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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)

S05~ (meg/l)
HCO3 (meg/l)

Co2- (meg/l)

CaCos (meg/l)

Ca2* (meg/l)

Mg?* (meg/l)

Oc*

8.9
10.74
0.33

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
_ N 0 16.48 185
Contaminated —soil 0 16.03 19.4
mixed with lime
15 0 15.71 21.4
. 0 5 16.44 16.94
rlrlwztur::lium oici)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.
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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-
¢) 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-€)
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 maoisture 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) 2.74
Liquid limit (LL) (%) 48.28
Plastic limit (PL) (%) 26.21
Plastic index (PI) (%) 22.07
Gravel (%) 0
sand ( %) 2
silt (%) 45
clay(%) 53
Maximum Dry unit weight (kN/m3) 16.94
(%) Percent optimum moisture content (Wopt) 17.88
Soil classification (USCS) CL

oolatwl 8,90 S Sliowds Slasine ¥ Jgax
Table 2. Soil chemical characteristics

Chemical properties value
PH 8.9
EC
(umhos/cm) 10.74
K+
(meg/l) 0.33
CL™
(meg/l) 60
Ny
(meq/l) 83
HCO3 4
(meg/l)
Co?- 06
(meg/1) '
CaCoz
(meg/l) 10.2
CaZ+
(meg/l) 24
Mg2+
(meg/l) 10
Oc* % 0.11
Al oo 0mf g CondS 3155 Lol S onims JSis oy JoSis glo SIS s jslaie 4y XRD iolejl
el Eadsh jgo Sige g bl Julds ] (o) slo S (V) JSCo 50 s 9wl plil o] 5l slaaises 55, S
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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/I
o ol
ol

03,5 4 yhie Of g4 5l Slislesl 1o solatul 850 LI

slazwl Pl g 4 bl o aKioles] imgh cpl 4o -
o PO A S 5 VO£ hie Ol i & EC 5 pH o5

Sleogas 008 aus (31 &5 08 S Sl Joibl s 5
Sl ool &1L (F) o,lels Jgaz 4o colazwl 5,90 Jgilil

2l e +. -AMS/Cm

oolatwl 050 Joibil Gluogas ¥ Joux
Table 4. Properties of ethanol

Characteristic value
Chemical formula C2HsOH
Density (20°C ) 0.8 gr/cm?®
Boiling point 78- 79°C
pH <10

Solubility Miscible
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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 Plasticit
Sample Lime (%) g %) g %) %) 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
. o 5 0 45,57 31.9 12.82
Co”tavn;i'&a:fﬁeso" mixed 10 0 48.13 32.75 15.38
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
) o 0 5 50 29.8 20.1
C(_)ntamlnate(_i soil rr_uxed 0 10 495 315 18
with magnesium oxide
0 15 49.16 31.69 17.47
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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 19.5
15 0 15.78 21.46
5 0 16.48 185
Contam_mat(_ed soil mixed 10 0 16.03 194
with lime
15 0 15.71 214
Natural Soil - magnesium 0 5 16.44 16.94
e g 0 10 16.22 1659
0 15 16.13 16.21
_ o 0 5 16.26 18.74
Con_wtammated_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 + H20 = Mg(OH):

Brucite

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

Nesquehonitw

Mg(OH), + CO; + H,0 = Mgs(CO3)4,5H,0

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 28 141
Contaminated soil 0 0 0 2.9 139
7 2.7 541

14 2.75 720

S 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

> 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 2.45 243

28 2.45 258

7

1.6 195

0 5 ;g 2 339

1.25 364

Natural Sooxlild-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 28 25 191

1.8 145

. L 7

Contaminated soil mixed 1 2 59
with magnesium oxid 0 10 )8 2.8 69
0.75 146

7 3 420

0 15 14 2.2 443

28 2.7 585




Y oojleds VA 0,90 ¢ owdie (glids (yun)

