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Abstract

In geotechnical engineering, soil liquefaction is very important problem. Engineers
must evaluate soil liquefaction potential when designing. Therefore, many scholars have
proposed prediction models to predict soil liquefaction potential. However, these
prediction models all regard global liquefaction data as the same group for analysis, but
soil liquefaction should be affected by various regions and soil properties, liquefaction
data should not be analyzed as the same group. In recent years, the application of big data
analysis and machine learning in various fields has developed to a certain extent.
Therefore, this study hopes to establish a model that can accurately predict the potential
of soil liquefaction through big data analysis, and this model have to maintain the
characteristics of each region.

First of all, we will review the previous literature on soil liquefaction, understand
various methods for predicting the potential of soil liquefaction, and what soil parameters
are usually used for analysis. This study will collect more representative soil parameters,
including the ratio of total stress to effective stress (a,,/0y,), normalized N value (N;)g0,
Normalization g, value q.1y, soil type factor (I.), normalized V; value (V) and fines
content (FC) were substituted into previous prediction models to verify the accuracy of
the data.

Then the revised hierarchical bayesian model (RHBM) is used for analysis. In the
process, the Johnson distribution system will be used to convert the parameters to the
standard normal distribution, and then the gibbs sampling and conjugate conditions in
bayesian analysis will be used to learn the correlation between the parameters. At the
same time, the behavior characteristics of each region in the database will be learned, and

the unknown data will be estimated with the limited known information in the target
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region, the data can be used to calculate the probability of soil liquefaction.

Key words: Big data analysis, Revised Hierarchical Bayesian model, Johnson distribution

system, Soil liquefaction, Global database, Gibbs sampler
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%:iﬁéﬁ%wﬁi

21 I R4 R

B IARAEEY o 2R AR LR AR LR 2 TR
SRR ARSI L AREMNIE B TR T 2 e Ao 7] a
Bt v LARFTAT SR L R A BRSPS R R e el
%o AR G e § A H LR

QRS EH ERY SRR NN EE AR NICER S R P A

SNEE & 5 SHL R FAS S T & St R

\\\Xr

L3
211 2R F 2 ER

FHRCFFL AR ET P ZmBOEEREE I E S P ERRFIX AR
SRR Ve AoB] 2.1 7o 0 FRERLTIR BB FIR B AR It [ ¥
o AR R AR R PR A L ATYRI KR 0 ot B B PO AR R R
WG ot S F o IR TEARPS o H L LR (Soll

liquefaction) °

Bl 2.1 ;% i“ 3k 3 3E3p kP 7] :a B :E 42 (Obermeier, 1996)

(A)ir it 5 2 5 (B 5 4 B (C)if & L&
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IRWIEE: S BLY:€: 33l

AR AR A RRA T LA R AL FIL R ¥ P S

B MU R e fEF L et R 1 B ) 1 sk 2 o (Youd, 1984; Obermeier,

1996)

L Bpfmrafe sl dip it g 2 p . 2T Rfs ERATIET HORREH 4 0
Mo E R THAREGARIF AR o SRl TR LSRR
%%%’%53?*@Wﬁ’%@iﬁﬁ@ﬁ*ﬁﬂéﬁﬁ&%ﬁﬁwm,%

B 229770 > 2EFALFIFELFADNERT RS B AL A

P o e
./__J_.,_/

T/TttTTTTTJTTTT
~UPWARD FLOW OF Wr\TER /

# .
J_.c'-_/_/..._:(_

ﬁ224ﬁhﬁﬂ 7 & B (Youd, 1984)
R mlpend R PR - 2 g Fapid ket 2 G AE k> R
Bo s cPAZEE IR R € PR E S RN A E B 0 AT - TARARPEE A

IR A G R SRR RGR G F AR AT RS ARG P

[EN
A7
Stratum H Nonliquefiable layer of ; 1
! low parmeability }
3

Stratum H,

Bl 2.3 #5 #)7+ X B (Obermeier, 1996)
6
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3. K R AW 24 9w gL

P AR Rk F T E AR
et 2 Eoagps Pt R eFIRTA AL 0 AR ST

frdl sk -

Fine—grained surficial faye T

s

E S

¥ v ¥

=l < T

Back—aond—forth eoscillation
- —

Bl 24 % &F 1 LK (Obermeier, 1996)

CPSEE R E TR T EY T C AL EE EL T S

5%
IEGATEF AR LR RRFAIEEFILS AT R LR T LR
B0 hoW 2.5 o o

Fine—grained surficial laver

—— I

e
l J e Sand T L s R T

{
Initial section

Generally increasing separation between blocks
F - - - - —

FR o
— ——
R e e A i e

Dofurm/;d section

Bl 2.5 ®I7F 7+ & B (Obermeier, 1996)
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2L 3 1L B A =X
Zl,éﬂmuﬁl“ﬁfnztjiﬂiéﬁﬁ
TR ZEPFEE Y CSR(Cyclic stress ratio) = CRR (Cyclic
resistance ratio)3- & % > R 3 B VR 0 ¥ L@k #4 2 dhE%k e

FRET % Ao Flizp 2R ILERE I FHIE AP U

2.2.1 # 4 = $hiisk

# 4 = #hi#S% (Dynamic triaxial test)¥ MR A BB 4 R E > A
BRI ALE S LA S AL Pt R A chE T

SARFEACMORR Y A G ENF R F BT R4 FIvauEET o AQE
‘M ]\@E*"" PR RPETE TR L g o g = ERW O i E o aF BT R

$ o feciBALT o e BRI TR LR T S p o IR 1 b 2 o
222 F B ¥ ¥R

% H 7 i35 (Cyclic simple shear test )7 § #cb fi#i-2 T R5% L T & ff e %
2 AR S VR K RS RFR
PGS R ACACR I KRR 2 Sk s |
2 F4 = hiEERAp R o
2.3 R R 2 A 4
FoURE & PR E A DR SO A PR R VB A
HER e B dF S e RGNV RS R a4 B 7 5 & _Finn-Byrne model~
PDMY02 model ~ SANISand ~ PM4Sand 4= UBCSand % - #i#Eigd 2 = R0 7 &

FIREARBERY 2B HE VARSI L B R 2R TSI aE A T 8 T

& _Plaxis F 278 L 5 $)F BanEiR o
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2.4 3R 2 RS - R
241 £ %

SPT 38k 7 =~ 1A% g f & % cgdsk2 —

-~

% » #5% (Standard Penetration Test, SPT)

FhRIERRE CAAHBA

SR OBEEE Ao TR VBN ER E X o SPT 35k 11 63.5kg € end Ak 762 o4

I T RIS

WIEY o 5 - RS o T iRk EREE

o m ey BT o N E > #3784z 50 &7 5] 30 =
2R ER -
F1E B SPT R i AHRET - o

k-0 3 RA R B (P % i T 4pt 0 Skempton (1986)4E 3R 7 ¥ N

A

&7

LERE S = iy

[

Ngo = CgrCpCsCrN

Hoe s Cgr~Cg~Cs~Cr 4
Wiy G PR AR D

fok 22 97 o

# 21 SPT % 4% i3 1

L 60%%6/-?:» Neo » 13 1+

G5 4 e 1
“Hco N 2 IR A2

FBB1hi* 2k ikE

~»\

Flpt s At i

> B E

F Aol 2.1 AR e

Py

fcE o %

% % (Skempton, 1986)

BRI A E 1S O ER A F- 5 SPTo &

B B 30

P4k 4 50 ¥ 2k

PR ED AN ET

L
B

;¢ 2.1)

ol Bk

& ke 2.1

Hammer Release ER:: % ER./60
Donut Tombi 78 1.3
Japan
Donut 2 turns of rope 65 1.1
. Pilcon type Trip 60 1.0
China
Donut Manual 55 0.9
Safety 2 turns of rope 55 0.9
USA
Donut 2 turns of rope 45 0.75
UK Pilcon, Dando, Trip 60 1.0
old standard | 2 turns of rope 50 0.8
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# 22 SPT 434 2 /o ~ PR B4 % gffs & R i3 1 (i dic (Skempton, 1986)

Rod length: =10m 1-0
610 m 0-95
4-6 m 0-85
34 m 0-75
Standard sampler 10
US sampler without liners 1-2
Borehole diameter: 65115 mm 1-0
150 mm 1-05
200 mm 1-1§

@ERF B (5N g F ol PR L0 Rk ook H N R
Liao and Whitman (1985)# 412 &t 9= 3% > o8 22 997 » B-F 2 B4 B 1 5 1 %
R

(N1)60 = CyNeo

0.5
¢, = (P—> (+ 22)

avO
H9 P, =101.3kPa> ojg 5 F B2 B4

2.4.2 487 » #% (Cone Penetration Test, CPT)

FI4AF ~ 8™ LA Weay ~edsk 0 AR ¥ 2 W8 30 %1% CPT 4
YT A5 10cm?  4iw R & 5 60 B 0 EFRIZA G 5 150cm? 0 12 2cm/sec ik
RF»2 4 FRABESIERES g ik FRle B4 £ @an 380 Ak
F: (Friction ratio) » 3+ & ;%438 2.3 #157 o

fs

-
E =2 %x100% v 23)
qc
Bty ok kK| 9T 3 HAEAT 0 Vos (1982)F1] % Bl -4 R X RA K 4o
% 2.3 155 o
10
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%23 B 2 A s A (Vos, 1982)

Friction ratio (%)
Course sand and gravel <0.5
Fine sand 1.0-1.5
Silt 1.5-3.0
Clay 3.0-7.0
Peat >5

2.4.3 B3 ;% 3F5 (Cross-hole Seismic Test)

B3t @& G L AIE 0 B3 13 RRIYR Bl Y FEEN 232 %
THRIRE BB A UE A Sl R L P RRA 2 R LT R E
BHPEZ A SRR 7 N R R SRS AR T L I R R
T4 ki o AR 2.6 P o

Waveform recorder

e N :
“ |1, Three-dimensionals- 4( | .:
[ eophone PETd RS
Source e geop AN
N 3 . '_4:_
*HWD A
it s a e
4, i il .
Al e A1
e} 'l.l. ""'. K
* ' ST
i
SRk i
L
r e

B 2.6 53t ;N g% o & B (Foti, 2012)

11
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2.4.4 T 3\ ;% 3E5 (Downhole Test)

s

TN RBREEIT N RRE A P P AN TN AR RERE AR
TR R BB -BRFREATP o d RRAZ RABET RICE

TE B g o FPEiES NI R 3 BRIt 4 i s TS

Aol 2.7 i o

ﬁ Waveform recorder
//\

Three-dimensional
geophone

Bl 2.7 T3t 5357 4B (Foti, 2012)
2.4.5 % & 3% (Spectral Analysis of Surface Waves, SASW)

Foa L g ARBIR R TE A RS BRICEH BT F &
T B AL T @ILid - FIE B KR o R R AR A ET AR

Gofp ik B 0 S EEHE T @I TR Rk R 4o B 2.8 #h

Signal Analyzer

= =
s B s | O
= =
e R — O
s Y s
(=== .

