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Particle breakage in two-dimensional angular rockfill material is simulated using a combined DEM and XFEM ap-
proach. In this approach, the interaction of particles is simulated by DEM and breakage analysis is carried out on
each particle using XFEM. Simplifying assumptions for the breakage path are eliminated in this approach and the
history of cracking is considered for each particle in the breakage analysis. Simulation of various laboratory tests
on rock samples and biaxial tests on rockfill assemblies show the ability of the proposed model to capture differ-
ent aspects of particle breakage and the behavior of granular materials.
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1. Introduction

Particle breakage greatly affects the mechanical behavior of granular
materials. This phenomenon changes the grain size distribution curve
and, consequently, alters the mechanical characteristics of granular ma-
terials. Particle breakage has been observed in soil-rockfill masses such
as earthen dams, sub-bases of railroad tracks and in activities such as
driving of large-displacement piles and conventional geotechnical in-
vestigation tests.

Several experimental studies have investigated the effects of particle
breakage on the behavior of granular materials [1-8]. Marsal [1] studied
the behavior of rockfill material using a large-scale triaxial apparatus.
He concluded that particle breakage greatly influenced the shear
strength and compressibility of the granular materials. Varadarajan et
al. [8] performed triaxial compression tests on rounded and angular
rockfill materials and found that the particle breakage increased as the
confining pressure grew. They also noticed that any enlargement in
the particle size increased the breakage factor because it increased the
force per contact. In addition to the size, the geometric shape of particles
also affected the rate of breakage. Moreover, a greater extent of
interlocking between angular particles caused dilative behavior under
shear loading and increased the particle breakage. Other researchers
have reported similar results [2-7].

Along with the laboratory tests, numerical studies have been used to
simulate particle breakage in granular media. Due to the difficulties as-
sociated with experimental tests and their high cost for larger-sized
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particles such as rockfill, numerical modelings of granular material as
discrete particles have been extensively applied using the discrete ele-
ment method (DEM) [9-30]. In most of these models, simplifying as-
sumptions have been applied to model particle breakage. Also, the
crack propagation history has not been incorporated in simulation of
breakage mechanisms. In the present study, the goal is to model particle
breakage in a more realistic way by combining DEM and the extended
finite element method (XFEM). For this purpose, the behavior of a 2D
granular assembly composed of angular rockfill particles is investigated
during biaxial compression test.

2. Brief review of recent particle breakage simulations

Robertson and Bolton [14] and McDowell and Harireche [15] studied
particle breakage in a 3D assembly of sand by modeling each breakable
particle as an agglomerate of bonded unbreakable spheres in a crystal-
lographic array. For each bond between every two unbreakable spheres,
the shear and vertical stiffness were defined. A bond was considered
broken when the tensile or shear forces exceeded a designated value.
The results of this study showed the proficiency of the proposed method
in modeling sand behavior. However, application of this method was
limited to materials such as sand, because replacing sharply angled ma-
terials as is found in rockfill with an agglomerate of rounded spheres
would not be consistent. This method has been utilized in various stud-
ies on sand [16-20].

Hosseininia and Mirghasemi [21, 22] studied 2D breakage of angular
particles. In their study, each intact and uncracked polygonal particle
was replaced by a number of more finely connected polygonal sub-par-
ticles. If the bond between two sub-particles was broken, breakage
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would occur. They investigated the effect of particle breakage on the mi-
croscopic and macroscopic behavior of granular assemblies by simulat-
ing a set of biaxial tests.

Bagherzadeh-Khalkhali [23] and Bagherzadeh-Khalkhali et al. [24,
25] incorporated a method that combined DEM and FEM to simulate
breakage in 2D rockfill particles. The assembly of particles was simu-
lated using DEM. Then the stress-strain analyses on all particles were
performed using FEM assumed that the particles were intact and un-
cracked. If the introduced breakage criteria were satisfied, the breakage
path was determined based on the stress distribution in the particle. In
this method, there was no need to assume the breakage path from the
beginning of the simulation. It could be obtained using the best fit line
through the plastic elements in the particle.

Luo et al. [27] modeled breakage in 2D polygonal particles using the
combined DEM and scaled boundary finite element method (SBFEM).
The probable breakage path for each particle was determined using a
method similar to that introduced by Bagherzadeh-Khalkhali et al. In-
stead of discretizing each particle into finite elements, as done in the
combined finite-discrete element method, stress-strain analysis of
each particle was performed using SBFEM on a single polygon.

Ma et al. [28-30] used the combined DEM and FEM approach to in-
vestigate breakage in 2D and 3D granular materials. For breakage
modeling, zero-thickness cohesive interface elements (CIEs) were
inserted at the boundaries between elements and a progressive damage
model was used for each CIE. The crack in each particle propagated ac-
cording to the failure of the CIEs and the breakage path formed along
these interface elements. Because remeshing of the particles was not
performed during simulation, the size of the elements should be small
enough to provide acceptable accuracy for the predicted breakage path.

One major shortcoming of these studies has been that, at each step of
numerical modeling, the previous history of cracking of particle has not
been considered in crack and breakage analysis of the particle. As a re-
sult, even a cracked (but not broken) particle under previous loading
stages is considered to be completely intact and without a crack in sub-
sequent steps unless it is fully broken.

3. Particle breakage modeling
In the present study, the effects of particle breakage on the behavior
of a 2D granular assembly consisting of angular rockfill materials are in-

vestigated. For this purpose, particle breakage during biaxial compres-
sion test is simulated by combining the DEM and XFEM.