Yoo

S ams o Hlas 1) 0T o juio b assl LIS 00]]
A s (6 iy E50 0anST o3 o b bl LYW 2o
Csl o] ooy a0 e b 4l LS o091 S5
sl cos Golo 0oyl sladiges 5l S y0 yel ol adh)
S ladiges (i3 ,S— 55 gomie Ol s 4 ol clde a5
w&@b)‘wb@k&fowwbaé‘b‘;ﬁ‘fj
ools &g )| @L’ESO g_;‘;...,.xS 4509.,...»@ 6)5‘\"“"" W

Sosldes ploy 5 T o)y 5 (o938l
o (Estabragh et al., 2016) ., Sen § 5l il o

J?)ﬂulf L IR 009” ) S 6‘;1 ‘5‘4JLM G:L..:

Nidges y,l58
ols KL
45 - Sal /0 - el S
J -&.as]'fﬂ\- S =<
40 1 CSAT TN~ ae S
35 BRG] eagll S
o AR _w 78 —ossll _Jl:.‘»
;_ﬂ? | B 1 s s
25 - 7 R i
= =) -_m/,m sgll s
=,
o 20 4
w
Ll
15 -
10 8
] K
D‘l
5 Kl
K]
] H % )
i K
5 K SN
1

7

abgiye (NS 5 B (e Sl aised 5o sl (Bso)
Sler (V) s (VY) o i o LmLﬂﬁoLE.a 20,5 Al
9 b S gl Eso polie sl oo eols yLis 04T
.Aa.b)f .0 MPa 9 0.\ MPa ).v‘).) w).v L oojﬂ S
u}aAOQBﬂBMJlDG\Jm‘pJJMS&]QOBP‘
/& 6‘;: 45 6)9.'4: w‘ odib)f QT 4..\.[9‘ ).).bl.a.n )\b ).u..u
10 03l S gl polie cpl s S YAF MPa 4 Y- 5

14 28

(595) 29l Jmos loj Ltal58l

Sal b asl, LYl osgll S 5 ok SB 6l ES0% la smmin V) S
Fig. 11. Variations of E50% for natural soil and contaminated soil mixed with Lime



Yof

OlSen 5 Glgsgs | o sla g3l b VLS Jute (53 s 039l o) S (55l

resle SUS

Af_mflm_}:_;ﬁ'/,a—u_x:fbdl_s
ettt DB 5 T+ sl S

SR 035)] S

SoinS1 s jaa 10 —039)] S

40 .
0o ey y b ST s o TS mooglleSTE
BRRER] s o2 5mis 110 = el S 5 o2 5 o2l
35
<]
30 - %
&
<]
- &
© 25 - <]
o 7 K
‘(
=g K B
287 ] b 5
Ll K3 o
<] 1<
K4l ]
15 H K K
< !
5] 5
<] 1%
4] K
10 5 I
5] &
<] %
54 ] K
3 b <
' % <] P"
3 < el
% K
0 | kS %!

(595) 59! J—os s 38l

.).4....5‘ MIA-\.A L\ 44._9[4 .Ia)b.}‘ o.)jﬂ ij ‘5’.34.‘0 g5L> 6‘)’ E50% 6Lb‘54..>b..c \Y J&m
Fig. 12. Variation of E50% for natural soil and contaminated soil mixed with magnesium oxide

b ol S a8 jsboplen aias o S 1) (6 55
SoypSlles cul sl Of 4 cons oY fitegso
UsSsls sl sl wrge s ol 45 el (g yiaS
Sl s date RaSy a4 SIS i n 5 d9d e
Sl €Y oled JSb 88 o0 SISO 6555
Loaws oo ol b S o Sal o938l L S
5Ca™ le Vsi la iiSTy olou! s Sal o433
5048 00,5 o Ly 3l ool ol slaciliegd] 5 laeulSdiw
ol wei oo JoSis CAH 3 CSH wile sl 5 axs
e 05 e oaliie O g s g 3 45 ] aiilen o5
Oy P b izmed § 095 0 K00S0 4 23 ey
45 355 00 o (e 5 47 )Se ez S0 4 551 Jos
L@y IS izmad g 0,00 | diges Cooglie yiul3dl
aawly 45 S o cdaline 1) eogll S 4 Sal 13433
el oailings |y, Sal &3 590 &YLS Jte g0 oole 4l
23 g ol plee amsbldn glo STy olowl 5l alo
awls CAH 3 CSH sla 5 ascs 1o g conl ooy )

