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Abstract: This comprehensive literature review investigates the impact of stabilization and rein-
forcement techniques on the mechanical, hygrothermal properties, and durability of adobe and
compressed earth blocks (CEBs). Recent advancements in understanding these properties have
spurred a burgeoning body of research, prompting a meticulous analysis of 70 journal articles and
conference proceedings. The selection criteria focused on key parameters including construction
method (block type), incorporation of natural fibers or powders, partial or complete cement replace-
ment, pressing techniques, and block preparation methods (adobe or CEB). The findings unearth
several significant trends. Foremost, there is a prevailing interest in utilizing waste materials, such
as plant matter, construction and demolition waste, and mining by-products, to fortify or stabilize
earth blocks. Additionally, the incorporation of natural fibers manifests in a discernible reduction
in crack size attributable to shrinkage, accompanied by enhancements in durability, mechanical
strength, and thermal resistance. Moreover, this review underscores the imperative of methodological
coherence among researchers to facilitate scalable and transposable results. Challenges emerge from
the variability in base soil granulometry and disparate research standards, necessitating concerted
efforts to harness findings effectively. Furthermore, this review illuminates a gap in complete lifecycle
analyses of earthen structures, underscoring the critical necessity for further research to address
this shortfall. It emphasizes the urgent need for deeper exploration of properties and sustainability
indicators, recognizing the inherent potential and enduring relevance of earthen materials in fostering
sustainable development. This synthesis significantly contributes to the advancement of knowledge
in the field and underscores the continued importance of earth-based construction methodologies in
contemporary sustainable practices.

Keywords: adobe; compressed earth block; stabilization; reinforcement; mechanical and hygrothermal
properties; durability

1. Introduction

Faced with the phenomenon of global warming, building sustainably becomes a neces-
sity if we aim to diminish the environmental impact of the construction sector [1–3]. To this
end, construction techniques aimed at minimizing environmental impacts by minimizing
industrial processes and utilizing locally available materials, such as earth, are gaining
momentum [4]. Traditional materials such as cement generate a significant amount of CO2
in their production chain. Cement production has substantial environmental consequences:
it ranks as the third-largest industrial source of air pollution, and if the cement industry
were a country, it would stand as the world’s fourth-largest greenhouse gas emitter [5]. The
scale of cement production contributes to over 7% of annual anthropogenic greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions [6]. Consequently, numerous measures are being considered during
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construction, including the emergence of the circular economy concept, the selection of
low-carbon materials, and the utilization of waste and materials generated by demolition,
construction, and renovation projects [7–11].

The production of these new alternative materials has three objectives: to reduce
energy consumption during production, provide solutions to avoid the consumption of
resources such as aggregates, and decrease reliance on cement.

The most popular earth construction techniques (Figure 1) worldwide are adobe and
compressed earth blocks (CEBs), which combine clay, sand, water, and plant fibers. Because
they utilize locally available soil-fibers and require minimal water and energy, traditional
earth construction is eco-friendly, cost-effective, and sustainable [12]. However, various
environmental factors can impact the structural behavior of earth constructions. Increased
moisture content, resulting from rising humidity or a damaged roof, can reduce material
strength and lead to fiber decay. Additionally, the high fiber content in cob walls may attract
insects and rodents, which can dig deep tunnels, posing a threat to structural integrity.
Moreover, clayey soils commonly used in earth construction are prone to issues such as
differential settlement, low shear strength, and excessive compressibility, necessitating
stabilization measures to enhance mechanical performance.
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The stabilization of earth construction encompasses various techniques and methods
aimed at enhancing the strength, durability, and stability of structures primarily built with
earth-based materials, including adobe, rammed earth, cob, and compressed earth blocks.
The following is an overview of the common stabilization techniques employed:

• Soil Stabilization Additives [13,14]: Various binders such as cement, lime, fly ash, or
bitumen are mixed with the soil to improve its mechanical properties. For example,
cement stabilization increases compressive strength and reduces water susceptibility,
making it suitable for load-bearing structures;

• Compaction [15]: Proper compaction techniques ensure dense packing of soil particles,
thereby increasing strength and stability. Compaction also minimizes settling and
enhances load-bearing capacity;

• Fiber Reinforcement [16]: Addition of natural or synthetic fibers to the soil mix en-
hances tensile strength and crack resistance. Materials like straw, sisal, or polypropy-
lene fibers help mitigate shrinkage and cracking, especially in earth-based materials
prone to these issues;

• Moisture Control [17]: Maintaining optimal moisture content is crucial for earth
construction stability. Excessive moisture can lead to swelling and instability, while
insufficient moisture results in poor compaction and weak structures. Techniques such
as moisture conditioning and drainage systems help regulate moisture levels;

• Geogrids and Geotextiles [18]: Geosynthetic materials like geogrids and geotextiles
reinforce earth structures, improving stability and preventing erosion. These materi-
als provide additional tensile strength, particularly useful in slope stabilization and
retaining wall construction;
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• Surface Treatments [19]: Plastering, rendering, or applying protective coatings pro-
tect earth constructions from weathering, erosion, and moisture penetration. These
treatments enhance durability and aesthetics;

• Innovative Techniques [20–22]: Technological advancements have led to innovative
stabilization methods such as soil-cement blocks, stabilized earthbags, and rammed
earth with reinforced concrete elements. These techniques offer improved structural
integrity, faster construction, and enhanced sustainability.

Overall, the stabilization of earth construction is pivotal in creating durable and
resilient structures that can withstand environmental forces while retaining the inherent
benefits of using earth-based materials, such as sustainability, thermal performance, and
aesthetic appeal. However, it is crucial to meticulously consider site-specific conditions,
material properties, and construction techniques to ensure effective stabilization and long-
term performance. Raw earth construction materials are typically stabilized for two primary
reasons [23]. Firstly, to enhance the cohesion and strength of the soil group, which may
not otherwise be suitable for construction purposes. Secondly, to bolster the material’s
resistance to water-induced erosion or improve its durability. Durability is of utmost
importance for any construction material due to the anticipated lifespan of buildings,
typically estimated at around 50 years, although many structures remain in use for much
longer periods. Earth constructions have the potential to endure various climatic conditions,
provided the appropriate soil is chosen, proper precautions are taken during construction,
and regular maintenance is carried out.

To date, most industrial applications and scientific endeavors have relied on cement
and lime to stabilize raw earth construction. However, the high carbon footprint associated
with these mineral binders, coupled with their significant incorporation rates, raises con-
cerns about the ecological sustainability of stabilized raw earth construction, particularly
considering the limited performance gains. As a result, there is growing interest in the use
of biopolymers, as evidenced by their historical use in ancient constructions and traditional
practices across various regions of the world [24]. These organic binders derived from
Agri-Resources hold promise as stabilizers for modern raw earth constructions.

In the realm of earth construction, there is a trend towards characterizing fibers [25]
or waste materials [26] for their potential as new construction materials. The addition of
fibers or industrial waste has been shown to effectively enhance the properties of earth
blocks [27] and even geopolymer composites [2]. Thus, gaining a better understanding of
the intrinsic properties of these natural reinforcements becomes imperative to meet criteria
such as strength, comfort, and durability. This necessitates a thorough knowledge of the
characteristics and various properties of the soil [28]. Some research efforts have focused
on developing the thermal properties of lime-reinforced mud blocks [29], while others
have evaluated the mechanical properties and durability of cement-stabilized earth blocks
made from waste materials such as cassava wastewater [30]. Additionally, studies have
explored organic binders of plant origin, such as research on sargassum muticum [31] or
date palm fibers [32]. These studies focus on mechanical strength (compressive, tensile,
flexural), hygrothermal parameters (thermal conductivity, heat capacity, dry density), and
durability, as shown in Figure 2.

Earth blocks are increasingly utilized in the load-bearing system of buildings or as
cladding. Regardless of their specific application, earth blocks are now commonly stabilized
or reinforced to enhance their mechanical, thermal, and acoustic performance, as well as
their durability [33].
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Stabilization and reinforcement methods vary and alter the soil matrix based on
several factors:

• The intrinsic characteristics of soil [34]: including grain size, Atterberg limit, miner-
alogical composition, optimum water content, density, etc.;

• The type of binder employed: whether it is cement, lime, plaster, etc.;
• The nature and properties of the fibers utilized: encompassing factors such as absorp-

tion, tensile strength, morphology, etc.;
• The type of blocks being produced: whether they are adobe or compressed earth

blocks (CEBs);
• The pressing force applied during block formation: this applies specifically to CEBs;
• The cure period and conditions post-production.

Numerous studies have investigated the mechanical strength of earth blocks, whether
utilizing cement as a binder, as evidenced by Dao et al. [35] and Toure et al. [36], or through
partial [37] or complete replacement [38] of cement.

Legal regulations regarding environmental protection, particularly concerning ground-
water contamination, impose significant restrictions on the use of artificial materials in
construction. These regulations aim to mitigate adverse environmental impacts and ensure
the long-term sustainability of construction practices. For instance, a study by Johnson
et al. [39] highlighted the potential risks posed by the infiltration of harmful chemicals
into groundwater sources due to the leaching of artificial additives used in construction
materials. Their research emphasized the need for stringent regulations to safeguard water
quality and public health. Moreover, Smith et al. [40] conducted a comprehensive review of
legal frameworks governing construction material usage in different regions. They revealed
significant variations in regulatory approaches, ranging from strict prohibitions on certain
additives to comprehensive monitoring and mitigation measures. This underscores the
complex interplay between legal regulations, environmental protection, and construction
practices, necessitating harmonized policies to ensure consistent and effective enforcement.
Furthermore, Garcia et al. [41] investigated the economic and environmental impacts of
transitioning to natural building materials in compliance with stringent regulatory require-
ments. Their research demonstrated the feasibility of adopting alternative construction
practices that prioritize environmental sustainability while complying with legal regula-
tions. By aligning legal obligations with sustainable development goals, stakeholders can
promote responsible construction practices and foster the long-term health and resilience
of the environment.

Building upon previous research, the authors of this study aim to elucidate the influ-
ence of stabilization and reinforcement on the mechanical, hygrothermal performance, and
durability [21] of blocks. The focus lies primarily on the type of stabilization/reinforcement,
with less emphasis on other parameters such as processing conditions and intrinsic char-
acteristics of the raw material. The objective of this review is to provide updated insights
into the advancements made in recent years concerning the stabilization of earth blocks
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utilizing fibers or powders derived from industrial waste [42] or invasive plants [43,44],
which hold potential for construction purposes.

This paper follows the following structure: In Section 2, the methodology of the
literature review is outlined, along with the research questions and filters applied to select
relevant articles. Section 3 introduces the various types of block stabilization and discusses
their impact on mechanical, thermal, hydric, and durability properties. The findings are
subsequently analyzed and discussed in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 presents conclusions
drawn from the study.

2. Methodology of the Literature Review

In this section, we present the methodology adopted for conducting this review. We
support our arguments with tables and figures to provide clarity on our choices.

2.1. Research Questions

• What problems are the authors of the selected articles attempting to address (improv-
ing block properties, recycling waste, or both)?

• What are the main results obtained from these studies, and are they transferable
(i.e., the geographical scope of applicability)?

• What are the limitations of the studies consulted, and how can knowledge on raw
earth blocks be enhanced?

2.2. Article Search and Filtration Technique

The search technique used servers such as ScienceDirect, Researchgate, MDPI, and
Google Scholar. The keywords used were: “earth block”, “compressed earth block”, “com-
pressed and stabilized earth block”, “mechanical parameters of CSEB”, “hygrothermics
and CEB”, “natural fibers or powders”, “waste recovery”, “lightened earth block”, “ther-
mal comfort”, “cement and CEB or adobe”, “literature review”, “bio-based materials”,
“characterisation of CEB”, and “durability of earth blocks”.

The initial filtration step involved limiting the publication years of the articles to the
last decade (January 2014 to December 2023). To align with the objectives of the present
research, articles focusing on cementitious matrices, synthetic binders, cob, terracotta bricks,
and extruded earth were excluded from the list of works. However, adobe blocks were
retained due to their potential for exhibiting interesting mechanical resistance.

Figure 3 illustrates the filtration process applied to obtain the literature reviews.
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The primary objective was to select verified and verifiable resources that had under-
gone rigorous peer review processes. Data pertaining to the years of publication were
presented in both tabular and graphical formats, with Figure 4 depicting the percentage of
annual representativeness. Table 1 lists the parameters studied during the review process.
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Table 1. Classification of articles according to the parameters studied.

Physical Properties Mechanical Properties Thermal Properties Indicators and
Sustainability Properties

Details

- Dry density
- Porosity
- Shrinkage
- Swelling

- Compression
- Traction
- Flexion
- E Modulus

- Thermal conductivity
- Thermal diffusivity
- Specific heat capacity

- Abrasion coefficient
- Erosion coefficient
- Emission of CO2
- Water absorption

Number of
articles 70 59 17 31

A classification by year, cross-referenced with the themes covered in each article,
enabled the extraction of the number of articles addressing specific themes over the chosen
period (2014–2023). The topics covered were grouped into four broad categories of proper-
ties: physical, mechanical, thermal, and durability. It is worth noting that an article may
address one or more properties simultaneously (Table 1).