Crack tip

modeled crack

N

a) Finite Element Method (FEM)

Normal nodes

FEM is a common and efficient numerical method used in engineer-
ing problems. However, the classic FEM has shortcomings in the model-
ing of crack propagation problems. The main weakness of FEM for
solving general crack propagation problems is that the finite elements
should conform to the crack geometry at any given instant, i.e. the
crack should not pass through an element of the mesh. Consequently,
it is necessary to change all or part of the finite element mesh at each
time step. Moreover, with remeshing at each step, transfer of informa-
tion between time steps becomes very difficult.

Fig. 1a demonstrates one of the most popular FEM-based approaches
for crack modeling using singular elements. The crack is modeled geo-
metrically among elements and singular finite elements are introduced
in the FEM mesh to simulate singular fields at the tip of the crack.
Clearly, the crack can only propagate along the boundaries of the ele-
ments unless a remeshing scheme is adopted for general non-
conforming crack propagations [31, 32]. These shortcomings are elimi-
nated in XFEM, while the benefits of FEM are preserved. In XFEM, the
crack is modeled virtually by introducing a series of enrichment func-
tions derived from the analytical solutions for the crack problem (Fig.
1b). In this method, there is no need to adapt the mesh to the crack
propagation path and simulation of a general crack propagation path
can be readily performed on a fixed mesh.

The method proposed in this study has two main stages. The first is
simulation of the biaxial test on an assembly of angular rockfill material
using a predefined number of DEM cycles (Fig. 2a). In the second stage,
each particle is modeled separately using XFEM under contact loads
from adjacent particles to determine the crack propagation path (Fig.
2b and c). If the propagated crack causes breakage, the initial particle
is replaced by two new particles in accordance with the final breakage
path (Fig. 2d). This procedure is iterated until the biaxial test is
completed.

The proposed model eliminates the need for simplifying assump-
tions for the breakage path. Moreover, XFEM allows modeling of crack
propagation in a conventional finite element mesh and transfers the
crack information to the next step without the limitations of classic
FEM. This makes it possible to carry out breakage analysis on cracked
particles at each step using the crack path propagation in previous
steps. This incorporates the history of cracking into the breakage analy-
sis of particles, which enables the model to account for progressive re-
duction of strength of particle and its influence on potential
subsequent breakage.

All particles in the present model are 2D convex polygons. The
model can further be extended to various particle shapes by adding

Initial crack

I

b) eXtended Finite Element Method (XFEM)

Fig. 1. Crack modeling methods: (a) FEM; (b) XFEM (adapted from Mohammadi [31, 32]).
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(a) (b)

(d)

Fig. 2. Breakage modeling for a typical particle: (a) DEM model; (b) a typical discrete particle under exerted loads; (c) cracking of the particle; (d) breakage of the particle into two new

discrete particles.

the ability of simulating 2D non-convex particles [33] in order to inves-
tigate particle breakage in a wider variety of materials. Also, by extend-
ing the model to 3D particles [29, 34], kinematics of particle fracture and
rearrangement can be studied more accurately.

In the present research, a new DEM-XFEM code is developed for sim-
ulation of the particle-to-particle interaction and the breakage of every
particle. The DEM part of the code is based on the program POLY, intro-
duced by Mirghasemi et al. [35, 36]. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 briefly review
the principles of DEM and XFEM. The proposed breakage model is pre-
sented in Section 3.3.

3.1. Simulation of particle assembly by DEM

DEM is a numerical method used for the simulation of the dynamic
or pseudo-static interaction of an assembly of discrete elements.
When a load is applied to a granular assembly, the forces acting on the
boundaries are borne by the particles of that assembly. In fact, the
boundary forces are transferred through contact between particles, i.e.
the contact forces.

In DEM, the force exerted on each particle is the result of contact
forces between that particle and adjacent particles. These forces are de-
termined using a force-displacement law. Knowing the value of each
contact force and calculating the resultant force acting on each particle
allows the corresponding acceleration of each particle to be calculated
using Newton's second law. By double integration of the acceleration
over small time intervals, similar to the finite difference method, the
new position of each particle can be determined. The time steps (At)
are small enough so that the velocity and acceleration of the particles
can be assumed to be constant over each time step.

The angular particles are convex in this study. Initially, the particles
of the assembly are generated randomly in a circular area using a given
particle size distribution and a specified number of particles. The gener-
ated particle assembly consists of limited types of polygonal particles.
The number of each type of particle in the assembly is determined ac-
cording to the particle size distribution and the total number of parti-
cles. Each type of particle is generated by constructing a convex
polygon with a predefined number of edges inscribed in an arbitrary
ellipse.

By assuming rigid particle behavior which is based on the fact that
the deformation of particles is very small compared to the deformation
of the assembly, it is possible to obtain the contact forces by calculating
the area of overlap between two particles. These contact forces are con-
sidered to be external loads for XFEM analysis.

The geometric shape of the overlap area between two arbitrary rigid
convex polygons is determined by finding the coordinates of the verti-
ces of the area formed by the overlap between the two particles. The
overlap area is then calculated using the coordinates of the vertices of
the geometric shape. Two examples of overlap between two arbitrary
particles are shown in Fig. 3.

In DEM, boundary conditions can be directly applied to the boundary
particles in a granular assembly. In the method used in the present
study, the particles are located in a circular area. To determine the

boundary particles, it is assumed that a hypothetical rubber ring encom-
passes the particle assembly, as shown in Fig. 4. The particles in contact
with this ring are recognized as the boundary particles. The boundary of
the assembly is determined as a convex polygon connecting centers of
the boundary particles to each other. Loadings can be applied to the
boundary particles in both the strain-controlled and the stress-con-
trolled conditions. In both cases, the velocity of the boundary particles
are adjusted according to the specified strain or stress. In other words,
the specified strain or stress is established in the particle assembly by
applying the proportionate velocity to the boundary particles.

