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This research study investigated the impact of dimethyl phthalate (DMP) on the
physical and mechanical properties of clay soil through experimental testing.
Additionally, the impact of hydrated lime and magnesium oxide on improving
the properties of clay soil was investigated. The contaminated soil was artificially
produced in the laboratory. Natural and contaminated soils were mixed with the
above agents at percentages of 5.0%, 10.0% and 15.0%, respectively. The
experimental test programme for this study comprised: Atterberg limits,
compaction, uniaxial compression tests (UCS) and scanning electron microscopy
(SEM). Samples for the UCS tests, both with and without additives, were
prepared using the static compaction method and tested at curing times of 7, 14
and 28 days. The results showed that, in general, the Atterberg limit, compaction
parameter (maximum dry unit weight) and UCS values for the contaminated soil
were lower than for the natural soil. The results also indicated a reduction in UCS
values for a mixture of contaminated soil and 10% hydrated lime or magnesium
oxide. A comparison of the final strength values of samples made from a mixture
of contaminated soil and 10% hydrated lime or magnesium oxide showed that the
strength was 34.4% and 63.8% lower than that of a mixture with 5% of these
additives at the same curing time. The E50 values were calculated from the stress-
strain curves of the different tests. Additionally, the SEM results showed that
changes in the properties of the mixture prepared from these agents and natural
or contaminated soil were due to a chemical reaction between the soil and the
additives.

Introduction

chemical additives such as lime and cement have
long been used due to their availability and

Improving the properties of clay soils
contaminated with organic pollutants is an
important issue in the fields of geotechnical and
environmental  engineering,  given  the
detrimental effects that these compounds have
on the soil's physical and mechanical properties.
DMP is one such pollutant that can harm the
environment due to its toxicity. There are many
methods for stabilising and improving the
behaviour of this type of soil. Among
conventional soil stabilisation techniques,

satisfactory performance in natural soils.
However, their effectiveness is reduced in soils
contaminated with organic compounds, as these
contaminants prevent pozzolanic reactions
between lime and clay minerals. Estabragh et al.
(2022; 2025) stabilised a clay soil contaminated
with glycerol using MgO and activated GGBS
with MgO. They reported that they had managed
to improve the behaviour of soil contaminated
with glycerol. Nasiri et al. (2025) investigated
the effect of hydrated lime on stabilising clay
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soil contaminated with crude oil. They
performed a number of tests with different
percentages of lime and curing times, and the
results were satisfactory. Other researchers, such
as Unluer and Al-Tabbaa (2011), Jin et al.
(2015), and Estabragh et al. (2024), have used
MgO as an additive to improve the properties of
various clay soils. They found that MgO can
improve soil properties and replace cement.The
main aim of this study is to compare the
performance of MgO and lime as sustainable,
innovative stabilisers for improving the physical
and mechanical properties of clay soil
contaminated with DMP. The effect of each
additive on the behaviour of the contaminated
soil was examined at different percentages of
additive and different curing times by
conducting a program of experimental tests.

Material and methods

A clay soil was purchased from a local supplier
and its physical and mechanical properties were
determined according to ASTM standards. The
grain-size distribution results revealed that the
soil was composed of 2% sand, 45% silt and 53%
clay. Based on the Atterberg limits and the grain
size distribution, the soil was classified as a low-

plasticity clay (CL) according to the USCS. The
specific gravity of the solids was found to be 2.7,
while the optimum moisture content and
maximum dry density of the natural soil were
found to be 17.88% and 16.94 kN/m3,
respectively.  X-ray diffraction  analysis
confirmed the presence of kaolinite and
montmorillonite minerals. Chemical tests were
performed on soil samples, and the results are
shown in Table 1.Contaminated soil was
artificially created in the laboratory by mixing
soil with 0.003 mg of DMP per kg of soil. Lime
and MgO were selected as additives. These
additives were used as stabilisers at percentages
of 5%, 10% and 15% by dry weight. The natural
or contaminated soil was mixed with these
additives by hand. Atterberg limits and standard
Proctor compaction tests were performed on
these soil mixtures. Samples for the UCS test
were prepared from these materials using static
compaction. UCS tests were conducted on the
samples at curing times of 7, 14 and 28 days, in
accordance with ASTM D1632-07. Scanning
electron microscopy (SEM) tests were
performed on the samples to examine
microstructural changes and the formation of the
soil and cementitious phases.

