400 um).
The chunk of sintered glass beads was crushed and sifted in
a sieve to form aggregated grains with various size ranges
(Fig. P[b).(c)). The aggregates were classified by their sizes
D as XS: 74-250 pum, S: 250-840 um, M: 840-2000 um, and
L: 20004760 pm.

Glass beads of d = 18 um were used as monomers for cre-
ating all of those aggregate samples (from XS to L). The cor-
responding packing fraction ¢ is 0.29, 0.28, 0.31, and 0.36, re-
spectively (Table[T)). The packing fraction ¢ was obtained from
pg and bulk density by measuring the bulk volume and weight
in a cylinder in diameter of 4.7 cm. Glass beads of d = 5, 18,
100, and 400 um were used for creating L-sized aggregates.
They respectively have ¢ = 0.28, 0.36, 0.34, and 0.36. The
dependency of the water content on d was discussed by using
L-sized aggregates consisting of d = 5, 18, 100 and 400 um
glass beads and D dependence was investigated by using 18 ym
glass beads forming various sizes of aggregates: XS, S, M and
L. Non-aggregated (monomer) glass beads (5-3000 um) were
also used as monomer model soils. The packing fraction ¢ of
5 pum and 18 ym monomer glass beads are 0.49 (after compres-
sion) and 0.54, respectively, and the other monomer glass beads
(100-3000 pum) have ¢ = 0.60. Here, the samples achieve ran-
dom close packing except for 5 ym and 18 um glass beads.
Monomer glass beads of d = 5 um were compressed because
the initial volume was too large to pack into the vessel. The
packing fraction of d = 5 and 18 um becomes smaller than that
of the random close packing. For the aggregate samples, the
bulk packing fraction ¢ is a product of microscopic one @micro
and macroscopic one @macro» @ = Pmicro X Pmacro- We consider
@macro 18 close to the random close packing while ¢picro depends
ond.

Table 1: Prepared grains and their packing fraction ¢

type Dum) dum) ¢
monomer 5 5 0.49
18 18 0.54
100 100 0.60
400 400 0.60
2000 2000  0.60
3000 3000  0.60
XS 74-250 18 0.29
S 250-840 18 0.28
M 840-2000 18 0.31
L 2000-4760 5 0.28

2000-4760 18 0.36
2000-4760 100 0.34
2000-4760 400 0.36

Fig.[2(d) shows a microscope observation of aggregates con-
sisting of 400 um glass beads. Roughly the shape of the
monomer beads was kept spherical in the sintered aggregates.
Therefore, we can neglect the deformation of the glass beads
due to the neck formation between the connecting monomer
grains. The pore distribution was characterized by mercury in-
trusion porosimetry [23] [24]. Two types of monomers (d = 18
and 400 um) and S-sized aggregates consisting of d = 18 ym
beads were measured as shown in Fig. [3| The vertical dashed
lines in Fig. 3] display the diameters of 18 um and 400 um. As
expected, the representative size of pores almost matches the
diameters of grains. Representative pore size is about two to
four times smaller than the constituent grains as previously re-
ported [24]. The plot of aggregate sample shows bimodal shape
which originates from microscopic and macroscopic pores.

2.2. Setup

Aggregated dry particles of the fixed mass of 100 g were
poured in a vessel whose bottom consists of a sieve in diam-
eter of 7.5 cm with 150 um of opening (Fig.[4). Typical sample
thickness Hy, ranged 1.5-3 cm depending on ¢. To prevent
the leakage of tiny grains, a paper filter (Whatman, Cat No
1001 090, cut into a circle in diameter of 7.5 cm) was put on
the bottom sieve. Then, the fixed amount of water (100 g) was
sprinkled on its surface for about 4 minutes with a flowrate 0.45
g/sec (which corresponds to 370 mm/h precipitation intensity)
by using a spray nozzle (dretec SD-800). The nozzle was held
by hand to spray water all over the surface. The distance be-
tween the nozzle and surface of the model soil was in the range
of 3-4.5 cm depending on Hy,;. Since the sprinkled water did
not deform the sample surface at all, the effect of water inertia
was negligibly small. The temporal variations of the weight of
drained water and soil including retained water were measured
by electronic balances (A&D Co., Ltd., EK-300i) connected to
PC (Fig.[(a)). All the experiments were performed under con-
stant temperature of 35 °C kept by the thermostatic chamber
(Isuzu Seisakusho Co., Ltd., VTR-115). From the measured
mass variation, we analyzed the water retention ability of the
hierarchically-structured model soil. In other words, we simply
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Figure 1: Schematic diagrams of structures of (a) monomer soil, (b) aggregated soil, and (c) natural soil. In this figure, diameter of the grains shown in the upper
panel of (a) is same as that of aggregates in (b). Diameter of the grains shown in the bottom panel of (a) is same as that of monomer particle size composing