3.2. Crack modeling by XFEM

In XFEM, two sets of enrichment functions are added to the standard
FEM approximations. One set is associated with modeling of displace-
ment discontinuity in cracked elements. This eliminates the need for
the mesh to conform to the crack path and a fixed and unaltered mesh
can be used in different steps. The second set of enrichment functions
are specified for the singular stress field around the crack tip. They are
extracted from the analytical solutions for the basic Westergard crack
problem [31, 32]. The desired accuracy can be achieved with fewer ele-
ments in a computationally more efficient approach than with classic
FEM [31, 32, 37-43].

While it is known that adding tip enrichment functions can gener-
ally improve the accuracy of the stress and displacement fields, for gen-
eral multi-crack propagation and fragmentation problems, only the
discontinuity enrichment function provides the required accuracy and
avoids the computational costs of singular enrichment functions,
which have little effect on the global response [41-43].

In the present XFEM modeling, approximation of the unknown dis-
placement u has two parts, the conventional FEM solution and the
enriched part:

w(x) = 3 Nix)uy
VI

+3 N @[HFE)—H(f (x))]4, 1)

JESH

where x is an arbitrary point in the domain of the problem, N are the
conventional FEM shape functions, u; are the conventional degrees of

Overlap area

Fig. 3. Two typical cases of overlap between arbitrary particles.
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Hypothetical
rubber ring

Fig. 4. Determination of boundary particles of the assembly.

freedom in FEM, g; are the additional XFEM degrees of freedom and H(f
(x)) is the discontinuity enrichment function. According to Eq. (1), the
general solution for crack analysis in XFEM includes two parts. The
first term corresponds to the conventional FEM solution and modeling
discontinuity is enabled by incorporating the enrichment function into
the second term. The second term corresponds to the nodes of elements
located adjacent to the crack, which are denoted as Sy.

Existence of a displacement discontinuity across the crack is utilized
by the Heaviside enrichment functions. A common definition of the
Heaviside enrichment function is the sign function:

. +1 vE>0
He - s = { 1] WY @
where § is the signed distance from the enriched node to the adjacent
crack. For each node enriched by the Heaviside function, extra fictitious
degrees of freedom are assigned with the same number and direction as
the conventional degrees of freedom of that node. In this way, the dis-
continuity in displacement in both directions can be modeled.

With above definition for the discontinuity enrichment function, f(x)
and f(x;) in Eq. (1) are the signed distances from the arbitrary point x
and the enriched node J to the adjacent crack, respectively. H(f(x;)) is
inserted in the enrichment term to shift the Heaviside function around
the node of interest [31, 32]. In this case, the value of variable u on an

Triangular linear
elements

Crack enriched
nodes

enriched node k equals the real displacement of the node, satisfying
the interpolation.

uM (%) = uy + H(F () —H(f (%)) = g 3)

XFEM analysis on each particle is repeated during the biaxial test due
to the change in the boundary and loading conditions caused by the
movement of particles in the assembly.

As stated before, considering numerous XFEM analyses under
changing boundary and loading conditions [41-43], acceptable accu-
racy in the crack modeling along with avoiding excess computational ef-
forts is achieved by just using the discontinuity enrichment functions.
Using this solution for crack modeling implies that during each crack
propagation step, the crack tip should be extended to reach the edge
of the finite element that contains the crack tip. This assumption does
not limit the propagation path of the crack. The crack propagates in
only one element during each propagation step. This procedure is per-
formed for all particles of the assembly. The cracked elements and
enriched nodes are typically illustrated in Fig. 5 during propagation of
an initial arbitrary crack.

Because of the polygonal shape of the particles, each particle is
meshed using triangular elements. Due to the large number of particles,
which create a large number of nodes in each XFEM analysis, the linear
element (3-node element) is used to reduce the computational costs
(Fig. 5).

The system of linear equilibrium equations in XFEM in its general
form is written as [31, 32]:

Ku'=f (4)

where K is the stiffness matrix and u" is the vector of degrees of freedom
and includes both the conventional degrees of freedom and the extra
fictitious degrees of freedom of the enriched nodes. The vector of the ex-
ternal forces is denoted by f. The stiffness matrix and force vector of each
element are assembled to compute the global stiffness matrix and force
vectors. Stiffness matrix k° and force vector f* for each element e can be
calculated as:

ki ki
k; = |:k§_u k?ja:| (5)
o= s (6)

The vector of degrees of freedom for the nodes of each element u" is
defined as:

u' = {u a) 7

Fig. 5. Propagation of an arbitrary crack. The numbers correspond to the crack propagation steps.
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where:

K = / . (B)'DBidQ,  rs=u.a ®)
fi- / N / _Nif'do )
- .rrN,-HftdI"-i- /QEN,HfbdQ (10)

I is the traction boundary, Q° is the domain of element, f* is the vec-
tor of external tractions acting on the boundaries and f” is the vector of
body forces. B in Eq. (8) is the matrix of shape function derivatives as:

[Ni » O

B'=| 0 N;, (11)
_Ni, y Nl X
(Ni[H(§)—H(&)]) x 0

B = 0 (Ni[H(€)—H(&)]), (12)
| (Ni[HE)—H(&)]), (Ni[H(E)—H(&)])

The XFEM analysis is performed by assuming linear elastic material
behavior. This is a valid assumption, as the considered rockfill material
exhibits brittle behavior under compression loading.