Impulsive, Sinusoidal or
Random Noise Source

Near Receiver | Far Receiver

= D | X :

Bl12.8 % & stz 4 B (Foti, 2012)

12
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2.5 &5 R 1 e 22 B # i -Critical layer
AR IR LR LEFE T R RSN AR I RARREALET

Wiz % ¢ 35 SPT (Standard Penetration Test) ~ CPT (Cone Penetration Test)f= Cross-

Hz

Hole % » + e Rg - LA CPTHHH IS 005236 - £F
Ao T RAcB 2.9 97or 0@ R - g4 G020 2% Fende {2l g R ko
FHER TR AP TRES Y 4 0 T AA T E - R

Boj Tl auER 0 FR T 5 Critical layer

0 g
5 5
-
E
-
£ 10 10
=
o
]
[a]
15 15
20 20
0 10 20 30 40 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 1.5
q. (MPa) fs (MPa) u (MPa)

) 2.9 CPT #c#h+ A B (NGL)

13
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2.5.1 Seed et al. (1985)

Seed et al. (1985)® 3 125 L FA4L - & 318 £ ~ p Afr? WER OFHL
TAc g9 L PR SPT-N 8 - %54 & B 483 57 SPT-N 3% ) Critical layer » i B~
7% 2 5 4R o] 607 % 4 (Penetration resistance) © iz ¥ g P 4 EF S (Neo
i BT TS SBURARR o 4ok 24 97T o

2 2.4 (NiJeo frib 4 BUR 7 A 21 4 (Seed et al., 1985)

(N1)so0 Potential Damage
0-20 High
20-30 Intermediate
>30 No significant damage
2.5.2 Moss et al. (2006)

Moss etal. (2006)® jc & 7 3F 5 CPT chgiy Tl » 38 # sput FTRL3pp 4 R
it 0 % ¢ 4R T Qo1 fr Re$3TE # Critical layer #4p % £ 8 00 qi 358 2 N 4est
2.4 975 0 FiEA HPR T 0L -2 A 4 X B Critical layer 4 iE PR E
B At (R)frid FenMgi et Ko AR L5 0 FRER g K 2R
B2 FRM A B i F § RGRRE D ] o R ST AT R
BRR > IE AT feds e 2 Fn 2 A 2% P 7k
CRR(Cyclic resistance ratio) % i% 4% Critical layer- CRR 5 # 3z fuj v T 4 53 R

FiEHE CRRE e o2 g bRz aimngo

9ec1 = Cq X qc
AN B
€= (%) (3 24)

H¢ C- #4205 ; Pa=latm=1013kPa ; Cy7F | * 1.7

14
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2.5.3 Hu and Liu (2019)

Hu and Liu (2019) % ¢ i #% Critical layer i £ 3 = B > & %W[4o7F
(1) Critical layer & 78 fe3» F K11 TF o
(2) 32 K RAL G # ikt F -2 3 5 Critical layer » ¥ 12 1% 18 SPT 43t P~k

N
s

H LR E
(3) #:E & Critical layer 14 & » % 7 &35 48 < endicdy o

(4) ¥ & ] chipl £ @& $ ] 7CRR -

(5) &3l E ©(SPT ~ CPT {r Vs)engheat sE4 i[>+ 30 2 ¢ » i & BRl & @ 5

-

o

(6) %38 p|£ E(SPT ~ CPT 4r Vs)#7i% ! ¢ Critical layer & =3t - 2 K o

2.5.4 Hwang et al. (2021)

Hwang et al. (2021) < © #-Critical layer % & 5 = &1 /% > » % 5 Liq 1 ~ Liq
2 fe Liq3 » M 4o
Liql: & ¥ chifR » ¥ % > %#(FS)Z | 5+ 0.9
Liq2: GA B4t @ RA T d] it > Gk
Liq3: » = 3 R/E&E- %75 Liq3
(1) FS /[ % 0.9(2 Liq 1 48 ) » i & B & | % 0.5m
(2) FS % 3+ 0.9 » & {7} 3+ |
AP BRI Lig3 AR EZRA EBauEHE > 4 Al Z?}]?cr’ Liq 1 = Liq 2 4%
ARe AL EEYg LQ3 R ZxE8dy 27 LREFTHEFE R &Y &)

> ¥ Liq 2 #iedy o

15
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2.6 =R R NN LA EE

2.6.1 Seed et al. (1985)

Seed et al. (1985)% © & 3| 2 2 % W% HB Seed #74& 1! > T & 125

AR KpAEMN P Afod EE DT

G
i

) 2 ¥4 £ 8hin SPT-N i
- SR

By e %%%E:(M)?’S Ha 75 i g BN EB L 5 (Nieo T 45 i ,—;\

Gl b= il

[t

|

qu

3+ 2.5 #foF > T E L

60(%)__“:l ’}s —\{ﬂé___]. ),;@;’! ','21 S 1 atm ® -E-'r‘;(\-"

i3
=
32k BT R+ v (Cyclic Stress Ratio, CSR) » FiE

T E A0 2.6 AT 0 B

fLd SAef] 2,10 fd WP PARAR S 7 AR LR L RARAR S T A giR

ePEh i o
Ny =CyxN (% 2.5)
T a o ‘
— = 0.65 X ——= X — X1y (X 2.6)
0o g 0o

HY amx 2B A B AER J0gs TERRY S ops TE G ok

F3 o hoB] 211 97 51 5 RRITR FS o 4oB] 2.12 57 o

s CN = 2 1

06 -
L5l 208
Percant Fines =..|.5 I? 5
|
o H :
i !
|
P
| I
04 .m'{ ;
' | !
T i !
lay P AW h
& el 3
03 = i
I v r r;
P
o’ %
w® =* el #9957 @
02— 2e .%"
. : y
e b w2 ¥ uz S
sl a2
nm,#“ : FINES CONTENT25%
i} "554%_ Mneified Crinsen Cods Proprsed (dny corkont=50) B
E?“ »bi;nl Ho
Liquefaction Li fion Liguefackon
3 Fon-Americon daba ] a
Japeness dag . a ]
o Chingse dola ! & | &
| I
4] (] 20 30 40 50
_ (Mg

B 2.10 5=/t ;% 1 33 B & 50 (Seed et al., 1985)
16
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Dr=40 to 60%

Or=€010 80%

Effective Overburden Pressure - kips per sq.ft.

a T T I
e Goad and s (1971)

10+

B 2.12rs B % (Seed et al., 1985)

17
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2.6.2 Tokimatsu and Yoshimi (1983)

PR /F*J% % Tokimatsu ¥2 Yoshimi %42 p A& ¢ 3 e i* TR > fagh d138 *
SPT-N iR 4 i (“iic eh™ j2 > pbid X fLs T-Y i2 > w24
BB E A SHRBIEROEE ALY ORI LZ AL 6 Y IER
EIT 5 FIPLERE LR RS IEIR L IER o

4% SPTEN i chig T ot 2.7 fo 2.8 el 3 B ¥k 14 el Phod 2.5 5777 -

1.7

IR X N N 2.7
gy + 0.7 & )

Nl = CN X N =
N, =N; + ANf (3% 2.8)
oo H = 3 (kgf/em?)

# 2.5 ANr3* & 4 (Tokimatsu and Yoshimi, 1983)

Fines Content
AN
FC(%)
0-5 0
5-10 Interpolate
10- 0.1FC+4

CSR 4v CRR &3+ 5 43t 2.9 4e58 2,10 #7517 » @t 258 ° & F§ 7 2 ZRH
(M)12 2 7R #7ig 2 B o rg B @ * Twasaki & 4 (1978)F 3k 20 5% > 4eit 2,11 #7

I ©

T a (o)
2= 01(M-1)22%2(1-0.015z2) (% 2.9)
0y g 0y

n
T Ve <16V Na) X 2.10)

o~ YT 100 C,
ra=1-0.015z 2 2.11)

He M sk BRK 2z 5FAEM); a=045; C;=0.57 ; n=14 ; Cs=80~90

18
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2.6.3 A1J ;= (2001)

P TIY R PR A AR ¥ R p Tokimatsu £7 Yoshimi #$% . 1983 # #1
F 22 s p A2 A E € (Architecture Institute of Japan, AlJ) & 2001 & #-T-Y 2
VA E s TN 0 X FLALNGE o ptiE AR G A B
(1) =280 406 T 20 2 8 P > dmfopl 5 B <35%2 4ot AT K o
(2) w3 £>35% 0 HAR2 7 2<I5% P iddpdkl, <15wHE 1 K -

P CSR Y 3N TY 238 2 5S4k o 4o 211 917 0 Bk 0 R A

PN B F RS AR o dogt 212 Ao 0 TRl 7 B H R TRy R

B ez oo 4esV 2,13 #7571 0 CRR 355 405t 2,14 9957 o
=Cy XN
— B X
Cy = — <17 (3% 2.12)
0170
N, = N; + ANy
0 FC=<5
1.2 %X (FC—-5) 5<FC<10
ANy =46+ 0.2 X (FC —10) 10 < FC <20
84+ 0.1x(FC—20) 20 < FC =50
11 50 < FC (5% 2.13)
16,/ N 16,/ N 14
CRR = 0.2565[ =L +( i ) l X 2.14)
19
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2.6.4 P i B33 € (JRA1990 ;)

JRA1990 ;= % Iwasaki # Tatsuoka(1978,1980,1982)1395 ~ & F 3/ it Falde 1)
7 B SPT-N Fip| 3 HEJ% i at 0 % > p & if B2 € (Japan Road Association, JRA)
Eiﬁﬁ'@%i‘% %3 ﬁﬁff%“;{;"‘i‘ﬁ,%:‘ E S U

P2 et X CSRFR T enf b+ F BT o4 v 2bT0F BT 4 v > F
23V E ik 0.65 dost 205 47oR 0 gt B CRR PR 25858 7 4 Bt 3
£ (FC) » % & Dso> 43 2.16 %751 » F B HE 3 2R3 - e & o 2§ 3
1993 & B4R TR S F P AN 2R ERE NEL 2 gtk
AHEF NAN2P0F -

a oF .
L=%Xa—’,’xrd v 2.15)
v

R=R1+R2+R3

R, = 0.0882 N
1= o, + 0.7

0.19 (0.02mm < Dgy < 0.05mm)
0.35
R, ={0.225 % IogloD— (0.05mm < D¢y < 0.6mm)
—0.05 *° (0.6mm < Dgy < 2mm)
- 0 (0 < FC < 40%)
3 0.004 x FC — 0.16 (40% < FC <100%) 3¢ 2.16)

HP g Bl * Iwasaki & A (1978)#12& 3k 43¢ 2.11 » Dsg 5 RS A F d 5+ 4p

HRAL BT A 5 0% ] -

20
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2.6.5 NCEER (1997)

PE A FRRARE BRI A Y P (NCEER) & 1997 # #7531 € #riE * eh 2 »

* # NCEER 2 (1997) » #* i 5 605 SPT-N 2% 0 3% 31 € i & %‘3—*‘ 1

14-
¥

RIC23TE SR BRI 6 Y 3G Seed B 1985 Egp e p R B R
Brpg o FIP > 2 5 A hiEmnit ¢ Foptl 7 EHR OB o 2 i1
N Eend G Rt E R aIE A o FH Seed FEFH TG R & Rl L 250
o I AREFARRER Y o

&%t SPT-N Eenig T 12 2 dmipd 7 & $ (Y G255 4est 217 #757 -

(NDgocs = @ + B(N1)go

a=0 (FC < 5%)

a = exp[1.76 — (190/FCc?)] (5% = FC = 35%)

¢=5 (FC = 35%)

g=1 (FC =<5%)

B = [0.99 + (FC'5/1000)] (5% < FC < 35%)

B=12 (FC = 35%) X 2.17)

CSR &3+ & 4ot 2.6 #7157 » (e gt 3 j& dhrg -] 2.12 T 35d Ao Vi o 4o

38218 o o

ry =1—0.00765z (z < 9.15m)

g =1.174 —0.0267z (9.15m < z < 23m)
rq = 0.744 — 0.008z (23m <z < 30m)
rg = 0.5 (z = 30m)

(X 2.18)
FlL B BARKA o T A ERRB D F|F (MSF) 0 3+ 8 4ot 2,19 517 0 2+

B

B2 Uit 4 5 B CRR 4058 220 #75F

MSF = 10%2%/M,,*>° (5% 2.19)
_ a+cx+ex?+gx’ X
CRR = 1+bx+dx2+fx3+hx* X MSF (a% 2.20)

H ¥ x=(Npgoes < 30 ; a=0.048 ; b=-0.1248 ; c=-0.004721 ; d=0.009578 ;

e=0.0006136 ; f=-0.0003285 ; g=-1.673%107 ; h=3.714%x10°¢

21
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2.6.6 NCEER (2001)

$t 72 ¥ NCEER (1997)& 3-8 = j2 #7502 » F 12 Seed 3& 1% 7% 5 4 fhig (7 a5V i »

Het 8 X RApk o AR F15 rafe CRR &3~ 5 + 22 NCEER (1997)% & £ 8

4ot 2.21 58 2.22 #75% o

_ (1-0.41132%5+0.040522+0.0017532%5)
T (1-0.41772%5+0.057292-0.00620521-540.00121022)