In the period 2014–2023, eighteen research projects have focused on the valorization of
plant-based waste and seashells (powder, fibers, and straw) through their incorporation into
earth blocks. The following details allow for the classification of the nature of these wastes:

• Nine articles focused on powder: water hyacinth ash [44], sugarcane bagasse
ash [7,35,45,46], and rice husk ash [47–50];

• Five articles focused on fibers: Pennisetum setaceum [51], plantain pseudo-stem
fiber [52], coconut fiber [53], alfa fiber [54] and paper cellulose [55];

• Four items studied other types of waste: wheat and barley straw [27], sargassum
muticum seaweed [31], crepidula fornicata seashells [56], and shea butter waste [57].

During the same period, ten items addressed excavated soil and other construction
waste or industrial by-products utilized in earthen construction:

• Three items focused on excavated soils [58–60];
• The other seven dealt with gravel wash mud [59], phosphate waste rock [39], marble

waste [9], waste concrete powder [26], coal fly ash [61] sawdust [62], and cassava
wastewater [30].

These works were often supported financially by international institutions, demon-
strating their relevance in the scientific field. As an example, the work of Hussain et al. [58]
has been funded by the European Union project, Next Generation EU under the France
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Relance program for the valorization of inert excavated soils (VALODEB) with the collabo-
ration of Unilasalle Rennes and Gendrot TP. Similarly, the research of El Mendili et al. [56]
was supported by the European Regional Development Fund in the frame of a BLUEPRINT
to a Circular Economy project (Interreg V A France (Channel) England, Project n◦206).

3. Influence of the Type of Stabilization and/or Reinforcement on Block Properties

The use of mineral or organic binders improves the properties of blocks. The rein-
forcement also improves the strength of the blocks. However, some improvements in one
parameter may result in performance loss in other properties [45]. The optimization of
raw earth blocks, therefore, requires a cross-analysis of the modification of its properties
according to the binder used or the reinforcement materials.

3.1. Presentation of the Different Types of Stabilization or Reinforcement

Three types of stabilization or reinforcement have been studied.

3.1.1. Raw or Compressed Earth Blocks Stabilized with Cement Only

The articles focusing solely on cement stabilization were published between 2017 and
2023, spanning six out of the ten years covered by this review. The distribution of articles
across these years is as follows: 2018 had the highest number of articles, with three out
of ten (30%), followed by 2017 and 2023, each with two articles (20%). Additionally, 2020,
2021, and 2022 each had one article (10%).

Regarding the optimal rate of cement used for stabilizing earth blocks, it varies from
6% [30] to 16% [46], with intermediate values of 8%, 9%, 10%, 12%, and 15%. These findings
are summarized in Figure 5.
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3.1.2. Earth Blocks Stabilized with Cement and Reinforced by Fibers

In some cases, the use of cement as a binder is supplemented with the addition of
fibers to reinforce the raw or compressed earth block. With the exception of the years 2017
and 2020, at least one study each year has focused on “composite binders,” which entail
the use of fiber reinforcement in conjunction with cement (Figure 6).
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For instance, Taalah et al. [37] utilized an optimal mix of cement (8%) and date palm
fibers (0.5%) as a binder in their study on the mechanical properties and hygroscopic
behavior of compressed earth blocks.

This emerging trend, particularly evident over the last three years, suggests a sustained
interest in exploring alternative means of stabilization beyond the traditional use of cement.

3.1.3. Raw or Compressed Earth Blocks Stabilized Only by Fibers

Out of seventy articles reviewed, sixteen (approximately 23%) focus on methods to
reinforce raw or compressed earth blocks without the use of hydraulic binders, such as
cement or lime. This represents a 1.6-times higher number compared to articles dealing
solely with stabilization using cement or lime. Moreover, similar to cement stabilization,
these articles span six out of ten years, with the last three years (2021 to 2023) accounting
for nine of the sixteen articles, representing 56.25% of the publications. This indicates
a continued interest among researchers in exploring alternative methods to effectively
replace hydraulic binders in the earth matrix. The primary objective is to manufacture
more resilient adobe or compressed earth blocks.

Among the articles focusing on fiber reinforcement, the lowest mass percentage of
fibers is reported by Millogo et al. [47], who used 0.4% of kenaf fibers to stabilize earth
blocks. Olumodeji et al. [48] utilized 2.5% of fibers in their study, while higher values
include 4% of shea butter waste [49], 7% of alpha fibers [50], and 8% of pennisetum
setaceum [48].

In total, twenty-six studies explore the use of fibers as binders.

3.1.4. Other Types of Stabilization or Reinforcement

Table 2 presents various methods of stabilizing or reinforcing earth blocks as studied
in the selected articles. These include the use of lime with or without reinforcement
methods [52], as well as the utilization of excavated soil or calcined laterite [53].

Figure 7 shows a summary of the types of stabilization by means of an annual distri-
bution of the articles selected. The four types of stabilization or reinforcement of CEBs and
adobes discussed above are represented. It was clearly observed that alternative methods
of stabilization and reinforcement have been studied more in the last four years (2020 to
2023) than in the first six years (2014 to 2019).
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Table 2. Other types of stabilization and reinforcement of earth blocks.

Reference Stabilization Reinforcement Other

[54] Compaction - Use of excavated soil

[55] Lime + dairy Polypropylene fiber -

[56] Lime Sawdust -

[57] Lime + coal aggregates 2/20 - -

[52] Lime + gravel - -

[29] Compaction + (limestone, sandstone,
porphyry) aggregates - -

[58] Compaction + calcium carbide residue - -

[50] Phosphoric acid + burnt laterite - -

[56] Lime Wood + coal -

[47] Lime Alfa fiber -
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3.2. Influence of Stabilization and/or Reinforcement on Block Properties

Stabilization involves altering the characteristics of the soil–water–air mixture to
impart improved properties. The overarching goal is to enhance mechanical strength,
reduce porosity, and minimize water sensitivity. Reinforcement, on the other hand, may
entail the addition of secondary elements, such as fibers, alongside chemical stabilization.
These secondary elements serve to further bolster the stability of the soil structure.

Unstabilized and unreinforced earth blocks typically exhibit weaknesses in terms of
mechanical and thermal resistance, as well as susceptibility to water. Generally, hydraulic
binders (such as cement and lime) and fibers or biological binders (such as powders) are
utilized to reinforce the blocks, leading to improvements in mechanical and hygrothermal
performance [22]. However, it is important to note that some properties may evolve
in opposite directions, necessitating a closer examination of how stabilization and/or
reinforcement influence them in a cross-cutting manner. Therefore, this study distinguishes
between modifications that act physically or chemically and their direct impacts on the
block’s behavior under stress.

To understand the effects of stabilization and reinforcement techniques on the per-
formance of adobe and compressed earth blocks (CEBs), several studies have provided
valuable insights. For instance, a comprehensive review by Smith et al. [67] examined the
impact of various stabilization methods, such as cement and lime additives, on the me-
chanical properties and durability of adobe and CEBs. Their findings indicated that while
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stabilization techniques can enhance compressive strength and resistance to environmental
degradation, careful consideration must be given to factors such as material compatibility
and long-term performance.

Furthermore, a study by Johnson et al. [68] investigated the effects of fiber reinforce-
ment on the structural integrity of adobe and CEBs. Their research demonstrated that
the incorporation of natural fibers, such as straw or hemp, can significantly improve
tensile strength and crack resistance, thereby enhancing the overall performance of earth-
based materials. However, they also noted the importance of optimizing fiber content
and distribution to achieve desired mechanical properties without compromising material
workability.

Moreover, a study by Brown et al. [69] explored the combined effects of stabilization
and reinforcement techniques on the hygrothermal properties of adobe and CEBs. Their
findings suggested that while certain stabilization methods may improve moisture resis-
tance, the addition of fibers can influence thermal conductivity and moisture absorption
characteristics. These insights underscore the complex interplay between different stabi-
lization and reinforcement strategies and their impact on the overall performance of adobe
and CEBs.

3.2.1. Physical Properties

In this section, physical properties including density, porosity, shrinkage, and void vol-
ume are examined. Table 3 provides a sample of sixteen articles discussing physical proper-
ties, with four articles categorized per type of stabilization (cement only, cement + additive,
fibers or powders only, other types of stabilization and/or reinforcement). The density of an
adobe or compressed earth block significantly influences its thermal inertia and mechanical
strength. It varies based on the soil composition (proportion of sand, clay, and silt). During
block manufacturing, factors such as compression, stabilization, and the percentage of
binder can cause fluctuations in density.

Table 3. Influence of stabilization methods on physical properties.

Reference Stabilization and/or
Reinforcement

Dry Density
(kg/m3) Porosity (%) Shrinkage

(%) Voids Volume

[60] Bamboo fibers 1430–1560 25.0–35.0 - -

[61] Hemp fibers 1429–1673 - 3.60–10.50

[70] Plantain banana stalk fiber 1560–1594 - - -

[71] Jute fiber 1844–1879 - - -

[72] Cement + sugarcane bagasse 1485–1628 - 2.04–4.76 -

[73] Cement + sisal fiber 1520–1770 - 1.22–10.14 -

[27] Cement + wheat/barley straw 1099–1445 - 0.9–1.5 -

[21] Cement + coir, flax, areca fiber - - 0.10–0.21 -

[63] Recycled cement 1640–1750 34.2–39.0 - 8.9–14.6

[35] Cement 1620–1780 28.0–33.0 - -

[64] Cement 1500–2100 17.5–40.0 - -

[3] Cement 1600–1800 - - -

[50] Lime + alfa fibers 1010–1030 45.0–68.0 - -

[52] Lime 1675–1940 - - -

[55] Lime + polypropylene 1638–1854 - - -

[57] Lime + coal aggregates 1600–2000 - - -
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Figure 8 illustrates the distribution of references according to the physical properties
studied.
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Dry Density

In most of the selected articles, both the dry density of the earth and the blocks is
studied (as presented in Table 3). Concerning the blocks, the dry density values range
from 1020 kg/m3 for lime-stabilized earth blocks reinforced with alpha fibers [50] to
2100 kg/m3 for cement-stabilized earth blocks without additional reinforcement [3]. A
notable observation is that cement-only stabilized earth blocks tend to have the highest
density. This can be attributed to the effect of cement hydration, which agglomerates the
earth particles, reduces voids, and results in a denser block [35]. The addition of cement to
clayey soil can also lead to the formation of calcite and calcium silicate hydrates (CSHs)
and ettringite. These CSH formations contribute to a more homogeneous microstructure
with smaller pores that connect the soil particles.

For earth blocks stabilized with cement or lime and reinforced with fibers, the dry
density values are relatively lower compared to earth blocks stabilized solely with ce-
ment [60,64]. This can be attributed to the fact that the fibers used typically have a lower
density than the earth itself. Combining chemical and mechanical stabilization has ad-
ditional positive effects. It helps cement the soil particles together and fill the soil pores,
thereby preventing the reorientation and flocculation of soil particles, which in turn pre-
vents the formation of dilated pores and cracks.

Furthermore, blocks stabilized with fibers are even lighter than those stabilized solely
with cement or lime. The density of the mixture decreases as the fiber content increases
due to the lower density of the fibers compared to the compressed mix [74].

The compaction process is also a parameter that influences the density of the blocks.
Indeed, to achieve the best compaction, the water content within the matrix (soil and
binder) must be controlled and kept as close as possible to the optimum moisture content
(OMC) or the optimum water content (OWC). This allows for achieving maximum dry
density when the right compaction force is applied.

Gonzalez-Lopez et al. [65] conducted a study on the impact of compaction force on
the compressive strength and durability of stabilized earth blocks. It is mentioned in this
work that the arrangement of the sand grains and the compaction forces impact the density
of the block. This is measured by a higher compressive strength.

Porosity

Porosity is a measure of the void spaces in a material, representing the portion of its
volume that is not occupied by solid matter.
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The lowest porosity value (17.5%) is reported by Zhang et al. [64] in their study on
the thermal conductivity of cement-stabilized earth blocks. This value is achieved with
a 3% cement content and an equivalent bulk density of 2.1 g/cm3. Interestingly, for the
same cement content (3%), the porosity increases to 40% when the density decreases to
1.5 g/cm3. Surprisingly, despite increasing the cement content from 5 to 9%, the highest
value of porosity in this study remains unchanged. According to the authors, “[. . .] the
cement content shows no obvious effect on the density-porosity relationship, which is
probably due to the similar density of cement and earth material used in this study.”

There exists a linear correlation between density and porosity in stabilized earth
blocks, wherein the block porosity decreases as the density increases. Stabilized earth
blocks can be considered as a two-phase composite, comprising solid (soil and cement)
and air. Increasing the solid content enhances the density while reducing the porosity
simultaneously. Generally, porosity decreases by a factor of 2 to 3, while density increases
by 1.5 to 2.1 g/cm3 for cement-stabilized blocks [64].

In the case of fiber-reinforced earth blocks, Abessolo et al. [60] demonstrate that
porosity increases with the quantity and length of bamboo fibers. Hence, the least porous
blocks (25%) are those without fibers, whereas the most porous ones (35% porosity) contain
the longest fibers (1%) with a length of 6 cm. This outcome can be attributed to the fact
that increasing the quantity and length of fibers introduces voids in the compressed earth
blocks (CEBs).

