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Abstract 

Dam construction commonly demands a massive amount of random material. This material offers practical material 

collection, minimum environmental impact, and economical cost. Unfortunately, shear strength assessment of random 

material is difficult because of large particle presence. Regular laboratory tests cannot accommodate these large particles. 

Misevaluation of random material shear strength may induce disastrous collapse. A large-scale direct shear apparatus, with 

a 70 cm by 70 cm shear plane, was developed and proposed for testing random fill material in-situ. This manuscript presents 

an experimental study using this device in Rukoh Dam construction, Indonesia. Test results captured variations between 

normal stress and shear stress to determine shear strength parameter models. Volume changes during shearing were also 

observed. Random materials in Rukoh Dam could be categorized as random rock. This study was also compared to other 

relevant rockfill studies. The proposed method offers an impressive approach for assessing and verifying the shear strength 

of compacted random material as well as compaction quality on site. It can be used to decide if the ongoing design and 

compaction method have to be modified or continued. Since the proposed direct shear test is reliable, fast, simple, and 

inexpensive, it is strongly recommended for dam construction. 
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1. Introduction 

A dam provides many benefits, such as water supply reliability, flood control, hydropower energy, and sailing. These 

advantages attract many countries to build dams. A dam is commonly built as a homogeneous or zoned embankment 

dam in developing countries, including Indonesia (Figure 1). A zoned embankment dam comprises several zones where 

a certain geomaterial type can be deposited in a particular zone. A zoned embankment dam design can be governed by 

economic considerations as well as geomaterial availability. If a type of geomaterial can satisfy the requirements for 

stability as well as seepage control, this geomaterial can be selected and placed in a zone to achieve the most affordable 

design that meets all technical requirements. Thus, a zoned dam body promotes a better utilization of adjacent available 

geomaterials [1]. A zoned embankment dam can have specific zones for placing random materials. Random material is 

practically described as geomaterial that is formed naturally or artificially from a variety of constituent types and sizes, 
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ranging from clay to boulders in various degrees of weathering. These composite materials are commonly obtained from 

borrowed materials as well as dam excavation works. Random material can occur by nature (e.g., moraine or till and 

river deposit) or be manmade (e.g., crushed rock sand). In a dam design, random fill zones become a crucial factor in 

minimizing the construction cost. As it is named random material, a wide range of geomaterial types, sizes, and 

weathering stages can be used. Thus, competitive geomaterials from any quarries as well as remaining geomaterials 

from excavation generally can be included to reach the required fill volume. Flexible selection in random material 

constituents is one of the contributive points in reducing environmental disturbances. 

 

Figure 1. Embankment dams: (a) homogenous, (b) with core zone, and (c) with upstream impervious zone 

Random material leads to embankment work challenge despite its benefits. A wide range of material types and sizes 

in random materials may introduce very large spatial variability of material properties in random fill zones, including 

the shear strength. In particular, slope instability can occur in random fill zones. X Dam construction in Indonesia 

emphasized random material fill failure case. Three consecutive landslides occurred in the downstream of X Dam 

(Figure 2). Interested readers are suggested to read Sahadewa et al. [2] for the details of the X Dam slope instability 

accident, forensic investigation, and mitigation measures. 

 

Figure 2. X Dam slope failure accident: (a) downstream and (b) upstream views [2] 

A reliable method for shear strength appraisal of random material was urgently required in ongoing dam construction 

in Indonesia since the X Dam incident. Yet, evaluating this shear strength is difficult. Random materials often contain 

large-sized particles that impede the application of standard-sized field and laboratory tests. Field and laboratory large-

scale direct shear testing on various materials consisting of large-size particles has gained popularity for more than 2 

decades. Liu [3] and Matsuoka et al. [4] proposed a new large-scale direct shear apparatus for testing granular 

embankment materials on site. A set of large-scale laboratory tests using specimen lengths of 50 cm and 100 cm were 

conducted for evaluating shear strength properties of loose accumulated soils associated with the 2008 Sichuan 

earthquake by Wang et al. [5]. In more recent years, large-scale direct shear devices were applied for testing a variety 

of materials. Shear strength properties of rock in the dam foundation were evaluated using a large-scale field direct shear 
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test by Sagnak et al. [6]. Zhang et al. [7] studied the influences of sand fouling and coal fines on the shear strength of 

railway ballast by applying laboratory direct shear with sample dimensions of 40 cm × 40 cm × 40 cm. Wang et al. [8] 

evaluated the railway ballast degradation using a laboratory direct shear device with a 60 cm × 40 cm shear plane. Large-

scale laboratory direct shear was utilized to investigate wetland soil-root matrix shear strength by Hassan et al. [9]. 

Large-scale direct shear is also attractive for assessing soil reinforcement interface shear strength. Chao et al. [10] studied 

the interface strength between various geosynthetic materials with silica sand by applying a large-scale direct shear 

device with a shear plane of 30 cm × 30 cm. A large-scale direct shear device having a 30.5 cm by 30.5 cm shear plane 

was used by Chen et al. [11] to study the coral sand-geogrid interface. Despite these recent studies, equivalent shear 

strength testing on random material in large dam construction is still rarely found in the literature. 

An in-situ or field large-scale test is appealing to firmly evaluate the shear strength of dam construction materials, 

such as random fill. Indonesian Geotechnical Institute (IGI), Institut Teknologi Bandung (ITB), and Universiti 

Teknologi Malaysia (UTM) were in cooperation to develop in situ large-scale direct shear equipment, abbreviated as 

ILSDS. The in-situ approach was suggested instead of the laboratory counterpart so that the results can also incorporate 

the actual field compaction effect on the material shear strength. The test was tailored in such a way that preparation 

and execution could be parallel with dam construction using equipment that is promptly available on the site. Thus, the 

application of this proposed method is fast, simple, reliable, and inexpensive. As part of the proposed device 

development, proof-of-concept tests have been successfully executed in several large dam constructions [12-15]. An 

experimental study in the assessment of shear strength by applying the proposed device on random material in Rukoh 

Dam, Indonesia, is reported in this article. 

This article comprises 5 major parts, namely introduction, main body, concluding paragraph, declaration, and 

references. The main body consists of the Rukoh Dam description, random material application in dams, the history and 

concept of the direct shear test, the shear strength of random material, as well as the ILSDS test in Rukoh Dam. The 

summary, conclusion, and suggestion that can be learned from this study are described in the concluding paragraph. 

