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Abstract: Through a series of consolidated compression tests of lime-soil, the effects of the curing
age and salinity of lime-soil on its compressibility were investigated, and the reasonable
explanation on the microstructure was given. The test results show that the engineering
properties of the two kinds of lime-soil are increased when the curing age is increased, which is
changed obvious especially in 40 d. 2 : 8 lime-soil compression coefficient increases with its
increasing sulphate content, which is more obvious when sulphate content is 2%. However,
Cement lime-loess compression coefficient first decreases and then increases with its increasing
salinity at a limit of about 7%. The obtained results have a certain practical significance on the
engineering construction detecting and quality control in sulphate saline soil areas, and can
provide references for the engineering practice of the two kinds of lime-soil treated sulfate salty
foundation.
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Tab.2 Dust Compaction Test Results of Lime-soil
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Fig. 1 Relations Between 2 : 8 Lime-soil Compression

Coefficient and Curing Age
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Fig. 2 Relations Between Cement Lime-soil Compression

Coefficient and Curing Age
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Fig. 3 Relations Between 2 : 8 Lime-soil

Compression Coefficient and Salinity
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Fig. 4 Relations Between Cement Lime-soil

Compression Coefficient and Salinity
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Coefficient and Steeping Time

A X — ML B AL Dy B SO B UK
LR T R 206 (Y B R R VA W Th R SR I
BRI T IR K I B R B9 s 4 2R 80 BB B IR I ] Y
B RN N K N BB R AV L L T
SR A /N I T A A A A i 2
SR 45 R R T AL B R A
Z s I = /K = 9 s 40 28 B0 il oK R e B4R 1
B BEAE 52 1 I [ prg 38 o ot L S R AR I
AT ERER B TV0RE R B S5 R R A
IRT o DA 25 55 5 5 7 — 2 3 Ik A A i — 2D
R B B R /0« T LA 5 ik B Wl 5 76
Ja TR 4 25 B0 BE TR 160 I ) A 8 T 3 O 4 i 2 A

[IE3U
2.3.2 iREE} IR AR LR R R

6 O 7K U8 K A i s 4 A R IR I TR Y %
. MK 6 ATLLE . 4 37 37 0 0 A K U8 K AR
FRAEIRT 700 00 B R S VA R T R I L 4 R R
Wit 5 952 Y00 PR ) 6 38 0 107 A BRI /0 o L i /) 11 3 5%



L M F AR I T R LRSI IRAF R AL £ AKX 109

% 54
0150 & 4 0%
HHE2%
o 0.13F —--EEHET% oo
S —- HEER% -
& 0.
W&
ESy
0.
0.07
R [a)/d
(a) F¥10d
0121 &3 B0%
ETEHE2%
Ta - - ET%
§ o.10r = FEHEI2Z% __omemmmT
ﬁ :“-‘. _________
N S
& 0.08f Sol T e
e S~el
0064 6 8 10 12 14
B E)/d
(b) FH20d
0108 — 2 st &0% o 2%
ool TTTHEET% - - ARG
T 0.09F o mmimimmmm T
< e
ey -
§ 008, -
N’(’ 0.07_\\\\\-. ______________
& Sol T
= 0.06f Tt~
0-054 6 8 10 12 14
B2 Al/d
(c) FH40d

B6 XKERTHWERZRBEREMEHXER

Fig. 6 Relations Between Cement Lime-soil

Compression Coefficient and Steeping Time
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