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Fig.1 Monitoring intersection
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Experimental study on effect of treatment of soft foundation
with vacuum-surcharge preloading

YAN Yun FANG Zhen HUA Jian-lan
Researth Institute Geotechnical of Engineering Hohai Univ Nanjing 210098 China

Abstract An experimental study is performed on the project of soft foundation treatment for the end of the Wusongjiang
Bridge of the Sujiahang Express Highway mainly including the determination of soil parameters such as the water
content void ratio and so on. By analysis of the test results in the three different periods during the construction the
effect of treatment with vacuum-surcharge preloading is examined the soil parameters are decreased in different levels and
parameters of soil strength are increased . Thereofore the outcomes of the study are of important significance to design and

construction of the project.
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