2. Rukoh Dam 

Rukoh Dam is located across the Krueng Rukoh River in Pidie, Aceh, Indonesia. This dam was listed in one of 

Indonesia’s strategic national projects in 2016. To enhance the water supply in this dam, a tunnel irrigation channel from 

the Tiro River to the Rukoh Dam was also constructed. Having an inundation area of around 716.1 ha in normal water 

level, Rukoh Dam is capable of holding more than 128.66 million m³ of water. Rukoh Dam was primarily built to provide 

a water supply of 0.90 m³/second for 22,848 people in Pidie. Additionally, this dam was planned to serve a farming area 

of about 11,950 ha. This dam was also intended for mitigating floods with a 50-year return period in Pidie. This 

mitigation accounts for reducing Krueng Rukoh River floods as large as 89.62%. In addition, Rukoh Dam has the 

potential to facilitate a power plant with a capacity of 1.22 MW. 

Rukoh Dam is regionally situated among 3 rock units, namely the Kotabakti formation, the Kotabakti Anggota Pintu 

Satu formation, and the alluvial formation, from the oldest to the youngest formation, respectively. The Kotabakti 

formation was formed in the middle of the Miocene period. This formation was composed of interbedded layers of sandy 

siltstone and claystone. The Kotabakti Anggota Pintu Satu formation comprises interbedded layers of fine to coarse silty 

sandstone. This formation also occurred in the middle of the Miocene period. The alluvial formation was formed by 

Krueng Rukoh sedimentation. This formation contains sand, gravel, cobble, and boulder in loose condition. 

Rukoh Dam is approximately 87 m high and 220 m long at the peak. Figure 3 presents an example of a Rukoh Dam 

cross-section. The core inclined 4V:1H. A fine filter layer was placed surrounding the dam core. Random fill zones in 

Rukoh Dam are indicated by number 4 in Figure 3. The dam body was protected by constructing a riprap layer on the 

surface. 

 

Figure 3. An example of Rukoh Dam cross-section 
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3. Application of Random Fill Material in Dams 

Placement of random material is generally associated with less important areas of the dams. The US Bureau of 

Reclamation, or USBR [16], recommended random material use in dam zones where the major requirement is 

geomaterial weight. In this case, the main concern does not include permeability and shear strength of the geomaterials. 

The USBR [16] also presented an example of random material application in the interior and exterior zones (Figures 4 

and 5). In the exterior zone, random material is applied to build: (1) counterweight to increase stability (Figure 4-a) and 

(2) flat slope to reduce slope protection (Figure 4-b). In the interior zone, random material is placed inside the supporting 

dam shell to minimize material cost (Figure 5). 

 

Figure 4. Examples of random fill material in exterior of dam: (a) counterweight and (b) slope protection reduction [16] 

 

Figure 5. An example of random fill material in interior of dam [16] 

The US Society on Dams, or USSD [17], described the use of random fill for constructing one of the common main 

elements in the Concrete Facing Rockfill Dam (CFRD). The random fill is normally constructed in an upstream fill to 

protect the perimeter joint. This random material serves to seal any cracks that may develop around the perimeter joint 

in the lower elevations of dams higher than 75 m. The random fill may consist of a variety of soil sizes, including clay, 

silt, sand, and gravel. This geomaterial can cover and provide sufficient weight for underlain material to allow it to 

penetrate the cracks [17]. 

Application of random material is also recommended in the dam's vital areas. For instance, the International 

Commission on Large Dams, or ICOLD [18], presented a comprehensive review of understanding and experience in 

using moraine (i.e., random material) as a dam foundation and fill material. According to ICOLD [18], the particle size 

distribution and composition of moraine are commonly related to the source rocks and the soils below the glacier move. 

Granitic gneiss, granite, and identical large and hard rocks formed till containing sandy silt skeletons. Softer sedimentary 

rocks, namely shale and limestone, formed clayey skeletons. Furthermore, ICOLD [18] stated that, if moraine is 

sufficiently impervious, it could be utilized for dam cores and homogeneous earth dams. 

Case histories of random material application in a dam core construction are reported in the literature. Sherard and 

Dunnigan [19] described glacial moraine utilization to build the dam's impervious section. They categorized the entire 

range of soils for impervious sections into 4 soil groups, namely (1) fine silts and clay or > 85% fine materials, (2) silty 

sand, clayey sand, sandy silt, and sandy clays or 40%–85% fine materials, (3) silty sand, clayey sand, and gravelly sand 

or ≤ 15% fine materials, and (4) soil intermediate between Groups 2 and 3. In these groups, fine materials were passing 

the No. 200 sieve. Concentrated leaks through impervious sections of embankment dams could be reliably controlled 

and sealed using sand filters containing the proper amount of fine sand [19]. Thus, a relatively fine filter is recommended 

for impervious sections of glacial moraines. Rönnqvist [20] assessed internal erosion of more than 90 dams in 

Scandinavia, North America, Australia, and New Zealand. The impervious section of these dams was built using broadly 

graded glacial till materials that belonged to Group 2 of [19]. The Scandinavian glacial tills were generally non-plastic 

and low-plasticity clay [21]. Glacial till materials applied in Scandinavian dams typically contained 15% to 60% 

materials passing the No. 200 sieve. Glacial tills used in North American dam cores were relatively fine-rich, with 20% 

to 70% of materials passing the No. 200 sieve, whereas those of Russian dams were fines-poor, with 5% to 20% passing 

the No. 200 sieve [18]. Rönnqvist [20] suggested that, when assessing the potential of internal erosion to surface, namely 

erosion in the excessive or continuing phase, evaluation should not only be performed on the filter’s coarseness but also 

(a) (b)

Random material
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on the grading stability of the filter and the core material as well as non-homogeneities that were caused by filter 

segregation. Xu & Jiang [22] reported lessons from using broadly graded geomaterials to build earth core rockfill dams 

in China. Gradation of soils for constructing the core was advised to be adjusted according to the requirements on 

strength, permeability, and deformation as well as the conditions of the original borrow materials [22]. Random material 

containing colluvial and residual soils was used to construct the core of Manso Dam in Brazil, according to Ferreira et 

al. [23]. The random material of Manso Dam is composed of a blend of colluvial and residual soils from metasiltitic 

rock and the corresponding fragments in sound or weathered condition. It also included intercalations of quartz and 

metasandstones. The random fill also contained lateritic topsoil containing clumps of cemented fine-grained soils. The 

main dam construction utilized around 500,000 m³ of random materials, or about 30% of the complete Manso Dam. 

Manmade artificial random fill materials have also been applied to construct dam embankment cores. Ma & Chi [24] 

presented an insightful experience in blending fine cohesive soils (< 35%) with coarse gravel (50% – 65%) to build a 

dam core in the Changheba Dam, China. Fu et al. [25] recommended 30%–50% of gravel content in adjusting the gravel-

fine soil blend to construct a core of a 200-m to 300-m high dam based on project experiences from Nuozhadu, Pubugou, 

Lianghekou, and Changheba Dams in China. 

Random materials were also used for building the main dam body, excluding the core and fine filter zones. Sahadewa 

[12] reported random materials application in constructing the main dam body of Semantok Dam, Nganjuk, Indonesia. 

