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Filling quality control of large area lime improved soil roadbed in depot

LI Cong
(China Railway 16th Bureau Group Beijing Metro Engineering Construction Co., Ltd., Beijing 101100, China)

Abstract: Taking a large-area lime-improved soil roadbed filling project in a vehicle depot in Hangzhou as an example, the
advantages and disadvantages of lime-soil as substitute filling for roadbed are expounded. The influence of water content,
and lime dosage on the strength of improved water-lime soil are analyzed, and the corresponding technical parameters are
determined. The study shows that the optimal lime content ratio is 8% in the case of silty soil, which can be the most
beneficial and economical lime content. The optimal water content for the lime-treated soil is 17%, and the water content
decreases with the mixing times. Thus, the water content in lime-treated soil is chosen as 1% higher than the optimum water
content considering the rich water system and humid climate in Hangzhou area. Experimental results show that the strength
of the lime-treated road base would be reduced by nearly 56% once saturated by water. Thus, the water-proof for the lime-
treated road base would be crucial for its long-term behavior. The research results of this paper can supply guidelines for
the quality control of lime-treated road base fillings in similar projects.
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Table 1 Table of earthwork physical parameters
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Fig. 1 Floor plan of the depot
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Table 2 Relationship between mixing times and water content
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Fig. 2 Diagram of the variation of compressive strength with

time of saturation
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Fig. 3 Diagram of water content changing with time of
saturation
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Fig. 4 Compressive strength of lime soil at different ash
dosage
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