Table 1. Soil chemical characteristics

Chemical properties value

PH

EC (umhos/cm)

K* (meg/l)
CL™(meg/l)

S0~ (meg/l)
HCO3 (meg/l)

CoZ- (meq/l)

CaCos (meg/l)

Ca?* (meg/l)

Mg?* (meg/l)

Oc”

8.9
10.74
0.33
60

83

4

0.6
10.2
24

10
0.11%

Results and discussion

A total of Atterberg limit, compaction,
unconfined compressive strength (UCS) and
scanning electron microscopy (SEM) tests were

performed on samples of uncontaminated and
contaminated soil, as well as mixtures of these
soils with different percentages of additives,
according to the corresponding ASTM
standards.. The Atterberg results showed that
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DMP contamination decreased the liquid limit
from 48.3% to 44.48% and the plastic limit from
26.2% to 26.4%, while the plasticity index
decreased from 22.1% to 18%. Adding MgO and
lime to the both natural and contaminated soils
altered the consistency limits; the plastic limit
increased as the additive content increased.

The results of the standard compaction tests for
the natural and contaminated soils and the

Table 2. Compaction properties of samples containing lime and magnesium oxide

mixtures of these with different percentages of
magnesium oxide and lime are presented in
Table (2). According to Table (2), the maximum
dry unit weight and optimum moisture content
for the natural soil are 16.94 kN/m3 and 17.88%,
respectively, but for contaminated soil, these
values are 16.53 kN/m?3 and 18.5% respectively.

Sample Lime Magnesium Maximum dry unit weight water content (%)
(%) Oxide (%) (KN/m”3)
Natural soil 0 0 16.94 17.88
Contaminated soil 0 0 16.53 18.5
5 0 16.61 19.38
Natural Soil - lime 10 0 16.36 19.5
15 0 15.78 21.46
. 5 0 16.48 18.5
Contaminated —soil 0 16.03 19.4
mixed with lime
15 0 15.71 21.4
. 0 5 16.44 16.94
:Ztunr:lium oi(i)clile 0 10 16.22 16.59
g 0 15 16.13 16.21
Contaminated soil O 5 16.26 18.74
mixed with magnesium 0 10 16.20 18.45
oxid 0 15 16.01 17.38

Fig (1) shows the UCS results for natural and
contaminated soil. It is seen from this Figure that
the final strength of both soils is nearly the same
(about 141 kPa). As can be seen from this figure,
the final strength of both soils is almost identical
(approximately 141 kPa). Fig. 2 shows that
adding lime and MgO to natural soil increases its
final strength. The higher the percentage of
additives and the longer the curing time, the
higher the strength achieved. Comparing the
results for the two additives also shows that lime
is more effective than MgO at increasing the
strength of natural soil. The results of the study
on the effect of lime on the strength of
contaminated soil indicate that, for a given
percentage of lime, the increase in the final
strength of contaminated soil is less than that of
natural soil under the same conditions.
Surprisingly, the strength of stabilised

contaminated soil with 10% lime was lower than
that with 5% lime. This trend of variation in
strength is also seen in stabilised contaminated
soil with MgO, particularly at 10% of this
additive. This may be due to incomplete
hydration reactions and the formation of
cementing material, as the surface of some
particles is covered by DMP, preventing
reactions between the soil and the additives.
The SEM images in Fig. 3 indicate that DMP
altered the soil fabric by promoting edge-to-edge
and edge-to-face flocculation. In stabilised
samples, cementitious gel formation, such as
brucite and due to MgO (Fig. 3e), and CSH and
CAH, which are hydration products of lime,
reduced the wvoids in the natural soil.
Microstructural improvements were similar for
both stabilisers, but more pronounced in the 10%
lime samples, consistent with the strength
results.