These materials were placed in the upstream and downstream dam embankments. The random materials were generally 

volcanic breccia containing a blend of tuff and igneous andesite rock. During compaction works, the random fill 

materials experienced considerable grain break that reduced the particle size. Random fill materials were also utilized 

in the upstream as well as downstream of the X Dam [14]. A blend of weathered rocks and colluvial deposits formed 

these random materials. Lapilli tuffs, agglomerate, and breccia were the primary constituents in the weathered rocks. A 

variety of geomaterial sizes, ranging from fine cohesive soils to boulders, formed the colluvial deposits. Sahadewa [15] 

reported random material application in the main body of Kuwil Kawangkoan Dam, North Minahasa, Indonesia. 

Random material in this dam was random rock that had a similar size to rockfill materials. 

Particle size distributions of some random fill materials in dams are presented in Figure 6. For comparison, this 

figure presents upper and lower bounds of rockfill for dam embankments by Kutzner [26] and Fell et al. [27], 

respectively. The lower bound of sand-gravel or gravel for CFRD main fill as proposed by Haselsteiner et al. [28] is also 

shown in this figure. Figure 6 suggests that the particle size range of random materials is broader than that of other 

geomaterials. 

 

Figure 6. Particle size distribution of various materials in dam construction 

One major challenge associated with the utilization of random materials relates to wide variation in homogeneity 

due to broadly graded particles. Random material has been suggested for construction in less vital areas of the dams, 

where material’s weight is the main concern [16]. In these areas, the permeability as well as shear strength of the random 

fill materials are mostly not crucial. Thus, the utilization of random fill material in these areas is relatively simple. 
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Nevertheless, random material utilization is more challenging when the random fill zone covers large parts of the main 

dam body and dam core, which are prone to instability. Unfortunately, at least in Indonesia, the “random” term itself 

introduces the misunderstanding that any geomaterials with varying sizes, types, and weathering stages can be included 

to fulfill the required volume. This mistake may lead to the incorporation of problematic geomaterials, such as expansive 

soils, organic soils, and low-slaking durability materials, in random materials. In addition, if random material is applied 

in critical zones, there are many criteria that should be complied with. For example, if random material is used to build 

a dam core, suffusion risk should be evaluated comprehensively [29, 30]. Suffusion risk is a condition where fine soil 

particles potentially drift within the coarser soil skeleton or matrix. 

Depending on the random material type and random fill zone, certain material requirements must be fulfilled to 

achieve the expected dam performance. The incident of X Dam was an invaluable lesson on not using random materials 

carelessly, particularly in dam critical zones. The economical and environmentally friendly benefits of using random 

material in critical dam zones should be accompanied by comprehensive geotechnical investigations, characterizations, 

and inspections of random materials. Dam designers and construction teams should comprehend the shear strength, 

permeability, compressibility, and other essential properties of random materials and the corresponding spatial 

variability throughout the dam. To achieve these goals and to provide important parameters for dam stability evaluation, 

in-situ or field large-scale direct shear tests were suggested by the authors to reliably assess and verify the shear strength 

of compacted random fill materials and other dam construction materials. 

4. Direct Shear Test 

The direct shear is one of the available tests for evaluating the shear strength of geomaterial. This test is believed to 

be the first method for assessing soil shear strength according to Boudia et al. [31]. Coulomb is believed by many to be 

the originator of soil shear strength theory. However, who pioneered the direct shear test equipment is still a matter of 

debate. Alexandre Collin, a French engineer, developed a direct shear apparatus in 1846 [32]. Collin used a 35-cm-long, 

4-cm-wide, and 4-cm-thick shear box for holding a clayey soil sample. In 1915, Arthur Langtry Bell, a British engineer, 

developed a direct shear device to test various types of soil [33]. In 1932, Arthur Casagrande developed a direct shear 

device, which became the basis for similar equipment in modern times [34]. 

Despite the emergence of other testing devices, such as triaxial, to evaluate geomaterial shear strength, the direct 

shear test remains popular today because of several advantages [35]. These advantages include: 

 Testing can be performed quickly and simply. 

 Testing cost is economical. 

 The soil parameters obtained by direct shear are about as reliable as those of triaxial. 

 Shear boxes offer easier preparation of granular soil samples compared to the preparation of such samples in 

other soil test devices (e.g., triaxial). 

Nevertheless, the direct shear test also has commonly known shortcomings, namely: 

 Soil pore water drainage control is limited and can only be done by controlling the displacement speed. 

 Pore water pressure cannot be measured during testing. 

 Displacement is forced to occur in a plane that is not necessarily the weakest shear plane. 

 The sample can experience stress concentration in certain parts so that the strain is not uniform. 

Many institutions host laboratory-scale direct shear test facilities (Table 1). These shear box sizes are far larger than 

the commonly available sizes of 6 cm × 6 cm, 10 cm × 10 cm, and 15 cm × 15 cm. Both laboratory regular-scale and 

large-scale direct shear devices are impressive for parametric studies on the shear strength of geomaterial. Some facilities 

offer large-scale testing under saturated and dry conditions. However, the prepared geomaterial sample is mostly 

reconstituted using a laboratory-scale compactor. Hence, the sample may not always represent the field-compacted 

condition perfectly. 

Table 1. Examples of laboratory large-scale direct shear test facilities 

Institution 
Area of shearing plane 

L (cm) × W (cm) 
Reference 

The University of Wales, UK 300 × 150 Davies & Le Masurier [36] 

Jaroslav Cerni Institute for Development of Water Resources, Serbia 80 × 80 Andjelkovic et al. [37] 

City University of London, UK 150 × 100 Tanghetti et al. [38] 

Indian Institute of Technology, Roorke, India 75 × 75 Srivastava et al. [39] 

CEDEX, Laboratorio de Geotecnia, Madrid, Spain 100 × 100 Muñiz-Menéndez & Estaire [40] 

River Basin Management Organizations for Bengawan Solo, Ministry 

of Public Work, Solo, Indonesia 
125 × 125 - 
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The in-situ, or field, large-scale direct shear test has occurred since 1904 [33]. Examples of large-scale direct shear 

field tests are listed in Table 2. Similar to other in-situ tests, this type of direct shear test offers testing on an “undisturbed” 

sample. In some cases, the “undisturbed” sample testing is of interest. For example, in dam embankment construction, 

the geomaterial is compacted using heavy equipment. This compaction effort may not be replicated in the laboratory. In 

fact, compaction energy directly influences the shear strength of geomaterials, e.g., [41, 42]. The field of large-scale 

direct shear becomes more attractive if the compacted geomaterial consists of larger particles. Application of large-scale 

direct field shear for testing random dam material is rare in the literature, despite many having performed this method 

on other materials. 

