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Tab.1 Improving program of saline soil
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Tab.2 Intensity change with lime dose of improved saline soil in special cement dose

FEE KT /% A1 5 /% 7 d/MPa 28 d/MPa 90 d/MPa
6 0.383 0.733 0.990
: 10 0.412 0.848 1.626
5 0.438 0.947 1.216
3 7 0.409 0.799 1.515
9 0.474 0.897 1.738
4 0.644 1.010 1.424
4 6 0.513 0.946 1.655
8 0.508 1.045 1.812
5 0.601 1.029 1.768
: 7 0.520 1.387 1.907
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Fig.4 SEM of lime and cement modified soil at different magnification
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Fig.5 SEM of 6% cement and 6% lime modified soil at 7,28,90 d of age
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Tab.3 Benefit of the program
WIES %435/ MPa kS 5 %5/MPa
10% A1 JK+2%7K g 0.848 6%A41 JK+4% 7K e 0.946
9% 11 JK+3%7K e 0.897 5%ATIR+5% K I 1.029
8% A1 JK+4% K e 1.045 6% A1 JK+2%7K e 0.733
7947 JR+5%7K e 1.387 5%ATIR+3% K 0.947
6% 11 JK+6% 7K 1.422 4% 1 JR+4%7K e 1.010
7% IK+3%7K e 0.799
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Tab.4 Cost of the program
S WG kS TR/ oG
10% A7 JKA+2%7K & 40 6941 K+4%7K e 38
9% A7 JK+3%7K e 42 5% JK+5%7K 8 40
8% A1 K+4% 7K e 44 6% A1 IK+2%7K e 28
7% A1 K+5%7K e 46 5%A1 K+3%7K e 30
6% 11 K+6%7K e 48 4947 JK+4% 7K e 32
T%A1 K +3%7K e 36
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Tab.5 Benefit-cost ratio of the program

WS Bas — I WS s — AL
10% £ JK+2%7K e 0.021 200 6% A1 JK+4%7K e 0.024 895
9% A1 JK+3%7K e 0.021 357 5941 JK+5%7K e 0.025 725
8% A1 JR+4% K 0.023 750 6% A1 IK+2%7K e 0.026 179
7% AT IK+5%7K e 0.030 152 5% K+3%7K e 0.031 567
6% A1 JK+6%7K e 0.029 625 4% A7 IR+4% 7K 0.031 563
T%A7 IR+3% 7K 0.022 194
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Experimental Research on the Strength Performance of Chlorine Saline Soil
with Cement and Lime

Yu Xin Sun Qiang

(School of Civil Engineering and Communication, Hohai University , Nanjing 210098, China)

Abstract: Composite improving program of cement and lime is selected to dispose of saline soil. The full water

of unconfined compressive strength is chosen to evaluate whether the improving program is good. The full wa-
ter of unconfined compressive strength test aims at improving saline soil of different improver doses and differ-
ent curing age, and scanning electron microscopy (SEM ) is used to analyze the micromechanism of improved
saline soil. Finally the benefit-cost ratio method is applied to evaluate whether the improving program is eco-
nomic. Comprehensively considering strength and economy, the improving program of 5% lime and 3% ce-
ment is recommended to choose.
Key words: chlorine saline soil; cement and lime; full water of unconfined compressive strength ; micromecha-

nism; benefit-cost ratio