3.3. Particle breakage analysis

Simulation of the biaxial test on the particle assembly is performed
using DEM with very small time steps. At the beginning of the biaxial
test, all particles are assumed to be intact and without cracks. During
the biaxial test and between small time periods, breakage analysis is
performed on all of the particles using XFEM. Due to the very small
time steps of DEM analysis, particles movements are slight in each cal-
culation cycle and cause negligible changes in the contact forces applied
to the particles. Therefore, it is not required to conduct breakage analy-
sis on the particles after each cycle of DEM. Each breakage analysis is
performed following a predefined number of DEM analyses to reduce
the computational costs. Sensitivity analysis is conducted to determine
the sufficient number of DEM analyses for each breakage analysis (see
Section 4).

After performing the determined number of DEM analyses, each par-
ticle is meshed independently. The boundary and loading conditions for
each particle are determined according to the contacts of that particle
with adjacent particles. If the particle has at least three contact points,
two contact points are constrained to create a statically determinate
system such that no instability occurs. The other contact points are con-
sidered to be external loading points. Fig. 6 shows the boundary condi-
tions and external loads for two sample particles in the assembly. The
amount of external loading is equal to the contact forces imposed on
the particle.

XFEM stress-strain analysis is performed on each particle under the
determined boundary and loading conditions. By obtaining the stress
field in the particle, failure is controlled for every element based on
the considered failure criterion. The first element to fail is assumed to
be the crack initiation point. With initiation of the crack, XFEM analysis
is carried out again on the particle and the generated stress field around
the crack tip is controlled at local scale. If failure occurs in the neighbor-
hood of the crack tip according to the failure criterion, the crack propa-
gates in only one element along the angle specified by the failure
criterion. XFEM analysis then is carried out again on the particle and
the procedure is repeated. This computational loop continues until
crack propagation in the particle stops (particle 1054 in Fig. 6) or results
in breakage (particle 678 in Fig. 6). If the propagated crack reaches the
particle boundaries, breakage occurs and the particle is divided into

two new particles along the straight line connecting the start and end
of the crack path. The properties of the two new particles are similar
to that of the parent particle and they replace the parent particle in
the assembly. After breakage analysis on all of the particles, DEM analy-
sis of the updated assembly continues. This procedure is illustrated in
Fig. 6 for two sample particles.

In the subsequent series of breakage analyses, the new particles
formed by breakage in the previous series are meshed and analyzed
under new boundary and loading conditions. Thus, the new particles
could break again to produce finer particles.

The use of XFEM in the proposed model creates the ability to per-
form stress-strain analysis on the particles based on the propagated
crack path. Thus, the history of crack propagation is accounted for in
each step of breakage analysis.

There are certainly numerous microcracks in granular material, but
during loading, these cracks eventually stop within the material or
merge to form a main crack that may lead to breakage. Because this
study focuses on breakage analysis rather than damage analysis, the
microcracks are ignored in the numerical modeling and only the main
crack, which creates the dominant failure mode of the material, is as-
sumed in the analyses.

3.3.1. Criterion for initiation and propagation of crack

A rock failure criterion has been used to determine the crack initia-
tion point and crack propagation path in the XFEM mesh. Various failure
criteria have been presented for rocks. In this research, the Hoek-Brown
criterion which is the most widely used criterion to predict the failure of
any type of rock has been selected. The Hoek-Brown criterion for intact
rock pieces is introduced as follows [44]:

05

olf:<r3f+od(miﬁ+1> (13)
Ogi

where m; is a constant value which depends on the properties and type
of rock, 0 is the uniaxial compressive strength of the rock and oyrand
ossare the major and minor principle stresses at failure, respectively.
The value of m; can be obtained by statistical analysis of the triaxial
test results. If experimental test results are unavailable, m; can be esti-
mated using the values proposed by Hoek and Brown for different
types of rock [44].

According to this criterion, the tensile strength is o, = %ff' The ele-
ments in the particle which have a tensile stress greater than or equal to
o fail in tensile mode. The elements for which the major principle stress
is greater than or equal to o7y fail in shear mode. The corresponding
stress states are shown in Fig. 7a. The following safety factors have
been defined to determine the failure of the finite element i [23-25]:

Ot

SF; = ——: Tensile failure (14)
O3

SF; = ﬂ;Tensile failure (15)
O1q;

where 03; and 07y; are the minor and major principal stresses in element
i, respectively, which are obtained from the XFEM stress-strain analysis
of the particle. According to these equations, elements with safety fac-
tors smaller than 1 failed in the tensile or shear modes. The minor and
major principle stresses of elements may exceed the failure stress that
defined by the Hoek-Brown criterion because the stress-strain analyses
are based on the linear elastic model.

Fig. 7a shows that the failure plane of the tensile mode is perpendic-
ular to the tensile stress. According to the Hoek-Brown criterion, if fail-
ure occurs under the shear mode, the failure plane angle with respect to
the major principle stress direction would be equal to 3 = /4 + ¢©/2
which could be obtained easily from the Mohr circle construction
shown in Fig. 7b. Thus, to determine the failure plane angle in shear
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Fig. 6. Particle breakage analysis of two sample particles in the assembly.

mode, rock friction angle ¢ should be determined. Hoek et al. [46] fitted
an average linear relationship to Eq. (13) and proposed the following
expression to calculate ¢ using the parameters of the Hoek-Brown crite-

rion:

6am; (s +moy,) "

2(1 +a)(2 + a) + 6amy (s + mo},)"

! (16)

©= sin —

where a and s are the parameters of the generalized Hoek-
Brown criterion and are equal to 0.5 and 1, respectively, for in-
tact rock.