aggregates in (b).
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Figure 2: (a) Definitions of parameters D and d, (b) sifting process, (c) actual
photo of the aggregated glass beads (d = 18 um, D = 20004760 pm), and
(d) microscope observation of sintered glass beads (d = 400 um). The neck
structure made by sintering is negligibly small.

measured how much water the open soil can retain under the
precipitation condition. We also measured the ambient humid-
ity in the chamber throughout the experiments (A&D Co., Ltd.,
TR-72wb).

3. Results and Discussion

The weights of retained water and drained water were ob-
tained as a function of time ¢ (Fig.[5). In Fig.[5] we show the
result of L-sized aggregates with d = 400 um as a represen-
tative retention/drainage graph. Three experimental runs were
performed for each experimental condition to check the repro-
ducibility. The errors shown in the following plots were calcu-
lated by standard deviation of three experimental runs. When
the water supply was started, the amount of retained water be-
gan to increase. Then, within the short timescale, the retained
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Figure 3: The incremental pore volume as a function of mean size of pores.
The vertical dashed lines show the representative diameter of grains of 18 um
and 400 um. The scale of pore size almost corresponds to grain size. The peak
around 10 um in the aggregate plot is originated from microscopic pore in the
aggregate composed of 18 um glass beads. The peak around 150-200 um is
caused by macroscopic pore between aggregates with size of D = 250-840 ym.
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Figure 4: (a) Schematic diagram and (b) real photograph of the experimen-
tal apparatus. Masses of the drained water and the retained water (including
soil mass) were measured by the electronic balance 1 and 2, respectively. All
the experiments were performed in the constant temperature (35 °C), and the
humidity range was in the range of 16-32%.

water became almost constant after the drainage started. In this
regime, incoming water and outgoing water are balanced and
reaching the steady state. Although the drainage lasted for a few
seconds after stopping the water supply, both weights finally ap-
proached their asymptotic values. This tendency was common
for all the experimental results. We consider that the amount
of retained water Wy in this state is one of the key parameters
to evaluate the water retention in soil. Thus, we measured W,
after the drainage flow settled (Fig.[5). Although the ambient
humidity varied in the range of 16-32%, its effect on evapora-
tion rate is negligible in the timescale of the experiments (~ 5
min) since the total drying time was at least over 5 hours which
is 60 times longer.

The degrees of saturation S, can be calculated since we mea-
sured Wy and ¢ (Fig.[6). For aggregates, average of D values
defined as XS: D = 162 um, S: D = 545 uym, M: D = 1480 um,
L: D = 3380 um are used for the representative D values. Re-
garding monomers, the samples were almost saturated when
D < 100 um, while they were not fully saturated when D >
400 um. However, S, is kept large up to D ~ 2000 um for ag-
gregate soils. The large error of the data of monomer D = 400
um probably comes from the transitional behavior between the
saturated regime and non-saturated regime.

3.1. Comparison of monomer soil and aggregated soil

Fig.[7]displays the relation between W, and d or D. W, in ag-
gregated soil was larger than that of non-aggregated (monomer)
soil (Fig. [/(a)). Since the weight of glass beads forming soil
sample was fixed, the number of particles composing the model
soil is independent of the structure when d is fixed. Thus, the
total volume of microscopic pores should be almost identical
when d is identical (compare Fig. E[a) bottom and (b)). How-
ever, volume of macroscopic pores is added in aggregated soil
due to its hierarchical structure. Hence, the increase of W in
aggregated soil shown in Fig. [/(a) comes from the additional
capacity of macroscopic pores which monomer soil does not
possess.
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Figure 5: The amount of retained water and drained water as a function of time
t. The retained water amount was computed by subtracting the initial (dry) mass
from the measured mass of the soil sample.
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Figure 6: The degree of saturation S, after the water supply stopped.