Table 2. Examples of field large-scale direct shear testing 

Originator or Reference Shear box L (cm) × W (cm) × T (cm) Material 

Marsland [43] 61 × 61 × 10 Stiff fissured clay 

O'loughlin & Pearce [44] 31 × 31 × 15 Soil-siltstone interface on slope 

Endo [45] 50 × 50 × 25 Clay with roots, evaluating the impact of tree roots on soil shear strength 

Brand [46] 30 × 30 × 15 Residual soil and soft rock 

Matsuoka et al. [4] 122.5 × 122.5 × 16, 63.2 × 63.2 × 16 Coarse granular materials, including rockfill with max particle size of 300 mm 

Fakhimi et al. [47] 75 × 75 × 35 Clayey sand with a trace of gravel at tunnel excavation area 

Fakhimi et al. [48] 60 × 60 × 30, 30 × 30 × 30 By-product material from ore extraction (i.e., mine waste) 

Oyanguren et al. [49] 120 × 120 × 52 Rockfill of Llerin Dam 

Zou et al. [50] 50 × 50 × 45 Sand-gravel in the Three Gorges Dam 

Sagnak et al. [6] 70 × 70 × 35 Metamorphic rocks in the foundation of Gölecik Dam 

The execution of direct shear test is generally simple. The test is initiated by preparing a geomaterial sample in a 

shear box (Figure 7). The sample has an initial height T, a length L, and a shear plane with a cross-section of A. The 

sample is given a vertical load of N which causes a normal confining stress of: 

𝜎𝑛 = 𝑁 𝐴⁄   (1) 

 

Figure 7. General direct shear test configuration 

The normal stress value is held constant throughout the test duration. The subsequent step is shearing the sample. 

There are 2 options for shearing the sample, namely strain and stress controlled. The strain-controlled method is 

carried out so that the value of the increase in shear strain (δ) or horizontal displacement (ΔL) that occurs in the sample 

is maintained. The strain control method can provide an opportunity to observe post-peak behavior in the variation 

between shear stress (τ) and shear strain. This method in certain conditions may provide distinctive peak strength. 

Alternatively, if the stress-controlled method is selected, the horizontal force (S) or shear stress is applied in equal 

increments until failure occurs. According to Das [51], stress-controlled tests are likely to model the real field situation 

better than strain-controlled tests. 
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The horizontal force applied in the sample results in a shear stress equal to: 

𝜏 = 𝑆 𝐴⁄   (2) 

Shear strain is obtained from the ratio of horizontal deformation or displacement to the initial sample height, namely: 

𝛿 = ∆𝐿 𝑇⁄   (3) 

The axial strain value (ε), which is the ratio of vertical displacement (ΔT) to the initial sample height, is calculated 

using the following equation: 

𝜀 = ∆𝑇 𝑇⁄   (4) 

In each test, variations N, S, ΔL, and ΔT values are recorded against time synchronously. These parameters can be 

analyzed to obtain σn, , δ, and ε. 

A series of direct shear tests are conducted using at least 3 similar geomaterial samples. Each sample is given a σn 

value that is different from the others. Accordingly, the variation of normal stress with maximum shear stress can be 

evaluated to obtain a failure model, for instance the Mohr-Coulomb or M-C failure model [52, 53]. 

5. Shear Strength of Random Material 

Dam stability analysis demands reliable shear strength of random material, particularly when random material is 

placed in the main dam body. As random material comprises an extensive range of particle sizes, its shear strength 

mainly depends on the dominant material type and the composition. Okamoto [54] presented a summary of various shear 

strength failure models of geomaterials in dam engineering, including the linear M-C as well as non-linear power 

equation criteria that are commonly applied for random materials. The M-C model is regularly applied to common 

random materials that have a broad range of particle sizes or rich in fine grain particles. The power equation model is 

frequently recommended for random materials that are rich in large grain particles, including rockfill size materials. The 

selection of shear strength models for random material must be determined by the design engineer based on material 

type, design requirements, and data availability. 

The Mohr-Coulomb line is considered as a well-known failure model for geomaterials and has a long history in 

geotechnical engineering practice. Equation (5) shows the shear strength of geomaterial (τs) based on the M-C model. 

This model uses 2 intrinsic parameters of soil shear strength, namely cohesion (c) and angle of internal friction (φ). 

𝜏𝑠  =  𝑐 +  𝜎𝑛 tan(𝜑)  (5) 

where σn is normal confining stress. 

The shear strength of fine-grained soils, namely clay and silt, are normally related to the cohesion, as one of 

parameters in the M-C model. But granular geomaterials having negligible contents of fine-grained soils, such as 

rockfill, may still possess a significant cohesion value. Coduto [55] and Leps [56] described that high cohesion in 

granular materials is related to disguised frictional strength or apparent cohesion. According to Mitchell [57], dilation, 

apparent mechanical force, as well as negative pore water pressure are generally sources of the apparent cohesion. An 

example of apparent mechanical force is particle interlocking. In structural fill embankment, a compaction by heavy 

machinery normally leads to much better particle interlocking. 

The linear M–C shear strength envelope practically can be used for all types of geomaterials. Nonetheless, the actual 

behavior of some geomaterials is extremely non-linear over a broad range of confining normal stress. The following 

power equation or parabolic model is commonly used to incorporate the non-linearity relationship between normal 

confining stress and shear strength. 

𝜏𝑠 =  𝐴𝜎𝑛
𝑏 (6) 

where A and b are power equation fitting parameters. These parameters do not have physical meaning [28]. Marsal [58] 

and De Mello [59] were among the first who proposed this model for rockfill materials in dams. Since then, many 

authors have adopted this non-linear approach e.g., [60-64]. The non-linearity behavior of large particle geomaterials, 

such as rockfill, is associated with many reasons. For example, Muñiz-Menéndez & Estaire [40] described that this non-

linearity may be attributed to grain breakages. 

Hyperbolic model [65] was also applied for random material in addition to M-C and power models. For instance, Fu 

et al. [25] and Ferreira et al. [23] used hyperbolic model to evaluate stability of a core dam made of random material. 

The hyperbolic model demands parameters that are beyond the scope of this current study. 
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6. Application of ILSDS Test in Rukoh Dam 

6.1. General 

Zones with high risk of slope instability in Rukoh Dam were constructed using random fill materials. Evaluation of 

dam stability requires valid and reliable geomaterial shear strength. Geomaterial shear strength could be assessed in the 

field and the laboratory. However, common field and laboratory tests may not result in dependable shear strength values 

of random materials. This dependability concern is associated with the presence of large-sized grains. These large 

particles cannot be accommodated by regular laboratory sample size. If a regular-size device is used, testing can be 

addressed by scaling down the original field grain size distribution. Large particles are removed in such a way that the 

new grain size distribution is parallel to the field grain distribution [4]. Wang et al. [66] found that this approach could 

greatly influence the test outcome. The Japanese Geotechnical Society advised a minimum sample size for a triaxial test 

on material containing large particles, such as rockfill [67]. It is advised that the sample diameter test be at minimum 4 

times the largest particle grain size [67]. Matsuoka et al. [4] as well as Wang et al. [5] confirmed the applicability of this 

recommendation for large-scale direct shear testing. Additionally, the laboratory testing cannot replicate the field 

compaction work's impact on the shear strength. Laboratory samples are commonly prepared using laboratory 

compactors that are different from the field compactors. Thus, these compaction methods do not have equivalent 

compaction energy. 