http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2
https://system.khu.ac.ir/jeg/article-1-3176-fa.html

[ Downloaded from system.khu.ac.ir on 2026-05-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2 ]

[ DOI: 10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072 ]

Improvement the behaviors of a clay soil contaminated ... | Mahdavian et al 433

150
140
130 { ——Natural soil
120 -
110 -
100 -

== Contaminated soil

Compressive strength (kPa)
= -]
[=]

0 1 2
Axial strain (%0)
Fig. 1. Stress-strain diagram for natural soil and soil contaminated with dimethyl phthalate
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Fig. 3. SEM images of samples a) natural soil b) contaminated soil c) natural soil-lime d) contaminated soil-lime
e) natural soil-magnesium oxide f) contaminated soil-magnesium oxide

As shown in Fig (3-a), the natural soil exhibits a
flocculated structure, with very little space
observed between the particles. The soil particles
are positioned next to one another without any
chemical bonding.

Figure 3(b) illustrates the change in soil structure
after the addition of DMP. A comparison with
natural soil shows that the size of the void spaces
between the particles has changed. Adding DMP
to the soil causes the particles to stick together,
forming larger particles. As explained, the
dielectric constant of DMP is lower than that of
water. The lower dielectric constant of dimethyl
phthalatecontributes to the formation of a

flocculated structure, allowing the particles to
bond together and create larger particles. Fig (3-
c) shows the structure of the natural soil mixture
with 10% Lime. The addition of lime induces
pozzolanic reactions between the Ca*™ ions and
the silicates and aluminates that were released
from the clay, resulting in the formation of gels
such as CSH and CAH. These gels (see Figs 3-c
and d), cause the particles to adhere to each other
by increasing the curing time they are changed
to a cohesive and hardened that causes
increasing the strength of soil sample. Fig (3-d)
shows that in the soil contaminated with DMP,
the presence of this substance around the lime
particles hinders the hydration reactions between
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lime and clay particles. Consequently, the
formation of CSH and CAH gels is reduced,
leading to an increase in void spaces compared
to the natural-lime soil condition. Fig (3-e)
illustrates the addition of magnesium oxide to
the contaminated soil. As indicated, the space
between particles has increased in comparison
with the mixture of natural soil and MgO, which
is led to the reduction of strength.

Conclusion

The stabilisation of DMP-contaminated clay soil
using lime and magnesium oxide (MgO) was
evaluated through consistency, compaction,
uniaxial compressive strength (UCS) and
scanning electron microscopy (SEM) tests at
different curing times and percentages of
additives. DMP contamination changes the soil's
physical and mechanical properties. Both
additives improved the behaviour of the soil,
with strength increasing with the percentage of
additives and the length of the curing time. At a
given percentage of additives, stabilised natural
soil exhibited greater strength than contaminated
soil, likely due to chemical reactions between the
soil particles and the additives. Lime exhibited
superior performance to MgO, particularly at
higher concentrations and longer curing times.
The strength variation for contaminated soil at
5% additive is similar to that for natural soil, but
at 10%, the strength trend is lower than with 5%.
The SEM results confirmed that the
development of strength was associated with

microstructural densification and cementitious
bonding. Based on these findings, it can be
concluded that lime is an effective and
sustainable additive for stabilising DMP-
contaminated clay soils.Adding lime to natural
and contaminated soils decreases maximum dry
unit weight and increases optimum moisture
content during compaction. Additionally, the
inclusion of lime increases the strength of natural
soil and the E50 value. The extent of this
increase depends on the percentage of lime used
and the curing time. However, in the case of
contaminated soil, adding lime decreases its
strength.The addition of magnesium oxide to
natural soil alters its compaction characteristics,
resulting in a decrease in maximum dry unit
weight and optimum moisture content. However,
incorporating magnesium oxide into natural soil
enhances the strength and E50 values of the
samples. Comparing the strength changes in
contaminated and natural soils shows that
contaminated soil has lower strength and E50
values at fixed percentages and curing times.
Specifically, adding 10% magnesium oxide
reduces the strength of contaminated soil,
whereas adding 15% increases its strength.The
results of the SEM tests indicate that the
observed changes in the mechanical and physical
properties of natural and contaminated soil are
due to a series of chemical reactions. These
reactions are caused by the materials produced
during the various stages of hydration involving
the additive, the soil and the contaminant.
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Table 1. Physical and mechanical properties of clay soil

