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Distributed in Oil-sand Areas

Seung-Seo Hong", YoungSeok Kim'f

Key Words : Construction Machinery(Z1&7]7), Oil-sand(-2 Y E), Muskeg Soil(E5-E), Organic Soil(+%7]&E), Geotechnical
Properties( <] 9F3-8} £5%)

ABSTRACT

A series of laboratory tests were conducted to investigate the geotechnical engineering characteristics of muskeg soil for
construction machinery widely distributed in cambridge region in Canada which makes problems in construction works. Physical
characteristics of cambridge region muskeg soil were measured in terms of such categories as nature water content, organic
content, specfic gravity, liquid limit, and plasticity index. As the test result, it was found that nature water content, organic
content, specific gravity, liquid limit, plasticity index, and compression strength were 50.8~343.8%, 12.1~42.5%, 1.76~2.57,
46.6~440.2%, 25.6~280.5, 0.665~1.537 kg/em’, respectively.
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Table 1 Tests results

Contents
B-1 B-2

B-3 C-1 C-2 C-3 D-1 D-2 D-3

wy (%) 246.1 62.8 68.6 203.3 1244

179

262.3 346.5 101.3 112.2 50.8 2255

Gs 2.02 242 2.03 2.57 2.35 2.46 1.76 1.83 211 231 1.95 1.92
LL (%) 2645 | 1586 86.6 1825 130.5 126.6 1542 440.2 1152 130.6 66.5 285.3
PI 100.5 359 26.2 485 35.6 8.5 ) 180.5 25.6 415 35.2 70.5

y (ke/em’) | 0854 | 1537 | 1125 | 09% | 123

1.261 0.852 0.665 0.952 1.052 1.34 0.822

Li (%) 384 19.8 16.5 21.8 12.1

172 342 425 20.1 26.3 14.3 389
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()& 1.76~2,57, AXWE(, )+ 0.065~0,506 g/cm’
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SHEAFAHA(KS F2324)3 ASTM(D 2487)9|A= A
Z S0 WAL A% Aol S Aredde] o] H/deHA
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Fig. 2 Correlation with the water content and plastic limit
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Fig. 3 Correlation with the organic content and water content
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Fig. 4 Correlation with the organic content and specific gravity
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Fig. 5 Correlation with the organic content and dry dencity
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Fig. 6 Correlation with the organic content and compression strength
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