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SYNOPSIS : Strength evaluation of soft soils is a formidable task because of difficulties in
sampling, specimen preparation and setting in triaxial cells. In undrained triaxial testing,
sampling disturbance, verticality of specimen and bedding effect give a great influence on
shear strength measurements. In the other hand, shear wave measurements of specimens are
less influenced by these factors. In this research, the bender elements were attached top cap
and base pedestal of triaxial cell and shear wave velocities were measured. To initiate a
methodology to evaluate shear strength indirectly by measuring shear wave velocity, a
relationship between shear strength and shear wave velocity was developed with kaolinite
specimens consolidated in the laboratory. Undrained shear strength turns out to increase

linearly with shear wave velocity. Stress—strain curves can also be predicted with a hyperbolic

model and shear wave measurements.

Key words : Kaolinite, Undrained shear strength, Bender element, Shear wave velocity, Hyperbolic
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3.2 Hyperbolic model
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