According to the procedure explained in Section 3.3, when the parti-
cle is intact, the first element that attains a safety factor smaller than 1 is
assumed to be the crack initiation point. The crack angle is determined
based on the type of failure mode (tensile or shear). For cracked parti-
cles, if the average stress around the crack tip produces a safety factor
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smaller than 1, the crack propagates along the tensile or shear failure
plane.

3.4. Simulation of experimental tests on rock samples

A number of conventional laboratory tests on the intact rock, includ-
ing the Brazilian, triaxial and uniaxial compression tests, were simu-
lated to investigate the ability of the proposed model to simulate
breakage. Given that the presented model is two-dimensional, the ef-
fects of three-dimensional conditions on the results were ignored.

The Brazilian or splitting tensile test is a simple test that is conducted
on a disk specimen to measure the indirect tensile strength of rock [47,
48). The Brazilian tests were simulated on intact disk specimens using
XFEM. Because polygonal particles were used in the proposed model,
the disk specimen for the Brazilian test was modeled as a regular 20-
sided polygon to resemble the circular shape of the test specimen. The

Table 1

nodes

Cracked

Elements
50.0 mm

Thickness of disk: 25.0 mm

Fig. 8. Numerical simulation of the Brazilian test.

specimens were 100.0 mm in diameter with a thickness-to-diameter
ratio of 0.5 according to ASTM D3967 [47].

Fig. 8 shows the propagated crack path in a simulated test specimen
of sandstone. The cracked elements and the enriched nodes used for the
crack simulation in XFEM can be seen. The crack propagated along the
loading direction and the final breakage path divided the specimen
into two halves. This is in agreement with the results of several experi-
mental studies on homogeneous and isotropic intact rocks reported in
the literature [48, 49].

Table 1 shows the results of the Brazilian tensile strength (BTS) and
uniaxial compressive strength (UCS) reported for some types of rock as
well as the results of BTS obtained by simulations. The figures listed in
the table are the average of values reported in the literature [50]. This al-
lows the scattered data from different geometrical conditions and prep-
aration of samples in the laboratory tests to be included. The elasticity
modulus, Poisson's ratio, uniaxial compressive strength and Hoek-
Brown parameter (m;) are required to be incorporated into the model.
But in most studies on BTS of rock, the elasticity and Hoek-Brown pa-
rameters are not directly measured. In this case, m; is selected based
on the estimates suggested by Hoek and Brown for different types of
rock [44]. In addition, the elasticity modulus is estimated from the UCS
using the following relation based on Deere [51] and Palmstréom and
Singh [52] for intact rock [53]:

E = MRoy (17)

where MR is the modulus ratio and can be determined according to rock
type. Table 1 shows that there is a good agreement between the results
of the numerical simulations and the experimental studies.

Comparison of BTS results from numerical simulations in present study and experimental studies.

Rock type Elasticity parameters Hoek-Brown parameter (m;)  Measured UCS (MPa) [50] = Measured BTS (MPa) [50]  BTS from numerical simulations (MPa)
E(GPa)  Poisson's ratio

Diorite 75.5 0.2 27.0 251.7 15.7 16.1

Granite 51.0 0.2 29.0 170.3 103 10.5

Limestone  38.5 0.25 12.0 76.9 6.0 6.4

Marble 30.0 0.25 10.0 10.1 10.1 9.7

Quartzite 51.0 0.23 18.0 172.0 13.0 13.1

Sandstone  20.0 0.24 13.0 105.3 9.5 9.6
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Fig. 9. Numerical simulation of the triaxial test using: (a) structured mesh; (b) unstructured mesh.

Fig. 9 shows the XFEM numerical model of a specimen under triaxial
test with a confining pressure of 30 MPa using both structured and un-
structured mesh. The specimens were assumed to be intact at the begin-
ning of the test. The diameter and length-to-diameter ratio of the
triaxial specimens were 50.0 mm and 2, respectively, which satisfied
ASTM D7012 [54]. The cracked elements and the enriched nodes for
crack simulation in XFEM are specified in Fig. 9. As seen, shear failure
became the main mode of failure because of the laterally confined con-
ditions. This is in agreement with the results of the experimental inves-
tigations carried out by Diederichs [55] on brittle rocks, which found
that the shear failure became the main failure mode as the confining
pressure increased.

Comparison of the results of numerical simulations using structured
mesh and unstructured mesh showed that the proposed breakage model
produced results that were similar independent of the type of mesh.

In another example, crack propagation was simulated in a sample
with a pre-existing crack under uniaxial compression loading. Fig. 10a
shows the crack inserted into the model before applying the load. Fig.
10b shows the crack path propagated under uniaxial loading which
caused axial splitting of the sample. Several studies found that the pri-
mary mechanism of breakage under uniaxial loading was axial splitting,
which occurred through initiation and propagation of wing cracks [56].
Wing cracks were initiated from both ends at an angle to the pre-
existing crack and propagated in curvilinear form as the load increased
[56]. These tensile cracks determined the breakage path under uniaxial
loading and tended to be along the direction of loading [56]. As seen in
Fig. 10, the results of the numerical simulation are in agreement with
the experimental observations.

