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Experimental Study on Size Effect of Aggregate Derived from
Clay in Xuyi on Water Stability of Filled Material
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Abstract To study the size effect of clay aggregate in Xuyi on water stability of improved filled material in a
highw ay project in the north of Jiangsu Province, the California Bearing Ratio (CBR) tests were performed on
eight types of samples stabilized by lime and CMSC firming agent which were added into clay with different grain
sizes. It is found that the swelling rate and the absorption of water quantity of the lime soil and the improved soil
by CMSC firming agent firstly decrease and then increase along with the increasing of average grain size of
aggregates. However, the CBR value of the lime soil and the improved soil by CMSC firming agent firstly
increases and then decreases along with the increasing of average grain size of aggregates. Meanw hile, through
comparing the two soil-stabilizing methods, the whole improved effect of improved soil by CMSC firming agent is
better than the lime soil. The CBR value could reach its maximum more easily when its average grain size of
aggregates is greater than the lime soil. And the size effect of aggregate on the CBR value of improved soil by
CMSC firming agent is less than the lime soil. On the basis of the above findings, the influence of aggregate size
on water stability of studied soils is analyzed and discussed. The conclusion drawn from the test is significant and
useful for further studies on the engineering properties of filled materials.
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