Sb el ) Cod O3 los Slad Cioman 5 oud

9) (95 g8y S

Sal Jl o Sb jlsle 5,800 (g 5 Jelo jslate o
03538 5 56 LS T Geimen 5 pnST mte
iy ) oolil b baaiges w3 Jiaes JT ooke
Sl 93,5 0l (SEM) (o) (598l 5y Soe
ooy oolitl 038)] 5 xe S slodigod jl ot O
@ 009l § b S L ST o juie g Sal LMus
0,5 plmil 59, YA (sl dee loj j0 9 N+ (S5g S0
0381 S g aweb S 6y SEM yglas (V1) IS5 4o
3o a8 jebles el oals ools las SYLS Lo o0 @
Ll s b S o ssls lis @)Y IS
o5 sl slad a5 (5 5k 4 ol (flocculated) aoie
Slail e e S Ol g 0s o cvnline Oy oy
laid 518 Sass LS e

599538 5l |y SB bl eis B)Y) o leds IS5
(b S L aslie ) ans oo olis oYLS e
o088 bl 00,8 s )3 o JB slelad
S g ot 0SS 4 S al,d (oY e g



Y oojleds VA 0,90 ¢ owdie (glids (yun)

fov

S b plen g amse li 1y ooyl S 4 s
b S cas Gl)d le slad cul asie
JYo sl ailgs o aS el 00,8 oy (ial58) 0T (0 jaie
SenS| o uiemoagll S (Vo) 5o 50 Caaglie ralS

2,5 o,Lil

2pm EHT = 15.00 kv Signal A= SE1 Date :2 Nov 2024 o
H WD =135 mm Photo No. = 6324 Time :12:17:19

Ceoglie alS LYo 51 45 ol atily il5l Sal ek

el L o g se Sal-oogl] S (1) K o
b S 4 ST e 99331 (€1 o)lest S
U DY gaze 0T e (0931 b 45 wms oo LS
Col @285 IS8 () Jgoz 59 Ogelilnee sl Sl
o2 pie — omas S anglie il 10 Y guarma ol 45

A fal |
2pm EHT =15.00kV Signal A = SE1 Date :2 Nov 2024 S
H WD =13.0mm Photo No. = 6305 Time :11:42:25

Ettringite

Cementinous gel

Cementinous gel

Ettringite
Ettringite
2pm EHT = 15.00 kV Signal A = SE1 Date :12 Oct 2024
WD = 95mm Photo No. = 6058 Time :12:26:20

Ettringite

Ettringite
Ettringite

Ettringite

2pm EHT =15.00 kV Signal A= SE1 Date :12 Oct 2024 ZEISS|
H WD = 95mm Photo No. = 6048 Time :12:10:46




foA oS 5 Slign | o ool b VS e (53 & ool oy S5 53l

2pm EHT =15.00 kv Signal A = SE1 Date :2 Nov 2024 ZEISS y Date :12 Oct 2024 ZEISS|
| WD =13.0mm Photo No. = 6318 Time 12:06:37 H WD = 11.0 mm Photo No. = 6039 Time :1149:42

orpain — omb S (€ Sal-osgll S (A Sal sk S (€ 0351 S (B oaseks S (@ (sloigni SEM gl Y S
3eST 3 uiem00glT S (F oS

Fig. 13. SEM images of samples a) natural soil b) contaminated soil ¢) natural soil-lime d) contaminated soil-lime e) natural
soil-magnesium oxide c) contaminated soil-magnesium oxide

2 SB 4 ST e 5 Sl oyl S S Az
gl o (Susd slaShy stz sdl a3k il oo 4o Jlyes slaoisy oyl cax
S o 9 Glyy v el b alilaS ()b sl ean e Sl See oS wil e slaSs
Bl bt DOlsS 4 (e LS 4 il iy JT ooV 4 esgll a5 8 S sl