Overall, the examples demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed
model for simulation of the crack and breakage in rock. An example is

(a) (b)

\Propagated

crack
Enriched

_—

nodes
Pre-existing crack Uniaxial loading
-_Cracked
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I<—50.0mm——I
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\Propagated
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Fig. 10. Numerical simulation with a pre-existing crack under uniaxial compression loading: (a) specimen with the initial crack; (b) propagated crack under the uniaxial loading.
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Fig. 12. Initial particle size distribution of the specimen.

presented here to compare the results of breakage simulation in rock
using FEM [23-25] and XFEM. As discussed in Section 3.3, in the XFEM
breakage analysis, the crack propagates in the particle based on the fail-
ure of cracked elements. If the propagated crack reaches the particle
boundaries, breakage occurs. However, in the FEM approach used by
Bagherzadeh-Khalkhali [23] and Bagherzadeh-Khalkhali et al. [24, 25],
crack propagation is not modeled and the breakage is predicted based
on the number of plastic elements (failed elements) in the particle
along an average line passing through these elements. There must be
a sufficient number of plastic elements to ensure reasonable accuracy
in the predicted breakage path. Therefore, this method [23-25] requires
a significant number of elements. An example was investigated to
illustrate this issue. Fig. 11 shows a sample under simple shear loading
where the breakage path was separately predicted using FEM (Fig. 11a
and ¢) and XFEM (Fig. 11b and d) with fine and coarse finite element
meshes. Clearly, because of the decreased number of plastic elements,
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Fig. 13. (a) Initial generated assembly of particles; (b) specimen prepared under a confining pressure of 2 MPa prior to biaxial loading.

the breakage path predicted by FEM changed as the number of elements
in the particle decreased. However, the propagated crack path of
XFEM analysis remained unchanged despite the decrease in the
number of elements, which shows the superior efficiency of the XFEM
approach.

4. Simulation of biaxial tests

Simulations of the biaxial compression tests were performed in two
groups. In one group of tests, breakage was disabled in the particles
(BD) and in the other group, breakage was enabled (BE). The particle as-
sembly included 1194 angular particles with a diameter of 35 to 57 cm.
Fig. 12 shows the particle size distribution curve of the assembly. As in
similar studies on 2D particles [26-28], the particle size in this study
has been defined as the diameter of a circle that its area is equal to the
area of the particle.

Each polygonal particle was meshed by 75 nodes and 120 ele-
ments on average, depending on its size and the number of edges, to ob-
tain the required accuracy in the breakage analysis. Overall, in the
assembly of particles, about 79,500 nodes and 130,700 elements were
used for each XFEM analysis. Of course, these numbers increased as par-
ticle breakage occurred and new particles were meshed. The boundary
particles were not allowed to be broken since their main role is to
apply the boundary conditions.

Simulations of the biaxial tests were performed under drained con-
ditions. First, the assembly of particles was created by randomly placing
the particles in a circular area (Fig. 13a). Next, the initial loose assembly
was compacted isotropically by applying a strain-controlled load to the
boundary particles. After the required compaction was obtained, the
particles were relaxed in their positions to reach a static state in

Table 2
Parameters used in numerical simulations of biaxial testing.
Parameter Value
Parameters used in the DEM analysis  Density of particles (kg/m?) 2500
Normal and tangential stiffness 2 x
(N/m) 107
Inter-particle friction coefficient 0.5
Parameters used in the breakage Elastic modulus (GPa) 20
analysis Poisson's ratio 0.2
Uniaxial compressive strength 150
(MPa)
Hoek-Brown parameter, m; 25.0

which each particle had minimum contact with its neighboring
particles.

In the next stage, the assembly was subjected to hydrostatic
pressure by applying a stress-controlled load. This stage continued
until the average internal stress of the particles reached the
predetermined confining pressure and the volume (area in 2D) of
the assembly reached a constant value. Fig. 13b shows the assembly
of particles under a confining pressure of 2 MPa. Simulation of the bi-

30

Percentage of particle breakage
(%)
O

0.01 01 04% 10
DEM/XFEM interval (%)

Fig. 14. Percentage of particle breakage for different DEM/XFEM analysis intervals at a
confining pressure of 2 MPa.

Sub-circles

Fig. 15. Sub-circles in the assembly for comparison of deviatoric stress.
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Fig. 16. Variation in deviatoric stress for different sub-circles versus axial strain of the
whole particle assembly, during biaxial test with non-breakable particles under a
confining pressure of 2 MPa.

axial test was initiated through compression loading along the verti-
cal direction (1-1) while the confining pressure was kept constant
along the horizontal direction (2-2). Loading continued up to an
axial strain of 16% to 18% in the different simulations. Loading was
applied at a very small constant strain rate to establish quasi-static
conditions during the test.

The simulations were performed under confining pressures of 0.5, 1,
2 and 4 MPa. Preparation of the specimens was such that all specimens
had the same void ratio of e = 0.3 at the beginning of shear loading
under different confining pressures.

Several parameters are required for numerical modeling using the
combined DEM-XFEM method and determination of their accurate
values requires performing various experimental tests. In the present
research, these parameters were selected empirically because of the
qualitative nature of the research. For comparison purposes, all
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Fig. 18. Particle size distribution of breakable assembly at the beginning and end of biaxial
test at a confining pressure of 2 MPa.

parameters were assumed to be identical in the different simulations.
The values used in this study are presented in Table 2.

As explained in Section 3.3, each breakage analysis using XFEM was
performed after a specific number of DEM analyses. To determine the
optimum number of DEM analyses for each XFEM analysis, several sim-
ulations were performed with different DEM/XFEM intervals and the ef-
fect of analysis interval on particle breakage was determined, as
depicted in Fig. 14. A DEM/XFEM interval is the number of DEM cycles
performed before each XFEM analysis normalized by the total number
of DEM cycles of the biaxial test simulation (in percentage).