Ta
MSF = (M,,/7.5)~ 256

1 X 50 1
-t ——
34—-x 135 (10x+45)2 200

CRR=( )xMSF

Hex= (N1)60cs <30

2.6.7 Shibata and Teparaksa (1988)

PR RO fCB TR R A Bk AR M clicl o T AL CPT Hck 5

(% 2.21)

(4 2.22)

Fom ALK FEFRA R 0 T Dso B Rl 7 £ R Rt 2 HETH R E T g R

b e b AR AoB] 2.13 fror o

" (b) Dg,<0.25mm

Eg. (8}

95 {a) Dso20.25mm ®
e c 0.4
S -
= 0. Eq.(6) o
3‘ 0.3
4 o. . ©
o % 0.2 @
i o =
@ 0, 0® 2
. U
= - 0.1
a3 0. o
=3 =
g_' < a 1 ] 1 1 ]
Yo . . ) . | 0 50 100 150 200 250
o 50 100 150 200 250 Corrected normalized cone resistance,
Hormalized cone resistance, q_, (kgf/fem®) qc.l.r'l:: (kgficm®)
(@) D50=0.25mm (b) D50<0.25mm

] 2.13 Shibata and Teparaksa & 3% 2. §&/t ;% i* & 2 (Shibata and Teparaksa, 1988)
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GF 213 ¢ Fdhiqa 5 o G kA PR 0 3 E NN 22357 &
12 Dso 3t B fesk b 4% 1 e B8 0 dost 2.24 415 o KighB] 5 CSR et B 2 2 7 i
:‘é_ﬁx f‘ T\ 4‘: ‘ﬁ }i a]'na_x“’l J‘; :%_H %i‘ﬁ_‘a}—;‘:M ’ “::J._;g_; ’!if';\‘ 2.25 ”'Li’fl‘ 9
1.7 P -\
Gy = Cy X q, = (?) xq, ¥ =% (keflem?) (% 2.23)

¥ Ds50>0.25mm Cy=1

é D50<0.25 mm Cy= TS (;T\: 2-24)
a (o)

Lo 0aM - 1) 20 (1 _0.0152) (3 2.25)
0 g 0y

B¢ Qs B mpiDeo 3 RA W S P H BT A 5 S0% i A

2.6.8 NCEER(1997)

Bk L ERE RS B AR § P o (NCEER)FE 3 € (1997) %738 # 20 = j% » b
% # % NCEER ;% (1997) » 2 ke fi 5075 CPT 385 » £ 4] * Robertson (1990)4% !
0 CPT B #-2 R 2 fp e 2 34 BE (74 85 0 32 8 2 845V 228 #9757 0 Aifde
PR Mo T P30 4eit 229 47T 0 A A NFArA 260 A P gt

B LR 326 44202602k HuERpstE o

Q _ <QC _, 0170)
UvO

F = L X 100%
dc — Ovo
= [(3.47 — )2 + (log F + 1.22)2]0% (5% 2.26)
qc\ [ Pa\" N
qcin = (P_C2> (G_,a> (74 2.27)
a vo

HY g 4%t fy 5 BEEfe 4 ; Po= 100kPa (5 og¥ = 5 kPa); Py =

0.1Mpa(¥ qc ¥ =5 MPa):n % 0.5 0.75(GiRIF75:E * ) ; ( ) =2

UO

23

doi:10.6342/NTU202301693



4 2.6 2 3 ag7) &~ %5 (Robertson, 1990)

Soil behaviour fype index, [, Zone Soil behaviour fype (see Fig. 8)
<131 7 Gravelly sand to dense sand

131 =L <205 6 Sands: clean sand to silfy sand

205 <1 <260 Sand mixtures: silty sand to sandy silt
260 <1 <209 Silt mixtures: clayey silt to silty clay

5
5 -
205 < I = 3.60 3 Clays: silfy clay to clay
I =360 2 Organic soils: peats

o

L B SR EEATIS 0 4 3B B A3 K CSR 4r CRR i@ 3 5 % »

2

Gl Fr et B RS A ERE AL .
2.6.9 NCEER (2001)

72 %7 NCEER (1997)2- 5 = #2500 325 > N A RAp > @ AsE R FF 1o

¥ BB T TS MSF e qon 535 5 F 22 NCEER (1997)F & % B » &% 227 ¥

%Gi <17:n 5 0540 0.7GREAE ) -

2.6.10 Juang et al. (2003)

PhRERhT 6 BARFREER P Bfr o BES SR R 2L
CPT sRShen Tl » i % 414 G Bei sk 1 %3 K 3 § 82 1 2 o~
$05 Juang 2 > Apdt NCEER h7 i > g% et B2 i B > 2 8~ R
lcdy 0 BEAER A H € VR o

H ¥ rg Bl * (Liao et al. 1988; Youd et al. 2001)2E 3% 2. 2 3% » 4ozt 2.28 #777 »

LM RANIEFBDE 0 F AR T FF (MSF) CSRys 13- B 4ot 2,29 #¢

TF o
13 =1-0.00765z (z =9.15m)
g = 1174 - 0.0267z (9.15m < z < 23m) (;\l 2.28)
M.\ ~256
MSF = 1022%/M,,%5¢ ( ‘”)
/ 75
o.es("—',’)(%#)(m)
= Tv 7
CSR, < — (% 2.29)
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Lo QT BE RFFE L EFUTS Lo E s 2300

froy ¥ =38 5 kPa o

_ qc/100
qcin (01,1/100)0.5

F=f/(q.—oy,)

I, = [(3.47 —logy, qCIN)Z + (logyo F + 1-22)2]0'5

A e ® Lo+ 3 2.6 4 A R B "p’?ﬂ‘:ia%lj% T M E

NCEER /% e1% Fe 2_Ji > 3% 358 CRR 43¢ 231 #1757 o
C, = —0.016(0,,/100)3 + 0.178(0,/100)? — 0.063(0,/100) + 0.903
K, = 2.429(1.)* — 16.943(I,.)3 + 44.551(I,)% — 51.497(I,) + 22.802

dcines = Ki9ein

CRR = C, exp [—2.957 + 1.264(qcn cs/ 100)1'25]

2.6.11 Boulanger and Idriss (2016)

X 2.30)

Y

(£ 2.31)

BT R T 253 R 1Y AR M BcBR R 7 A 70 2 gL (8% ] > 2.60 22 NCEER

B AR 2 AL B Ed R BIRR KRR foimpl 5 R B et

23223340234 #177 o

ry = expla(z) + B(z) X M]

z
11.73

a(z) = —1.012 — 1.126 sin( + 5.133)

Z
8(z) = 0.106 + 0.118 sin (m + 5.142)

MSF =1+ (MSE,,5, — 1) X [8.64 exp(—M/4) — 1.325]

3
MSE, .. = 1.09 + (%) <22

K;,=1-CsIn(a,/P) < 1.1

1

= <03
37.3 — 8.27(qc1nes) *20%

Co

25

3¢ 2.32)

£ 2.33)
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Cy = ("—) <17

0.264 < m = 1.338 — 0.249(q,1yes) 2% < 0.782

dcines = dean T 44cin

dein = Cngen = CNP

2
Aoy = (11 9 4 dan "C“V exp [1 63 — — — ( 15'7) ] & 2.34)

FC+2 FC+2

[ERRE é%“\ﬁF’“ﬁ Ba o FIRZ e N FiEE > B {87 CSR

21 CRR #7355 » 4e5t 235 02,36 #5% » B8 8 % 2 A o ek & AR D

\\\?{.r

et R

5(oy/ oy .
e (¢ 2.35)

2 3 4
9ciNcs 9ciNes\ ™ _ (9ciNces ciNes) ]
CRRy=75,64=1atm = exp[ 113 ( 1000) ( 140 ) +( 137 ) 2.6 % Oin(r)
cp-l(pL)] (5 2.36)

H Yoo =02 P52 Bk
2.6.12 Ku and Juang (2012)

PP ERE IR T LIRS ARFEETRE F R T IV HR A Sk By
it R & hAed A2 MBS HE o At CSR Al Tdrissand
Boulanger (2006) 7% ) 0> £ > 2 3457 1p #c b gt 5 27 NCEER 7 4p F > 43t
237 #77 » E 6 E_CRR %3+ 5 43t 2.38 #7157 o
B, = (uz —ug)/(qr — 0yo)

E. —[ Uvo] x 100%

Qt Qta::;o
I.py = \/{3 —logy0[Q:(1—B,) + 1]}2 + [1.5 + 1.3 x logo E.]? (5% 2.37)
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_ [Qt - Uvo] i "
qtin —Pa =
A = IC,B] X (qth/].OO) - 14‘7
B =0.909 X I35, — 747 X I.; + 19.28
C = 0.059 + 0.015 x ICZ,B]

CRR = 0.05 + exp[A4 + B X (qs1n/100)€] ;4 2.38)

2.6.13 NCEER (1997)

PR pRES 2 LA RR RS R AR Y ¢« (NCEER)F 3 § (1997) 7 *
2.3 0% o g RS NCEER i > gl i Jp e 2 5904 jhag Voo sb | 2 ek fe b
1938t it Aphldicdp o gir it @i i 24 Ll 7 R I P55

MERNFERA R B R Y A o 4oB] 2.14 71 o

0.8 -7 T T L
Boundaries Defined by: =
CFR = &(Vg,/100)2 + b{1/{VscVg )+ 1Ngsol My =75
a=0.03,b=09

|- Vgyc = 220 mvs for sands and gravels with FC < 5% B
Vg = 210 Vs for sands and gravels with FC = 20%
Vg1 = 200 mys for sands and silts with FC 2 35%

Char Based on:
| _ Average values of Vg, & ap,,

08 Uncemented, Holocene-age solls

Average finas content (FC)

FC 235205
" I J

Il

I

|

e
=

Cyclic Stress Ratio, 1a,/0'y

Liquefaction

0.2 /

F No
Liquefaction
— -
Ol e =1 ™ 1 L
o 0 100 200 300

Stress-Corrected Shear Wave Velocity, Vg4, m/s

B 2.14 Andrus and Stokoe &% 2 &7 /% i & 4 (Andrus and Stokoe, 1997)
AR T F]F 2 et 239 frr o HPon 52335 CSR et E dogt 2.8 4t
7+ 0 H P org P4k * (Liao et al. 1988; Youd et al. 2001)iE 3% 2. = 3% » 40 2.30 #777 o
MSF = (M,,/7.5)" X 2.39)
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MR E Vi st B FB D 0 3 E Aest 240 1T 0 4T 0 ¥ E CRR

bt 241 #55 o

Vs1 = Ve(Py/0y)%° (3% 2.40)
Vi1c = 220m/s (FC < 5%)

Vg1 = 210m/s (FC =~ 20%)

Vere = 200m/s (FC > 35%)

CRR = a(Vg;/100)? + b[1/(Vsr, — Ver) — 1/Ve1,] & 2.41)

HY oLHE i+ 5 kPa: Pyi latm; (P/o,)%%5F*2iE 5 1.45;a=0.03:b=09

2.6.14 NCEER (2001)

Y

S B @ gt A6 i g NCEER(1997) i 4 i1 » o st RARLACH1 1 477
P anrt g 2385 0239 dhin B 52560 Rkl B EF BB

T ERUR N LR F o Ao 2.15 97T 0 B 5 5ot 2,42 A9T o

V51 =215m/s (FC < 5%)

Véy =215—-05(FC—5)m/s (5% < FC < 35%)

Vg1 =200m/s (FC = 35%)

CRR = {a Vs:1/100)* + b(1/(Vs; — V1) — 1/Vs*1)}MSF (7% 2.42)

H¥ a=0022;b=28
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0.8 T T w

Data Based on: —_
CSR adjusted by dividing by My, = 7.5

MSF = (M, [7.52-58 235 20 <5 Fines

r Mw=591083 ™~ | I Content (%)

Uncemented,

Holocene-age soils & u
Average values of N r i

0.4 = VYsirand amax -
n" s o ¥
a ]

. L s A o
Liquefaction ! in
a&o

L}

0z —n

Figld

Cyclic Stress or Resistance Ratio, CSH or CRR

® Fines
Performance &
| wLiquefaction Qoniegt % |
i i mo =
oNao liguefaction o 3
o =35
0.0 ] B _—