Sl SYLS e (60 Sl aid e Lo G093 Sl L 350 sbroign ! slp golamsl Lyl

s Gad dgSls il g Sy, v rals wils il K sl e 5l SB Jlal a5 WS

SR TD 3538 b o Sal )50 50 090 0 S lazl 05T 0,15 g - sbiiasl 038l S 51 il 1)

o 03l S Gizen 5 ek S 2 o 5990 sz O Sl 5 (S Pls> bl
@ e 10 9 N e 4 Sal weys Gl b 5 ookl Sype dasme oy Jlew ogei slate
(e 39 o8 (§ e 32 5 Sy 9> il P R 4
by Grmed 9> 9 (Sl 9> 10 50 2T o s e 60 4 00901 Loy S S (65bet 958 ol 5o
y Sloy o TV0 5 70+ o Lal o o (2ol 5 Sl ol 53958l Slge 28,5 1wy 0,50 VLS

lior MBI oS 9> g a8 28,5 18 anlllas 350 cilites slaos,s 15 aenST oy e
Cse o) S VLS Lie g0 (g8 G5 S Cenglia g 1515 o5 51 390 Jolis liyle)]
ol g it S e aly 0y alS b byl byl 55 5 009l SB35 ek S (55,
b S 4 Cens ap Zusb) vy 2l s o, el gsgzdl dlye kit slavs s

Dy 50 23,5 ol



Y b)l.o.oj: AR 0,99 5@4\.\.‘.9(0 Lf“wa O

o4

Gﬂ...».b 9 °‘>5ﬂ S B LS"‘QBL‘M u‘)...u.v ML&A

5 ol slaas,s ;0 0agll S aS ams o lis
4 S Eso g caglio cooli 650 s oo
TN 50958l b aS (gygb ar el 00,91 s
Wb oo (2ol 039)] S Canglie cansST (oo juio
S Cooglin ST oo juie 2V0 409380 L Ll

el oo; |..\...> u‘“‘”‘)‘g‘ 009,‘—‘

5 b S (b g (Sl plg yo 4
Sy Sl 50wl oo 925 4y 03l] S
cde o 1Ty ol ool oleosds sla ST
Ogllyane alise >l jo 0ol o gy olge

cilodel 3529 45 00V 5 S ¢ S5g38l ool yu

References

Al-Rawas, A., Hassan, H. F., Taha, R., Hago, A., Al-
Shandoudi, B., & Al-Suleimani, Y. (2005).
Stabilization of oil-contaminated soils using
cement and cement by-pass dust. Management of
Environmental Quality: An International Journal,
16(6), 670-680.

Afsari, E. Estabragh, A. Mohaddeh, A. (2021). Effect
of Glycerol and Acetone on the physical and
mechanical properties of a clay soil. Journal of
Engineering Geology. 15 (3) :361-378.

Ansar Shourijeh, A. & Raeesi Estabragh, A. (2022).
Evaluation of the Effect of Activated GGBS and
Hydrated Lime on the Improvement of a Clay Soil
Contaminated  with Methyl Tert-Butyl
Ether. Iranian Journal of Soil and Water
Research, 53(8),1743-1756.doi:
10.22059/ijswr.2022.345688.669316. (in Persian)

Ansar Shourijeh, A., Raeesi Estabragh, A., & Amini,
M. (2023). Effect of Magnesium Oxide and Lime
on the Improvement a Clay Soil Contaminated
with MTBE. Civil Infrastructure Researches,
9(1), 29-45.

Bui, T. T., Alves, A, Palm-Cousins, A., Voorspoels,
S., Covaci, A., & Cousins, I. T. (2017). Estimating
uptake of phthalate ester metabolites into the

4 e wogll g b S 4 Sal yogz8l %
Gl Ay S e a2ly (59 S5
03938 eired D9d e (oST5 Ay Susb,
Eso g o S Coglia Lialidl ccl Sal
o, & Bsp g Ceoglie oljdl cpl aS 00,5 o

.J)‘.) ‘-;i..uu 6)5T J.o.c QL‘°)5 C\.J) )lfau s.ik]

UiblS s Sal 09380 wagll S 5,90 50

i Sl ol SB @ 0T o e (0938

me@w@lf;fbw&mw»b

Sy ag Cagb, wse el e

u.’.uJa S aST oy e (59953 .ee)fsn

Dl g0 diges BEso g cuglie (il el
human nail plate using pharmacokinetic
modelling. Environment International, 100, 148-
155.

