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The Effects of Sample Disturbance on Undrained Properties of Yangsan Clay
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SYNOPSIS : It is important to estimate the mechanical properties of clay since it is directly related
to the design and the construction of geotechnical structures. Site exploration, which is composed of
boring, sampling, in-situ, or laboratory tests, is performed to estimate the mechanical properties.
However, mechanical properties of clay measured from laboratory test may be different from in-situ
properties due to disturbances occurred during sampling, transportation, storage, and trimming. In
this study, the degree of disturbance according to sampling method was estimated with the test
results of CKoU triaxial compression test on Yangsan clay. The soil samples were obtained by three
types of sampling method, ie., 76mm-tube sampler, 76mm-piston sumpler, and block sampler. In
order to evaluate the quality of samples, volumetric strain, undrained shear strength, secant Young's
modulus, and pore pressure coefficient at peak measured from each sample were compared with one
another. From the test results, it was observed that mechanical properties of the block and piston
samples were more reliable than those of tube samples. But it was observed that the water content
of piston was similar to that of tube samples at given depths while the water content of block
samples was 14.3~15.8%6 smaller than that of piston and tube samples. In addition to the evaluation
of the quality of samples, relationship between cwov.' and OCR was established from the results of
the CKoU triaxial compression tests, which were carried out using SHANSEP method. And also
undrained shear strength was analyzed using the in-situ test data such as Cone Penetration
Test(CPT), Dilatometer Test(DMT), and Field Vane Test(FVT) and was compared with that
evaluated from CK,U triaxial compression test.

Key words : Disturbance, CK,U, volumetric strain, undrained shear strength, secant Young's
modulus, SHANSEP, Cone Penetration Test, Dilatometer Test, Field Vane Test
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6 17.08 22,035 1.4142 28.184 1.6886 22.714 0.9698
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Undrained shear strength (kPa)
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