0 100 200 300

QOverburden Stress-Corrected Shear Wave
Velocity, Vg, m/s

B8] 2.15 Andrus and Stokoe & 3% 2. &7 /% i & 4 (Andrus and Stokoe, 2000)
2.6.15 Kayen et al. (2013)

PRk KPR EE AT ¢ TR A E WL B il
S RPN T L TR U B N 2 R R A oW 2.16
ST o BRI REY Bt R E A S5 55152508547 95% o
FHHER for BAHIE I 4ot 2.43 4o 2.44 1m0 B 2.16 8 3 Vg 355 e
42,400 fe gt Eu(P /o) 0?5 F e L 1.5 ikt B dost 2.45 9751 5 gt b CRR 0

2L 4ot 2,46 -

(1 | ~23.013 - 2949 - dyygy +0.999 - My, + 0.0525 - st12m>

16.258 + 0.2071 - 0-341(-d+0.0785-V{,+7.586)

Ta(d, My, Gmax, Vs12m) = i+ Z23.013 — 2.949 - (g + 0.999 - My, + 0.0525 - Vi gy © 7e7¢

s,12m

16.258 + 0.201 - ¢0:341:(0.0785:V;1 5, +7.586)

orq(d) = d®85-0.0198 (d < 12.2m)
Oerg(d) = 12.2°85-.0.0198 (d = 12.2m) (X 2.43)
DWF = 15M,,~ 3% (34 2.44)

CSR* = CSRyy—75,61 ~1atm = CSR/(DWF X K;) (34 2.45)

(0.0073 - V;,)%8011 — 26168 - In(M,,) —

CRR = { ] 1.946} X 2.46
“P10.0099 - In(a?y) + 0.0028 - FC + 0.4809 - &~1(P,) / (% 2.46)
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HeVSoms b33k 122m L3024 (e it M EHRT Y Vim =

150 —200m/s) » Ko 5 3 »cfis 4 2 1 %3 =1

., P,=95% 50% 5%

(L] 85%15%
0.60 |-M.=713
o’ =100 kPa

. 0.40 | o
a4
wn Liquefaction
O

0.20 |

]
0.00 '
0 300

Vg; (M/s)

B 2.16 Kayen et al.z& 2% 2 §=fh /& it & & (Kayen et al., 2013)

2.7 Generic model

Generic model E_#-#75 FALARL L b — FHMEF A 47087 Flet gz 2R
LR R P on K § ank (SRR "']‘”’3 L8 AR T 4 % Generic model
22 RHBM model & 7 #& > 2 #7 7 $ * 2. Generic model 4p b T_& 4™ #757
In(FS,.:) = In(m) + In(FS,.4;)
P(L) = P[In(FSg.t) < 0] = P[In(m) + In(FS,4;) < 0]

= P[ln(m) <= ln(FScal)] = P[.uln(m) + Oln(m) XZ< _ln(FScal)]

- ln(FScal) - Uln(m))

Oln(m)

=P(Z< [_ ln(FScal) - Uln(m)]/o-ln(m)) = CD<
# ¢ m i model factor ; pym) » IN(M) P F & 5 Oy = In(mM) &8 7 £

Z 5 TR
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2.8 HBM s #

HBM (Hierarchical bayesian model) & * »v3F % 2 3 S8 en3pip] » M H-A] E = 60

=

B A G S FEOPEL 0 A T ARR P 2 43 SV L FIHA S R S A iE 2
Phd o oLop AR A X ORI T ERESEE CHBM it ¥ £
I Rk g e SE TR R A iR o) R S

HBM ihit * % 5] ¢ 32 % L 59(2020)3F B4k 2 R B B4 %) 1P 4
(2020)7g | 2 -8 (Modulus)fe#® ik 2 B4 e (Ko) » #5% & (2021)FE iR 2 E &
doddie o FOEQ022)FF R frab 2 2 %14 Tl 0 3 S &(2022)FFRILE P E T 2

NATE SRR PRGN G A BRI F o
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$z% THEZH

FEP AL AFTERNG MR AN EGOT L bR

4+ ll'b

i

LB PR o F Y IR R SRR O~ F&R(SPT) C FIA T » 2% (CPT)friat
2 (Cross-hole)> &2 P 3%k 5 F I3 EHE =€ (7 ) dopf 7 £ (FO)fr-T =842 (Dso)
R BMEEEKRY WU N - BHFAFFE T AR P £ S § g
o TR R P PR 2 RSk il o

TR E gk p &~ HF]2 NGL (Open Source Global Database and Model
Development for the Next-Generation of Liquefaction Assessment Procedures) » # % % ~
PAod FfriMELFAIRROPFFFAFIRLDUT FI1 R O

FRIBA A lcdpde® > 23 T RiT20 £ hE * R R b0 Flt G K
P E@ sy ANGLOFREED Jeh T2 h 2 it gl TR -

AR TRy A AT 0 g R M Sl T o 3T SPT R € LB (7 4R

R rckenig o> %N @4 5 Neo o ¥ # * Liao and Whitman (1986)3% ) s/ 4

=
oo

i 5% et 3.1 #95r 0 ¥ Idriss and Boulanger (2008)4% 1 43t % & 4 3 (%) 35kPa)

FHONK TR 1T CPTE% AL & B 4% [Eduqefrst & 2 g 75 I

&

I 2Pl * Robertson (2009)s712 3% > € R FF & FAL o HIT 4 i

ey I P4x * Kayenetal. (1992)Ff- Robertson et al. (1992)2_ i3 i 5% » 4o 3% 3.2 #557 o

(Npgo = Cy X Ngg = (P2/0,)°%° X Ny (% 3.1)
p 025 I
VSl = I/S X (J—Z) + )

H ¥ Cy<1.7;Py=latm=101.3kPa
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THREAR

APy ¢ F R L5 T Liquefaction/6/2759 ;0 F ALk 4 8kcdyx ¢ 7 Critical
layer ~ /5 4 (0,0) ~ § #5Mb 4 (04g) ~ # T -k &=~ SPT~ CPT ~ Vg ~ sl 5 £ (FC) »
T 3o ji(Dso) ~ ¥ RAF(M)frde & 3 £ 4oid & (amad) * #&F "6, g AR E
PSRt e ehs B REGE T AT 0 ¢ 320,0/050  (N1eo * Qean ~ Ie ~ Vs e
FC» #3 2759 ) Pl £ FHEAFTHEE - £ 3.1 Z FHREREEL .

MLiquefaction /6/2759 ; THLE? hF 411 & kg 20 5 éjl%i NGL» %k p &
e s iR PR -PA-FR-2BHER > Fd 0B REEES > HP
- %8553 38 LFH & AFG LT R8T s+ 4o 3.1 97
TR BEREATR AR SO BE RAod 32977 o ¥ AFRE L Slcihs F e
Bl 3.2 B 3.7 #751 -

NGL 3k snF AL 40 5 4030 e S fichf » 4o 2 30305 R A F TR § 84 - 7]
P NGL FAo ™ & fs € & P~ & gL i= ¢ Critical layer » ¥ P~en 2 2 5 3 6 -
4c% SPT #c#hnl @ * NCEER(2001)i# » 45 CPT #cfh Rl * Juang(2003)i# » %]
T4 it & NGL chF e b > 2 & & chlicdh B4 > F]pb 4 &4 % SPT §r CPT

9= ok 2Ll
2 RAE - ﬂg'-r °

Region number

L

10° 10' 102 103
Data number

Bl 3.1 % TR A R
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(Ny)o

102 T
I O Real data
101 = 4
100 = 4
107! :
107! 10° 10"
ovola;’o
R 3.2 Uvo/Uéo £2(Np) o~ * Bl
10° y
[ © Real datal
5
2 o N
102} o) -
OO e 80 mjc; ol o
o)
o
z o %Bre Boo
o %5 g -
o o =
o)
o
o o)
10° -
10° 10! 102
(Ny)go

B 3.3 (NeoZ qean > 7 B
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V_(m/s)

s1

10° T
I O Real data
O ©
00
o) 0% o
o OO s
o
102} :
10! :
10° 107 102
(Ny)go
Eg] 34 (N1)607EE‘?V51A’\ —4‘ Eg]
103 ' ;
[ © Real data
© o
0 g O
o
o | Lo
O o eRFs®
£ e N
- 102 § b
o =
o
10" : :
10° 10" 102 103

qc1N

Bl 3.5 qun B Vs~ 7
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=2 25¢}

FC

T T T T

[ O Real data

107!

qc1 N

Eg] 3.6 quNL/;E"ICl”\ * EE]

160

140 1

120

100

T T T T

I O Real data

B 3.7 [, 2FC ~ # B

36

d0i:10.6342/NTU202301693



% 3.1 "Liquefaction/6/2759 | F# B # & &L /\
e

=
Liquefaction  ¢,/0, Vs FC (N1)so A | r“ V)

37

doi:10.6342/NTU202301693



#. 3.2 T Liquefaction/6/2759 | ¥ % #c & &'

Vs] FC

0y/ 0y

RN AEEREERES
KRS
R

Liquefaction
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32 FHAES 2
FA R R G &2 R g B gk fe % 7 (Journal of Geotechnical &
Geoenvironmental Engineering, Engineering Geology, Soil Dynamics and Earthquake

Engineering, and Soils and Foundations)'# 2 NGL (Next Generation Liquefaction) » i

HB-FRL | BT excel ¥ oo

33 P T EhE it

FRCER S F O RETRERER LS AT EEFA PR
1. & - FpE:

R chlcdp A~ m A IR RIR VR BCA] P 0 B R BT R E > ik

folg ek e d TR R it g B RO o doTE RIS R B2 R BRI LR R

JEFHLE P g P~ 100 £ Tk > £ ATHRAR I & 7] excel el A F 3 3% 4o

%;5‘%’ ’Fﬁﬁﬁaf; H - %Ff—ﬁ{,, . 5‘5_, “;_ - %Fg_fvl—:;( %‘Px

=i

dil e, %"é /:‘ﬁ
SR RS NEERFIE GBI B0 %S EATERI 100 £ TR AR

BRI 100 £ TR R 2 AR

39

doi:10.6342/NTU202301693



FTHE FEGEE 2 B3

BACE TR - TP RE TR FIP AET P G - ERE
oM TEAAET L BRE Y E:

LANGL ehfF e R4 &2 kend g P afknt FEE 7 gz
FEIEBREA 2ok o A7 1345 Chaoetal. (2010) # 7 AF 32 et 3 AL A M
drd 33 R AR E

2.SPT#% et Wiz * 4E %> L L WK BREF 977 b o g 3 & BOT% (7
9 SPT-N B &2 T 4p > FIM A T4 H T FE RO 45873 T > 4ok
3.4 #7151 > i@ 2 E A1 (Nygo ©

# 33 2 A ~F (Chaoetal., 2010)

BRE - (t/m?) k%) | HfrE mE(m’) | THNE
BT 2.11 8.86 2.34 26
1R 1.76 28.01 1.95 3
FRLE) 1.87 23.33 2.02 7
v 1.92 21.96 2.04 20
Bf %F 2 18.84 2.10 39
e 1.84 33.61 1.87 8
@@Fglﬁﬂ 2 1.83 31.03 1.91 11
¥ 4 F A2 1.84 29.44 1.93 10
e 1.89 28.09 1.95 23
BRI 1.76 373 1.83 8
%34 & R 5 BR
& 4 5 (%)

18 60

Y 55

P A 75

134 45
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3?%@ﬁﬁmmﬁkﬁﬁ%@ﬂGW$%?g,%mw@um€£&&’“
et B2 F 4 B fn o g [T L A5 Sl AL ARt E
* Robertson (2009)e7 % » 45t 3.3 #5570 A d FHE? 3 - E F IR W,)
TR B R BT R R R U = g o ke dRit Rl = g0 TR R
PRI L g, = e B TR RS LR FI R B oy T
B Rest 3.4 9955 o
qc =qc+ (1 —au,

n = [(@c = 0v0)/Pal(Pa/0vo)™

n=0.381(I,) + 0.05(0.y/pg) — 0.15
F. = [fs/(qc — 040)]100%

B, = (uz —u0)/(qr — 0yo)