Cai, G.,, & Liu, S. (2017). Compaction and
mechanical characteristics and stabilization
mechanism of carbonated reactive MgO-
stabilized silt. KSCE Journal of Civil
Engineering, 21(7), 2641-2654.

Chen, H., Jiang, Y., Zhang, W., & He, X. (2017).
Experimental study of the stabilization effect of
cement on diesel-contaminated soil. Quarterly
Journal of  Engineering  Geology and
Hydrogeology, 50(2), 199-205.

Das, B. M. (1995). Principles of foundation
engineering PWS Publ. Co., Boston.

Dermatas, D., & Meng, X. (2003). Utilization of fly
ash for stabilization/solidification of heavy metal
contaminated soils. Engineering geology, 70(3-
4), 377-394.

Eskandari, A,. and Hodhodi, M. (2014). Investigation
of the effect of stabilizing clay with lime, First
National Conference on Soil Mechanics and
Foundation Engineering, Tehran, .(in Persian)

Estabragh, A.R., A. Ansar Shourijeh, K. Rezaei, A.A.

Javadi, & M. Amini. (2024). Stabilization and
Solidification of a clay soil contaminated with



¥5

OhlSes 5 lgages | slagiogsdl b VLS e g3 & o3gll (o) S (55l

MTBE by using MgO and hydrated lime. Soil
Sediment. Contam. 33(2): 175-94.

Estabragh, A. R., Amini, M., Javadi, A. A, &
Noguera, C. L. (2023). Remediation of a clay soil
contaminated with phenanthrene by using mixture
of bentonite and cement. Environmental Progress
& Sustainable Energy, 42(3), e14055.

Estabragh, A. R., Beytolahpour, I., & Javadi, A. A.
(2011). Effect of resin on the strength of soil-
cement mixture. Journal of Materials in Civil
Engineering, 23(7), 969-976.

Estabragh, A. R., Beytolahpour, 1., Moradi, M., &
Javadi, A. A. (2014). Consolidation behavior of
two fine-grained soils contaminated by glycerol
and ethanol. Engineering geology, 178, 102-108.

Estabragh, A. R., Jandari, F., Javadi, A. A., & Amini,
M. (2022). Effect of magnesia on stabilization of
contaminated clay soil. ACI Materials Journal,
119 (3).

Estabragh, A. R., Khatibi, M., & Javadi, A. A. (2016).
Effect of cement on treatment of a clay soil
contaminated with glycerol. Journal of Materials
in Civil Engineering, 28(4), 04015157.

Estabragh, A.R., Jahani, A., Javadi, A.A., Amini, M
& khajepour, H. (2025). Effect of different agents
on the stabilization of a clay soil contaminated
with glycerol. Geomechavics and
Geoengineering. Vol.20, No.1, pp. 179-197.

Estabragh, A. R., Pereshkafti, M. R. S., Parsaei, B., &
Javadi, A. A. (2013). Stabilised expansive soil
behaviour  during wetting and drying.
International Journal of Pavement Engineering,
14(4), 418-4217.

Giam, C. S., Atlas, E., Powers Jr, M. A., & Leonard,
J. E. (1984). Phthalic acid esters. Anthropogenic
compounds, 67-142.

Jaynes, W. F., & Vance, G. F. (1999). Sorption of
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene
(BTEX) compounds by hectorite clays exchanged
with aromatic organic cations. Clays and Clay
Minerals, 47(3), 358-365.

Jandari,. F. Estagragh,. A. Mohaddeh,. A. Abdollahi,.
A. (2021). Improvement of soil contaminated
with organic matter glycerol with magnesium
oxide. Journal of Geology of Engineering.
15(4):62-78.

Jin, F., & Al-Tabbaa, A. (2013). Thermogravimetric
study on the hydration of reactive magnesia and

silica  mixture at  room
Thermochimica acta, 566, 162-168.

Jin, F., Gu, K., & Al-Tabbaa, A. (2015). Strength and
hydration properties of reactive MgO-activated
ground granulated blastfurnace slag paste.
Cement and Concrete Composites, 57, 8-16.