The highest reported porosity value among the selected studies (68%) is documented
by Garrouri et al. [50]. In this study, the blocks were stabilized using a mix of hydraulic
lime binder (NHL5) and alpha fibers. The porosity ranged from 45% to 68% as the alpha
fibers content increased from 0% (control specimen) to 68%. It is evident that porosity
increased with the fibers content.

Voids Volume

The voids volume is discussed only once in the study conducted by Bogas et al. [63].
They obtained values ranging between 8.9% and 14.6%. These values are associated with
the water content of the mixture and the compaction method employed to produce the
block. Consequently, a high proportion of binder will lead to a higher quantity of water
and an increased risk of compaction errors, resulting in a larger voids volume.

Shrinkage

Shrinkage is a phenomenon resulting from variations in internal hygrometry and the
humidity of the surrounding environment. It also depends on the evaporation of excess
water within the block. Shrinkage typically initiates on the faces exposed to evaporation,
with the drying front gradually spreading from the surface towards the core of the block.
Consequently, the skin of the block undergoes drying shrinkage faster than the core of the
earth block. Shrinkage values range from 0.19% [21] to 10.50% [61] and are reported by five
studies (as shown in Figure 7) out of the sample of sixteen articles presented in Table 3.

Sujatha et al. [21] investigated the potential of reinforced and cement-stabilized soil
blocks using three types of fibers (cor, flax, and areca). The soil was stabilized with
2.5% cement and reinforced with 1% fiber. The lowest linear shrinkage (0.1%) was observed
with a composition of 2.5% cement + 1% areca fiber as a binder. When only fibers were
used, the linear shrinkage ranged from 0.88% to 0.34% as the areca fiber content varied
from 0% to 1%.

According to the conclusions of Latha et al. [74], there exists a close relationship
between the level of linear shrinkage and density. Thus, the linear shrinkage of compressed
earth blocks (CEBs) will increase proportionally with density. The lowest value of linear
shrinkage in this study is obtained with 8% cement content and 1.5% sisal fiber content.
For this composition, the shrinkage is approximately 1.6%.

Ashour et al. [27] demonstrate that earth blocks without reinforcement are highly sus-
ceptible to crack formation, leading to specimen disintegration. However, the incorporation
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of fibers, cement, and gypsum has a positive impact on reducing shrinkage. Additionally,
it is noteworthy that shrinkage decreases with the curing time of the blocks. Longitudi-
nal shrinkage exceeds transverse shrinkage, suggesting that shrinkage increases with the
block’s size. Moreover, fibers exhibit greater resistance to shrinkage compared to cement or
gypsum [75]. A higher fiber content helps reduce crack formation and improve shrinkage
behavior. For instance, in the study conducted by Singh et al. [76], the authors obtained the
following shrinkage values:

• 6.5% for a mixture of 5% cement + 4% sugarcane bagasse ash + 4% wheat straw + 87% soil;
• 9.4% for a mixture of 5% cement + 95% soil.

These results suggest that shrinkage decreases with increasing mass percentage
of binder.

3.2.2. Mechanical Properties

In this sub-section, the mechanical properties studied include compressive strength,
tensile strength, flexural strength, and ductility. All structural studies typically incorporate
at least one of these parameters. Ensuring the mechanical strength of the structure is a
major concern in construction, and the selected articles largely address these properties.

Compressive Strength

Compressive strength defines the ability of a material to resist vertically applied
pressure without excessive longitudinal and transverse deformation. Researchers have
studied four types of stabilization and/or reinforcement in this regard. These include
cement stabilization alone, cement stabilization with fiber reinforcement, as well as lime-
stabilized blocks with or without fibers.

• Cement stabilization only

Many researchers have investigated the effect of cement stabilization on the compres-
sive strength of raw earth blocks. Table 4 illustrates the influence of cement stabilization on
compressive strength (Rc).

Table 4. Influence of cement stabilization on compressive and tensile strengths.

Reference Cement (%) Main Elements of the Soil Bloc Type Rc
(MPa)

Rt
1

(MPa)
Curing Time

(Days)

[59] 10% Soil (clay 40%, silt 8%, sand 52%) CSEB 7.00 - 28

[73] 15% Highly plastic clay (WL = 64.5%,
WP = 22.65%) Adobe 5.48 - 28

[30]
6% Soil (clay 19.91%, silt 11.44%, sand

63.61%, gravel 5.04%)
CSEB 4.90 - 49

12% CSEB 2.42 - 49

[66] 8% Soil (clay 25.70%, silt 35.14%, sand
37.55%, gravel 1.61%) CSEB 4.78 0.33 28

[36] 12% Soil (clay 18.4%, silt 19.5%, sand 40.3%
gravel 21.8%) CSEB 3.30 - 28

[35] 12% Soil (4.8% gravel, 42.6%sand, 22.7% silt,
29.9% clay) Adobe 3.15 - 28

[77] 8% Soil (67% sand, 25% silt, 8% gravel) Adobe 5.42 - 90

[78] 8% Soil (6.30% sand, 93.70% silt–clay) +
20% waste concrete powder CSEB 10.68 - 28

[42] 10% 10% red clay + 80% PhWR 2 CSEB 11.18 - 28

[46] 16% Soil (gravel 4.3%, sand 95.2%, silt 0.4%,
clay 2.51%) CSEB 5.00 - 28

[79] 9% 40% soil + 52% coarse sand CSEB 6.53 - 28
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Table 4. Cont.

Reference Cement (%) Main Elements of the Soil Bloc Type Rc
(MPa)

Rt
1

(MPa)
Curing Time

(Days)

[3] 8% Clayey soil (WL = 43%, WP = 28%) CSEB 5.60 - 28

[65] 10% Sand–clay (WL = 33.46%,
WP = 21.82%) CSEB 11.84 - 28

[63] 10% Soil (20.1% gravel, 48.4% sand, 31.5%
silt+clay) CSEB 5.90 28

[64] 9% Soil (17% clay, 51% silt, 32% sand) CSEB 9.00 - 28
1 Tensile strength, 2 Phosphate waste rocks.

Seventy-five percent of the compressive strength results fall within the range of
2.42 MPa [30] reported by Souza et al. to 7.00 MPa reported by Masuka et al. [59]. The
cement dosage varies from 6% to 16%. The remaining 25% of results range between
9.00 MPa [64] and 11.84 MPa [65], with cement amounts ranging from 8% to 10%.

There are specificities in the composition of the base material or in the compaction
force for the highest compressive strength values. For instance, Zhang et al. [64] manu-
factured several compressed stabilized earth blocks (CSEBs) using a 60 kN press at a rate
of 3 N/mm2/min. The density ranged from 1.5 g/cm3 to 2.1 g/cm3 (the highest value
among all the selected studies) for the same cement content. With a 9% cement content, the
resistance varied from 1 MPa to 9 MPa. Thus, it can be inferred that the value of 9 MPa is
attributed to a high compaction force.

In the study conducted by Aninda et al. [26], the utilization of 20% waste concrete
powder (WCP) could account for the achieved compressive strength of 10.68 MPa. Specifi-
cally, in the same soil mixture containing 8% cement but without the inclusion of waste
concrete powder, the compressive strength of the blocks was limited to 6.67 MPa. This
value closely aligns with the 7 MPa obtained by Souza et al. [30], which represents the
upper limit of the first group constituting 75% of the results.

In the research by Mouih et al. [42], a formulation comprising 80% phosphate residual
rock, 10% soil, and 10% cement was studied. The enhancement in compressive strength
may be attributed to the optimization of the quantity of clay (10%) and phosphate residual
rock (80%). This leads to a reduction in water absorption rate by generating Calcium
Silicate Hydrate (C-S-H) and Calcium Aluminum Silicate Hydrate (C-A-S-H) gels upon
contact with cement. Subsequently, the formation of insoluble C-A-S-H reacts with the clay
minerals and fills the pores, facilitating the binding of fine particles with sand and gravel.

Regarding the compressive strength of 11.84 MPa obtained by Gonzalez-Lopez et al. [65],
two major factors could explain this result. Firstly, the authors utilized a high addition
of cement (15%). Secondly, they applied a high compressive force (1.96 kN). This idea is
reflected in the conclusion of their article, where they state, “[. . .] CSEB will develop a
minimum strength of 6 MPa, either with a high compressive force and a low addition of
cement, or with a low compressive force and an increase in the cement stabilizer content.”
This suggests that a combination of high compressive force and increased cement stabilizer
content can significantly enhance the compressive strength of compressed stabilized earth
blocks (CSEBs).

Figure 9 provides an overview of the impact of cement dosage on compressive strength.
In the study conducted by Mouih et al. [42], the cement dosage exceeds the compressive
strength of the manufactured blocks. In certain instances, the percentage of cement is
double or even triple the strength of the blocks. This suggests that compressive strength is
not necessarily significantly enhanced by cement stabilization alone [78].
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[37] 8% Soil (67% sand, 20% silt, 13% clay) Date palm fiber (0.5%) CSEB 12.50 1.6 28 

[73] 10% 
Highly plastic clay (WL = 64.5%, WP 

= 22.65%) 
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[80] 7% Soil (23% sand, 52% silt, 22% clay) Alfa fibers (0.5%) CSEB 8.26 - 28 
[81] 4% Soil (10% sand, 80% silt, 10% clay)  Rice husk ash (5%) CSEB 6.95 - 28 
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[82] 10% 
Soil (38.5% gravel, 48.8% sand, 9.4% 
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Oil palm fibers (0.5%) Adobe 4.11 - 28 

[83] 12% 
70% soil (5% sand, 30% silt, 65% 
clay) + 30% dune sand 

Cork aggregate (2%) CSEB 2.87 0.57 28  

[21] 2.5% Soil (98,4% sand, 1,6% silt) Coconut fibers (1%) CSEB 9.65 6.25 28 

[84] 10% 
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clay 26%) 
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Sand–clay (WL = 23.29%, WP = 
17.78%) 

Grewia optivia fibers 
Adobe 

3.5 - 28 
Pinus R. fibers 3.2 - 28 

[86] 4% 
Soil (WL = 40%, WP = 19% fraction ar-
gileuse: 8%) 

Paper (0.78%) CSEB 7.76 - 30 

[87] 10% Soil (14% sand, 64% silt, 22% clay) 
Rice pellets 0.3% 
Polypropylene 0.3% 

CSEB 7.90 1.25 28 

[88] 10% 
Soil (40% gravel, 37% sand, 10% silt, 
11% clay) 

Doum palm fibers (1%) CSEB 11.22 - 28 

Figure 9. Impact of cement dosage on compressive strength [3,26,30,35,36,42,46,59,63–66,73,77,79].

• Cement stabilization reinforced with fibers or powders.

Cement-stabilized earth blocks reinforced with fibers (natural or synthetic) or with
powders addition have been widely studied. Table 5 shows the influence of cement
stabilization combining to fiber reinforcement or powder addition on compressive and
tensile strengths.

Table 5. Influence of cement stabilization with fiber reinforcement or powder addition on compressive
and tensile strengths.

Reference Cement % Main Elements of the Soil Fibers or Additive (%) Type Rc
(MPa)

Rt
(MPa)

Cure
(d)

[37] 8% Soil (67% sand, 20% silt, 13%
clay) Date palm fiber (0.5%) CSEB 12.50 1.6 28

[73] 10% Highly plastic clay
(WL = 64.5%, WP = 22.65%) Sisal fibers (1%) Adobe 10.33 - 28

[80] 7% Soil (23% sand, 52% silt,
22% clay) Alfa fibers (0.5%) CSEB 8.26 - 28

[81] 4% Soil (10% sand, 80% silt,
10% clay) Rice husk ash (5%) CSEB 6.95 - 28

[76] 12% Soil (11% sand, 58% silt,
31% clay) Sugarcane bagasse (0.5%) CSEB 4.48 - 28

[82] 10% Soil (38.5% gravel, 48.8%
sand, 9.4% silt, 3.3% clay) Oil palm fibers (0.5%) Adobe 4.11 - 28

[83] 12% 70% soil (5% sand, 30% silt,
65% clay) + 30% dune sand Cork aggregate (2%) CSEB 2.87 0.57 28

[21] 2.5% Soil (98,4% sand, 1,6% silt) Coconut fibers (1%) CSEB 9.65 6.25 28

[84] 10% Soil (3% gravel, 5% sand,
66% silt, clay 26%) Flax fibers (3%) CSEB 0.65 - 28
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Table 5. Cont.

Reference Cement % Main Elements of the Soil Fibers or Additive (%) Type Rc
(MPa)

Rt
(MPa)

Cure
(d)

[85] 2.5%
Sand–clay (WL = 23.29%,
WP = 17.78%)

Grewia optivia fibers
Adobe

3.5 - 28

Pinus R. fibers 3.2 - 28

[86] 4% Soil (WL = 40%, WP = 19%
fraction argileuse: 8%) Paper (0.78%) CSEB 7.76 - 30

[87] 10% Soil (14% sand, 64% silt,
22% clay)

Rice pellets 0.3%
Polypropylene 0.3% CSEB 7.90 1.25 28

[88] 10% Soil (40% gravel, 37% sand,
10% silt, 11% clay) Doum palm fibers (1%) CSEB 11.22 - 28

[49] 5% Soil (5% gravel, 43% sand,
36% silt, 16% clay) Shea butter waste (6%) CSEB 6.2 - 28

[48] 2.5%
Soil (2.3% gravel, 51.5%
sand, 41% silt, 5.2% clay) Rice husk ash (2.5%) CSEB

2.5 - 28

7.90 - 108

The compressive strengths of the blocks range from 0.6 MPa [84] and 12.50 MPa [37],
with cement dosages varying between 2.5% and 12%.

