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Abstract

In order to explore the feasibility of silty clay used in pavement base, tests of stabilized soil with
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different dosages of cement, lime and cement + lime were carried out with cement and lime as
binder respectively, and the strength of stabilized soil under different improvement schemes was
tested. The results show that the CBR value of the improved silty clay increases with the increase
of lime and cement content, but the CBR value of cement stabilized soil is higher than that of lime
stabilized soil under the same amount. The unconfined compressive strength of cement stabilized
silty clay increases with the increase of cement content in 7 days, and lime is not suitable for silty
clay as modifier. The unconfined compressive strength of cement stabilized silty clay with com-
mon dosage is low, which cannot meet the requirements of road subbase.
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Figure 1. Grading curve of silty clay
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Table 1. Basic physical and mechanical parameters of silty clay
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Figure 2. Compaction test
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Figure 3. Relation curve of optimum water content and binder content
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Figure 4. Relation curve between maximum dry density and binder
content
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Figure 5. CBR test
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Figure 6. Relationship curve between CBR
value of stabilized soil and dosage of modifier
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Figure 7. Unconfined compressive strength test
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Figure 8. Relationship curve between unconfined compressive strength
and binder content of cement stabilized soil
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Table 2. Strength requirements of semi rigid materials for urban roads (MPa)
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