929 %
2007 4

% 5 ] " + T B ¥

5H Chinese Journal of Geotechnical Engineering May,

Vol.29 No.b

2007

b T A SR R K B O R

RiEx, BRE, B8 KEF

GUH LR L DR Br, JHE B 310027)

W . Wb AR AR K R BUR K UE B A R S H AT R Tempe ACRIE ATt
U 3 2 5 B R K R i S A s G R, WY B A AL A LR Lt B S R K 2R s . Gl
RS S5 R 20T, IRAFREIRFE K IR HVRFAEFERR o S5 SRR B2 Ty I O kPa, FRARMBIE KA 9 O 25%~
35%, I (LT T K 10~40 kPa; by FH A K Y 31%~46.5%, R (55 K8 w ol 52%~130%, S5
ki P 5 7K A M IR 45 R e — 3.

KBIA: Wb ETERI Rk BIRALG: U W REK

hESES: X705 MEARIRED: A XEHS: 1000 - 4548(2007)05 - 0712 - 05

fEEE . BilE(1978 - ), Y, WLwFseds, NGB L 5L TR, E-mail: levy2003@zju.edu.cn.

Experimental study on soil water characteristic curve of municipal solid waste

WEI Hai-yun, ZHAN Liang-tong, CHEN Yun-min, ZHANG Quan-fang

(Institute of Geotechnical Engineering, Zhejiang Uiniverstiy, Hangzhou 310027, China)
Abstract: The soil water characteristic curve (SWCC) of municipal solid waste (MSW) is an important parameter for the flow
analysis of gas and water in landfill. The SWCC of MSW from Hangzhou was measured by the use of Tempe cell and pressure
plate. The influences of composition and void ratio on SWCC were investigated. It was shown that the air-entry value of the
MSW was close to 0 kPa, the residual water content was 25%~35%, and the corresponding suction was between 10~40 kPa,
depending on composition and void ratio. The field capacity of the MSW fell into the range between 31% and 46.5%, and the

corresponding gravity water content was 52%~130%, which was consistent with the range of in-situ water content measured at

Tianziling Landfill.
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Table 1 Components of municipal solid waste of Hangzhou
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Fig. 1 Variation of void ratio with depth from boreholes at
Tianziling Landfill®
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Table 2 Scheme of SWCC tests

WA ST LBRLE e WU 3 Bk Pa
Sd-1 2.0 0~100
Sd-2 3.0 0~100
A5y 1 Sd-3 4.0 0~100
Sd-4 2.0 0~500
Sd-5 3.0 0~500
Sf-1 2.0 0~30
4512 Sf-2 2.0 0~30
Sf-3 2.0 0~100

PRAUE T 3EE IR FLBRUK I 3 20 0 kPa, P IR 1R i
TR TR, AR RS AR G KR, R
SN UE, a3 BB R KLl ok
A1 500 kPa [R50 (B Sd-4 F1 Sd-5) A8 1 )
BRAL, T e AR K Bl b 2B R, R S
B b T ke Y, LA IR SG # 44 Tempe 13-

TSI BASAR I 7B R 3 iR A
SR A GRGRRERT, P AR BEFEEAD, b TR
TR 1 Je i AN P B S i i, E R AR A, TR
P RFEZ JECE RS, ARG LA A AR
IR RS I B B, B gt g, ik
FER KR SESRER FHEE . TR b LB
EE A8, T BARE 3 eb B LB 8 A R AR ek H
AIRIE K KA e bRdE RS : 7224 h N, B3O FE
TR S K B AR N T 0.2% o RHE— N (1) s )y ik
BV 5 HREE N BB A A TP R Ty, A T s b
AR PE 3 A AR FFARE S5 P AR R AF s, B AR
FERIBE LA BN FRE, RGP A R RE R b 1
BB e e, dhn F—&S . Aktn
TIRKAIEN G, BBAES TSRS, BBl b
U, BCAERERT T G ROIR 4 HIAE 60T,
W5 fe RKAH ) R IR IR Bk i . R X — AR
B 7K SRR TR 25 2D (R T AR, SOHE T % 447K
J 01 IR S K . SRS U T SRR B K
KAML, M52 K ih 2 .

Tempe 1R AR D BRIEAR —FE . AN 5
Jt: Tempe DCIFIREGLTUIE J13k 20 7 i Ja AN RS TS 2%
AR TT, T LR T 1 R R S T
WG Yt 7 e KRB TG AR PSR T,
WG BEFARFENCH ,  CEIEAR A BT AR 1) R 4 i
7E60°C), W foe KA ) R R AR RS K



714 o

2007 4

2 REERSTEITIE
2.1 WA ELI R Ak fh £
mzmArmmgﬁmmm%mm&<m#mm
Jru, 3 00, RTIE, 45Tk L RAIRb ) 1K Es
fiE 55 KﬁﬁM%H_AﬁM?ﬁ HEAE
a\mm%Mﬁmmemﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁmme WEAE
w, 7E SRR HE N A v (1) g5 KL BRI 24 75 32 21 1)
IR, BDEHE S . FRARIRRIE KA 6, 5 U Y
PR KA TR T, T g (14 0 AN 5 | ke 1
B KA 1) e A8 A

70

s ¥ —o—907%H} 1= F IO%Otmwaﬁ!-"’”
o, —o— Lakeland 751"
—s— i T R IR (Sd-1)

HBE KR 0, 9%

0 20 60 30 100
Jﬂil&j‘] (n =)l kPa
St R

—e—mﬁiﬁummuwaﬁr'“'
—&— Lakeland
—a—l il A R ( Sd-1)

po

USHEy S N
E—
£

100
JEIEDR ) (=10 ) kPa
(b) kX EAFER

B 2 3T 4 S RN — AR A3k il 4% RO b
Fig. 2 Comparison of SWCCs between MSW and noncohesive
soils
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Fig. 3 Comparison of SWCCs for MSW with different
compositions
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Fig. 4 SWCCs for new MSW with different compositions
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Fig. 5 Comparison of SWCCs for MSW with different void ratios
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Fig. 6 Comparison of SWCCs for MSW with the data in Reference 4
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Fig. 8 Distribution of in-situ water content of MSW"”
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