TERAEE Bkl AHEN 2t RERE Mst HR
| (MAMS fLor)
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Summary

Soil-cement’ mixtures involve problems in it’s durability in grain size distribution and
mineral composition of the used soils as well as in cement content, compaction energy,
molding water content, and curing.

As an attempt to solve the problems associated with durability of weathered granite soil
with cement treated was investigated by conducting tests such as unconfined compression
test, it’s moisture, immers, wet-dry and freeze-thaw curing, mesurement of loss of
weight with wet-dry and freeze-thaw by KS F criteria and CBR test with moisture curing
on the five soil samples different in weathering and mineral composition.

The experimental results are summarized as follows;

The unconfined compressive strength was higher in moisture curing rather than in the
immers and wet-dry, while it was lowest in freeze-thaw.

Decreasing ratio of unconfined compressive strength in soil-cement mixtures were lowest
in optimum moisture content or in the dry side rather than optimum moisture content with.
freeze-thaw.

The highly significant ceofficient was obtained between the cement content and loss of
weight with freeze-thaw and wet-dry.

It was possible to obtain the durability of soil-cement mixtures, as the materials of base
for roads, containing above 4% of cement content, above 30kg/cm? of unconfined compre-
ssive trength with seven days moisture curing or 12 cycle of freeze-thaw after it, above
1002 of relative unconfined compressive strength, 80% of index of resistance, below 14%
of loss of weight with 12 cycle of wet-dry and above 1.80g/cm? of dry density.
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Fig. 1. Grain size distribution curves.
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Fig. 12. Effect of molding water and cement
content on unconfined compressive stre-
ngth of soil-cement mixtures at various
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