= [(3.47 —log Qi)? + (log E. + 1.22)?]°5 (% 3.3)
[4 Pa n _\
qcin = (;:) (6—{70) (3% 3.4)

géuop 41\}\@ uZ;'}’LF}% J\fiva'g\ 307;1)3:1001(1)3(%0'6.%{?:?;

n
kPa) i Po=0.1Mpa( qc ¥ =3 MPa) i n % & B & 0-1 2 B 5 (£2) <17-

477 3 MY A R aER 28 A 47 ¢ @ * Kayenetal (2013):07 2 5 F]

0.25
PARTL AP BV Y 320 e B (o) E RS 1S

ovo
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35 AT FHEETRS S A R

A g 2.6 &80 R ATERIECA S AL TR R R
D LG ET L OTRAC RRRT LY PTRLF DAL L b oigd
PR TR chlichp et B % B R $h R S i T AR 1 R
RETRA R RS Senip it Mo Jpt e LT B o

% % % Seedetal (1985) > 4 3.8 B ¥ chimfe il 3 £ 3 ROk 141 4~

B R § R R TR e BP R

A

Percent Fines = 35%
Percent Fines = 15%
Percent Fines < 5%
FC>35% Liquefaction -
FC=35% Non-Liquefaction

35%=FC=15% Liquefaction

35%=>FC>15% Non-Lique faction

0 1 1 1 1
0 10 20 30 40 50

B 3.8 Seed et al., (1985)F&7 i it & 2 (FC% > 15%)
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o® <<>b i
&
o 200

8
2 <>/>|:1.—<> T

Percent Fines = 35%
Percent Fines = 15%
Percent Fines < 5%
15%=FC=>5% Liquefaction =
15%>FC>5% Non-Liquefaction
FC<5% Liquefaction

FC<5% Non-Liquefaction

40 50

] 3.9 Seed et al., (1985) F@it ik iv & H(FC% < 15%)

Tokimatsu and Yoshimi (1983) ¢4 45 3 & & # ¢h4dcé 35 SPT-N 17 2 et
FROFELRY P ANTAHEEA 0 R AP 2T § AR N B
LarF B S T5% > U BTSN B E 35T o

# 3.5 Tokimatsu and Yoshimi (1983)4 47 % %

Bk 818
- ? I FE
% 1 356 38
2% L 343 81
o 85.45% 14.55%
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PR RS € (A, 2001)4 45 A & & % ngdes 42 SPTN fE foimpepl

TR MV BN BT IS B 5 5% TEXTHREFE R HREE

B o EREAEA 36T 0 PRE(y)E 5%kt v AR4cB 3.10 5 o

% 3.6 AlJ (2001)4 5 % %

Rk 818
e 7 I FE
it 290 104
2ho (L 394 30
ve B 83.62% 16.38%
0.7
@]
(0]
06 O
e @]
(@]
05 Q6 ®
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Bl 3.10 AIJ (2001) F@&ht i it & &
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PoAEES € (JRAL990 2 )i 455 R4 & @ * chfdics 35 SPT-N {2 -~ Dso {e
A T R LA BN BT L F B L T5% 0 BEAed 3.7 ¥t 0 TR

it b ey P SRRl R o

%37 p i B ¢ JRA1990 2 )4 47 4 &

Rk 281
i F h i FE
i i 146 21
2hij 1 49 65
| 69.4% 30.6%

NCEER(1997):h14 45 1 & # * chd#ics 45 SPT-N @ fcimipdl 5 £ » o2 L
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®] 3.12 SPT-NCEER (1997)%&-% 7% it & 5 (FC% <15%)
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W ARF 3.15 o 3.16 #57 -
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NCEER(1997):4 45 1 & 8 * chidic# #aq.1cfs » § 234

Lot
JLadbES

A EE 0 Aol < T 2.6 B AOGE BT AT A AT ARACR] 3.17 o 0 2 58 K A

Z 301 #7510 0 RSt R it W Ao 3.18 S o

| Liquefaction Analysis I

I

Cyclic Softening |

[ Flow Liguefaction | [

| |
o Laboratory In-Sita
Testing Testing
| |
SPT CPT Vi
|
¥ ¥
e f,
(tip resistance) (abeeve friction)

lu EEAEEERERAEE Y

In-situ stresses (O, Gu')

o B o Py oo
qth (PHIHU\-DI}

!

|

Q

= (e TuelOug’

“ [/(ge-s0)]x 100%

F

126

¥ +
=26 [ 1= [(3.47-10gQF H(logF+1 227" |

Qan =10

P 00&Pa if ;' is i kP -
b0t MPa . 1o Py ] L¢ = [(347-l0gern) " H{logF+1.22)]"” |
iy L1246
q P,
Qein ™ (p—';:'f—n. e
al Wil
= [(3.47-loggen) " +(logF+1.22)"]"*
r * -
if 1, = 1.64 K.= 1.0
i1 > 1.64 Ke=-0403 L+ 5581 17~ 2163 1.1 + 33,751 - 17.88
if I. 2 2.6 evaluate using other criteria; likely non-liguefiable if F=1% as well
BUT, if 1.64< I, 236 and F < 0.5%, set K, = 1.0
¥
(G egpdes = (B HQ3)
+

i 50 2 (qopes < 160 CRRys = 93 {{ﬂ%&%}’ + 0.08

if{gemes = 50
Mote: if 1.>2.6, evaluate using other criteria; likely non-liguefiable if F>1% as well

CRRys = 0.833 (SelN)esy | 05
1000

Bl 3.17 CPT-NCEER (1997) %4 7 /4% (Robertson and Wride, 1998)

50

doi:10.6342/NTU202301693



% 3.11 CPT-NCEER (1997)4 7 % %
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NCEER(2001)#2 NCEER(1997)éi3* § = j2 4p o2 » & ¥ chif s %

¥ R4 3.19 #ra o

# 3.12 CPT-NCEER (2001)4 7 % %

$ 75%

Bk 3 RH S AR R Aod 312 %R 0 el
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K 1 890
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2% L 210 150
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qc1N
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Juang(2003)i% L & @ * chgdes daqoief, 0 ik g AR L
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¥
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3R EFE T A R Acd 313 1o 0 TRA R I SLde R

3.20 #771 ©
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N1 £ EINLY T
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Boulanger and Idriss (2016) 2 & i * ch%#ce 35q.fofs> 4 i# 2 NCEER 48 F >
[ B% 5 3260 ad7? &% Pr=15-50 fv 85%3iF & » H ¢ P =50%: ¥ fr

R o Acd 314 910 o TR R Y MA@ 3.21 fror o
% 3.14 Boulanger and Idriss (2016) 4 47 .5 % (PL=50%)
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e it FE
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0.6 .
O
0.5 o B
£04 .
©
W
>
<
2 0:3 N
i
= 'e) o e O
o 00 o o
2 o
O 0.2 o O -
O (QO O
PL =85%
P =50%
0.1 y - -
PL 15 0
®  Liguefaction
O Non-Liquefaction
0 1 1 1 1
0 50 100 150 200 250
qc1Ncs

®] 3.21 Boulanger and Idriss (2016) %@ 7% i & 4
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Ku and Juang (2012)3 & & % cn$ficd 3aq.fofs > Floti2 A B g B IVHK
() %0 FRES 3 - 2§ F Bk RO)PTR > i) 7 LB 34

FEER 0 AT R ArA 3150
% 3.15 Ku and Juang (2012) 4 7% %

(RS 1021
o FE * I FE
el 554 87
EL 186 194
) 72.48% 27.52%

NCEER(1997)f= NCEER(2001):14 45 1 & & * ch%dcé #5V,fe FC » 2@ g 3%
AT A AR T T AR o B A5 iR R 0 A R Ard 3116 frk

317 #1570 Rk i ¥ RAeB] 3.22 3 B 3.27 4 o
% 3.16 V-NCEER (1997)4 17 % %

e 220
I FE I FE
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b L 40 52
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% 3.17 V,-NCEER (2001)4 47 & %
& fic 217
I FE I FE
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Cyclic Stress Ratio, CSR

Cyclic Stress Ratio, CSR
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Cyclic Stress Ratio, CSR
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Cyclic Stress Ratio, CSR

Cyclic Stress Ratio, CSR
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Kayen et al. (2013)504 45 1 & & * ch4#ic? 35V, FC» A 1@ < @ 32
H2 PL=15%ie 38 S % dod 318 17 0 BAES F 21T 80% A AT F & F

WP 2 KRR A S Brran > [Rfh Rk i o S4cF] 3.28 oKl 3.29 #77F o

# 3.18 Kayen et al., (2013)4" 47 % % (PL=15%)
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05F ® Liguefaction
O  Non-liquefaction
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] 3.29 Kayen et al., (2013)§&7 iz i* & (X5 FC)
3.6 AL ET 2 FERIH
LREFRE ST E ~ 5 Z A% F(SPT ~ CPT 4rVy) » Bi {7 P85 fhi85%
GET - B (T o PE R AT B B
LR R~ A TR R R
2. IR EME T @ mF L2 fhce

%
5

A

& 1 i > SPT #h j * NCEER (2001) ; CPT ¢~ ;2 # * Juang (2003) ; Vg
= ;£ * Kayenetal (2013)« 2 ¢ » Juang (2003)17 j# .3 ¥ qoqn el S 8cp 5
Robertson (2009)5573+ & = i » Jp F] e %4l @ * Robertson (2009) i 3+ 3 £
FF Len Bt qond Al d S B ERE 0 T P hamE L A g
WL AT UL G ok 319 9w o

% 3.19 Juang (2003)#2 Robertson (2009)3* & qeqn ~ [cfr FSZ 34 &

JcIN I FS
T iojp g4 6.63% 1.39% 6.79%
B¥EA P ik 4.58% 0.93% 4.53%
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38 A ehd > fhdficfet A 48k * Robertson (2009)ch% > S 3 ¢ 4p £ &
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Z
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] 3.30 Juang (2003) & * Robertson (2009)2. % > fz#ictt ik
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¥ % %L <HEAHBM)
4.1 § 4

R B S (HBM)shiE @ v o B 4.1 Wi > 2 B¢ 3 b it £ 2

SRRl T IR S A R R TR 0 F B AR NG H B H . L RIRI R

A AT AP ARE e B TRE Y G FABRLG A PRI A2 A4

TR L A EMOES L h k1Y {REY BB # % HBM it

Tl b Ha i TEERG OF AR Y e R NATH AL NE L D RF

SR AT R B MR AR A F S8 R Aok B B R o

P 4 o
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a
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& 35 “"t 4 "g_;v :
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B 4.1 #88F o fo4E % 7 & Bl(Ching et al., 2021)
it HBM A 45 /% ¢ B3] 4

LOA £ 3 NIRRT

BRI 5 - BRI EEMDLEALSFT T

g A K G AT ot RS iy $3k HBM

B R AT HBM A8 (v p5 g BB B K B0 f A 40

% — B K 3L ¢ i@ * Johnson 4 # % *i(Johnson distribution system) k fi;4- » #-%

A S
PMEHEIELEFETF oD ¥ - BRI * L X 4 7(Bayesian analysis) ¥ i+

PP A 6 A4 B A 58 (Closed-form) i 2 4 &

BRI FEEPEA TS

% e % 4 47 1(Gibbs sampler) %

2t BT AT o HBM 638 (Fimfg % R4
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(1) FAdm e -8B p 2R ¥ Hic(s 15 38 Johnson & # i Au-% S il 3%

O U

(2) E ¥ rFEcfI* B & $7(Bayesian analysis) ¥ & 5 A S A e E 3 AP
# (Gibbs sampler) » JEFHE P PRI 2 AT S ¥ o

(3) Hmprpi * RN BAZ S B Ed HBH N P ERET LD

DTN BB A T A o
FA D
4.2.1 B~p R¥#

AAMIAEY > FF S AHEF G AL B bdeid E = F  SPTN &
QcfrVsE > B af3]Y 2 BV Ry FHRIBRINGUEE 2T AR E
BoA 27 EILehig ko & A SRl B IR Bt e 4O Sl p AR
PRETREAGHELIYAF > RY A FEESREFEAF LA A REY
BT Ffz 3 X AT AR Bl g5 Er hiss ® 2 F o iz
WAFIFERNFEL oq 5 FCY FRET i g7 0% LR <
FlUt LG B SR ¥ £ 41 S TR E A TR R A