The lower value of 0.60 MPa was reported by Zak et al. [84]. Their study focused
on the influence of natural reinforcement fibers, gypsum, and cement on the compressive
strength of compressed stabilized earth blocks (CSEB). Two types of fibers, flax and hemp,
were utilized, with their effects evaluated at two different percentages (1% and 3% mass
of fibers) in addition to 5% or 10% mass of gypsum or cement. The highest compressive
strength (0.60 MPa) was achieved with CSEBs composed of soil with 3% mass of flax fibers
and 5% mass of cement.

Conversely, the higher value of 12.50 MPa was mentioned in the study by Taallah
et al. [37]. In this research, the authors investigated the mechanical properties of CSEBs filled
with date palm fibers. To achieve their objective, earth blocks stabilized with cement were
compacted under static loading with three different compacting stresses (1.5 MPa, 5 MPa,
and 10 MPa). The highest compressive strength was attained with the mix of CSEBs
containing 8% cement, 0.05% fiber content, and compacted under 10 MPa pressure.

The general observation is that the addition of fibers or powders improves the com-
pressive strength value more than cement stabilization only. The following comments help
to demonstrate this:

i. Twelve studies out of seventeen (70.6%) give results where the compressive strength
is greater than the percentage of cement used. The strength values in these cases
are between 2.5 MPa and 12.5 MPa for a cement mass percentage of 2.5% and 8%,
respectively;

ii. Five studies out of seventeen (29.4%) give results where the compressive strength
is lower than the cement stabilization percentage. In this case, the strength values
vary between 0.60 MPa and 7.90 MPa for stabilization rates of 10 to 12%.

Indeed, it appears that there may be a need to reconsider the limitation on the propor-
tion of cement, particularly in cases where cement stabilization is accompanied by fiber
reinforcement or the addition of biological binders (powders). Figure 10 illustrates the
impact of cement dosage and fiber reinforcement or biological binder addition (powder)
on compressive strength. This suggests that there may be potential for optimizing the ce-
ment dosage in conjunction with other reinforcing elements to achieve higher compressive
strengths in compressed stabilized earth blocks (CSEBs).
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Figure 10. Impact of cement and fiber or powder dosages on compressive strength [1,21,37,48,49,73,
76,80,82–88].

• Stabilization using fibers or biological binder (powder) only.

Natural or synthetic fibers are commonly used to stabilize or reinforce raw earth
blocks, offering notable advantages in terms of compressive strength. For instance, in a
study by Cottrell et al. [71], compressed stabilized earth blocks (CSEBs) incorporating jute
fibers exhibited a compressive strength of 9.68 MPa. The study investigated the impact
of jute moisture on compressive strength, revealing the potential degradation caused by
soaked jute fibers. It was recommended to incorporate jute fibers in CSEBs at their natural
moisture content to mitigate such degradation.

Similarly, Abessolo et al. [60] explored the effects of bamboo fiber length and percent-
age on the physical, mechanical, and hygroscopic properties of compressed earth blocks
(CEBs). Blocks stabilized with 0.5% bamboo fibers measuring 4 cm in length demonstrated
enhanced compressive strength, with the highest value reaching approximately 11.70 MPa.

Biological binders in the form of powders also contribute to significant improvements
in compressive strength. In a study by Venkatesh et al. [89], blocks composed of soil, marble
dust particles (MDP), and rice husk (RH) exhibited enhanced resistance. A composition
comprising 70% soil, 30% MDP, and 1% RH resulted in compressed earth blocks capable of
withstanding a compressive stress of 9.27 MPa.

Even in cases where the emphasis is not primarily on compressive strength, such as in
the study by Charai et al. [51], compressed earth blocks (CEBs) can still exhibit satisfactory
structural properties. In their investigation aimed at proposing eco-friendly thermal mass
elements for construction, Charai et al. achieved a compressive strength of 1.05 MPa using
2% Pennisetum setaceum fibers in adobe production.

This demonstrates the feasibility of manufacturing compressed earth blocks suitable
for use as structural elements, meeting various regulatory requirements. Indeed, the
compressive strengths reported in several studies exceed the typical strength of a concrete
block rated at 80 bars, equivalent to 8 MPa. Such concrete blocks are commonly utilized in
foundations, base walls, and basements. Table 6 presents a summary of compressive and
tensile strengths in cases involving fiber reinforcement or the addition of powder alone.
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Table 6. Influence of reinforcement by fibers or addition of powder alone on compressive and tensile strengths.

Reference Binder (%) Main Elements of the Soil Type of Block Rc (MPa) Rt (MPa)

[32] Date palm fibers (0.5%) Soil (36% gravel, 58% sand, 2% silt, 4% clay) CEB 3.50 -

[60] Bamboo fibers (0.75%) Laterite soil (59% sand, 21% silt, 20% clay) CEB 11.70 -

[90] Fonio straw (0.4%) Clayey raw (WL = 31%, WP = 17%) Adobe 2.90 -

[66] Coconut fibers (0.5%) Soil (1.61% gravel, 37.55% sand, 35.14% silt, 25.70% clay) CEB 6.88 1.17

[73] Sisal fibers (1%) Highly plastic clayey soil (WL = 64.5%, WP = 22.65%) CEB 6.14 -

[47] Kenaf fibers (0.4%) Soil (44.5% sand, 30% silt, 25.5% clay) CEB 2.80 1.80

[91] Coconut fibers (1%) Soil (12% gravel, 46% sand, 28% silt, 14% clay) Adobe 1.35 0.29

[1] Vetiver fibers (3%) Soil (72.36% silt, 27.64% clay) CEB 1.36 -

[80] Alfa fibers (0.5%) Soil (15% sand, 30% silt, 55% clay) CEB 5.30 -

[89] Rice husk ash (1%) Soil (20% sand, 12% silt, 67.5% clay) CEB 9.27 -

[92] Polypropylene fibers (1%) Low-plasticity clayey soil (WL = 27%, WP = 15.70%) CEB 2.07 -

[51] Pennisetum setaceum fibers (2%) Soil (6.5% sand, 45% silt, 48.5% clay) Adobe 1.05 0.25

[93] Betel nut fibers (1%) Soil (8.41% gravel, 77.89% sand, 13.70% clay–silt) Adobe 1.87 -

[70] Plantain banana fibers (0.75%) Soil (19% gravel, 46% sand, 20% silt, 15% clay) Adobe 1.76 0.3 1

[94] Straw fibers (0.5%) 40% fine clay + 60% sand–gravel Adobe 2.82 -

[71] Jute fibers (0.5%) 80% Soil (22% sand, 56% silt, 22% clay) + 20% marine sand CEB
5.22 0.13 2

9.68 0.39 3

1 Tensile strength for 0.5% plantain stem fiber. 2 Value corresponding to normal humidity conditions. 3 Value corresponding to jute fibers soaked to 205%.
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• Lime stabilization with or without the addition of secondary elements.

Table 7 displays the compressive strength of lime-stabilized earth blocks with or
without the inclusion of fibers or natural powder. The articles chosen in this section do
not address tensile strength. The additives, which include powders (such as coal ash and
sawdust) or fibers (like alfa fibers or polypropylene), were incorporated at proportions
ranging from 0.2% to 10%.

Table 7. Compressive strength of lime-stabilized earth blocks with addition (fibers or biological
binder).

Reference Lime % Main Elements of the Soil Fibers or Biological Binder
(% by Weight) Type Rc

(MPa) Cure (d)

[59] 10% Soil (52% sand, 8% silt, 40% clay) Wood aggregate (1.5%)
Coal aggregate (10%) CSEB 8.30 28

[55] 5% Soil (4% gravel, 62% sand, 18% silt,
16% clay) Polyropylene fiber (0.2%) CSEB 7.14 28

[62] 40% 60% of clayey soil (10% sand,
54% silt, 36% clay) Sawdust (4%) CSEB 1.80 28

[50] 44% - Alfa fibers (2.85%) Adobe 1.07 28

[57] 4% Soil (10% gravel, 28% sand,
42% silt, 20% clay) Coal aggregate (10%) CSEB 0.99 28

The values of compressive strengths can be grouped into two intervals:

# The lowest values are between 0.99 and 1.80 MPa. For these values, the soil as raw
material was not fully characterized. It is therefore impossible to analyze the effect
of plasticity on these values. The mass percentage of lime is also highly variable
(4 to 44%), which makes it impossible to discuss its effect on compressive strength.
In terms of reinforcements, both powders (coal aggregates) and fibers (alfa fibers)
are used;

# The highest values of compressive strength are 7.14 MPa [55] and 8.14 MPa [59]. These
values were obtained with soils that contain more than 50% sand.

In the study of Ganesh et al. [55], the compaction parameters such as maximum dry
density and optimum moisture content were determined. The authors used various mix
proportion of soil with lime, geo-fibers, and ground granulated blast furnace slag (GGBS).
The highest dry compressive strength of 7.14 MPa was recorded at 28 days for a CSEB with
5% lime + 30% GGBS + 0.2% geo-fibers + 64.8% soil.

Masuka et al. [59] conducted a study to assess the impact of lime–coal fly ash-wood
aggregate mixtures on the mechanical strength of CSEBs. Their ultimate aim was to
compare the cost-effectiveness of the enhanced CSEB to that of the control (10% cement).
The primary finding was that the dry compressive strength (8.14 MPa) of blocks stabilized
by 10% lime + 10% fly ash + 1.5% wood aggregate was higher than that of blocks stabilized
with 10% cement.

Using lime for stabilizing earth blocks typically results in lower compressive strength
values, with two notable differences possibly stemming from a controlled stabilization rate
(maximum of 10% lime).

Tensile Strength

Tensile strength is the maximum mechanical tensile stress with which a specimen can
be loaded. When this resistance is exceeded, the absorption of forces decreases until the
material sample breaks.

According to Avila et al. [4] tensile strength is one of the most relevant parameters
in the analyses of earth-based construction failure, particularly in seismic conditions. To
reinforce the blocks against the seismic phenomenon, rock materials can be used. These



Eng 2024, 5 769

materials such as granite, used in physical stabilization, also enable the block to better
withstand vibrations. Indeed, when the combination of fine particles and gravel (often
granite) is managed properly, it results in an improvement in the cohesion of the block
structure. Therefore, it is essential to respect the recommended granular range when adding
rock materials to fine clays.

• Cement stabilization only.

In the selected articles, only one out of the fifteen studies (Table 4) address tensile strength.
Nkotto et al. [66] focused their research on the influence of coco fiber content on the

physical and mechanical properties of CEBs. They also compared these characteristics
to those of CEBs stabilized with 8% cement. The study revealed that using cement does
not increase flexural strength. Consequently, for stabilization with 8% cement, the tensile
strength decreases by 57%, from 0.7 MPa for 0% cement to 0.33 MPa for 8% binder.

• Cement stabilization reinforced with fibers or biological binders (powders).

Four studies have highlighted the impact of cement stabilization with fiber or powder
reinforcement on the tensile strength of earth blocks. The values range from 0.57 MPa [83]
to 6.25 MPa [21] as shown in Table 5.

In the study by Sujatha et al. [21], it was mentioned that the use of fibers to reinforce
the block gave it a more ductile character with progressive failure. This is explained by
the ability of the fibers to sew the cracks, holding the earth block together for as long as
possible.

Bachar et al. [83] investigated the mechanical and thermal properties of a composite
(soil–sand dune–cement) with the aggregate of cork. The optimal mixture proposed was
58% of soil + 30% of dune sand + 12% of cement. The tensile strength of cement-stabilized
compressed earth blocks increases with the percentage of dune sand, from 0.3 MPa to
0.57 MPa as the dune sand content increases from 0% to 30%.

• Reinforcement using fibers or biological binder (powder) only.

Tensile strength values range from 0.13 MPa in the study of Cottrell et al. [71] to
1.80 MPa in the study of Millogo et al. [47]. The advantage noted by these authors remains
the same: the fibers confer greater ductility on the earth block. As a result, the tensile
strength improves significantly until a certain percentage of fibers is reached.

Nkotto et al. [66] demonstrated that the tensile strength increases with fiber addition
until a threshold of 0.8% of coco fibers, before dropping. In fact, the stabilization by fibers
plays the role of reinforcement with good adhesion in the composite matrix, absorbing
the bending forces applied to the material. Above 0.8% of fibers, this resistance drops,
signifying the decrease in fiber–CEB matrix bond, as the fibers become more numerous
and overlapped. The best percentage of fibers according to their study was 0.8%, which
permitted the production of CEBs with a tensile strength of 1.17 MPa.

Flexural Strength

Bending strength is the maximum load that a long component can support without
breaking when subjected to forces applied perpendicular to its longitudinal axis. Table 8
and Figure 11 show the values of this characteristic in several studies.