Parameter

value

Specific gravity of solids (Gs)

Liquid limit (LL) (%)
Plastic limit (PL) (%)
Plastic index (PI) (%)
Gravel (%)
sand ( %)
silt (%)
clay(%)

Maximum Dry unit weight (KN/m3)
(%) Percent optimum moisture content (Wopt)

Soil classification (USCS)

2.74

48.28
26.21
22.07
0
2
45
53
16.94
17.88

CL

Table 2. Soil chemical characteristics
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Chemical properties value
PH 8.9
EC

(umhos/cm) 10.74
K+
(meg/l) 0.33
CL™
(meqf/l) 60
S0z~
(meg/l) 8
HCO3 4
(meq/l)
Cog- 0.6
(megfl)
CaCoy
(meg/l) 10.2
Ca2+
(meqf/l) 24
2+
Mg 10
(meg/l)
Oc* % 0.11
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Table 3. Chemical properties of Dimethyl phthalate (Estabragh et al., 2023)

Characteristic value
Color Colorless
Molecular mass 194.18 g/mol
Density 1.189 g/cm?®
Melting point 2°C
Boiling point 284°C
Octanol-water partition coefficient log P=1/60
Dielectric constant 8/66
Viscosity (25°C) 1712
Solubility in water 4000 mg/l
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Table 4. Properties of ethanol

Characteristic value
Chemical formula C2HsOH
Density (20°C ) 0.8 gricm?®
Boiling point 78-79°C

pH <10
Solubility Miscible



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Miscibility
http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2
https://system.khu.ac.ir/jeg/article-1-3176-fa.html

[ Downloaded from system.khu.ac.ir on 2026-05-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2 ]

[ DOI: 10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072 ]

Y o)Lo..,.'f: AR 0,99 “5.,;.)...@‘.4 ‘SMJld-AlJ )

FrY

99380 oole cplewl ouls 31,1 (D) Jgaz ,o oolawl 5,90
S Silete slp (VYT en 5 Ll Lags LS 55
23,5 5158 ooliiwl 8,90 MTBE a5 00g)T o, S

Sal
9958 olgw 51 G leie 4y wlyas Sal 3 Beds ol o

Lsloe ouiiig 3 SG 5l S0g38l pl .8 )8 )8 eolasl g0
Sal Slasie waidys 5l Sledbl 331 L g 0,5 ays

(Ansar Shourijeh et al., 2023) oslizul 5,90 Sal Slasin 0 Jgo

Table 5. Lime specifications (Ansar Shourijeh et al., 2023)

Characteristic value
Specific gravity of solid particles (Gs) 2.75
Sand (%) 14
Silt (%) 37
Clay(%) 49
Liquid limit (LL) 88
Plastic limit (PL) 31
Plastic index (PI) 57
Acidity (pH) 10
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Table 6. Physical and chemical properties of magnesium oxide (Estabragh et al., 2022)

Characteristic

value

Molar mass
Density
Specific surface area
Particle size
Solubility

40.30 g/mol
3.58 g/cm3
300-250 m?/g
< 20um
0.0086 g/100mL
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Table 7. Atterberg limits of samples containing lime and magnesium oxide

