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Research on the principal factors in strength of the lime-loess
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Table 1 The physical index of soil tested
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Table 2 The results of compaction test for lime loess

+ w | % Py/(g*em” ")
16.2 1.584
18.0 1.598
1:9 K+ 19.2 1. 608
20.2 1.610
21.3 1.597
19.0 1.535
21.2 1.542
22.0 1. 547
28 K1
K 23.1 1. 556
24.0 1. 547
24.8 1.537
18.9 1.410
21.1 1.431
22.9 1. 465
3.7 K+
24. 1 1.474
24.8 1.470
26.0 1.431
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Table 3 The results of unconfined compression tests

129 ¢ A= T ) PR 7 1 52/ kPa

20 8 K - TN PR A e 568 5/ kPa

30 7 I TN PR T e 568/ kPa
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10 d 891 1092 851 761 758 795 690 768 823 637
20 d 1115 1321 982 925 959 998 866 914 880 813
30 d 1335 1451 1097 1279 1149 994 966 1153 995 890
34MH 2421 2526 2190 1790 1788 1788 1741 1452 1460 1339
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9 4~ H 4124 4202 3620 3934 4122 5001 3655 3567 3579 2574
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Fig. 1 The relationship between dry density and moisture content

of limer loess
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Fig.2 The strengtlrtime relationship
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Fig.3 The comparison between strengths of different lime loess with

maximum dry density
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