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Abstract

In order to compare the curing effect of cement and the new asphalt powder stabilizer on the soil,
the CBR test was used to verify its bearing capacity, and the following conclusions were obtained:
Both cement and asphalt powder stabilizer can significantly improve the maximum dry density of
soil, and reduce the optimal moisture content of soil; both cement and asphalt powder stabilizer
can inhibit the expansion of soil; Under 95%~100% compaction degree, the CBR value of soil is
10.63%~19.65%, while the CBR value of cement-solidified soil is in the range of 80.88%~130.1%,
and the CBR value of asphalt powder-solidified soil is in the range of 159.15%~243.9%. Asphalt
powder stabilizer is better than cement in improving compaction performance, deformation re-
sistance and CBR value of silt. It is a kind of soil curing material with good performance.
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Figure 1. Particle size distribution curve
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Table 1. Physical and mechanical properties of cement
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Table 2. Compaction test data of three materials
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Figure 2. The soaking process of the specimen

PR R S12K/ SUE -

RARGE R B 5 ZEREAT SN G, I\ iR A 04 D9 B T AR SR EZ AR, n&] 3
Ao MO, BIAFTEL 1~1.25 mm/min (R NG, JFCRar 8B RTINS 4

DOI: 10.12677/ms.2021.113028 222 FeR


https://doi.org/10.12677/ms.2021.113028

ERTER

BT E S HNERI LR IZR . — R BN BN 2.5 mm I B R 7 S5 AR E R ) 2 EUAE A R &SR E
(CBR).
P
CBRy; =100 @

A H CBR2.5 AT AT N 2.5 mm B A&# L, %; P AHAIET), KPa.

Figure 3. Penetration test
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Figure 4. The relationship curve between unit pressure and pe-
netration under different compaction degrees
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Table 4. Summary of test results
F 4 REHBRLE

(oIS JERK E1% CBR/%
1 10.31 10.63
2 8.92 18.16
3 7.66 19.65
4 8.41 80.88
5 7.38 109.35
6 5.19 130.1
7 5 159.15
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Figure 5. The influence of different solidified materials on the compaction per-
formance of soil
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Figure 6. The relationship curve between compaction and
expansion under different solidified materials
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Figure 7. The relationship curve between compaction and CBR
value under different solidified materials
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