Fig. 14 shows the percentage of particle breakage during the biaxial
tests with different DEM/XFEM intervals under a confining pressure of
2 MPa. The percentage of particle breakage increased as the DEM/
XFEM intervals decreased. It reached to an approximately constant
value when the DEM/XFEM interval became equal to or smaller than
0.4%. This indicates that a decrease in analysis intervals to <0.4% had a
negligible effect on the particle breakage trend. In all simulations per-
formed in this study, the DEM/XFEM analysis intervals were 0.4% to
guarantee the accuracy of the simulations while reducing the computa-
tional costs.

Breakage enabled

Fig. 17. (a) Assembly of particles; (b) displacement trajectories at the end of biaxial test at a confining pressure of 2 MPa.
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Fig. 19. Macroscopic results of biaxial test for breakable and non-breakable assemblies under a confining pressure of 2 MPa.

5. Results and discussion
5.1. Determination of RVE

In order to determine RVE, the deviatoric stress of sub-circles in the
assembly was compared. As shown in Fig. 15, these sub-circles are lo-
cated in different areas of the assembly and have the same diameter.
Fig. 16 shows the variation in deviatoric stress for different sub-circles
versus axial strain of the whole particle assembly, during biaxial test
with non-breakable particles under a confining pressure of 2 MPa.
Clearly, the deviatoric stress was lower for the inner sub-circles (1, 2
and 3) and showed an increasing trend during test. The stress was
higher at sub-circle 4, which showed a trend similar to that of the
inner sub-circles during test. For sub-circles 5, 6 and 7, after reaching a
peak value in the initial stages of loading, the softening behavior caused
the deviatoric stress to decrease significantly. It is evident that the stress
is not similar in different areas of the assembly and it is not possible to
determine an area which is representative of the behavior of the entire
assembly. In other words, the whole particle assembly is considered as
RVE in the present study.

5.2. Macroscopic behavior

Fig. 17 shows the assembly of particles and the displacement trajec-
tories at the end of the biaxial test under a confining pressure of 2 MPa
for the test groups having non-breakable (BD) and breakable (BE) par-
ticles. New particles created by particle breakage appear in red. The dis-
placement trajectories that connect the initial and final positions of the
particles indicate that the particles of the central area of the assembly
showed less displacement. As expected, most breakage occurred in
the areas with maximum relative displacement between adjacent parti-
cles. Comparison of the particle displacements of the BE and BD groups
shows that the new particles created by breakage filled the void spaces
between the existing particles and moved along with the adjacent
particles.

Fig. 18 compares the particle size distributions of the breakable as-
sembly at the beginning and end of the test under a confining pressure
of 2 MPa. As seen, new particles with smaller diameters were created by
the breakage of the larger particles, increasing the percentage of smaller
particles and slightly reducing the average particle size of the specimen.

Fig. 19 shows the macroscopic behavior of the rockfill material dur-
ing the biaxial test as curves of deviatoric stress and volumetric strain
versus axial strain. The results were compared between groups BE and
BD under a confining pressure of 2 MPa. As seen, the trends of shear
strength and compressibility variation from the simulations are qualita-
tively in agreement with the results obtained from experimental studies
[1, 8]. In both test groups BD and BE, the shear strength increased until
reaching a peak value. Thereafter, it decreased gradually to a residual
value at the end of the test. Moreover, the particle assembly showed a
tendency towards a contractive behavior in the initial stages of loading,
but the dilative behavior gradually dominated afterward.

Fig. 19 reveals that the shear strength of the assembly of breakable
particles decreased compared to that of the non-breakable particles. It
could be said that the shear strength of a granular assembly is a function
of combined inter-particle friction and particle interlocking. Generally,
increasing the interlocking between particles increases the shear
strength. The same inter-particle friction coefficient was used in both
series of BE and BD simulations. However, breakage in the BE test
caused new particles, which were smaller than the parent particles, to
fill the void spaces between particles, decreasing the interlocking. As
seen, the decrease in void spaces and interlocking between particles re-
duced the dilative behavior in the breakable assembly.

Numerical simulations in this study have been performed on 2D par-
ticles. Because of the different kinematics of the particles and boundary
conditions in 3D experimental tests such as triaxial compression, quan-
titative comparison of the numerical results with the experimental data
is difficult. In order to compare the numerical results with the experi-
mental data, the trend of the results as influenced by different parame-
ters can be investigated. The maximum principal stress ratios (07/03)
obtained from the numerical simulations of this study were compared
with experimental data reported by various researchers [8] in Fig. 20.
The numerical and experimental results are shown versus the breakage
factor (By) as introduced by Marsal [1] and has been calculated from the
grain size distributions of the sample. The breakage factor is defined as
the sum of the decreases (or increases) in the percentage retained in
the sieves after testing. As seen in Fig. 20, the numerical results are
close to the lower bound of the experimental data, which indicates a
good agreement between the numerical and experimental results.
Moreover, a similar trend was observed in both the numerical and ex-
perimental results where the maximum principal stress ratio (01/0>),
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Fig. 20. Comparison of numerical results of the present study and experimental data
reported by various researchers [8].
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which indicates the strength of materials, decreased as the breakage fac- pressure of 2 MPa. Fig. 21 shows the results for the BE and BD simula-
tor increased. tions at three levels of force: weak (Fy < 7 kN; green lines), moderate

(7 kN < Fy £ 50 kN; blue lines) and strong (50 kN < Fy; red lines). For
5.3. Contact force chains both groups, the contact forces increased during the biaxial test until

reaching an axial strain of about 10%, which is equivalent to the peak

The effect of particle breakage on the behavior of the assembly was shear strength. Thereafter, similar to the trend observed for shear
investigated at the microstructure level by comparing changes in the strength, the contact forces gradually reduced. Furthermore, as the
normal contact force chains during the biaxial test under a confining shear loading increased, the rather uniform distribution of weak contact
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forces at the beginning of the test changed to a non-uniform distribution
of moderate and strong contact forces at peak shear strength.