In Fig. [/(b), the relation between W, and D is presented.
Again, W, in aggregated soil is larger than that of monomer
soil. In this case, however, the difference between monomer
and aggregated soils of the same diameter D is the existence
of microscopic pores because aggregates can be regarded as
a porous monomer particle (compare Fig. [T(a) upper and (b)).
Since aggregates can retain water not only between the grains
(macroscopic pores) but also inside the aggregates (microscopic
pores), Wy of the aggregated soil becomes larger than that of
monomer soil.

3.2. Characteristics in d-dependent and D-dependent behav-
iors of Wy

The negative correlation between Wy and d can be observed
in both of monomer and aggregated soils (Fig.[7(a)). The water
between grains is retained due to capillary force [25] via cap-
illary bridges, in which the curvature radius is roughly propor-
tional to d. Therefore, capillary-originated Laplace pressure de-
creases as d increases. For large d soils, gravity-driven drainage
becomes dominant. The same tendency observed in aggregate
soil can be explained by the same effect. Capillary effect is
dominant in the microscopic pore scale because monomer size
d is considered. The amount of retained water is governed by
the competition between capillary and drainage effects both in
monomer and aggregated soils.

The most prominent feature confirmed in Fig. [7[b) is its non-
monotonic behavior. Specifically, Wy of aggregated soil shows
the maximum around D = 500 um. All the aggregates used to
obtain the data shown in Fig. [7(b) are composed of monomer
glass beads of the constant diameter d = 18 um. Therefore, Wy
at D = 18 um must be identical to W, of monomer soil with
d = 18 um. In other words, monomer soil and aggregated soil
cannot be distinguished at d = D. When aggregates of size
D (> d) are formed, W, increases because an increase in D
creates larger macroscopic pores between aggregates. Thus,
the hierarchical soil structure results in the increase in W,.
However, Wj starts to decline in the range of gravity-dominant
regime (D > 500 um). Although this characteristic length scale
D =~ 500 pm is smaller than the typical capillary length of water
(~ 2 mm)[25]], we consider this value must be determined by the
balance between capillary force and gravity force. Its specific
value might be affected by the inhomogeneous sizes and shapes
of the aggregates. For example, the aggregate soil plotted as D
= 545 um is an average of the range of 250 - 840 um and its
shape is distorted (not spherical, see Fig.[2c)).

3.3. Discussion

In the case of aggregated soil, W is a sum of the retained
water stored in microscopic pores Wpicr, and macroscopic pores

Wmacro 2

Agg _
WO = Whicro + Winacros

ey

where W * is the total W, stored in the aggregated soil. When
the monomer and aggregated soils are composed of same part-
cle size d, the balance between drainage and capillary suction
can be assumed identical in microscopic pores and independent
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Figure 7: The relation between retained water Wy in the steady state and (a)
monomer particle size d or (b) size of aggregates D. The monomer soil data
plotted in both figures are identical because d and D cannot be distinguished in
the case of non-aggregated (monomer) soil.



of hierarchical structure. Besides, in this condition, the total
volume of microscopic pores is also (roughly) identical because
the mass of the model soil is fixed (100 g) (compare Fig. 1(a)
bottom and (b)). Here, we can simply assume a relation,

Whiicro = W(I)HOHO’ 2)

where W' indicates Wy of monomer soil. Thus, although it
is difficult to distinguish Wyicro and Winaero only from the exper-
iment we conducted, Wpacro can be estimated as,

Whacro = ngg - W(r)nono’ 3)

with the assumption of Eq. ().

In Fig. @, Winacro and W'"® are compared in various D
cases. In this plot, the pores between monomer glass-beads are
also regarded as “macroscopic” pores. As observed in Fig.
Whacro Of aggregated soil is approximately three times larger
than W' around D = 500 pum. This result indicates that
water retention in macroscopic pores strongly depends on the
hierarchical structure of the model soil. Due to the low ¢ of
aggregated soil, the total volume of aggregated soil is greater
than that of monomer soil in the fixed mass condition (compare
Fig. Eka) upper and (b)). This increased volume can be almost
saturated at D = 500 um (Fig. [6). However, S, gradually de-
creases in the range of D > 500 um.