%41 ST A

Y Y2 Y3 Y4 Ys Yo

In(0,0/040) In((N1)eo) = In(qcin) Lc In(Vg;) FC
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4

4.2.2 Johnson & # % 3t

AFT Y ¢ 4R * Johnson 4~ # % ti(Johnson distribution system) k #% & #7i% * 2
FEEEY Yo Y)W F RS EER > F AR I REY AT
(X1~ X~ o~ Xg)il (7 18 H eha 47

Johnson » # jx kia % = #574] » & % SU(Unbouded system) ~ SB(Bouded
system)fr SL(Lognormal system) > SU i * *t g F 7 J *24|chs # > SB i * 3+ 5 1+
TRERI oA F o SL g iR Y Liefay TRAES R LA F Y
v B F#(ag by ~ay > by)#tidl 0 TS EAA L AR NFTRLS T AR
HE S 0 b 42 HEE o

Slifker and Shapiro (1980)4% 1 7 & * F 4~ = #c k42 % Johnson A~ # & ifdsg 2

\\\Xr

e E 0 B E T

1. 8- B+ 03 z> 7 121434 Slifker and Shapiro (1980): 3% ik z=0.7 ¢

2. AEFEE 3z -z 2 32 B F R S R R S 8(CDF) s A k(P

PofrPy) » * » z=0.7 16 » w B A oA Bl4e™ 97on

P, = ®(-3z) = ®(—2.1) = 0.018

P, = O(—z) = ®(-0.7) = 0.242

P.= ®(z) = ©(0.7) = 0.758

Py = ®(3z) = ®(2.1) = 0.982

3.3 E e BE A RIS AsRPEERREDY B A uEy, =F 1 (B) vy, =
F7A2(Py) ~ye = FT'(P)fryq = F 1 (Pg) » d *t @2 840 Y e} fi & % i F(y) » %]

PPUFOREY LSRR AREZ ARG TARBI R R IE ER F e

Bp Al F Sdcim o

4. BE m=Yy-Yo ~n=Yp-Ya p=VYe- Yo 0 T THED =mn/p® > FiE D g Kk H K

& ey A > D>1 5 SU(Unbounded system) > D<I 3 SB(Bounded system) > D=1 %
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SL(Lognormal system) °
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;| m—Raseline ;| Hasaline
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-5 1] S

SU distribution (baseline is with ay =1, b}: =0, ay=1, .b.f =0}

= Baseline 4

o 05 1 L5 1 [1] 05 1 15 2

== Rassaline [ = Baseline
———y =2 T — R [ __-bx‘=1

5L distribution (baseline is with ay = 1, by" =0, by = 0)

Bl 4.2 Johnson 4~ # k si¢ = f&3] fi 04 # 4 3R (a)SU ; (b)SB ; (c)SL

(Ching and Phoon, 2015)
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frE TS s A 0 BiE Y 4143 F AL E Al oA # Sli(ay by
ay frby) °
SU #4):
2z

aX = T
cosh_1[0.5<ln)
Pty

by = ay sinh™t {—(5_?) }

,ay >0

[2(D-1)05]
2p(D—1)°-5
m n m n 57 Qy >0
T [Ga)Gene) ]
wetyy) |, PG3) ‘
bY - 2 [2(%_'_2_2)] X 4.1)

SB #g3]:
zZ

cosh_l{O.S[(1+%)(1+%)]0.5},

by = ay sinh™* {(E _ g) [(1+%)(1+%)_4]O-5}

aX: ax>0

m [2(p1-1)]
142)(142) =2 —a)
o =plBEDA
_ (yctyp) a p(%_%) Z\
by = % B 7y [2(p1-1)] i 42)

SL #5%
_ 2
D
(5
by = ayIn {[p(p%)os]
ety 05p(5+1) o
by == (gi) (3 4.3)

BRI AT R TR S A4 BT RACY A% SR
A X EATR A BRI N AS MREF GA T X R ADTR Y A
ECR
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.
bx+ax><ln< (Y :Y) > (SU)
X= (Y;sy) ;5 4.4)
bX +ay X In W (SB)
ay
KbX + aX X ln(Y - by) (SL)
r . X—bX
by + ay X smh( o ) (SU)
(x-bx)
by+(ay+by)><exp[—]
Y= 4 SB 45
1+exp[—(x_bX)] (5B) (3 )
-b
by +exp ( X) (SL)

AR TR ) 3 S F i 2 Johnson & F g A 2 A F Sdicho & 42 97
T &P ep BN A KStesteZH B » P i@ IEET Lok X L7
BATREF G2 Bk ¥ 005 TS § pESI005HF BAFZLSTF S
BHEFRELFTABEREZRIES F 2R ZEFEZEE R AP 3 3B A
*ep B3 0.05 e i € ARE* 58 F) 5 Johnson A F & AF U AF I A
Bl43 2B 45 5 FREE S 2 Y AF eI HREF iz P2 X 2%

‘W I'+§]
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% 4.2 38 Y1~Ye 4~ F 4 = Johnson & # z_ 254 ~ & F L ¥ fr p-value

Random Soil Distribution ax bx . b il

Variable Parameter Type 4 4 P
Y, In(0,0/050) SB 2.5981 0.5114 2.3227 -0.6757 2.6664¢”
Y> In((Ny)g0) SU 4.005 2.6069 2.3585 4.1324 0.6792
Y In(q.1n) SU 5.6945 10.0487 1.6136 8.3948 0.308
Y4 I, SB 1.8723 1.2287 4.1928 0.7833 0.0394
Ys In(Vs1) SU 2.4535 -1.1909 0.5576 4.8785 0.2489
Yo FC SB 1.0138 2.4778 226.6592 -2.4523 0.0166
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2400 . . . 500 . . . . .
Y distribution [ Y distribution
2200 [ | Standard normal distribution || [ Standard normal distribution
2000 [ 1
400 1
1800
1600
2 1400 2 300
= C
g g
3 1200 e
O @
g g
1000 200
800
600
100
400
200
0 0
|n(¢7vo / O';Io) In((N1 )60)
B 4.3 (0v0/0p0)fr(N1)go Y & F &2 X & F 2 £ ik ]
500 — 700 ; . ; ' ;
Y distribution [ Y distribution
[ Standard normal distribution [ Standard normal distribution
600 y
400
500
300
3 & 400
= C
() ()
= =
= =
5 E oo
30
* 200 =
200
100
100
0 0
8 6 4 2 0 2 4 6 8 -6 -4 2 0 2 4 6
In(a, ) le

B 44 qoanicl.snY » F &2 X 2 F 2 & 15 B
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Y distribution
[ Standard normal distribution

0
8 6 4 2 0 2 4 6 8

In(v.,)

400 T T T T .

300 .

frequuency
N
o
o

[ distribution
[ Standard normal distribution

100 | T

10 10 30 50 70 90
FC

B 4.5 Vyfe FCehY A% & X A% 2 £ (£
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4.3 HBM % #

Ching et al. (2021)4% I} & % F. = #C3](Hierarchical Bayesian model)* #- HBM >

|

7

SHACE 46 S 0 P kB A BEMOTR > x, 0 f BT 1 AR T

FRE P - B AL R AR R S EMOT R L A LR GTR
d Lo s &2 2 g8 e (g, C) i) BHEHEOTHYT S R LA
FoRFOFFY P BAEITH LB RS Sl ) S8 S A2 S #i(Hyper-

parameter) > 47 £ £ F = B (U,Co.Z0,V0) * X F 1 B H M endd 22 3| (w;, C) #7
ol o AR podndlu T 5 Cokndlush % B Dok d1CiehT 15 vl
IR oHBM A & A XA BREE % — BIEE L 5 ¥ 1 (Learning stage) » p* Fi

EREFBSZ A RTAE S Jl HBM 4 8§ TRE® & 3iiE 4o @

-~

34

g4 e Bdg Sl %o BIE SR (Inforence stage) o 117 5 - 1R T

cfeic

1st site 2nd site

®] 4.6 HBM 7 # Bl(Ching et al., 2021)
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4.4 RHBM 3 #

PR FIFERI L R 4 RIERIE - 3 R BOR AT T A i * ) 4.6 0%
Ho AT B s AN R SY B S A 45 4] (Revised HBM, RHBM) Hcgst e 1 (B4 3
ek H o BB AT T LR AR i BREY FjLTROTRERE

B oL g R O0S 1 adgeF 0 & ARt o TRIE TR S x; A T s

T
TR
-

a |
\\\?{» /ﬂ]—
g
FH =
~=i N
-

[

,qﬁ

]
ad
e

£
=
gn'\
¥
et

s
)

i
o
o
=
o,

2.

@]
=
=i
=4
2.
>
B

~=$

FSact = m - FSca 34 4.6)

HPFSeyait® ent >k FSye » & F ¢% > ¥k s m 5 Model factor

o&ﬂ §?\.4@
() (m3) (=) ()
g é

1 region 2" region

W 4.7 % & 2 HBM %
4.4.1 B % & $7(Bayesian analysis)

LA E - S F R A TR AER T ik R A T
SRR RIET A AN 4T
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£(X°10)xr(6) .
vy 11 »

He o X0% EFR 05 ARTR L0 F b RTRTATEREL
8% o fiz. G 1=k A~ F (Posterior PDF) > f(X°|0) % iz 3 #c(Likelihood
function) » f(0) 5 %2 4~ # (Prior PDF) > f(X°) 3 & s F 2 i# % » # (Marginal
distribution) °

AR AAY FABRATHUHAT AR AT AN R L E AT
LB F W G PRI S ficend e R B (Conjugate prior) > fe— HRFIRT o 2 7 il %
BB AN s en PGB A R e T Rt R TR A

FOLEFE NSRS T PR ST R ERDE Do A AP Y
B

A 23 ehiG sk (T 5 A 5% 7 3 (Prior information) > & & & FoRL

AL

-—\-
]
NG

Eo)

I #7ehis % 4% % (Posterior) °
442 HPURT chif 8 %

Ching et al. (2021)3#%& &} <7 HBM 7 H4c ] 4.6 #7771 » & 257 3 Bt iR 1+ o

LR i T W“ﬁ*ﬂﬂﬁlﬂﬁ”ﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁ%ﬁ47%ﬁ’ﬂﬂ

XUE; #l‘frclﬁ#_}i ’ .‘g :i} ﬁ'{ ’47\ -# ’ -X'ljd ,ul‘f\T’C 1 - ﬁ;’»#’ ’47\ 7!'7 °
le"’N(xij;‘Lli, Cl) ;7\“ 48)
ml-j~LN(ml-j;/.tl-, Cl) (37\: 49)

e A 5 i BRBOTHED £ d pfrCes B2 S & T o uo s ¥ i

A EHIFAEY LR BT 00 R T 0 (b ¥ #A T (Inverse-

Wishart distribution) » 5 #]| FALE Y L R L2 THER TR B 2 ZFEATF o
pi~N (w5 po, Co) (3 4.10)
1o~N (tto; tygr Cuy ) (5% 4.11)
Co~IW (Co; Z¢,rvc,) (4 4.12)
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P hC L B P B P G a BINA > d B B R ORE R LE
W (S;) e B B 4B R (Correlation matrix) 7= > S; 5 & B3 % x iR ik Lo &8

Xz ¥hEd T AT A5V 4130

Ci = SiRSl'
g, 0 0 0
0 o, 0 O

Si=1| o 6 "0 (% 4.13)
0 0 0 oy

0;% % i o3 & # (Inverse-gamma distribution) » ¥ 3 & S¥ci%F p & R R o
LR FlafefirEoai B3 At f Fidlognk ¢ AR B 5 #o3f A # (Gamma
distribution) > § F 4x 4]0 2R o
o7 ~1G(o?; a, B) 3 4.14)
R B % LKJ » # (Lewandowski-Kurowicka-Joe distribution) > ¥ 3 # B # F 2
X m ORI PR BE RS F- B REL xRIn(m)F e F AT
R~LKJ(R; 1) X 4.15)
[xij, in(my; )] ~N[xij, in(my;) ; i, SiRS] ( 4.16)
d il Ao 3 248 5 18 245 (Total probability theorem)® & # RHBM » 47
ATIT
fGopC0) =111} [N(xij;ﬂi:SiRSi)l(FSact,ij < 1)Lij1(FSact,ij = 1)1_Lij]
T N (us; 1o, Co) - N (o tugr Cuy)
W (Co; Zcy ve,) - T TIR1G (07 o, Bi) - LKJ(R; 1)