. Magnesium Oxide Liquid Limit Plastic Limit Plasticity
Sample Lime (%) %) %) %) Index(%)
Natural soil 0 0 48.3 26.2 22.1
Contaminated soil 0 0 44.48 26.47 18.01
5 0 46.59 30.1 16.49
Soil - lime 10 0 48.24 31.6 16.63
15 0 48.45 32.6 15.85
. L 5 0 45,57 31.9 12.82
Contam_lnatgd soil mixed 10 0 48.13 3275 1538
with lime
15 0 48.45 33.07 14.44
0 5 62.76 31 31.76
Soil - magnesium oxide 0 10 54.5 32.01 22.49
0 15 53.02 33.35 19.67
) - 0 5 50 29.8 20.1
Cc_mtamlnate(_:l soil mlxed 0 10 495 315 18
with magnesium oxide
0 15 49.16 31.69 17.47

S g e S Gl p e a3l Sl s ou
() S las aunST o e 9 So1 b o boglses 0]


http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2
https://system.khu.ac.ir/jeg/article-1-3176-fa.html

[ Downloaded from system.khu.ac.ir on 2026-05-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2 ]

[ DOI: 10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072 ]

Y o)Lo..,.'f: AR 0,99 s‘sw..x..e‘.c ‘SNL.N )

FFV

sSsls 5 poime Cll> a4 SISl i & e

(Das, 1995) s5is o
il s (ol S a1 e 10 0938
ol ($9938l el g S 4 Cos (5 e i
NOPSURRVINC | EPULSEONA Y S A BRI K o1 RCO
bgloes 0T o juie 110 & Cond (6 e 23 Ls oS
Ol s Wgy uigred Sl 0090 5 2 S L onls
SE Lot bglde anST miete sl e palo
s bglie 0T auseie 6l o] Sleid alie syl

el (Jho glae 4 cwl 00,5 sl adllas )50
SO 0858l b g 00 LYY L ply b S 6z
S 5 A (G e L ads S 4 Sl /N0 g ) -
KPPRRVET SV-SRLW PR AVA TV SPNVA T S VAT g TR J0
w03yl S L ooty bl Sal g pad asls ol s

Db o Sl b ansly LW ks S5 alie
Ol g Sal L a5 e ot 5 aiby, slasSs
5 Sl Jols STy al> e sl )0 it oo byl
5 555 n ol Nyisy slagiSly sam Jole o

el el S
40
| PO 1 G T

35 B I L (AN S I
il -l pead esld
2 30 . L
3) Gl eV e s s el
?g 25
il
=
20

15

10

0 5 10 15 20

[1o0s2) (29381 e

ST o e 5 ST L adly LM 00g)] S g s S 51y (6505 Ladlis Ol puss i O JSB
Fig. 5. Plasticity index curve of natural soil and contaminated soil mixed with Lime

5 o3 Al 3 Syl e S 4 VB L
S aa o lid (ST iulesl i el o o] (SIS
oalS el b S 4 YIS i (60 0ole 038
e Sagby woj0 il g iy S e 021y 59

el 00
o gt S 4 VLS e g0 oged ddlsl L
g diilign |, S ol 50 0obe ol 5l cise U ogd oo

a3l 35 990 (65t O Ole 45 098 0 i ge ol

3 ylibaw! o515 il
b S sladiges sl o jlastinl (ST Siolej] ol
Jsiz 50 9T i g Sal azdly LMs 55 5 0041
a2 a>lg 39 «(A) Jga 4 ax il .anl oals @511 (A)
w5 P & gk SB Gl e Cusb) g ain S
oyl 03g)l S (sl g LAVIAA o V#/2F KN/M® - Jalss
69 50958l il o VA  V£/OY KN/M® olie Julis


http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2
https://system.khu.ac.ir/jeg/article-1-3176-fa.html

[ Downloaded from system.khu.ac.ir on 2026-05-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2 ]

[ DOI: 10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072 ]