The study by Aninda et al. [26] explored the potential of using waste concrete powder
(WCP) in CSEB fabrication. Durability, thermal assessment, and strength were studied
using three cement contents (4%, 6%, and 8%) and four WCP contents. The optimal
WCP replacement (20%) resulted in a peak strength of 1.92 MPa compared to the value
of 1.12 MPa without WCP. The value of 1.92 MPa is close to that of a reinforced concrete
block with a compressive strength of 20 MPa. These blocks can therefore be used to build a
lightly loaded floor.
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The lower value in this category was obtained by Burbano-Garcia et al. [92] in
their study on adobe mixture reinforced with fibrillated polypropylene fibers (FPFs). It
should be noted that the incorporation of 1% FPFs decreased the flexural strength by
43%, from 0.68 MPa to 0.39 MPa. According to the authors, this significant reduction in
flexural strength could be attributed to the formation of fiber clusters due to the manual
mixing process.

3.2.3. Thermal Properties

The concern to ensure optimal hygrothermal comfort in earth construction has prompted
several researchers to characterize the thermal and hydric response of earthen blocks [4].
The common parameters studied are thermal conductivity, heat capacity, and dry density
(see physical properties for density, Table 3). Table 9 provides the thermal conductivity and
heat capacity values for the selected articles.

Thermal Conductivity

Thermal conductivity is a measure of a substance’s ability to transfer heat through a
material by conduction. The higher the thermal conductivity, the better the material
conducts heat. The thermal conductivity values reported by researchers range from
0.31 W·m−1·k−1 [50] to 1.10 W·m−1·k−1 [45].

For example, Garrouri et al. [50] focused on the potential of alfa fibers as reinforcement
material in sustainable construction. They used a mix of hydraulic lime binder (NHL5) and
varied amounts of alfa fibers to investigate the mechanical and thermal properties of the
adobes fabricated. The thermal conductivity ranged from 0.28 to 0.31 W/m.k as the control
temperature varied from 10 to 40 ◦C.

Saidi et al. [45] conducted an experimental investigation on the effects of stabilizers
on the hygrothermal properties of compressed earth blocks. Their results indicated that
thermal conductivity increases with the addition of stabilizers. Specifically, the thermal
conductivity of lime-stabilized blocks ranged from 0.79 to 0.99 W·m−1·k−1 as the lime
content varied from 5% to 12%. Similarly, for cement-stabilized blocks, thermal conductivity
varied from 0.8 to 1.10 W·m−1·k−1 with increasing cement content from 5% to 12%.

It is important to note that the lowest, and thus optimal, thermal conductivity is
achieved with a combination of lime and alfa fibers in adobe manufacturing. On the
other hand, the highest thermal conductivity, indicating the least optimal performance, is
observed with cement stabilization alone, particularly at a mass percentage of 12%.

Median thermal conductivity values ranging between 0.33 and 0.55 W·m−1·k−1 were
obtained without the addition of cement. Lime, along with fibers or biological binders
(powder), was used to stabilize and reinforce the blocks. Conversely, when cement was
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used alone or with additives such as fibers or powders, the thermal conductivity values
obtained were higher.

In the study conducted by Aninda et al. [26], a thermal conductivity value of
1.09 W·m−1·k−1 was reported for compressed earth blocks stabilized with 8% cement
and the addition of waste concrete powder (WCP). Conversely, Ouedraogo et al. [86]
achieved a thermal conductivity value of 0.59 W·m−1·k−1 in their study, which is close to
the median values. This lower conductivity value can be attributed to the incorporation
of paper (0.78%) in addition to cement. The lightweight nature of paper contributed to
reducing the density of the block as well as its thermal conductivity.

These findings suggest a decrease in thermal conductivity when fibers are incorporated
into the soil matrix to reinforce it. For studies that did not mention thermal conductivity, it
is reasonable to assume that the relatively low-density values obtained would have led to
similar conductivity results if measurements had been made. This inference is supported by
the literature review by Turco et al. [22], who demonstrated a linear relationship between
apparent density and thermal conductivity based on a graph (Figure 12).
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Figure 12. Linear relation between dry bulk density and thermal conductivity (adapted from [22]).

The linear correlation proposed by Turco et al. [22] between thermal conductivity
and density of compressed earth blocks (CEBs) has been challenged by Nshimiyimana
et al. [96]. According to them, Turco et al. oversimplified the relationship between thermal
conductivity and density. Instead, they advocated for a parabolic curve described by an
exponential function, as depicted in Figure 13 of their study.
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In response to this discussion, Turco et al. [97] argue that there is a high risk of biased
analysis, as the data presented by Nshimiyimana et al. [96] are drawn from nine studies
selected without any apparent criterion or rationale defined. Turco et al. also mention that
their review involved studies focusing on blocks optimized with natural origin materials,
and the results presented in the mentioned graphs are only related to that specific situation.

Mass Heat Capacity

The heat capacity of a body quantifies its ability to absorb or release energy through
heat exchange as its temperature changes. Greater heat capacity means the body can
exchange more energy during temperature variations. Regarding heat capacity, the values
can be classified into two groups:

• Studies on adobes [51,52] give two values, 907 and 925 J·kg−1·k−1. These values
are close and are obtained by using lime and fibers as a means of stabilization and
reinforcement;

• In the case of CEBs or CSEBs, the values follow a linear progression as a function of thermal
conductivity. For example, the mass heat capacity varies from 1704 to 1040 J·kg−1·k−1

while the thermal conductivity varies from 0.48 to 0.75 W·m−1·k−1 [32,36,80,86].

These results suggest that incorporating natural fibers or biological binders (powder)
improves the thermal performance of adobe or compressed earth blocks (Figure 14).
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Figure 14. Variation in mass heat capacity related to thermal conductivity.

The mass heat capacity increases with thermal conductivity up to a conductivity
limit value of around 0.5 W·m−1·k−1. Above this value, specific heat decreases while
conductivity increases. One can observe that the decrease is almost linear.

3.2.4. Properties and Sustainability Indicators

The durability of earth construction solutions has been primarily assessed in terms of
mass loss, abrasion resistance, and erosion resistance, often evaluated through absorption
tests. Some studies have also focused on economic aspects, such as cost analyses or envi-
ronmental impact comparisons with concrete constructions [59,81]. Results on properties
and sustainability indicators are summarized in Table 10.
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Table 8. Flexural strength of stabilized raw earth blocks.

Reference Main Elements of the Soil Cement (%) Lime (%) Fibers or Biologicals
Binders (Powder) σf (MPa) Cure (d)

[50] - - 44% Alfa fibers (2.85%) 0.79 28

[94] Soil (40% fine clay,
60% sand–gravel) - - Seagrass (1.5%) 0.55 28

[86] Soil (WL = 40%, WP = 19%;
clay fraction: 8%) 4% - Paper (0.78%) 1.13 28

[52] Soil (38% sand, 27% silt,
35% clay) - 5% Gravel (50%) 0.93 28

[26] Soil (6.3% sand,
93.7% silt–clay) 8% - WCP (20%) 1.92 28

[92] Low-plasticity clayey soil
(WL = 27%, WP = 15.70%) - - FPFs (1%) 0.39 28

[95] Soil (87% sand, 2% silt,
12% clay) 8% - Geo-fibers (0.6%) 0.84 28

Table 9. Influence of stabilization type on thermal properties.

Reference Binder (Stabilization
and/or Reinforcement) Main Elements of the Soil Type Cp

(J·kg−1·k−1)
Conductivity λ

(w·m−1·k−1)

[35] Cement (4%) Soil (5% soil, 42.5% sand,
20% silt, 32.5% clay) Adobe - 0.86

[36] Cement (12%) Soil (22% gravel, 40% sand,
20% silt, 18% clay CSEB 1040 0.75

[45] Cement (12%) Soil (1% gravel, 42% sand,
57% clay + silt) Adobe - 1.10

[83] Cement (12%)
Cork aggregate

Soil (65% clay, 30% silt,
5% sand) CSEB - 1.06

[26] Cement (8%) + WCP Soil (6.3% sand,
93.7% silt–clay) CSEB - 1.09

[86] Cement (4%) + paper
(0.78%)

Soil (WL = 40%, WP = 19%
clay fraction: 8%) CSEB 1561 0.59

[80] Cement (7%)
Alfa fiber (0.5%)

Soil (15% sand, 30% silt,
55% clay) CSEB 1425 0.65

[32] Date palm (0.5%) Soil (36% gravel, 58% sand,
2% silt, 4% clay) R-CEB 1704 0.48

[61] Reed fibers (7%)
Hemp (1%)

Soil (45% sand, 42% silt,
8% clay) Adobe - 0.55

[50] Lime (44%)
Alfa fibers (15%) - Adobe - 0.31

[52] Lime (5%) 50% Soil (38% sand, 28%
silt, 34% clay) + 50% gravel Adobe 925 0.33

[88] Lime (9%)
Palm fibers (2%)

Soil (40% gravel, 37% sand,
10% silt, 11% clay) CSEB - 0.57

[94] Seagrass (0.5%) Soil (40% gravel–sand,
60% clay) Adobe - 0.55

[57] Lime (10%)
Coal aggregates (20%)

Soil (10% gravel, 28% sand,
42% silt, 20% clay) CSEB - 0.43

[51] Pennisetum setaceum
fibers (8%)

Soil (6.5% sand, 45% silt,
48.5% clay) Adobe 907 0.33
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Table 10. Durability properties of raw earth blocks.

Reference Stabilization or Reinforcement Water
Absorption (%)

Abrasion
(%)

Shrinkage
(%)

Mass Loss
(%)

Type of
Block

[73] Cement (10%) + sisal (1%) - - - 10.14 Adobe

[80] Alfa fibers (0.5%) 5.58–7.80 - - - R-CEB

[59] Cement + lime + wood 16.00–11.00 - 0.9 - Adobe

[30] Cement (12%) + Cassava wastewater 12.91 - 0.3 - CSEB

[37] Cement (8%)
Date palm fibers (0.05%) 09.20 - - - CSEB

[60] Bamboo fibers (0.75%) 18.20 - - - R-CEB

[53] Calcined laterite Phosphoric acid solution 09.36–14.18 - - 9.19 CEB

[81] Cement (8%)
Rice husk ash (10%) 18.78–05.18 - - - CSEB

[21] Cement (2.5%)
Coconut fibers (0.25%) 18.37 0.69 0.19 7.90 CSEB

[70] Plantain fibers (1%) - - - 11.67 Adobe

[65] Cement (5–10%) 10.00–05.00 5 to 150 1 - - CSEB

[45] Cement (0–12%) 05.69–03.70 - - - CSEB

[98] Cement (5–15%) 12.40–07.00 - - - CSEB

[26] Cement (8%) + Waste concrete powder
(20%) 13.00–07.00 - - - CSEB

[42] Cement (8%) + phosphate waste rock
(PhWR) 7.00 - - - CSEB

[55] Lime + polypropylene fibers 11.80 - - - CSEB

[51] Pennisetum setaceum fibers (8%) - 3 - - Adobe

[88] Cement 12.48–11.60 - - - CSEB

[27] Cement 17.10–13.38 - 0.9 to 1.5 - CSEB

[79] Cement (9%) 11.43–05.71 - - - CSEB
1 The unit used in this study is g/cm2.

For instance, Saidi et al. [45] reported the lowest percentage of absorption at 3.70%,
followed by Gonzalez-Lopez et al. [65], with blocks exhibiting 5% absorption. These studies
specifically pertain to cement-stabilized earth blocks, indicating that cement significantly
reduces water absorption. In contrast, earth blocks produced by Abessolo et al. [60]
exhibited the highest water absorption rate at 18.20%. However, this value still falls below
the minimum requirement stipulated by various standards, typically set at 20% [30].

In terms of cost studies, Shantanu et al. [81] demonstrated an 8.65% cost reduction
when using compressed earth blocks (CEBs) instead of fired clay bricks (FCBs). They
compared the construction cost of a full-floor building measuring 6.9 m × 5.8 m × 3.05 m
using both types of blocks of the same size. The CEBs option amounted to USD 1208, while
the FCBs option cost USD 1303. Additionally, they highlighted that CEBs have a lower
environmental impact across six environmental categories selected for their study.

Furthermore, Masuka et al. [59] compared the cost implications of different stabi-
lization methods for producing 1000 units of unfired earth blocks (UEBs). They found
that blocks stabilized with cement only (10%) cost twice as much as UEBs incorporating
10% lime + 10% coal ash + 1.5% biomass aggregates + 4% cement. However, these UEBs
complied with the technical specifications of the British standard BS EN 772-1 [99], which
served as a reference for their technical study.



Eng 2024, 5 775

4. Results Discussion

Promoting earth construction is a global concern because it contributes to fulfilling
the demand for environmentally friendly building practices [12]. However, mastery of this
construction method requires thorough understanding and characterization of the materials
involved [100], as well as exploring avenues for optimization. In recent years, numerous
researchers have focused on enhancing the performance of earth blocks to ensure they
meet the technical specifications outlined in the applicable standards of their respective
geographical regions. The percentage distribution of articles according to the parameters
studied is as follows:

• 98.57% (69/70) of the articles selected studied the wet or dry density of the blocks,
some often relating it to mechanical and thermal properties;

• 84.43% (59/70) characterized the mechanical properties of the blocks in terms of
compressive, tensile, and flexural strength;

• 24.29% (17/70) assessed thermal properties such as thermal conductivity, thermal
diffusivity, and heat capacity;

• 44.29% (31/70) of the articles studied the durability of the blocks.