The variation of S, might result from the thickness of sat-
urated aquifer supported by the capillary menisci among ag-
gregates. To evaluate this effect, here we consider the balance
between gravity and capillary effects. The former can be esti-
mated by hydrostatic pressure and the latter can be modeled by
Laplace pressure. Then, the balance can be written as,

% pus. @
where y = 72.75 mN/m [23], R, p,,, g and H are surface ten-
sion, radius of the pore constriction, water density (1.0 g/cm?),
gravitational acceleration (9.8 m/ s2), and the thickness of the
aquifer, respectively. High degree of saturation suggests that
the retained water is connected to each other in the sample
since the coalescence of capillary bridges results to liquid films
across the porous material. Therefore, Laplace pressure at the
bottom is an important element to retain water. The form of
Eq. @) actually corresponds to the definition of Bond num-
ber if we consider the characteristic length scales are R and H,
By = pwgHR/y. This means that H (water retention) is gov-
erned by the effective Bond number. The effective Bond num-
ber should be in order of unity to satisfy the pressure balance.
From the given values, R must be less than 500-1000 um in
order to support the hydrostatic pressure with H ~ 1.5-3 cm
which corresponds to the typical value of the sample thickness
Hg;- Steep decrease in S, in monomer soil from 100 gm to 400
um (Fig. [6) is roughly consistent with our estimation. The ob-
tained R value also agrees with aggregate diameter D ~ 500 ym
at which Wiacro shows a peak value. Gradual and later decrease
in S, in aggregated soil compared to monomer soil is possibly
due to the size distribution and shape anisotropy. Decreasing
trend of W' and Wiyacro in the range of D > 500 pm could be
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Figure 8: The relationship between the amount of retained water in macroscopic
pores Winacro or W' and size of aggregates D.

explained by the decrease in H. This effect suggests smaller D
is better able to support thick aquifer. However, Wiaero 1S nOt a
simple decreasing function. The volume of macroscopic pores
depends on D/d. To secure the sufficient macroscopic pores,
large D is better. Too large and too small D is not beneficial to
retain water.

Whnacro 18 close to W™ at D ~ 3000 um (L-sized aggre-
gates) despite varied d. This indicates that the difference be-
tween monomer and aggregated soils is hardly found because
the water drainage occurs in macroscopic pores in this range
regardless of whether the grains are aggregates or monomers.

Given the hydrophilicity of the glass beads, its wettability is
needed to be taken into account in order to consider the appli-
cation to natural soil situation since real soil has hydrophobic
pockets/areas. W is expected to be smaller than the value we
obtained when the soil is hydrophobic. However, we consider
the tendency obtained in this study must be useful as a first-
order approximation of the water retention characteristics in hi-
erarchically structured soil. The water flow is certainly affected
by grains wettability (e.g. [20]). Thus, effect of grains wettabil-
ity is an open future problem.

Direct observations of the retained water are crucial next step
to further understand the water retention in the aggregated soil
stored in macroscopic and microscopic pores. The state of
water between grains (completely saturated or capillary bridge
regime) could also be revealed by the direct observation such as
X-ray microtomography [[1]]. This will also enable us to reveal
the complexity of hierarchical effects quantitatively and estab-
lish a more concise model.

4. Conclusion

The relation between the amount of retained water and two
size parameters d and D characterizing aggregated soil struc-
ture was investigated in this study. From the measurement, the
water drainage (dripping from the bottom sieve) was observed
from the middle of spraying water and only right after stopping
the water supply. To evaluate the ability of water retention in
aggregated soil, we measured the amount of retained water in
the steady state W, and analyzed its dependence on d and D. As



a consequence, we found some characteristic features of water
retention in aggregated soil. First, W, in aggregated soil was
larger than that of non-aggregated (monomer) soil. Second,
Wy decreased as d increased when D was fixed. Finally, we
found W, showed the maximum value at D =~ 500 ym when
d was fixed. Therefore, our result suggests that the smaller
d and D =~ 500 um are better to increase the water retention
Wy. It is considered that the aggregated soil can efficiently
retain water not only in microscopic pores within each aggre-
gated particle but also between the aggregates around the size
of D = 500 um. This specific value D =~ 500 um is determined
by the balance between capillary force and gravity under the ef-
fect of complex geometry of aggregates and pore structure. In
this study, only the spherical and hydrophilic glass beads were
used to form soil. The effect of grains shape and their surface
properties should be investigated to consider the application to
the actual soil problem. In addition, internal water distribution
should also be measured to fully understand the efficiency of
water retention by macroscopic and microscopic pores. These
are the important future problems.
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