Khatibi, M. & Reissi Estabragh, A. (2015). The effect
of glycerol on compressional strength of soil and
soil — cement mixture. Scientific Quarterly
Journal of Iranian Association of Engineering
Geology, 8(Number 1 & 2), 91-98. (in Persian)

Liska, M., & Vandeperre, L. J. (2008). Influence of
carbonation on the properties of reactive magnesia
cement- based pressed masonry units, Advances
in Cement Research, 20(2), 53-64. doi:
10.1680/adcr.2008.20.2.53

Mahdavian, S., Rashidi, N., Raeesi, A., & Abdullahi,
J. (2025). Effect of magnesium chloride solution
on the improvement of a clay soil. Journal of
Engineering Geology. 19 (1) :60-83.

Meegoda, N. J., & Rajapakse, R. A. (1993). Short-
term and long-term  permeabilities  of
contaminated clays. Journal of Environmental
Engineering, 119(4), 725-743.

Nasiri, H., Khayat, N., & Nazarpour, A. (2025).
Long-term performance and durability of lime-
stabilized oil-contaminated soils. Heliyon, 11(2).

Net, S., Sempéré, R., Delmont, A., Paluselli, A., &
Ouddane, B. (2015). Occurrence, fate, behavior
and ecotoxicological state of phthalates in
different environmental matrices. Environmental
science & technology, 49(7), 4019-4035.

Ouhadi,V., Amiri,M., Bagher,M.
(2016).Microstructural Evaluation of Progress of
Lime Pozzolanic Reactions in Stabilization and
Solidification of Zn Contaminant. Journal of
Environmental Science and Technology,1(),96-
106. (in Persian)

Raeesi Estabragh, A. , Fathali, H. , Rezaee tireh
shabankareh, K. and Abdolhossein, H. (2023).
Remediation of A Clay Soil Contaminated With
Dimethyl Phthalate By Using Electrokinetic
Method. Ferdowsi Civil Engineering, 36(1), 69-
84. (in Persian)

Rafiei, A., Ahmadi, H., & Ranjbar, P. Z. (2025).
Using nano-cement for the improvement of
clayey soils affected by municipal leachate. Case
Studies in Construction Materials, 22, €04924

temperature.



Y b)l.o.oj: AR 0,99 5@4\.\.‘.9(0 Lf“wa O

¥4

Rahimi, H., Abbasi, N.,(2021). Geotechnical
Engineering Ground Modification Principals and
Method, Vol. 2: Reinforcement and Physical-
Chemical Methods. University of Tehran Press,
Tehran, 1097p.

Reed, D. (2013). Structural adjustment, the
environment and sustainable development.
Routledge.

Sheng, G., Xu, S., & Boyd, S. A. (1996). Cosorption
of organic contaminants from water by
hexadecyltrimethylammonium-exchanged
clays. Water Research, 30(6), 1483-1489.

Swartjes, F. A. (Ed.). (2011). Dealing with
contaminated sites: from theory towards practical
application. Springer Science & Business Media.

Unluer, C., & Al-Tabbaa, A. (2011). Green
construction with carbonating reactive magnesia
blocks: effect of cement and water contents.

Unluer, C., & Al-Tabbaa, A. (2012). Effect of
aggregate size distribution on the carbonation of
reactive magnesia based porous blocks. In 18th
Annual International Sustainable Development
Research Conference, Hull, UK.

Vandeperre, L. J., Liska, M., & Al-Tabbaa, A. (2008).
Microstructures of reactive magnesia cement
blends. Cement and Concrete Composites, 30(8),
706-714.

Wang, F., Xu, J.,, Yin, H., Zhang, Y., Pan, H., &
Wang, L. (2021). Sustainable
stabilization/solidification of the Pb, Zn, and Cd
contaminated soil by red mud-derived binders.
Environmental Pollution, 284, 117178.

Wu, D. L., Hu, B. L., Zheng, P., & Qaisar, M. (2007).
Anoxic biodegradation of dimethyl phthalate
(DMP) by activated sludge cultures under nitrate-
reducing conditions. Journal of Environmental
Sciences, 19(10), 1252-1256.



