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ABSTRACT

This project involved with a study of unit weight and compressive strength of cellular
lightweight concrete at unit weights of 1,600 and 1,800 kilogram per cubic meter using sand to
cement ratios of 2:1 and 3:1 with two curing methods: air dry curing and moisture retention curing.
The results shown the loss of unit weights according to time. At 28 days of age, the cube samples
with the air dry curing provided the unit weight losses ranged from 8.23 to 16.25 percent and
which with the moisture retention curing gave the unit weight losses ranged from 5.15 to 10.82
percent. The cylindrical samples with air dry curing shown the unit weight losses from 7.07 to
16.17 percent and the unit weight losses of which with moisture retention curing was in the range
of 3.70 to 10.24 percent. Overall, the samples with moisture retention curing had the unit weight
losses lesser than the ones with air dry curing. With the same curing method, the samples of both
shapes seemed to provide quite the same unit weight losses.

From the results of the compressive strength of cellular lightweight concrete at 28 days, it
was found that for the cube samples, the compressive strength of samples with moisture retention
curing are higher than the ones with air dry curing approximately ranged from 5.68 to 16.16
percent. For the cylindrical samples, the compressive strength of samples with moisture retention
curing are also higher than the ones using dry curing ranging from 13.58 to 20.12 percent. It can
be said that the cellular lightweight concrete cured using moisture retention method provided

higher compressive strength than the ones using the air-dry curing method.



