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Abstract

The liquid limit(LL) test is universally used as a standard test for determining one of
the index properties of a clay. There are two methods of determining the LL,
Casagrande method and cone penetration method that is fall cone test. The
interpretation of the Casagrande method of obtaining the LL is not obvious, but it has
been suggested that the fall cone test is essentially a strength test and that the LL test
simply ascertains the moisture content at which a clay has a certain standard
undrained shear strength. This paper presents a determination of the LL by a
single-point method. Results obtained from fall cone that is general method and a
single-point method are analyzed by comparison.
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Table 1 Physical properties of soils

. in size distribution{%
No.| ) Gs Gy | M | USCS Griroﬁo‘ff “’333;‘;)
1 |37.4~126.6 | 2.699~2.729 | 51.1~106.3 49.3~107.8 MH 98.15~100.0 21.9~59.0
2 31.9~54.0 | 2.708~2.717 | 35.7~49.7 35.2~50.0 ML 93.82~99.11 21.9~31.2
3 43.8 2.713 59.4 55.2 CH 99.56 35.40
4 39.4~50.5 2.703 35.1~47.7 33.9~48.1 CL 99.24~99.88 26.9~271

* : General fall cone testol] 23] F3)3 QA A
** : Single-point methodol) 9)3) T3z HA3HA
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LL (by Single -Point method)
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LL(by General fall cone method)
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Fig. 1. Relationship between the Single Fig. 2. Relationship between the LL and

-point method and General method

the depth of penetration
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Fig. 3. Relationship between the Error and (a) Natrual water content, (b) The depth of

penetration, (c) Clay fraction(<2 ;2 m)
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