IGI, ITB, and UTM developed an ILSDS device. This device generally adopted the theoretical approach of common 

laboratory direct shear equipment in evaluating the shear strength of a geomaterial. Nevertheless, the ILSDS test could 

provide shear strength appraisal of random material with large grains in the real compacted field conditions. This device 

was proposed by the authors for estimating the shear strength of compacted fill, such as random material, during 

construction of large dam projects in Indonesia. The device was capable of running a stress-controlled test. This 

apparatus was developed based on findings and suggestions from relevant previous studies, e.g., [4, 68, 69]. The main 

component of the ILSDS apparatus was a shear box having dimensions of 70 × 70 × 30 cm. The proposed test only 

required a single shear box, whereas the common direct shear device has top and bottom boxes. A set of pressure 

manometer cells and one set of vertical and horizontal displacement gauges were used in this method (Figure 8). A 

larger shear box with a shear plane of 80 × 80 × 30 cm thick was also available. All shear boxes were built using 1.5-

cm-thick steel plates. One pair of 3-L capacity hydraulic pumps was utilized for manually applying the vertical and 

horizontal loads. These pumps were connected to their corresponding 1-MPa hydraulic jacks. The horizontal and vertical 

hydraulic jack stroke lengths were 26 cm and 15 cm, respectively. Seven lubricated cylindrical rollers with a diameter 

of 4.5 cm were placed in between the lower and upper top plates. The compacted random fill was excavated and carved 

to prepare at minimum 3 samples in a testing location. 

 

Figure 8. ILSDS test: (a) configuration and (b) execution 

The ILSDS was employed for testing random materials in several large dam projects in Indonesia. This method 

was used in Semantok Dam [12]. Upon construction completion in 2022, this dam was considered the longest dam 

in the region of Southeast Asia. Hakim et al. [13] presented the ILSDS application in Keureuto Dam. Sahadewa 

[15] reported variability in shear strength of random material based on ILSDS tests in Kuwil Kawangkoan Dam.  
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6.2. Test Execution 

A number of ILSDS tests were conducted for assessing random fill material shear strength in Rukoh Dam. 

Ten locations, A to J, at various stations and different elevations were selected for testing. These locations have 

been compacted by a vibratory roller during the construction stage. Random materials in Location C were disposal 

material from excavation works in Rukoh Dam. This location was used for a trial embankment to study the 

feasibility of excavated material. In the other testing locations, random materials were obtained from borrow 

areas. 

The ILSDS tests in Rukoh Dam were performed using 70 × 70 × 30 cm shear boxes. In any testing site, 3 

random material samples were arranged. The maximum normal confining stress (σn-max) in a testing location was 

calculated based on the corresponding final overburden load. Testing preparation was initiated by conducting 

excavation (Figure 9-a). The excavation depth and width were set in such a way that the ILSDS test could be 

performed using an excavator for vertical reaction. Subsequently, a top plate was placed at the excavation surface 

as a template for sample preparation (Figure 9-b). Hand tools, such as a shovel, hoe, and handspike, were used to 

manually carve the sample (Figure 9-c). Afterwards, a shear box was installed in each sample (Figure 9-d). The 

top plate was removed to flatten the sample surface (Figure 9-e). The lower top plate was placed on the sample 

(Figure 9-f).  

Thereafter, cylindrical rollers and an upper top plate were installed. Afterwards, an embedded steel plate was 

set in place using an excavator (Figure 10-a). This steel plate served as a horizontal reaction. Then, a set of reaction 

beams was installed on top of a vertical hydraulic jack using an excavator (Figure 10-b). The measuring devices 

and adjustable reference frames were arranged similar to the testing setup shown in Figure 8 and Figure 10-c. An 

excavator was positioned above the testing location for providing the vertical reaction (Figure 10-d). Afterwards, 

the first random material sample was loaded with a normal confining stress of one-third σn-max using the vertical 

hydraulic jack. The normal stress value was kept stable in the remaining testing duration. Shearing or horizontal 

loading was not applied on the sample until no further significant settlement occurred (i.e., 2 consecutive readings 

showed settlement less than 0.05 mm). An increasing horizontal load of 50 kPa/minute in the pressure manometer 

was assigned to the random material sample via the horizontal hydraulic jack until failure. During testing, the load 

and displacement values were recorded at an incremental time. The other samples were tested similarly under 

different and larger normal vertical stresses (i.e., two-thirds σn-max and σn-max). A flowchart showing the test 

methodology is presented in Figure 11. 

 

Figure 9. Sample preparation: (a) pit excavation, (b) top plate for template, (c) manual carving, (d) shear box placement, (e) 

surface sample flattening, and (f) lower top plate installation 

(a) (b)

(e) (f)

(c)

(d)
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Figure 10. Field test setup: (a) steel plate horizontal reaction, (b) reaction beam installation, (c) hydraulic jack, reference 

frame, and measuring device installations, and (d) excavator alignment 

 

Figure 11. Flowchart showing the ILSDS methodology 

A series of field and laboratory tests for evaluating material properties of compacted random fill was performed 

using samples around the ILSDS testing locations by other parties. The ring water replacement method was performed 

to measure the in situ compacted density of random fill. Random material samples were collected for laboratory testing, 

including grain size analysis and other index property tests. The field and laboratory test results that were provided to 

the authors are compiled in Table 3, including void ratio (e) as well as water content (w). The available grain size 

distribution ranges are shown in Figure 12. This figure suggests that random materials in Rukoh Dam were practically 

within the size limits of rockfill materials. Although the random materials in Rukoh Dam could be classified as rockfill 

material based on grain size, these materials were still considered and treated as random materials in the entire project. 
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This type of geomaterial is commonly designated as random rockfill or random rock material in Indonesia. Random 

rockfill material collection in Rukoh Dam was not controlled nor inspected as strictly as that of rockfill. For example, 

the random materials were not passed through rigorous tests, including abrasion, rock soundness, slaking durability, and 
compressive strength tests. Visual field observation suggested that random materials in Rukoh Dam were dominated by 
andesite rocks in various degrees of weathering. 