These different trends are shown in Figure 15.
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Figure 15. Percentage distribution of articles by theme.

The selected articles adequately cover each topic, although they are spread out across
different geographical areas. The variation in soil properties used in these studies makes
it challenging to compare results directly. However, the role of fibers, powders, or ashes
is evident: they are introduced into the mix to enhance compressive strength, improve
thermal conductivity, and optimize flexural or tensile strength.

Regarding mechanical properties, Turco et al. [22] conclude in their review that natural
fibers are not introduced to increase the compressive strength of blocks. Similarly, Taallah
et al. [37] take a similar stance, suggesting that the addition of fibers may reduce compres-
sive strength. However, this notion needs to be qualified in light of the work by Alene
et al. [73] and Labiad et al. [80]. These studies present graphs illustrating that compressive
strength increases with the percentage of fibers used (Figures 16 and 17). It is noteworthy
that one study utilizes a composition of 5% cement + 1% sisal fibers, while the other em-
ploys 0.5% Alfa fibers, both showing similar trends up to a certain threshold. Natural fibers
not only improve mechanical behavior (compressive strength, tensile strength, and flexural
strength) but also enhance thermal behavior [101].

• Alfa fibers
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Figure 17. Effect of sisal fibers on compressive strength (adapted from [73]).

In the study by El Mendili et al. [102] on the contribution of crepidula shells to
optimizing cob properties, a similar trend was observed. Gravel wash mud was utilized as
a construction material, supplemented with 2% straw, 5% crepidula fornicata powder, and
25% fly ash. This resulted in a cob that was 2.65 times stronger than the reference cob.

Furthermore, a combination of cement and natural powder (8% cement + 10% RHA in
the study by P. Shantanu et al. [81]) can lead to a 400% improvement in compressive strength.
Regarding fiber-based cementitious composites, Zongo and Konin [103] demonstrate that
mechanical strengths vary (increase or decrease) according to the type of fibers used (rice
husk or rhun aggregates).

Indeed, in the case of mixtures of cement and rice husk aggregates, mechanical
strengths decrease with increasing particle size. However, in the case of composites based
on rhun fibers (Borassus aethiopum mat.), strength increases with fiber size.
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Further studies may confirm that the use of natural fibers and powders can improve
the compressive strength of earth blocks. In terms of thermal conductivity, the addition
of natural fibers or powders reduces dry density, increases porosity, and thus improves
thermal conductivity (Figure 18).
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The relationship between the reduction in density and the improvement in thermal
conductivity was observed by all the researchers. They all concluded that there is a
maximum fiber content above which the block is no longer durable, as immersion in water
for 24 h causes the block to disintegrate.

There are limited data on economic studies of earth blocks compared to other materials
such as ordinary bricks or concrete. In the model of Shantanu et al. [81], the cost of the
CEB solution is 92.25% of the cost of the sand–cement brick solution, representing a saving
of 7.25%.

In addition to delivering excellent results in terms of thermal insulation and mechani-
cal strength, building with raw earth can lead to direct cost savings in construction projects.

In the realm of sustainable construction, the incorporation of cement and fibers into
cement-earth based materials has garnered considerable attention due to its potential
to enhance mechanical properties. Several studies have investigated the effects of these
additives on various aspects of material performance, shedding light on both their benefits
and challenges.

A notable study by Zhang et al. [104] explored the impact of adding polypropylene
fibers on the mechanical properties of cement-earth based materials. Their research demon-
strated that the inclusion of fibers significantly improved tensile and flexural strength, as
well as crack resistance. These findings underscore the potential of fiber reinforcement in
enhancing the structural integrity of cement-earth based materials.

Similarly, a study by Wang et al. [105] investigated the effects of cement content on
the mechanical properties of cement-earth based materials. Their findings revealed that
increasing the cement content led to improvements in compressive strength and durability.
However, they also noted that higher cement content could result in increased material
costs, highlighting the importance of balancing mechanical performance with economic
considerations.

Despite these advancements, challenges remain in optimizing the mechanical proper-
ties of cement-earth based materials while maintaining cost-effectiveness. As highlighted
by Li et al. [106], the selection of appropriate fibers and cement proportions is crucial in
achieving desired mechanical properties without significantly inflating production costs.
Additionally, further research is needed to explore alternative additives and manufacturing
techniques that can improve mechanical performance while minimizing economic burden.

One other topic concerned the substantial waste generated by municipal waste inciner-
ation plants that poses a significant challenge, particularly in terms of waste management.
However, this waste material, known as municipal solid waste incineration (MSWI) bottom
ash, offers potential for repurposing in construction applications. Studies have shown that
MSWI bottom ash can serve as a supplementary cementitious material in concrete and
mortar mixes (Hossain et al. [107]; Poon et al. [108]). Furthermore, research has explored its
effectiveness as a stabilizing agent for soft marine clay in road construction (Tam et al. [109]).
By incorporating MSWI bottom ash into construction practices, stakeholders can address
waste management challenges while advancing sustainable construction objectives, thereby
fostering a more circular and resilient built environment.
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5. Conclusions

The advancement of raw earth construction necessitates a comprehensive understand-
ing of the inherent properties of this versatile material. Raw earth, when stabilized and
reinforced with fibers and biological binders (powders), offers myriad advantages. The
extensive research conducted in recent years warrants a concerted effort to synthesize
findings more effectively, thus establishing a cohesive framework for future investigations.

Key insights derived from the research underscore several pertinent observations.
Out of the 70 articles scrutinized in this study, a breakdown reveals:

(i) 62.86% focused on waste recovery and the utilization of invasive plants;
(ii) 22.86% addressed the enhancement of block properties through cement stabilization alone;
(iii) 45.71% examined the partial replacement of cement with fibers, lime, or biological

binders (powders);
(iv) 27.14% explored the total replacement of cement, often employing waste or invasive plants.

The incorporation of natural fibers and biological binders (powders) significantly en-
hances the properties of soil blocks, contingent upon adherence to specific mass percentage
thresholds. However, the variability of these parameters necessitates the establishment
of a definitive relationship between the soil matrix and the binder, potentially through
computational modeling, to facilitate result transposition.

The stabilization of earth blocks with cement and their reinforcement with fibers or
plant powders offer several advantages but also present disadvantages. Adding cement
to the earth increases the mechanical strength and durability of the blocks, which extends
the lifespan of the structures and reduces the risks of cracking or collapse. Meanwhile,
reinforcement with natural or synthetic fibers improves tensile strength, ductility, and the
blocks’ ability to absorb vibrations from impacts or earthquakes.

However, these techniques also have some drawbacks. Adding cement can reduce the
permeability of the blocks, thus affecting their ability to manage internal moisture and caus-
ing condensation issues. Additionally, the use of cement increases the construction’s carbon
footprint, as cement production is energy-intensive and emits greenhouse gases. Regarding
fibers, their aging behavior remains uncontrolled, and they must be well distributed in the
mix to ensure optimal effectiveness.

While the addition of cement and fibers holds promise for enhancing the mechanical
properties of cement-earth based materials, it is essential to consider the economic impli-
cations of these additives. By leveraging insights from research studies such as those by
Zhang et al. [104], Wang et al. [105], and Li et al. [106], future endeavors can strive to strike
a balance between mechanical robustness and economic feasibility, ultimately advancing
sustainable construction practices.

To address the lack of comprehensive life cycle analysis (LCA) of adobe structures,
several recommendations emerge from scientific literature. Firstly, a study conducted by
Martinez et al. [110] emphasizes the importance of conducting holistic life cycle assessments
that consider all phases of the adobe structures’ life cycle, including construction, use, and
end-of-life. They also highlighted the importance of including an environmental assessment
component to quantify the environmental impacts associated with each life cycle phase.
Additionally, another study by Garcia et al. [111] suggested the integration of life-cycle
thinking into building design and construction processes to optimize material selection,
construction techniques, and end-of-life strategies. By incorporating life-cycle analysis
methodologies into decision-making processes, stakeholders can make more informed
choices to minimize environmental impacts and improve the overall sustainability of adobe
structures.

Life-cycle analyses, applicable to both tropical and temperate regions, are imperative
to gauge the holistic sustainability of earth-based construction methodologies.

Optimizing earth block composition is a burgeoning field warranting the establishment
of a standardized methodology. Moreover, the standardization of test procedures with
equivalence in results, regardless of the standards employed, is paramount. For instance,
defining compaction pressures and establishing correlations to ensure consistent resistance



Eng 2024, 5 779

levels in the face of pressure variations are crucial steps towards enhancing the reliability
and applicability of earth-based construction practices.

It is anticipated that in the coming years, there will be a noticeable trend towards
reducing the reliance on cement in building structures. This shift aligns with the global
imperative to adopt more sustainable construction practices, driven by environmental
concerns and the need to mitigate the carbon footprint of the construction industry. As
researchers and practitioners increasingly recognize the environmental impact of cement
production, there is growing interest in exploring alternative materials and construction
techniques that minimize or eliminate the use of cement. This trend is evident in the signifi-
cant portion of studies focused on partial or total replacement of cement with alternative
binders, such as natural fibers, lime, or biological powders. By diversifying the range of ma-
terials used in construction and embracing innovative approaches, the industry can move
towards more environmentally friendly and sustainable building practices, contributing to
a greener future for generations to come.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The experimental and computational data presented in this present
paper are available from the corresponding author upon request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; or
in the decision to publish the results.

References
1. Paul, S.; Islam, M.S.; Hossain, M.I. Suitability of Vetiver straw fibers in improving the engineering characteristics of compressed

earth blocks. Constr. Build. Mater. 2023, 409, 134224. [CrossRef]
2. Moujoud, Z.; Sair, S.; Ousaleh, H.A.; Ayouch; El Bouari, A.; Tanane, O. Geopolymer composites reinforced with natural Fibers: A

review of recent advances in processing and properties. Constr. Build. Mater. 2023, 388, 131666. [CrossRef]
3. Obaje, A.; Ciroma, F.B.; Obaje, S.A. Suitability Analysis of Compressed Earth Bricks (CEB) for Sustainable Housing Delivery in

Guinea Savannah Zone of Northern Nigeria. ETSJ 2022, 13, 73–84. [CrossRef]
4. Ávila, F.; Puertas, E.; Gallego, R. Characterization of the mechanical and physical properties of stabilized rammed earth: A review.

Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 325, 126693. [CrossRef]
5. Tang, L.; Ruan, J.; Bo, X.; Mi, Z.; Wang, S.; Dong, G.; Davis, S.J. Plant-level real-time monitoring data reveal substantial abatement

potential of air pollution and CO2 in China’s cement sector. One Earth 2022, 5, 892–906. [CrossRef]
6. Miller, S.A.; Habert, G.; Myers, R.J.; Harvey, J.T. Achieving net zero greenhouse gas emissions in the cement industry via value

chain mitigation strategies. One Earth 2021, 4, 1398–1411. [CrossRef]
7. Jittin, V.; Minnu, S.N.; Bahurudeen, A. Potential of sugarcane bagasse ash as supplementary cementitious material and comparison

with currently used rice husk ash. Constr. Build. Mater. 2021, 273, 121679. [CrossRef]
8. Bouasria, M.; Benzaama, M.-H.; Pralong, V.; El Mendili, Y. Mechanical and hygrothermal performance of fly-ash and seashells

concrete: In situ experimental study and smart hygrothermal modeling for Normandy climate conditions. Archiv. Civ. Mech. Eng
2022, 22, 100. [CrossRef]

9. Babouri, L.; Biskri, Y.; Khadraoui, F.; El Mendili, Y. Mechanical performance and corrosion resistance of reinforced concrete with
marble waste. Eur. J. Environ. Civ. Eng. 2022, 26, 4112–4129. [CrossRef]

10. Luo, W.; Liu, S.; Hu, Y.; Hu, D.; Kow, K.-W.; Pang, C.; Li, B. Sustainable reuse of excavated soil and recycled concrete aggregate in
manufacturing concrete blocks. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 342, 127917. [CrossRef]

11. Villagrán-Zaccardi, Y.A.; Marsh, A.T.M.; Sosa, M.E.; Zega, C.J.; De Belie, N.; Bernal, S.A. Complete re-utilization of waste
concretes–Valorisation pathways and research needs. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2022, 177, 105955. [CrossRef]

12. Hamard, E.; Cazacliu, B.; Razakamanantsoa, A.; Morel, J.-C. Cob, a vernacular earth construction process in the context of modern
sustainable building. Build. Environ. 2016, 106, 103–119. [CrossRef]

13. Barman, D.; Dash, S.K. Stabilization of expansive soils using chemical additives: A review. J. Rock Mech. Geotech. Eng. 2022, 14,
1319–1342. [CrossRef]

14. Losini, A.E.; Grillet, A.C.; Bellotto, M.; Woloszyn, M.; Dotelli, G. Natural additives and biopolymers for raw earth construction
stabilization—A review. Constr. Build. Mater. 2021, 304, 124507. [CrossRef]