FFA

Oes 5 Hlgdge | sla g8 b oVLS e (63 & 009)] (o) S (5 5lage

SE At Sis e 92ly (5 St e
IS5 50 0T o e b azdly LM 00T S5 g ado
ST s 0T e 593380 b sl 00 o0l 1L23 (V)
S )d g Al SES x> 9>y ()59 AL o (b
IV 0958 b aS g ysb dy el oas S gy Cushs,
g SAS x> w2l (g ek S 4 anST o
s VEIVY KN/M® Ll sy @ aige Cughy oo
a9 e (309580 b ppioan 5 ol o0l VF//04
oy S gz axly (9 el o s0ld] S
JoIo 4 0ST o 5o (9938 Sl 00l S A Cosbo,
il o gl ane sla 1iSTy plxil S Jols
AgSels JLsle olul cuw aS s S e 4o pH
698 g L DS Goas corge azil )0 5 95 o0
8y a5 4B I3 S Sl o s (al 5 9 o
Ol Coslite 93 510,25 o0 )58 o515 )0 <ol (65, cos
Ao )0 g ol i D) Al e o8 5l mile g eole
Al SS o> a2l 59 a5 Wile oo (BL (slalas
Jobs Juds a4 balas ol ogdle rizmen 5 b oo 208
o 203 oo pll o) b ST e &5 JelS
Sl b (13 a8 oald aSy @ SIS i o
L Glhe a5 so5 o0 JSA5 jS oy mhaw 5 S5
G O dml S e el 0nds @S| SEM gl
ol b oo pRalS g Cugh ) o0 5 Wb e RalS O
Ansar Shourijeh et ) |, Kea 3 lail sloasl b zls
Estabragh et al.,) . |,Kea ¢ &0l «@l.,, 2023
(Vandeperre et al., 2008) .|,Ken 4 naily 4 (2022

Wyl Slgen

Sagloy AT )3 (S iy Susb), S 4 S
oole iz 3l etz ()b 518 oo by Gial33) i
a8 20,5 oo dbml S o (698 leerd Wigm ealY]
eled Caeglite (15 ol (6331 o D)3 958 o0 ez ge
SS @z wxly 09 8l g 0 i Sge bl
Dgs ol g S @ s

o>l 059 ol o o S a4 Sol yog38l L
A Sugb) oy SRl o g At SES o>
S Sal /) 0938 b a8 (5 sk 4y Canl o0 S
R R e RO
alie puiomed § Sl 00 71410 5 VY KN/MEL Ll
a>l5 059 SRl o 00gll S 4y Sal 0938l L T L
SE e Cagb) wojs lil g din SS oo
Al S pz> alg (59 Ol ol g ol 0ulds
LYW ooyl S 5 gmeb S gl age Cush,
el o ools ylas (F) Sy Sal b axsl

Pled 10 Sld 4 e wy SB L Sl LMW
055 el GaslS Jols 51 oL a5 0ed 0 S
slagg b Wlgoe Jiivg ()b 90 s 4 pendS
3 ol ey S 533 Y 3 35250 15,10
i S SIllal b s sel (ol ol
WS 50 00,8 0 dlfg Y Culs jialS g ) maw
5 S AsSsls Lale cage oy S 4 Sl (og3dl
el Ol s opl 00,8 o ol Hisle jo Jsdss il
SaS @ 92ly (59 el g e Susb) o) Sl
Ohles 5 jlail Glaadl L mls (pl osd o0 S 5o
oLhee 5 5l 9 (Ansar Shourijeh et al., 2022)
.3, el (Estabragh et al., 2013)


http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2
https://system.khu.ac.ir/jeg/article-1-3176-fa.html

[ Downloaded from system.khu.ac.ir on 2026-05-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2 ]

[ DOI: 10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072 ]

Y o)Lo..,.'f: AR 0,99 s‘sw..h.e(c ‘SMJlA.AAJ )

¥4

oxid

(RN 3) el iy Sis pans asly s

{kN/m~3)

17.2

17

16.8

16.6

16.4

16.2

16

15.8

15.6

24
L 21
F\ S (L S-S ER PR PR
ol
Jo===- - {J \_'K_E:[—adjﬂ
~ S-S Ly Cush 12
’ "
N -aagll S 4 gl 9
. Sl
o
L [H 6
- 3
0
0 5 10 15 20
(o y3) Sl