Table 3. Sample characteristics and properties of random materials in Rukoh Dam 

Location * 
Compacted dry density (kN/m3) Relative density (%) e w (%) 

Min Ave. Max Min Ave. Max Min Ave. Max Min Ave. Max 

A 20.4 22.9 23.9 89.4 94.1 98.6 0.115 0.155 0.268 0.51 1.11 1.44 

D 20.5 23.0 24.0 87.2 97.3 105.9 0.106 0.150 0.290 0.46 0.79 1.54 

E 20.3 21.7 23.8 51.5 86.5 97.2 0.118 0.216 0.292 0.26 0.77 1.98 

F 21.7 23.0 23.9 90.2 98.7 104.7 0.111 0.148 0.205 0.46 0.96 1.39 

G 22.9 23.4 23.7 81.8 90.2 96.0 0.122 0.138 0.160 0.48 0.76 1.13 

H 23.0 23.6 23.8 83.9 93.5 98.6 0.115 0.129 0.154 0.35 0.80 1.36 

I 23.5 23.7 23.9 92.6 95.7 99.0 0.114 0.123 0.131 0.40 0.47 0.55 

J 23.1 23.4 23.6 85.2 89.9 93.6 0.128 0.138 0.151 0.15 0.72 1.15 

* Data from Location B and C were not available to the authors. 

 

 

Figure 12. Particle size distribution samples around Location: (a) A to F and (b) G to J  
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6.3. Test Result 

The ILSDS test results from locations A to J are presented in Figures 13 to 17. These figures show the relationships 
among vertical-horizontal displacements and shear stress under 3 different normal stresses. In Location A, the peak 
shear strength increased from 123 kPa to 292 kPa as the normal stresses increased from 96 kPa to 283 kPa. The variation 
between horizontal and vertical displacements displayed volume change behavior of the sample. In Location A, this 
relationship exhibited compressive or contractive behavior of the random material samples at low horizontal 
displacement or initial shearing. At larger horizontal displacements until failure, dilative behavior occurred. The 
variation between vertical and horizontal displacements in Location A is a typical behavior of dense granular soil. In 
general, testing from the other locations exhibits similar results to that of Location A. First, the peak shear stress raised 
with the normal stresses. Second, the samples commonly experienced contraction at small horizontal displacement and 
dilated at higher horizontal displacement. Nevertheless, Location C resulted in variation between shear stress and 
vertical-horizontal displacements that was different from the general trend observed in other locations. In Location C, 
no distinctive peak nor shear strength plateau was observed in the variation between horizontal load and shear stress. 
The shear strength was determined using the shear stress value that corresponded with 10% relative lateral displacement 
(ΔL/L) as suggested by ASTM D3080/D3080M-23 [70].  

Additionally, samples in Location C always experienced contractive behavior during shearing under all normal 
stresses. There are 2 possible explanations for this behavior. First, this contractive behavior is commonly demonstrated 
by loose granular soil. Visual observation suggested that random materials in Location C were dominated by sandy 
materials with fine-grain particles. Even small rockfill-sized materials were barely found in this location. Although no 
in-situ density test results in Location C were provided to the authors, it was reported that the trial embankment 
compaction in this location was performed by 6 passes of a heavy compactor per lift layer. The other testing locations 
were compacted by 8 passes. Hence, the random material in Location C was likely loose or less dense than that of the 
other locations. Second, the contractive behavior may be related to grain breaking under the corresponding confining 
normal stress. The samples would have exhibited dilative behavior during shearing load application if the grain particles 
lasted unbroken under the confining normal stress. At confining normal stress that is relatively large to the material, the 
dilative behavior is inhibited by the normal stress. The random materials in Location C were collected from excavation 
disposal, whereas the other locations’ random materials were borrowed from areas out of the project area. In the end, 
the random materials in Location C were not utilized for Rukoh Dam construction. 

 

Figure 13. ILSDS results in Location: (a) A and (b) B 

 
Figure 14. ILSDS results in Location: (a) C and (b) D 
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Figure 15. ILSDS results in Location: (a) E and (b) F 

 

Figure 16. ILSDS results in Location: (a) G and (b) H 

 

Figure 17. ILSDS results in Location: (a) I and (b) J 

Several problems occurred in performing testing in Locations D and E. In Location D sample 2, the vertical 

displacement measurements were unreliable. This issue may be attributed to the unstable condition of the adjusted 

reference frame for holding the vertical displacement measurement. Although the relationship between horizontal and 

vertical displacements was not acquired, the shear strength of this sample could still be obtained. During testing of 

sample 3 in Location D, the embedded steel plate for horizontal reaction was accidentally shifted, leading to useless 

shear load and horizontal displacement data. Sample 2 in Location E also had a similar issue. These 2 samples were 

excluded from this study. 

The testing results from all locations under normal stress, varying from 32 to 507 kPa, are summarized in Table 4. 

This table also shows lateral and vertical displacements at failure. If the failure point was not obvious, the shear stress 
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at 10% relative lateral displacement was taken as failure [70], such as failure determination in Location C. Failure for 

random rock materials on average was 37.8 mm and varied from 13.9 mm to 70 mm. In terms of relative lateral 

displacements, these values were 5.4% on average and ranged from 2% to 10%. The vertical displacement of random 

rockfill at failure varied from 0.2 mm to 11 mm with an average value of 2.5 mm. The secant friction angle (φs) of 

random rockfill ranged from 34.6° to 68.2° with a mean value of 55.22°. These secant friction angles were calculated 

by assuming a zero c-value in the M-C line for each sample. The highest φs value from this study was still lower than 

the highest φs value of 70° from open-graded aggregate materials containing particles larger than 25 mm as reported by 

Nicks et al. [71]. 

Table 4. Summary of ILSDS test results 

Location Sample 
Normal stress, 

σn (kPa) 

Shear strength, 

s (kPa) 

Lateral displacement, 

ΔL, at failure (mm) 

Vertical Displacement, 

ΔT, at failure (mm) 

Secant friction angle, 

φs (°) 

Max dilation 

angle, ψmax (°) 

A 

1 96 123 37.1 5.9 52 20.3 

2 192 217 36.0 2.1 48.4 14.3 

3 283 292 27.3 3.4 45.9 41.6 

B 

1 80 76 30.8 11.0 43.5 33.8 

2 157 164 21.9 2.7 46.3 12.4 

3 237 209 36.8 5.4 41.4 29.2 

C 

1 67 49 70.0 -9.0 36.3 - 

2 133 69 70.0 -18.0 27.4 - 

3 203 71 70.0 -38.0 19.2 - 

D 

1 160 257 49.6 2.5 58 9.1 

2 320 493 40.2 - 57 - 

3 - - - - - - 

E 

1 160 195 31.3 1.8 50.7 9.4 

2 - - - - - - 

3 507 349 41.2 2.4 34.6 11.0 

F 

1 32 81 54.3 2.0 68 8.4 

2 59 142 51.1 2.3 67 9.0 

3 91 175 43.2 2.9 63 8.4 

G 

1 120 189 13.9 0.8 57.6 17.4 

2 227 269 34.5 2.0 49.9 14.4 

3 347 327 46.5 0.2 43.3 0.6 

H 

1 53 134 25.7 1.8 68.2 11.2 

2 107 242 32.6 0.2 66.2 4.2 

3 160 226 23.9 1.8 54.7 13.0 

I 

1 62 133 70.0 0.6 65.2 1.3 

2 113 163 25.0 1.7 55.2 6.0 

3 164 256 63.4 0.9 57.3 3.4 

J 

1 53 143 32.1 2.5 68.2 15.4 

2 93 164 27.8 2.8 60.4 10.0 

3 133 217 48.8 0.3 58.5 5.6 

The relationship between horizontal and vertical displacements is presented in Figures 13 to 17, including random 