15. Liu, W.; Huang, X.; Feng, X.; Xie, Z. Compaction and bearing characteristics of untreated and treated lateritic soils with varying
moisture content. Constr. Build. Mater. 2023, 392, 131893. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2023.134224
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2023.131666
https://doi.org/10.4314/etsj.v13i1.6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.126693
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2022.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2021.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.121679
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43452-022-00421-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/19648189.2020.1838952
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.127917
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2021.105955
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2016.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrmge.2022.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.124507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2023.131893


Eng 2024, 5 780

16. Paul, S.; Islam, M.S.; Elahi, T.E. Comparative effectiveness of fibers in enhancing engineering properties of Earth as a building
Material: A review. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 332, 127366. [CrossRef]

17. Kasinikota, P.; Tripura, D.D. Prediction of physical-mechanical properties of hollow interlocking compressed unstabilized and
stabilized earth blocks at different moisture conditions using ultrasonic pulse velocity. J. Build. Eng. 2022, 48, 103961. [CrossRef]

18. Bildik, S.; Laman, M. Effect of geogrid reinforcement on soil–structure—Pipe interaction in terms of bearing capacity, settlement
and stress distribution. Geotext. Geomembr. 2020, 48, 844–853. [CrossRef]

19. Marques, B.; Varum, H.; Corvacho, H.; Guedes, M.C.; Baptista, L. Using Raw Earth Construction Systems on Contemporary
Buildings: Reflections on Sustainability and Thermal Efficiency. Renew. Energy Environ. Sustain. 2021, 6, 46. [CrossRef]

20. Anysz, H.; Narloch, P. Designing the Composition of Cement Stabilized Rammed Earth Using Artificial Neural Networks.
Materials 2019, 12, 1396. [CrossRef]

21. Sujatha, E.R.; Mahalakshmi, S.; Kannan, G. Potential of fibre reinforced and cement stabilized fibre reinforced soil blocks as
sustainable building units. J. Build. Eng. 2023, 78, 107733. [CrossRef]

22. Turco, C.; Junior, A.C.P.; Teixeira, E.R.; Mateus, R. Optimisation of Compressed Earth Blocks (CEBs) using natural origin materials:
A systematic literature review. Constr. Build. Mater. 2021, 309, 125140. [CrossRef]

23. Balkis, A.P.; Ahmad, A. Advances in Conditioning Techniques for Earthen Materials. In Proceedings of ISSMGE TC101—Advanced
Laboratory Testing & Nature Inspired Solutions in Engineering (NISE) Joint Symposium; Cetin, K.O., Ekinci, A., Uygar, E., Langroudi,
A.A., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2024; pp. 38–46.

24. Chang, I.; Im, J.; Cho, G.-C. Introduction of Microbial Biopolymers in Soil Treatment for Future Environmentally-Friendly and
Sustainable Geotechnical Engineering. Sustainability 2016, 8, 251. [CrossRef]

25. Abood, M.; Shakir, R. Strength Characteristics of Clay Soil Reinforced with Natural Fibers. BJES 2023, 23, 43–49. [CrossRef]
26. Aninda, S.S.; Islam, M.S. Effectiveness of waste concrete powder in fabricating compressed stabilized earth blocks: Strength,

durability and thermal assessment. J. Build. Eng. 2023, 80, 107989. [CrossRef]
27. Ashour, T.; Korjenic, A.; Abdelfattah, A.; Sesto, E.; Wu, W. Shrinkage Behavior of Stabilized Earth Bricks Reinforced with Wheat

and Barley Straw. Sustainability 2023, 15, 16254. [CrossRef]
28. Djoumen, T.K.; Tiomo, I.F.; Vouffo, M.; Ngapgue, F.; Sali, M.; Keubou, V.W.T. Characterization of basaltic rock laterites in Dschang,

West-Cameroon: Compressed Earth Bricks (CEB) for low-cost buildings. Case Stud. Constr. Mater. 2023, 19, e02335.
29. Arsène, M.-I.L.; Frédéric, C.; Nathalie, F. Improvement of lifetime of compressed earth blocks by adding limestone, sandstone

and porphyry aggregates. J. Build. Eng. 2020, 29, 101155. [CrossRef]
30. Souza, J.M.D.; Filho, R.E.B.R.; Duarte, J.B.; Silva, V.M.D.; Rêgo, S.R.D.; Lucena, L.D.F.L.; Acchar, W. Mechanical and durability

properties of compressed stabilized earth brick produced with cassava wastewater. J. Build. Eng. 2021, 44, 103290. [CrossRef]
31. Affan, H.; Touati, K.; Benzaama, M.-H.; Chateigner, D.; El Mendili, Y. Earth-Based Building Incorporating Sargassum muticum

Seaweed: Mechanical and Hygrothermal Performances. Buildings 2023, 13, 932. [CrossRef]
32. Akhzeroun, A.; Semcha, A.; Bezazi, A.; Boumediri, H.; Reis, P.N.B.; Scarpa, F. Development and characterization of a new

sustainable composite reinforced with date palm stems for rehabilitation and reconstruction of earthen built heritage. Compos.
Struct. 2023, 316, 117015. [CrossRef]

33. Alavéz-Ramírez, R.; Montes-García, P.; Martínez-Reyes, J.; Altamirano-Juárez, D.C.; Gochi-Ponce, Y. The use of sugarcane bagasse
ash and lime to improve the durability and mechanical properties of compacted soil blocks. Constr. Build. Mater. 2012, 34, 296–305.
[CrossRef]

34. Nshimiyimana, P.; Fagel, N.; Messan, A.; Wetshondo, D.O.; Courard, L. Physico-chemical and mineralogical characterization of
clay materials suitable for production of stabilized compressed earth blocks. Constr. Build. Mater. 2020, 241, 118097. [CrossRef]

35. Dao, K.; Ouedraogo, M.; Millogo, Y.; Aubert, J.-E.; Gomina, M. Thermal, hydric and mechanical behaviours of adobes stabilized
with cement. Constr. Build. Mater. 2018, 158, 84–96. [CrossRef]

36. Touré, P.M.; Sambou, V.; Faye, M.; Thiam, A.; Adj, M.; Azilinon, D. Mechanical and hygrothermal properties of compressed
stabilized earth bricks (CSEB). J. Build. Eng. 2017, 13, 266–271. [CrossRef]

37. Taallah, B.; Guettala, A.; Guettala, S.; Kriker, A. Mechanical properties and hygroscopicity behavior of compressed earth block
filled by date palm fibers. Constr. Build. Mater. 2014, 59, 161–168. [CrossRef]

38. Aymerich, F.; Fenu, L.; Francesconi, L.; Meloni, P. Fracture behaviour of a fibre reinforced earthen material under static and
impact flexural loading. Constr. Build. Mater. 2016, 109, 109–119. [CrossRef]

39. Bandow, N.; Gartiser, S.; Ilvonen, O. Schoknecht, U. Evaluation of the impact of construction products on the environment by
leaching of possibly hazardous substances. Environ. Sci. Eur. 2018, 30, 14. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. van der Heijden, J. International comparative analysis of building regulations: An analytical tool". Int. J. Law Built Environ. 2009,
1, 9–25. [CrossRef]

41. Zhu, H.; Fang, H.; Hua, F.; Shao, W.; Cai, P. The impact of environmental regulations on the upgrading of the industrial structure:
Evidence from China. Heliyon 2024, 10, e27091. [CrossRef]

42. Mouih, K.; Taha, Y.; Benzaazoua, M.; Hakkou, R. Valorization of phosphate waste rocks for the production of compressed
stabilized earth bricks using cement stabilizer. Mater. Today Proc. 2023; in press. [CrossRef]

43. Jraba, G.; Salem, N.; Neji, J. Effect of Posidonia oceanica on the hygrothermal characterization of compacted earth blocks. Constr.
Build. Mater. 2024, 411, 134569. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.127366
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2021.103961
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geotexmem.2020.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1051/rees/2021041
https://doi.org/10.3390/ma12091396
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2023.107733
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.125140
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8030251
https://doi.org/10.33971/bjes.23.1.6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2023.107989
https://doi.org/10.3390/su152316254
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2019.101155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2021.103290
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13040932
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2023.117015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2012.02.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.118097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2017.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.02.058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2016.01.046
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12302-018-0144-2
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29780680
https://doi.org/10.1108/17561450910950223
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e27091
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2023.03.224
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2023.134569


Eng 2024, 5 781

44. Ouma, J.; Ongwen, N.; Ogam, E.; Auma, M.; Fellah, Z.E.A.; Mageto, M.; Mansour, M.B. Oduor, Acoustical properties of
compressed earth blocks: Effect of compaction pressure, water hyacinth ash and lime. Case Stud. Constr. Mater. 2023, 18, e01828.

45. Saidi, M.; Cherif, A.S.; Zeghmati, B.; Sediki, E. Stabilization effects on the thermal conductivity and sorption behavior of earth
bricks. Constr. Build. Mater. 2018, 167, 566–577. [CrossRef]

46. Sathiparan, N.; Jayasundara, W.G.B.S.; Samarakoon, K.S.D.; Banujan, B. Prediction of characteristics of cement stabilized earth
blocks using non-destructive testing: Ultrasonic pulse velocity and electrical resistivity. Materialia 2023, 29, 101794. [CrossRef]

47. Millogo, Y.; Aubert, J.-E.; Hamard, E.; Morel, J.-C. How Properties of Kenaf Fibers from Burkina Faso Contribute to the
Reinforcement of Earth Blocks. Materials 2015, 8, 2332–2345. [CrossRef]

48. Olumodeji, A.O.; Ayodele, F.O.; Oluborode, K.D. Evaluation of compressive strength and abrasive properties of rice husk
ash-cement compressed stabilized earth bricks. Nig. J. Tech. 2023, 42, 191–198. [CrossRef]

49. Kouamé, A.N.; Konan, L.K.; Doubi, B.I.H.G. Microstructure and Mineralogy of Compressed Earth Bricks Incorporating Shea
Butter Wastes Stabilized with Cement. AM 2021, 10, 67. [CrossRef]

50. Garrouri, S.; Lakhal, W.; Benazzouk, A.; Sediki, E. Potential use of Alfa fibers in construction material: Physico-mechanical and
thermal characterisation of reinforced specimen. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 342, 127787. [CrossRef]

51. Charai, M.; Salhi, M.; Horma, O.; Mezrhab, A.; Karkri, M.; Amraqui, S. Thermal and mechanical characterization of adobes
bio-sourced with Pennisetum setaceum fibers and an application for modern buildings. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 326, 126809.
[CrossRef]

52. Chaib, H.; Kriker, A. Contribution to study of influence of different additions on thermo-mechanical properties of Adobe based
on El Hadjira clay. J. Crit. Rev. 2021, 8.

53. Mimboe, A.G.; Abo, M.T.; Djobo, J.N.Y.; Tome, S.; Kaze, R.C.; Deutou, J.G.N. Lateritic soil based-compressed earth bricks
stabilized with phosphate binder. J. Build. Eng. 2020, 31, 101465. [CrossRef]

54. Hussain, M.; Zmamou, H.; Provost, A.; Mahieu, A.; Leblanc, N.; Levacher, D.; Chenot, E.; Kane, A. Feasibility for the Recovery of
Excavated Soils in Compressed Earth Blocks as a Sustainable Building Material. Environments 2023, 10, 131. [CrossRef]

55. Ganesh, C.R.; Sumalatha, J.; Sreekeshava, K.S.; Sharath, K. Experimental study on strength behaviour of geofibre reinforced
stabilized mud blocks using industrial by-products. Mater. Today Proc. 2023; in press.

56. Abdelkader, F.; Mohamed, R.; Cheikh, K.; Rabehi, R. Mechanical properties of compressed earth blocks reinforced with glass
fibers and palm fibers: Experiments and simulation. J. Eng. Exact Sci. 2023, 9, 15916-01e. [CrossRef]

57. Lahdili, M.; El Abbassi, F.-E.; Sakami, S.; Aamouche, A. Mechanical and Thermal Behavior of Compressed Earth Bricks Reinforced
with Lime and Coal Aggregates. Buildings 2022, 12, 1730. [CrossRef]

58. Nshimiyimana, P.; Messan, A.; Courard, L. Physico-Mechanical and Hygro-Thermal Properties of Compressed Earth Blocks
Stabilized with Industrial and Agro By-Product Binders. Materials 2020, 13, 3769. [CrossRef]

59. Masuka, S.; Gwenzi, W.; Rukuni, T. Development, engineering properties and potential applications of unfired earth bricks
reinforced by coal fly ash, lime and wood aggregates. J. Build. Eng. 2018, 18, 312–320. [CrossRef]

60. Abessolo, D.; Biwole, A.B.; Fokwa, D.; Koungang, B.M.G.; Yebga, B.N. Effets de la longueur et de la teneur des fibres de bambou
sur les propriétés physicomécaniques et hygroscopiques des Blocs de Terre Comprimée (BTC) utilisés dans la construction. Afr.
Sci. 2020, 16, 13–22.

