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Unconfined Strength Characteristics of Fiber Reinforced Soil
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The purpose of this study was o evaluate the properties of unconfined strength of dry
soil which was reinforced with polypropylene fiber. It is found that unconfined compressive
strength and strain of dry soil without fiber were decreased as water content was
Increased. As mixing ratio of fiber was increased, unconfined compressive strength and

failure strain of dry soil reinforced with polypropvlene fiber were increased. When mixing

ratio was larger than 0.5%, unconfined compressive strength was gradually increased. The

longer fiber was, the larger post peak strength was obtained and the larger strain was
reached. Tensile strength of dried fiber reinforced soil was larger than that of dry soil

without {fiber.
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Table 1. Physical properties of soil
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Fig. 1. Grain size distribution curve of soil
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Fig. 2. Dry density vs. water content of soil

Table 2. Chemical and physical properties of fiber

Tensile |Melting | Young's | Diam
strength | point
(MPa) | (C)

Fiber |Specific
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Fig. 4. Max. dry density vs. mixing ratio of fiber
reinforced soil
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Fig. 7. Unconfined compressive strength and strain of
soil and fiber reinforced soil
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Fig. 8 Unconfined compressive strength vs. water
content of soil without fiber
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Fig. 10. Tensile strength vs. type of reinforced soil
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