rockfill that exhibited dilative behavior during shearing. This dilative behavior is commonly described by the ratio of 

vertical to horizontal displacements (ΔT/ΔL). The dilation angles during testing generally fluctuated. Nicks et al. [71] 

also reported fluctuation of dilation angles during testing. The maximum angle of dilation (ψmax) of the random rockfill 

samples is presented in Table 4. The average ψmax value was 12.9°, which varied from 0.6° to 41.6°. This fluctuation 

may be attributed to various sources, including grain particle size, shape, density, compressive strength, and confining 

stress in the random rock materials. According to Lee & Seed [72], at high confining stress, the dilation mechanism 

diminishes greatly. Grain particle crushing under this high confining stress tends to result in contraction behavior. 
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The peak shear stress-normal stress relationship was obtained by evaluating the variation among shear stress, normal 
confining stress, and horizontal displacement in 10 locations (Figure 18). In each location, if possible, this variation was 
regressed using the M-C line and power equation models. M-C line regression was performed if at least 2 data points in 

a location were available. The power equation regression was conducted if 3 data points in a location were available. 
Based on M-C models shown in Figure 18-a, the cohesion value varied between 16.1 to 124.3 kPa. This cohesion had 
an average of 62.8 kPa as well as a standard deviation of 41.5 kPa. The φ values of the M-C line varied from 9° to 58.4°. 
This angle of internal friction had a mean value and standard deviation of 39.8° and 15°, respectively. Figure 18-b shows 
the power equation model for each location. The A parameter was on average 10.32 and ranged from 1.36 to 17.98 with 
a standard deviation of 6.47. The b parameter ranged from 0.346 to 0.927 with a standard deviation of 0.192 and a mean 

of 0.628. Figure 18-b also suggests that the power equation models were within the shear strength limits for rockfill 
proposed by Barton [73] and Leps [56]. This figure also presents shear strength rock categories from very weak to strong 
as proposed by Haselsteiner et al. [28]. According to this category, the shear strength of random material in Location B 
was categorized as very weak to weak. The shear strength of Location A was designated between weak to medium. 
Shear strength models of locations F, I, and J fell within medium to strong. The shear strength in Location G at low 
confining normal stress was categorized as medium to strong. At higher normal stress, it shifted from the weak to the 

medium category. Then, at even higher normal stress, it translated to very weak to medium. Location H was practically 
categorized as medium to strong. In Location C, random material shear strength was below the lower bound for rockfill. 
This result agreed with the visual observation showing that random materials in Location C were dominated by sand 
and fine-grained particles that were much smaller than rockfill. Figure 18 implies that there is high variability of shear 
strength in terms of M-C and power equation models. The M-C and power equation model parameters of 10 locations 
are summarized in Table 5. 

 

Figure 18. Shear strength models: (a) M-C and (b) power equation 

Table 5. Shear strength parameters 

Location 
Mohr-Coulomb Power equation (τs and σn in kPa) 

c (kPa) φ (°) A b 

A 38.5 42.1 3.19 0.801 

B 16.1 40.2 1.363 0.927 

C 41.6 9 11.77 0.346 

D 20.3 55.9 - - 

E 124.3 23.9 - - 

F 34.2 58.4 5.71 0.770 

G 122.3 31.1 16.03 0.517 

H 108.2 40.9 17.98 0.519 

I 49.1 50.1 9.34 0.633 

J 73.6 46.4 17.15 0.510 

The size of random materials in Rukoh Dam resembled that of rockfill (Figure 12). In Indonesia, this random material 

is commonly designated as random rockfill or random rock. The secant friction angle from this study was compared 

with the general correlation between secant friction angle of granular materials and normal stress for various initial void 

ratios (e₀ ) proposed by Terzaghi et al. [74]. This comparison is presented in Figure 19. Terzaghi et al. [74] developed 
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this relationship based on a database of triaxial tests on sand, gravel, and larger alluvial particles of strong massive 

mineral as well as rocks. Rockfill grades from A to E based on unconfined compressive strength (UCS) are also 

presented in Figure 19. Terzaghi et al. [74] comprised secant friction angle values as high as 60° at low confining stress. 

But at low confining stress, the secant friction angle can reach above 70°, as shown by Nicks et al. [71]. The current 

study and Terzaghi et al. [74] similarly indicated that the secant friction angle declined with confining stress. But the 

secant friction angle change with confining normal stress of this study was generally more sensitive than that of Terzaghi 

et al. [74]. It is interesting to see that some data points, at normal confining stresses below 200 kPa from this study, were 

above recommendations from Terzaghi et al. [74]. These data points were associated with a field initial void ratio that 

was as low as 0.11 (Table 3). This void ratio was higher than the available highest void ratio of 0.2 in Terzaghi et al. 

[74]. Furthermore, it is also understood if the φ value of the direct shear test is commonly larger than that of the triaxial 

test [71]. Data from Location C generally corresponded with recommendations from Terzaghi et al. [74] for high void 

ratio and below the lowest rockfill grade. This condition apparently suggested that random material in Location C was 

likely less dense than that of the other locations. 

 

Figure 19. Relationship between normal stress and secant friction angle 

A dependency in the A and b values of the power equation parameters is observed in this study (Figure 20). This 

finding is consistent with previous rockfill shear strength studies by Haselsteiner et al. [28] and Muñiz-Menéndez & 

Estaire [40]. The A and b values depended on the units in which the shear and normal stresses were expressed [75]. Non-

dimensional units in the power equation relationship could be made by normalizing the unit in the normal and shear 

stresses using atmospheric pressure. Thus, the correlation is more physically accepted. Nevertheless, as shown by 

Muñiz-Menéndez & Estaire [40], if the power equation relationship was derived using the unit of shear and normal 

stresses (i.e., kPa), the relationship between A and b was much less scattered. The utilization of this unit optimized 

significantly the correlation between the 2 parameters. 

