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Compression Property of Reconstituted Remolded Clays

Akira NISHIHARA*  Toru SHIBATA*

ABSTRACT
The correlation of liquid limit with some mechanical behaviors of reconstituted remolded clays
are examined. It is shown that some mechanical properties such as cone penetrating, shear
strength and compressibility could be characterized by specific values of liquid limit and water
content and/or void ratio. Based on these findings normalized water content and normalized
void ratio are introduced to evaluating the mechanical behaviors of remolded reconstituted clays.
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Table 3.3 Value of A and g in vane test
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Fig. 4.4 Relation between compression index and
liquid limit of reconstituted remolded clays
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