Comparison of the force chains between the BE and BD groups
shows that the contact forces in the breakable assembly were more uni-
formly distributed and the number of strong forces decreased. This dif-
ference was more evident at higher strains, where the percentage of
broken particles was greater. In fact, the strong contact forces resulted
from the high amount of interlocking and stress concentration between
particles. When breakage occurred, this interlocking was removed and
the stress concentration was released. Therefore, increasing the number
of breakages decreased the number of strong forces. This issue can also
be explained by the fact that greater force per contact was produced be-
tween the larger particles [57]. Therefore, an increase in the number of
finer particles caused by breakage reduced the magnitude of contact
forces. This reduced concentration and more uniform distribution of
contact forces was also observed by Luo et al. [27] and Tsoungui et al.
[58], who referred to it as the “hydrostatic cushioning effect”.

5.4. Effect of confining pressure on macroscopic behavior

Fig. 22 shows the mobilized friction angle, deviatoric stress and vol-
umetric strain versus the axial strain at different confining pressures for
the BE and BD simulations. The mobilized friction angle can be calcu-
lated as follows:

o= sin (1792
01+ 03

where 07 and o, are the average stresses of the particle assembly along
the vertical and horizontal directions, respectively.

During the biaxial test, o, was kept constant and equal to the confin-
ing pressure. For both series of simulations, as the confining pressure in-
creased, the deviatoric stress or shear strength of assemblies increased.
Also, the shear stresses gradually approached a steady value at the
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residual shear strength. As shown, the mobilized friction angle in-
creased at lower confining stresses owing to greater dilation. These re-
sults are in agreement with the trends observed in experimental
studies [1, 8]. Particle breakage intensified the influences of confining
pressure on the mobilized friction angle and volume change behavior
of the simulated samples. In other words, increasing the confining pres-
sure led to more reduction in the mobilized friction angle and dilative
behavior due to particle breakage in BE simulations.

Fig. 23 shows maximum mobilized friction angle @4 at different
confining pressures for the BE and BD simulations. Inter-particle friction
angle ¢, was the same for all simulations. In both the breakable and
non-breakable assemblies, ¢4 decreased with an increase in the con-
fining pressure. Particle breakage caused the value of ¢y, to decrease
more in the breakable assembly. It can be concluded that such a phe-
nomenon was the result of the simultaneous effect of particle breakage
and confining pressure on the shear strength of the simulated materials
in the breakable assemblies. The values of @y, for the breakable and
non-breakable assemblies were close at the low confining pressures
due to a lower percentage of particle breakage. These results indicate
that the main factor which reduced the maximum friction angle of
rockfill material at higher confining pressures was the particle breakage.

5.5. Cracking and breakage of particles

Fig. 24 shows the variation in the percentage of particle breakage
and number of cracked particles during the biaxial test at different con-
fining pressures. As shown, the rate of particle cracking increased rap-
idly in the initial stages and then decreased as the axial strain
increased. Particle breakage increased at an almost constant rate during
the test. As discussed in Section 3.3, crack initiation in a particle did not
necessarily result in breakage, although each cracked particle was ana-
lyzed in the next step to investigate the potential propagation of the
existing crack. The steady rate of particle breakage gradually increased
the number of broken particles, which decreased the interlocking and
stress concentration between the particles and, consequently, de-
creased the rate of cracking in the remaining particles.

6. Summary and conclusions

The present study simulated particle breakage in 2D angular rockfill
material using an approach that combines DEM and XFEM. In this ap-
proach, the interaction of particles is simulated by DEM and the break-
age analysis is performed on each particle using XFEM under the contact
forces of the adjacent particles derived from the DEM analysis. The pro-
posed model eliminates the need for simplifying assumptions for the
breakage simulation.

Simulations of various laboratory tests on rock samples showed the
ability of the proposed model to accurately predict the crack propaga-
tion path and failure strength of rock. Simulations of the biaxial tests
were performed at different confining pressures for breakable and
non-breakable particle groups. The macroscopic behavior of the particle
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Fig. 24. Variation in number of cracked particles and percentage of particle breakage during biaxial test at different confining pressures.
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assembly was qualitatively in agreement with the results of experimen-
tal studies [1, 8]. The major findings were:

 The confinement conditions significantly changed the failure mode of
the material, which was captured by the proposed XFEM breakage
model, as was observed in the experimental studies.

Particle breakage caused a decrease in the number of strong contact
forces and a more uniform distribution of contact forces by removing
the interlocking between particles and releasing the stress concentra-
tions.

An increase in confining pressure reduced the internal friction angle
and dilative behavior of the particle assembly. Particle breakage,
which increased at higher confining pressures, intensified these ef-
fects.

Particle cracking increased rapidly in the initial stages of loading and
then decreased as the axial strain increased. Particle breakage in-
creased at an almost constant rate during the test. Crack initiation in
a particle did not necessarily result in breakage.

Generally, the results of the simulations showed the ability of the
proposed model to capture different aspects of particle breakage and
granular materials behavior.
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