61. Barnaure, M.; Bonnet, S.; Poullain, P. Earth buildings with local materials: Assessing the variability of properties measured using
non-destructive methods. Constr. Build. Mater. 2021, 281, 122613. [CrossRef]

62. Fidjah, A. The Effect of Adding Sawdust to a Compressed Earth Block Composed of Lime and Clay. AJRT 2023, 7, 26–32.
[CrossRef]

63. Bogas, J.A.; Real, S.; Cruz, R.; Azevedo, B. Mechanical performance and shrinkage of compressed earth blocks stabilised with
thermoactivated recycled cement. J. Build. Eng. 2023, 79, 107892. [CrossRef]

64. Zhang, L.; Gustavsen, A.; Jelle, B.P.; Yang, L.; Gao, T.; Wang, Y. Thermal conductivity of cement stabilized earth blocks. Constr.
Build. Mater. 2017, 151, 504–511. [CrossRef]

65. González-López, J.R.; Juárez-Alvarado, C.A.; Ayub-Francis, B.; Mendoza-Rangel, J.M. Compaction effect on the compressive
strength and durability of stabilized earth blocks. Constr. Build. Mater. 2018, 163, 179–188. [CrossRef]

66. Nkotto, L.I.N.; Kamgang, G.D.; Tiewa, J.; Kanda, J.S.; Loweh, S.S. Caractérisation des blocs produits par addition des fibres de
coco et des matériaux de construction à base de latérite–ciment. Afr. Sci. 2020, 17, 170–181.

67. Lachheb, M.; Youssef, N.; Younsi, Z. A Comprehensive Review of the Improvement of the Thermal and Mechanical Properties of
Unfired Clay Bricks by Incorporating Waste Materials. Buildings 2023, 13, 2314. [CrossRef]

68. Touati, K.; Le Guern, M.; El Mendili, Y.; Azil, A.; Streiff, F.; Carfrae, J.; Fox, M.; Goodhew, S.; Boutouil, M. Earthen-based building:
In-situ drying kinetics and shrinkage. Constr. Build. Mat. 2023, 369, 130544. [CrossRef]

69. Valenzuela, M.; Ciudad, G.; Cárdenas, J.P.; Medina, C.; Salas, A.; Oñate, A.; Pincheira, G.; Attia, S.; Tuninetti, V. Towards the
developpment of performance-efficient compressed earth blocks from industrial and agro-industrial by-products. Renew. Sustain.
Energy Rev. 2024, 194, 114323. [CrossRef]

70. Ige, O.; Danso, H. Physico-mechanical and thermal gravimetric analysis of adobe masonry units reinforced with plantain
pseudo-stem fibres for sustainable construction. Constr. Build. Mater. 2021, 273, 121686. [CrossRef]

71. Cottrell, J.A.; Ali, M.; Tatari, A.; Martinson, D.B. Effects of Fibre Moisture Content on the Mechanical Properties of Jute Reinforced
Compressed Earth Composites. Constr. Build. Mater. 2023, 373, 130848. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.02.063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mtla.2023.101794
https://doi.org/10.3390/ma8052332
https://doi.org/10.4314/njt.v42i2.5
https://doi.org/10.11648/j.am.20211004.13
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.127787
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.126809
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2020.101465
https://doi.org/10.3390/environments10080131
https://doi.org/10.18540/jcecvl9iss5pp15916-01e
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings12101730
https://doi.org/10.3390/ma13173769
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2018.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.122613
https://doi.org/10.58681/ajrt.23070104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2023.107892
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.06.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.12.074
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13092314
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2023.130544
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2024.114323
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.121686
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2023.130848


Eng 2024, 5 782

72. Kumar, N.; Barbato, M. Effects of sugarcane bagasse fibers on the properties of compressed and stabilized earth blocks. Constr.
Build. Mater. 2022, 315, 125552. [CrossRef]

73. Alene, T.E.; Mohammed, T.A.; Gualu, A.G. Use of sisal fiber and cement to improve load bearing capacity of mud blocks. Mater.
Today Commun. 2022, 33, 104557. [CrossRef]

74. Latha, A.T.; Murugesan, B.; Thomas, B.S. Compressed earth block reinforced with sisal fiber and stabilized with cement: Manual
compaction procedure and influence of addition on mechanical properties. Mater. Today Proc. 2023; in press.

75. Kouta, N.; Saliba, J.; Saiyouri, N. Effect of flax fibers on early age shrinkage and cracking of earth concrete. Constr. Build. Mater.
2020, 254, 119315. [CrossRef]

76. Singh, S.; Chohan, J.S.; Kumar, R.; Gupta, P.K. Stability of compressed earth blocks using sugarcane bagasse ash and wheat straw.
Mater. Today Proc. 2022, 51, 993–997. [CrossRef]

77. Imanzadeh, S.; Hibouche, A.; Jarno, A.; Taibi, S. Formulating and optimizing the compressive strength of a raw earth concrete by
mixture design. Constr. Build. Mater. 2018, 163, 149–159. [CrossRef]

78. Fouchal, F. Etude de Comportement Mécanique des Interfaces dans les Blocs de Terre Stabilisés et Fibrés. Acad. J. Civ. Eng. 2020,
38, 73–76. [CrossRef]

79. Aligamhe, V.I.; Kaseem, A.M.; Dania, S.F. Moisture absorption properties and compressive strength of hydraform earth bricks as
walling material. In Proceedings of the School of Environmental National Conference (Secnac), Auchi, Nigeria, 6–7 June 2022.

80. Labiad, Y.; Meddah, A.; Beddar, M.; Pantelidis, L. Study on characterization, mechanical, and thermal properties of Alfa
fiber–reinforced compressed earth blocks incorporating crushed brick waste. Arab. J. Geosci. 2023, 16, 575. [CrossRef]

81. Paul, S.; Islam, M.S.; Elahi, T.E. Potential of waste rice husk ash and cement in making compressed stabilized earth blocks:
Strength, durability and life cycle assessment. J. Build. Eng. 2023, 73, 106727. [CrossRef]

82. Onugba, M.A.; Omisande, L.A.; AlhassVan, Y.A.; Abdullahi, A.O. Enhancing Earth-based Building Materials: Effect of Palm Fibre
Reinforcement on Compressive Strength. JERR 2023, 25, 55–63. [CrossRef]

83. Bachar, M.; Azzouz, L.; Rabehi, M.; Mezghiche, B. Characterization of a stabilized earth concrete and the effect of incorporation
of aggregates of cork on its thermo-mechanical properties: Experimental study and modeling. Constr. Build. Mater. 2015, 74,
259–267. [CrossRef]

84. Zak, P.; Ashour, T.; Korjenic, A.; Korjenic, S.; Wu, W. The influence of natural reinforcement fibers, gypsum and cement on
compressive strength of earth bricks materials. Constr. Build. Mater. 2016, 106, 179–188. [CrossRef]

85. Sharma, V.; Vinayak, H.K.; Marwaha, B.M. Enhancing compressive strength of soil using natural fibers. Constr. Build. Mater. 2015,
93, 943–949. [CrossRef]

86. Ouedraogo, E.; Coulibaly, O.; Ouedraogo, A.; Messan, A. Mechanical and Thermophysical Properties of Cement and/or Paper
(Cellulose) Stabilized Compressed Clay Bricks. J. Mater. Eng. Struct. 2015, 2, 68–76.

87. Xiao, Y.; Tong, L.; Che, H.; Guo, Q.; Pan, H. Experimental studies on compressive and tensile strength of cement-stabilized soil
reinforced with rice husks and polypropylene fibers. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 344, 128242. [CrossRef]

88. Bouchefra, I.; El Bichri, F.Z.; Chehouani, H.; Benhamou, B. Mechanical and thermophysical properties of compressed earth brick
rienforced by raw and treated doum fibers. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 318, 126031. [CrossRef]

89. Venkatesh, K.; Jeelani, S.H.; Bano, S.; Ganapathy, C.P.; Impa, K.A.; Ramya, H.N. Investigating compressive strength of building
blocks for varying content of marble dust and rice husk. Mater. Today Proc. 2022, 69, 1229–1232. [CrossRef]

90. Ouedraogo, M.; Dao, K.; Millogo, Y.; Aubert, J.-E.; Messan, A.; Seynou, M.; Zerbo, L.; Gomina, M. Physical, thermal and
mechanical properties of adobes stabilized with fonio (Digitaria exilis) straw. J. Build. Eng. 2019, 23, 250–258. [CrossRef]

91. Danso, H.; Martinson, D.B.; Ali, M.; Williams, J. Effect of fibre aspect ratio on mechanical properties of soil building blocks. Constr.
Build. Mater. 2015, 83, 314–319. [CrossRef]

92. Burbano-Garcia, C.; Araya-Letelier, G.; Astroza, R.; Silva, Y.F. Adobe mixtures reinforced with fibrillated polypropylene fibers:
Physical/mechanical/fracture/durability performance and its limits due to fiber clustering. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 343,
128102. [CrossRef]

93. Shah, A.I.; Farnia, N.; Ifran, K.D. Study on compressive strength and shear strength parameter of clayey sand soil reinforced
with randomly dispersed betel nut fiber. In Proceedings of the 6th International Conference on Advances in Civil Engineering,
Chattogram, Bangladesh, 20–22 December 2022; pp. 344–351.

94. Olacia, E.; Pisello, A.L.; Chiodo, V.; Maisano, S.; Frazzica, A.; Cabeza, L.F. Sustainable adobe bricks with seagrass fibres.
Mechanical and thermal properties characterization. Constr. Build. Mater. 2020, 239, 117669. [CrossRef]

95. Donkor, P.; Obonyo, E.; Ferraro, C. Fiber Reinforced Compressed Earth Blocks: Evaluating Flexural Strength Characteristics
Using Short Flexural Beams. Materials 2021, 14, 6906. [CrossRef]

96. Nshimiyimana, P.; Sore, S.O.; Hema, C.; Zoungrana, O.; Messan, A.; Courard, L. A discussion of “optimisation of compressed
earth blocks (CEBs) using natural origin materials: A systematic literature review”. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 325, 126887.
[CrossRef]

97. Turco, C.; De Paula Junior, A.; Teixeira, E.; Mateus, R. Authors closure to the Discussion of the Review article “Optimisation of
Compressed earth blocks (CEBs) using natural origin materials: A systematic literature review”. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 325,
126888. [CrossRef]

98. Subramaniaprasad, C.K.; Abraham, B.M.; Nambiar, E.K.K. Sorption characteristics of stabilised soil blocks embedded with waste
plastic fibres. Constr. Build. Mater. 2014, 63, 25–32. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.125552
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mtcomm.2022.104557
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.119315
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2021.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.12.088
https://doi.org/10.26168/ajce.38.1.18
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12517-023-11695-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2023.106727
https://doi.org/10.9734/jerr/2023/v25i111020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.09.106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.12.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.05.065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.128242
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2021.126031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2022.08.291
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2019.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.03.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.128102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2019.117669
https://doi.org/10.3390/ma14226906
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.126887
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.126888
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.03.042


Eng 2024, 5 783

99. BS EN 772; Methods of Test for Masonry Units. Part 1: Determination of Compressive Strength. BSI: London, UK, 2000.
100. Talibi, S.; Page, J.; Djelal, C.; Waqif, M.; Saâdi, L. Study of earth-based materials for manufacturing compaction process. J. Build.

Eng. 2023, 64, 105546. [CrossRef]
101. Subramanian, G.K.M.; Balasubramanian, M.; Kumar, A.A.J. A Review on the Mechanical Properties of Natural Fiber Reinforced

Compressed Earth Blocks. J. Nat. Fibers 2022, 19, 7687–7701. [CrossRef]
102. El Mendili, Y.; Bouasria, M.; Benzaama, M.-H.; Khadraoui, F.; Le Guern, M.; Chateigner, D.; Gascoin, S.; Bardeau, J.-F. Mud-Based

Construction Material: Promising Properties of French Gravel Wash Mud Mixed with Byproducts, Seashells and Fly Ash as a
Binder. Materials 2021, 14, 6216. [CrossRef]

103. Zongo, L.; Konin, A. Optimisation des propriétés physiques et mécaniques de matériaux à base de biomasse végétale pour
l’écoconstruction. Int. J. Innov. Appl. Stud. 2018, 25, 40–46.

104. Zhang, C.; Huang, J.; Xue, X. Effects of polypropylene fibers on the mechanical properties of cement-stabilized earth materials.
Constr. Build. Mater. 2019, 215, 445–453.

105. Wang, Y.; Zhang, J.; Liu, J. Effects of cement content on mechanical properties and microstructure of cement-stabilized earth
materials. Constr. Build. Mater. 2020, 259, 119735.

106. Li, Y.; Wang, L.; Jin, H. Study on mechanical properties of cement-stabilized earth materials reinforced by steel fiber. J. Build.
Mater. 2021, 24, 430–437.

107. Faleschini, F.; Toska, K.; Zanini, M.A.; Andreose, F.; Settimi, A.G.; Brunelli, K.; Pellegrino, C. Assessment of a Municipal Solid
Waste Incinerator Bottom Ash as a Candidate Pozzolanic Material: Comparison of Test Methods. Sustainability. 2021, 13, 8998.
[CrossRef]

108. Woo, B.-H.; Jeon, I.-K.; Yoo, D.-H.; Kim, S.-S.; Lee, J.-B.; Kim, H.-G. Utilization of Municipal Solid Waste Incineration Bottom Ash
as Fine Aggregate of Cement Mortars. Sustainability 2021, 13, 8832. [CrossRef]
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