T} f (i) - TR Gamma| By | ap, Bg]

sMmg;)+2-2n _ Mvgg+n+l
o« |R| 2 (T1S:17™s1) - [Col 2
-a n ap—1
ATI? ﬁkMak) . Pg Bnkﬁkﬁ
@M r(ap)
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[— %Z{W Z;'ns(xij - .ui)TSi_lR_lsi_l(xij T ﬂi)-
— =2 — 10)"Co ™ (y — o)
TR TTECou) % exp| = 3 (Ho =ty Cup (o — Hy) (5 4.17)
—;tr(ZCO X Co_l)

- B
|~ Zliw 211} Bkaikz - 271} ﬁ_:

"ﬁ 4 @ = {[lo,Co,af,,B};M é‘ ?"&éﬁgﬁi;n ::1 F'Xﬁ‘,“/g-)i ,ms};fi TE; ?Fféi pﬁr}—"‘,&@:o

4.4.3 & ¥ r¢ £ (Learning stage)

B RHBM P ¥ fgfc? » penE & F Y TR AP 2 S > Xa 5
PAARAIRAAEY F PN FTREIMLFS E 2 RHBM ' g 28 %17 {
se FEg > Flpt RHBM 42 * & & &P~4%(Gibbs sampler)* f£ GS 7 2 & 4 pt B
Ao Y @YV EM RO R RAZ S licfodp MR O TR i
T AP F R AT F B S B2 (S5 A 7 (Posterior pdf) s & 2 iz (8%
VR E ¥ -2
LB iBE %2 T R4 T 40T 977

f(uilpo, Co) = N(po, Co)

= |Co|_% . (2m)F exp [— % (i = 10)"Co M (uy — .Uo)] (34 4.18)
HYon iR TR ETEE » &0 U7 0 7 L T S0, Co) 1
(S8 o MR ag AR R o o T 4
(a) A2 SHicpghts B A F 4o 0T

f(llolliuo’ Cuo) = N(Huo’ Cuo)

_l _E 1 T _ .
= |CH0| 2 (27-[) z-exp [_E(HO _'ulio) C#o 1(l’l0 _'ulio)] (’7\ 4'19)
PO RAT L RT ML Ny, BREE R, B S HE
B P EKE A oendicie 52 < ehideF o A2 % ¢ 43 Chingetal. (2021)

i 10% 5 e
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(b)AZ % B Coihts B A T 40T #15m

f(C0|2Co’vCo) = IW(ZCO’VCO)

vCo/2 vco+n+1

“|Col” 2 -exp [—%tr(Z‘CO X Co_l)] 3¢ 4.20)

|ZC0|
2mC0/2.13,(vCo /2)

2P oL ()5E % %835 S fc(Multivariate gamma function) » tr() FAE; S0

s (matrix trace)> ® 5 7 R L2 A F L AT G A7 * Huang

and Wand (2013)# 91 5= i > Bkve, =n+ 12 Zo =4X diag(ail, )

)
an
v

diag(.) = ¥ £ &L > ay 2 ST 1% o3 & # (Inverse-Gamma distribution) » 4e 3¢

421 #557

flaw) = 16(a; @, B) = #i- @™ - exp (- 2) (3 421)
2 qi A5k % (Shape parameter) - B 7 * & %#c(Scale parameter) »

Huang and Wand (2013)~ ¢ #% 7] » § a =052 B % (% ] eh#ic i@ pF » B

IW(Co; Z¢,, Ve, ) ic A 5 & T3 ehis s A o

0

2.5 1 B H R E Heo i A F AT S
f(0210, 1y, x) = f (0P|, Y TTT | £ (xij s, C)1(FS;; < 1) V1(FSy; 2 1) 7] o
(I o, 24+ expl—preai?)
: (lSiI_mS : e‘%ZTS(xij—ﬂi)TSi'lR*Sfl(xif‘#i)) & 4.22)
() AT S BeasHis B A F 4o Hon

—2( +1)
flal®, pi, 0, x] Hnr(a) oo

—-ap—1

May,

o (MY of By,

X
o [k r(ak)M 3- 4.23)

(b) 42 % B Penis B F 4o 157
sl ()
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Mayg+ 1 1 -
[ Be ™7™ exp | ~fic (5 + 2 032 )|
1 -1
~ [l Gamma <aﬁ + May, <ﬂ— + M 05(2) > ;v 4.24)
B

3. WP ELRZ %KL F AT Ao

M Mg

F(RIO, i, S, x) o LKJ (R ) n nf(xijmi,giRSi)
i
Mo V42— m )
o IRl_w _%2{\421 Str[si_l(xij_lli)(xij—lli)TSi 1R_1]
NIW(ZIiVI Z;ns Si_lQijSi_l ) (Z{VI ms_l-) +1-2n- n) (X 4.25)
B¢ QT & AT AR

Qij = (xij - Hi)(xij - #i)T (3% 4.26)

4, % 1B Faxis s 40T S13
f(xijlui, €) o< N(uy, C)
= |Ci|_% .(2m)72 - exp [_%(xij - .“L')Tci_l(xij - #i)] (34 4.27)
5, % 1B RmisBks # 4T 917

£ (In(my;) s, Ciy xi7) o Ny, Cilxi)

ln(mij) ~N(#m + meCx_l(xij - .ux): Cm — meCx_lcxm) 5 4.28)

C C
He (= x mx|
B e C; [ o

Cx m

BeePis BB 5 A 15 0 AT (o)A 80 % TR G ()

\\\Xr

O - k%
zi_-:v"g.fié'

AT () BT E e £ (1) rs ¥ B BG4 ()T BE

I~

3

A (u)m R REEEL L (G (x) PTHER £ L) m %P goeEt
(C7) » RHBM 4 * F & &Pk 2 i 4840 #7770

1 & BB S s B A F i

1_m; T  _ 1 -
F(u;10, 01, %) o e~ 2%i=Fumri) G (i) =3 (= ko) €™ Gti=tio)

_N {(Co_l + ml 1) ( 0—1‘UO + Ci—l Z;n;l xij)’ (CO—I + miCi—l)_l}
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2. & B R B o2 ik A T Bk

£(0210, w;, x) oc( n g Z(ak+1) exp[—ﬁkai_z]) . (lSil_mS ) e—%Z;ﬂs(xij—#i)Tgi_lR_lsi_l(xij_lli))
d b v avs gt s st A - BF Lenk oo &% E 211% matlab o

Pk Sl PR 0 2 4o % B 4% 02 Metropolis-hastings = ;2 § 7 MCMC(Markov Chain

Monte Carlo simulation)* % % @ F|FFH# P LR T JE TR - FIP A2 HE* &

BB K 2 3 fo ¥ » + % (Hamiltonian Monte Carlo * ;2 — No U-Turn

Sampler(NUTS) (Hoffman and Gelman, 2014)§ 3.o;2e18 2k & F Bk o A it *

NUTS & 7B~ pF > Bothen®ficd 7 5 & :F B (Unbounded) » 8 (7 A7 7 &2 & &

Ho e 74k 0 Flo? A5 T R DR l(0,2>0) 0 Flit A 2 sefin(o) i i Bk A

CELEES T

Flin(6) 16, i x] o T 2™ (17 exp[~2(a + 1) In(0y) — Bre~>mE@w)])
dinoj

. (|Si|—ms . e_%ZTS(xij_”i)TSi_lR_lsi_l(xij_#i))
o ([Tx exp[—2ay In(oy) — Bre™? ln(aik)])
. (lSil_mS . e_%Z;Hs(xij_ﬂi)TSi_lR_lsi_l(xij_lli))
3. & B RS HK LS T Bk
f(xf510, i, €;) o N{pf + CE2(C2) (o — 1), Gl — CE(C2) T2}
4. & B % B HIn(m)is sk A~ # P~
f(In(mf) 10, s, i x) < N(tan + ConacCx ™" (Xij = tx ) G = CmxCx ™ Cmy)

t;Cv_I: mxo

Cx m

5. 44 B MBI R b5 A F B

M Mg
f(R|O, u;, S, x) < IW ZZS QU _1,<st,i>+1—2n—n

He SR RePLHAFT AT o 5 1o
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6. 4 §H4g S lepg il S A F Bk
f(uolps, Ci, Co, a, B, x) o o5 (i) o™ Gt i) =5 (oo Cag ™ (o=t
—NKC'4+M Ci ') (M MM+QAE#J(@{4+M.%AY%
BPC s¥ised ) Ay BRE LAY &F 510%-

7. B3 2 8cCyenis sk A BogE

f(C0|X! U, C; Ho, 20, Vo, a)

M+vc,+n+1 1M T 1 -1
< ICO|_+ . e—§2i=1(ﬂi—ﬂo) Co (Hi—ﬂo)—itr(zcoxco )

M -
—N{(C MGy ) ( wo Mg T CO_liflﬂi)'(Cuo_l +M-C7) 1}

8. 4447 Slca s Bk A Bk

2y L (1" o2.) == 1,8Mak
f[al@,,ui, 0, X 1_[1_[1-'(“ ) Oik ( ) X 1:[ F(ak)M

a2l - DA, Higskr B 2L5 3 Lt o bt oltihisska

Bofihis 2 0 A2 4% NUTS i€ B4k » s h @ 4 In(q)ehis B A F & 7 54

den(ak)
fWﬂaN@J%Upﬂ==Hﬁ;mmafWNIMA%x”dmw
(m —ag- 1B;I:Iak in(ey)

Hn

rapM

9. 4L¥H47 2P NIS Bk A T PR
1 -1
f1B10, u;, 03, x] < [ Gamma (aﬁ + May, (ﬁ_ﬁ + M aﬁf) )
B 5@ Bk HA T ETN  ap=0.5 Pp= 10«
10. €45 ¢ it 19HF T+ it W31 T BOfe Rt d » 4 &I - Bacfe

BEHE TR R h o FREE- KBTS E IR0 A o

PRV AL 5 FE 4  (Burn-in period, )0 AR H kAL AR 0 R EER
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Pisenfh o AR ROEARY > NE B AR LT - A Ak
SRR 38 SN SRR T TR L - TR &N e ST
TR FIRAtT R P Ay S cfedp BB R 0 AR BT L Sl
(T) & 21000 » FE £ (tp) 5 1000 » B~ B IR (AE) 5 10 0 B2 i 7 FlNjeqrn =

T —t,/At = 2000 4g S ficfrip M B E 4k » o
4.4.4 3% s & (Inference stage)

& RHBM sdiihFe g ? » B P PrRATEE g 2802 Rk A% (T &%
BendBgm® o b PHEREY ¢ T REX) R FFE Y Aol g

(XH)eiFdm fam D PR E S chd Sl DR T o AR RS

%

\\\?{r

B T & (Us,0s) > T BRK (Us,05)+ X FIAZ S HOTE > LB FTREY

~m

EN{T 5 AP I 0 SRARACT Ao
1. #4p Bl ¥ Eul4 e

.us"'N(:uO,k' CO,k)

HP kiR 2BD%HE -
2. %P % B DR Bko 2P

Us,ZNIG(“k: Bi)

3. 4P R 3R e Rl PR
x2i~N(ud + CE(CO)TH(x0; — 1), C& — CE(CL) T
Bepl s i3 by o B oud s I EBrP Y B B Cy
P IRREFFT R DL R L

co  (ou
Csx = SsxRySsx = [ 9 sx]

uo u
CS.X' CSX

Reis 2 AT AMBPEL ¢ d BYFRET Sy s P BHBEEELE
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o AL 2 b

Os1
Sox = 8 %
0 0 Osn

L4t R R 3 e A AR R Goidn(myg ) Bt
In(mg ;) ~N(psm + CsmxCon (x = tsm)s Csm — CsmxCon Csxm)

B pgm 2 In(m)sdh 3 & > Csm ™ Csm ™ CsmxTrCsxm THE AT AT

C C
CS — SSRSS — [ S, X s, xm

Cs,mx Cs.m

R B SEx B In(m)F o sitaerd o o d FYFEER S5 P11 ¥4

w

BipAed > ZHRELEN2 HiEE:
S ETRE DI E R B

Lyj~Bin & (M)]