(Do §0) diogs Cagh

Sal b asl bMusl oogll S g s S aigy Cush, g moujShe por 0y (59 Ol sovie £ JSi
Fig. 6. Maximum dry unit weight and Optimum content curve of natural soil and contaminated soil mixed with Lime

19

&

[(EWETEY LT N

S
n

17

16.5

16

17
VL] PULTCPSE | L St JES L LN
s = O= rjuieoagh 5 Sbs pom ly 433 13
¥
' flm_.-"'_g_fﬁl}' Al Cughey
166 |
LJ .J._:_._.A_ﬂ n_al_}_lul_.n—anhjﬂ.t—fbd-'-tﬂ-! ':""."3}3-?
.\.
154 | “
.
"‘-
162 |
18 F
15.8
. - 10 15 =0

[JESF ) UL P

SeST a3 jie b a8l LS 00g)1 S g caols S aige Cushy 5 mos 35 ho pzx 05l (59 Sl imie VS0
Fig. 7. Maximum dry unit weight and Optimum content curve of natural soil and contaminated soil mixed with Magnesium


http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2
https://system.khu.ac.ir/jeg/article-1-3176-fa.html

[ Downloaded from system.khu.ac.ir on 2026-05-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.22286837.1404.19.3.5.2 ]

[ DOI: 10.22034/JEG.2025.19.3.1016072 ]

Yo

Oes 5 Hlgdge | sla g8 b oVLS e (63 & 009)] (o) S (5 5lage

Table 8. Compaction properties of samples containing lime and magnesium oxide

Sample Lime  Magnesium Oxide Maximum dry unit weight water content (%)
(%) (%) (KN/m”3)
Natural soil 0 0 16.94 17.88
Contaminated soil 0 0 16.53 18.5
5 0 16.61 19.38
Natural Soil - lime 10 0 16.36 195
15 0 15.78 21.46
5 0 16.48 18.5
Contam.lnatgd soil mixed 10 0 16.03 194
with lime
15 0 15.71 21.4
Natural Soil - magnesium 0 > 16.44 16.94
e g 0 10 16.22 1659
0 15 16.13 16.21
_ o 0 5 16.26 18.74
Cor?tamlnated.son m|>.<ed 0 10 16.20 18.45
with magnesium oxid
0 15 16.01 17.38
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Table 9. Production process of magnesium oxide carbonation products (Cai and Liu., 2017)

MgO + H,0 = Mg(OH);

Brucite

Mg(OH), + CO, + H,0 = MgCO3,3H,0

Nesquehonitw

Mg(OH); + CO2 + H20 = Mgs(CO3)4,5H20 Dypingite

5Mg(OH); + 4CO; = Mgs(CO3)4(OH)2,4H,0 | Hydromagnesite
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Table 8. Values of stress and strain for-mixture soil-samples with lime and magnesium oxide at different curing times

Sample Lime Magnesium Curing time Axial strain (%) Compressive strength

(%) Oxide (%) (days) (kPa)

Natural soil 0 0 0 2.8 141
Contaminated soil 0 0 2.9 139
7 2.7 541

14 2.75 720

> 0 28 25 860

7 2.1 558

Natural Soil - lime 10 0 14 2.4 835
28 2.64 906

7 4 580

15 0 14 4 891
28 4.1 1070

7 3 345

14 2.65 245

S 0 28 4 542

Contaminated soil mixed ! 32 170
with lime 10 0 14 26 138
28 2.7 173

7 25 193

15 0 14 245 243

28 2.45 258

7

1.6 195

0 > ;g 2 339

1.25 364

Natural Soc;(lild-emagnesmm 174 23 397
0 10 28 2.3 487

1.95 490

7 1.95 499

0 15 14 2.05 530

28 2.7 585

174 2.9 118

0 5 )8 25 191

1.8 145

. L 7

Contaminated soil mixed 14 2 59

with magnesium oxid 0 10 28 2.8 69
0.75 146

7 3 420

0 15 14 2.2 443

28 2.7 585
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