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BACKGROUND Lime columns (LCs), lime piles (LPs), and lime slurry pressure injection (LSPI) is adopted for stabilizing expansive soils extending for greater depths.
However, LCs are mostly suitable for soft clays due to difficulties in mixing lime with stiff to very stiff expansive clays. Lime pressure injection will

depends on extent of shrinkage cracks in terms of depth and radial distance (Thyagaraj and Zodinsanga 2015 ; Thyagaraj et al., 2016).

*» In view of challenges in implementing LCs, LSPI for stabilizing deep expansive soils Thyagaraj et al. (2012), Thyagaraj and Zodinsanga (2015) and Thyagaraj et al. (2016)
proposed a new method called as Lime Precipitation Technique (LPT) by sequential permeation of laboratory grade CaCl,and NaOH solutions to precipitate lime in compacted
expansive soil and it has given good results. Implementation of this technique in the field is possible only with the use of commercial grade chemicals (CaCl,and NaOH salts)
owing to cost implications and material feasibility.

<« However, the behaviour of lime precipitation is not known using commercial grade CaCl, and NaOH solutions. Hence in the present paper, an attempt is made to stabilize the
compacted expansive soil using commercially available CaCl, and NaOH solutions for permeation of lime and compare the results with lime pile technique.
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