 
Figure 20. Relationship between A and b parameters of the power equation (stresses in kPa) 
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Muñiz-Menéndez & Estaire [40] formed a database containing approximately 100 large-scale tests on rockfill 

samples from CEDEX, Laboratorio de Geotecnia, Madrid, Spain, and from the literature over 4 decades. Based on this 

database, Muñiz-Menéndez & Estaire [40] developed a correlation between A and b parameters to verify the validity of 

test results (Figure 20). The proposed correlation for verification purposes is presented in Equation 7. This equation was 

derived using the unit of shear and normal stresses in kPa. In this figure, A and b parameters from testing in Rukoh Dam 

show a very good agreement with Muñiz-Menéndez & Estaire [40]. This agreement highlights the validity of the ILSDS 

test for material with large particles. Additionally, it can be seen that the test result from Location C was above the 

verification line. As previously explained, samples in Location C were sandy materials with fine particle contents and 

exhibited different behaviors from those of other locations. 

𝑏 =  −0.17 ∙ ln(𝐴) + 1 (stresses in kPa) (7) 

6.4. Large-Scale Shear Strength Test Recommendation Based on ILSDS Test 

Random materials have been successfully utilized in numerous large dam projects in the world. This success, at least 

partly, came from controlling and verifying the properties and content of the random materials themselves. 

Unfortunately, due to the authors’ dam project experiences, the “Random” term in random material has been mistakenly 

comprehended. In field execution, a variety of geomaterials can be incorrectly introduced to random materials just to 

reach the required volume. Potential danger may arise due to this practice. First, problematic geomaterials (i.e., 

expansive soil, organic soil, low slaking durability materials, etc.) may enter the random materials. Second, it also 

introduces even larger variability and complexity in many engineering properties of random material, including the shear 

strength. 

The ILSDS test for evaluating dam embankment material’s shear strength is highly recommended, particularly if the 

material contains large-sized particles. This field shear strength test is reliable, fast, practical, and economical. The 

ILSDS test was introduced after the X Dam failure, when the other large dam projects in Indonesia were in the 

construction stage. The ILSDS test was developed mainly for evaluating and verifying shear strength of compacted fill 

material on site. This test was designed to utilize equipment and machinery that were readily available in a dam 

construction. In addition to applying large-scale tests in the construction stage, it is also crucial to utilize this test in the 

pre-construction stage. Many benefits can be obtained by performing the pre-construction testing approach. In the pre-

construction stage, the ILSDS test in a trial embankment can serve to evaluate the feasibility of random material samples 

from the borrow areas or quarries. It can also assess the performance of the proposed compaction work method. In the 

construction phase, the ILSDS test serves as shear strength verification that incorporates field compaction work 

performance. This testing result can confirm if the field shear strength values fulfill the design values or not. Thus, it 

can be considered if the design and construction compaction method should be modified or if they could proceed directly. 

In this case, if the field shear strength is lower than the design values, the dam project team can mitigate this issue by 

reducing embankment slope inclination, changing to better fill materials, and improving the compaction procedure. The 

number of ILSDS can be proposed depending on the shear strength results in the pre-construction stage and the 

designer’s confidentiality. 

Laboratory large-scale shear strength tests can be performed to assess material feasibility as an alternative in the pre-

construction stage. While the ILSDS test can capture shear strength spatial variability between testing locations, this test 

itself is not ideal to find specific material properties behind this variability during construction. If a shear strength 

parametric study is needed, the laboratory large-scale test is preferable to the ILSDL test. Performing a set of material 

property tests prior to the shear strength test in the laboratory is more controllable and convenient than performing the 

corresponding test in the field. 

The large-scale direct shear testing should be accompanied by other geomaterial properties tests if this information 

is of interest. For example, geomaterial properties tests can be used to avoid problematic materials. Common geomaterial 

testing, such as sieve analysis, natural water content, specific gravity, and relative density, should be performed on 

random material samples. If it is deemed necessary, large particles of random materials should also be tested specifically, 

including abrasion, rock soundness, slaking durability, and compressive strength tests. These large grain particle tests 

are important to completely evaluate their behavior, including grain breakage and durability potentials that influence the 

shear strength of random materials. 

7. Summary, Conclusion and Suggestion  

Zoned embankment dams commonly include random fill materials in particular zones. These random material zones 

significantly impact the dam stability. The shear strength of random material plays a vital role in dam stability analysis. 

Regrettably, it is difficult to reliably evaluate the shear strength. Furthermore, it is challenging to find literature about 

the shear strength of this material. IGI, ITB, and UTM were in collaboration to devise large-scale direct shear or ILSDS 

equipment to test dam construction material on site. The ILSDS test was designed to use equipment and machinery that 

were immediately available in a dam construction. This method was successfully applied to assess random fill in 10 

locations of Rukoh Dam, Indonesia. 
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The ILSDS test is a compelling approach for assessing random fill material on site. This method could capture 

volume change behavior of random material during shearing. This direct shear test was capable of showing whether the 

geomaterial failed in contraction or dilation. In addition, the effect of field compaction work on the shear strength can 

also be assessed using this method. The ILSDS test results in Rukoh Dam emphasized the necessity of random material 

shear strength appraisal. Test results suggested high spatial variability in shear strength of random materials as indicated 

by the M-C model and power equation parameters. 

Random materials in Rukoh Dam could be considered as random rockfill according to the particle size distribution. 

The ILSDS test results were compared with results from relevant studies for rockfill. Terzaghi et al.'s [74] 

recommendation on secant friction angle showed similar patterns with this study, namely that secant friction angle 

decreases with confining stress. But this current study shows a more rapid decrease. A recommendation line to represent 

the relationship between A and b in the power equation as proposed by Muñiz-Menéndez and Estaire [40] was also 

compared. The results of this current study were generally consistent with the recommendation line by Muñiz-Menéndez 

and Estaire [40]. This agreement emphasizes the validity of the current study. 

The ILSDS test on random material is reliable, rapid, simple, and inexpensive. It is strongly recommended as part 

of the mandatory routine in the construction stages of a dam project, particularly if the material contains large grain 

particles and is placed in dam failure-prone zones. Although the ILSDS test was mainly developed for shear strength 

verification in the construction stage, this test can also be conducted in the pre-construction stage. In the pre-construction 

stage, it can be performed in a trial embankment to choose suitable and feasible quarry or borrow areas. The in-situ pre-

construction test in the trial embankment is also advised to evaluate field compaction work performance. If an area for 

trial embankment is not available, a large-scale laboratory shear strength test can be conducted as an alternative for 

selecting appropriate materials. In addition, the laboratory test can also be performed for a parametric study on material 

shear strength. In the construction stage, the in situ large-scale method offers verification of the shear strength of 

compacted material. The testing result could confirm if shear strength values already meet the requirements or not. 

Therefore, it can be concluded whether the design and construction compaction method have to be modified or if they 

can be proceeded further. The large-scale testing should be accompanied by other geomaterial property tests, including 

sieve analysis, natural water content, specific gravity, and relative density to avoid problematic materials. In addition, 

abrasion, rock soundness, slaking durability, and compressive strength tests should also be performed on the large 

particles in random materials. 
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