Os
¢ Bin()z - sAF L=l 2R > L=0 2 3R o
PSS 5o IR FEF T Flas %0 FH LBk FI R
TRERTIFRDPZ - KRR R AR R B . AR Y e
FEELR 7 T=120~,=20~ At =10> B % ¢ 17 Flng, = (T — t,) /At = 1044 & -
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BB % 2 R blRE
5.1 42 S AHRE *

PP R 443 B Y g S R T XM E T TR IR
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S534F T R HHLR CIRR LRIV R
THED S AR ER P EBE R R B F R T leave-one-
site-out 77 VT BEPET A B R DORBPEFTRE 0 ¢ IEF ROR LI
JeFA L EI LB ERILY BT BOET ol d ot HL > B
# Generic model £2 RHBM model 2_ Ff R4 & > 3Eim A 47 9% BT
1 PEFTHEY - B3de3-a (75 P %34 > Generic model &5 ¥ pF#-t T 38 5
7R g o @ BB eF7gyY » L35 P HRFaapit s o
2. RHBM model &8 ¥ -t B ch i ik 8 A chmdie 74y > £ 4
¥ e B A2 S 3(uo, Co, @, f)frip B ILAEL(R) -
3. RHBM fediim iy B po g T 48 chd 8 b 2 7 1 3K 5 ¢ Aofisn oS
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4. A Al R RS H NEZARS > Fha R RS b PRS- iy
Bl TREH N E N T >R RAS B o

M P Generic model #§ £ % Generic - RHBM model B f§ # % RHBM °

(1) % »]- (USA-Monterey-560)

# 5.4 USA-Monterey-560 % 7 7 1

#FR(m) | opo/0pe| (Neo | dein I Vs1(m/s) | FC(%) | PGA(g) | Mw | i®i*
5.8 1.27 3.6 73.8 1.83 - 7 0.21 6.9 | Yes
3.7 1.28 6.6 28.48 | 2.34 - 26 0.21 6.9 | Yes
7.3 1.43 10 77.54 | 1.78 - 5 0.21 6.9 | Yes
5.8 1.33 6.1 54.23 1.98 - 2 0.21 6.9 | Yes
24 1.15 14.1 37.84 | 2.08 - 4 0.21 6.9 | Yes
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(2) % )= (Taiwan-Chiayi-413)

# 5.5 Taiwan-Chiayi-413 5 2 F A

=B (m) | oyo/0ye| (N1eo | Gean Ic Vsi(m/s) | FC(%) | PGA(g) | My | i®i*
11.3 1.43 14.37 - - - 37 0.19 7.6 | No
12.8 1.47 9.17 - - - 43 0.19 7.6 | No
14.3 1.51 14.63 - - - 41 0.19 7.6 | No
15.8 1.55 13.39 - - - 31 0.19 7.6 | No
18.8 1.59 8.51 - - - 15 0.19 7.6 | No
8.3 131 4.58 - - - 35 0.19 7.6 | No
14.3 1.52 11.92 - - - 33 0.19 7.6 | No
15.8 1.55 12.87 - - - 47 0.19 7.6 | No
17.3 1.59 12.42 - - - 25 0.19 7.6 | No
18.8 1.61 21.30 14 0.19 7.6 | No
15.8 1.02 10.51 32 0.19 7.6 | No
17.3 1.06 10.26 44 0.19 7.6 | No
18.8 1.10 9.45 42 0.19 7.6 | No

JER 524 ¥ LT 0 &t ®BE P Generic 7 - L #cdp A 4 ¥ 0 & RHBM
PI4R R ER] o fefé  NCEER(001)eh i 443 5 dend » fhlic § A 2 32
A ¥ b VORI ip ﬁxﬂyfi 25 v > RHBM #13p R ) ejfe 1v 48 «‘I!;lz L
Generic X 7] » T if < § #edp = B A J“”’Z i BErIpip] o v RHBM #77F 5 e v 4%
FLRRITIRE ) o B 525 ¥ ou g P R EF In(m)P ¥ @4 F RHBM 4pie

Generic § + i3 0 %7 RHBM B J e it 48 5 € ) o
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(3) % &)= (Mexico-Mexicali-27)

# 5.6 Mexico-Mexicali-27 2% & T 42

=B (m) | oyo/0ye| (N1eo | Gean Ic Vsi(m/s) | FC(%) | PGA(g) | My | i®i*
2.9 1.22 - 3140 | 2.28 - - 0.19 6.2 | Yes

3 1.19 - 3242 | 231 - - 0.19 6.2 | Yes
5.05 1.45 - 5526 | 2.31 - - 0.19 6.2 | No
2.7 1.12 - 4996 | 1.79 - - 0.19 6.33 | Yes
29 1.21 - 29.24 | 232 - - 0.19 6.33 | Yes
32 1.17 - 3264 | 232 - - 0.19 6.33 | Yes
2.3 1.08 - 51.77 | 2.10 - - 0.19 6.33 | Yes

6 1.48 7.97 8.44 3.13 - - 0.19 6.33 | Yes

JER) 526 7 s F] o i d {29 chlicdp 7 ¥ 2 RHBM {r Generic “"Ké_i 3

P ¥ hipet it gh? RHBM e 85 4 27 Generic 5 3 8 ™M » 23 — B P
B2 enaBdt > i Pl At Mexicali i3 %38 5 F - BHak > H3 RHBM fdaihphix
3 H e F o F|pt RHBM & Generic sh& ILZL 72 5 > d B 527 7 ~F1 I FL 7

A g nFap & FainmPainis -
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(4) % 5|z (Taiwan-Taichung-292)

# 5.7 Taiwan-Taichung-292 % % F #

=B (m) | oyo/0ye| (N1eo | Gean Ic Vsi(m/s) | FC(%) | PGA(g) | My | i®i*
2.5 1.28 - 21.59 | 2.17 - - 0.79 7.5 | Yes
2.5 1.28 - 33.49 | 240 - - 0.79 75 | Yes
2.5 1.28 - 12.24 | 2.86 - - 0.79 7.5 | Yes
3.5 1.45 - 3043 | 2.59 - - 0.79 7.5 | Yes
4.5 1.56 - 22.82 | 251 - - 0.79 7.5 | yes
6.5 1.71 - 145.03 | 1.92 - - 0.79 7.5 | no
7.5 1.76 - 159.32 | 1.80 - - 0.79 75 | no
12.15 1.90 - 128.10 | 2.12 - - 0.79 7.5 | no
13.8 1.93 - 168.46 | 1.85 - - 0.79 75 | no

JE B 5.28 ¥ L% 3] > Generic 352 7 » £ #icdy > RHBM R 5 & #2170 5 ik
¥5 Juangetal. (2003)2 FER| > 2 35 X % 2 fidic > iow Lfcdpr 305312 £ R AT
d R 529 gl AR AN RHEZInMm)BPEELF 3 P EF F > RHBM 4p#

Generic § + i35 > £ 7 RHBM & e i 5 fi] o
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(5) % /7 (USA-Imperial-658)

# 5.8 USA-Imperial-658 %z 7 #L

#Rm) | 6,0/ (NDeo | Gein I Vsi(m/s) | FC(%) | PGA(g) | My | i®i*
3.5 1.35 - - - 158.90 22 0.5 6.5 | Yes
3.5 1.35 - - - 161.32 22 0.5 6.5 | Yes
3.5 1.35 - - - 158.90 22 0.18 6.5 | No
3.5 1.35 - - - 161.32 22 0.18 6.5 | No

KB 530 v LR T] 0 A FH P RHBM £ Generic FK-E B it
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(6) % 5]~ (New Zealand-Canterbury-468)

# 5.9 New Zealand-Canterbury-468 2 32 7 L

FR(m) | 0y0/05| (Neo | dein I Vsi(m/s) | FC(%) | PGA(g) | Mw | &1t
9.5 1.69 - 131.63 | 1.75 184.94 2 0.47 6.3 | Yes
4.4 1.71 - 58.65 1.96 144.26 4 0.49 6.3 | Yes

4 1.49 - 54.64 1.93 166.08 16 0.51 6.3 | Yes
4.8 1.36 - 152.39 | 1.59 150.18 5 0.48 6.3 | Yes
7.8 1.57 - 151.89 | 1.60 | 221.20 3 0.45 6.3 | Yes

Beh% > Ryt - BRA 2 52 RHBM RI48 5 & 2] - » RHBM #73g ] ) enje it
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) 1.09 i i ] 308.9-418.9 i No 9.Shibata and Teparaksa (1988)
10.Andrus et al. (2003)
Panjin 2 1.96-1.99 8.2-11.1 ) ] j >-67 | Yes 11.Tokimatsu and Yoshimi
1 1.49 10.96 - - - - No | (1983)
77 1.02-22 | 87-24.92 | 10.2-151.83 | 1.75-3.24 | 84.46-320.61 |2.5-75| Yes | 12.Zhou et al. (2020)
Tangshan
44 | 1.03-2.17 | 20.39- 043253.64 | 1.53.16 | 13727-337.69 | 2-12 | No | \>-Caoctal.(2011)
14.Kayen et al. (2013)
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Yingkou
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Auckland 3 1.39-1.54 - 79.22-89.85 | 1.78-1.89 | 157.46-169.58 | 5-14 | Yes
Bay of 25 1.3-2.12 - 6.49-138.4 1.35-3.35 - 1-35 | Yes
New plenty | 10 | 1.04-2.07 ; 48.91-215.7 | 1.47-2.18 i 1-15 | No | -Mossetal. (2006)
2.Boulanger and Idriss (2014)
zealand 59 | 1.11-1.85 - 33.26-204.73 | 1.38-2.18 | 136.63-221.2 | 141 | Yes | ¢ L (2016
Canterbury Shen et al. ( )
11 | 1.11-1.84 - 33.26-153.16 | 1.63-2.01 - - No
West coast 4 1-1.9 - 13.78-32.98 2.17-2.45 - 16-18 | Yes
3 1.12-1.79 16.5 34.93-122.57 | 1.85-3.01 - 11-12 | Yes | 1.Moss et al. (2006)
Turkey Golcuk .
2 1.14-1.2 18.1 119.37 1.89 - 12-13 | No | 2.Boulanger and Idriss (2014)
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Kocaeli 9 | 1.32-1.84 6.8 11.54-43.1 | 2.16-3.28 - 5-16 | Yes | 3.Kayenetal. (2013)
40 1.03-1.93 4-31.69 10.47-82.1 1.82-3.19 | 51.16-351.39 | 2-90 | Yes 4.NCE
Sakarya
1 1.63 19 - - - 67 No
Yalova 2 1.63-1.82 14.4 88.67 1.75 - 9-19 | Yes
7 | 1.08-1.48 7.97 8.44-51.77 | 1.79-3.13 - - Yes | 1.Moss et al. (2000)
Mexico Mexicali 2.Boulanger and Idriss (2014)
1 1.45 - 55.26 2.31 - - No
3.NGL
5 1.02-1.58 | 3.56-7.6 - - - 20-50 | Yes | [.Cetin et al. (2000)
Argentina San Juan
5 | 1.04-1.77 | 5.98-14.5 - - - 34 | No |2.NGL
Canada Ferland 1 1.43 - 34.77 - - 15 Yes | 1.Stark and Olson (1995)
Greece Achaia 2 2.06 - - - 191.62-194.03 - Yes | 1.Kayen et al. (2013)
2 2.07-2.58 | 4.6-12.25 - - - 3 Yes | | .Cetin et al. (2000)
Guatemala | Amatitlan . .
2 1.61-2.07 | 11.63-14.1 - - - 3 No | 2.Tokimatsu and Yoshimi (1983)
o 1 1.62 14 - - - 19 Yes | 1.Cetin et al. (2000)
Philippine Luzon
2 | 1.39-143 | 26.2-42.82 - - - 19 | No |[2.Huangetal. (2021)
) 1 1.82 - 15.3 - - - Yes | 1.Moss et al. (2006)
Romania Vrancea .
1 1.85 - 35.47 211 - - No | 2.Shibata and Teparaksa (1988)
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