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Abstract

The Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) is one of the most commonly used
soil classification methods. However, in practice, due to budget and time limits, soil
sampling is often done only at specific depths. In recent years, the cone penetration test
(CPT) has become a popular site investigation method because of its high repeatability
and nearly continuous measurements. One key application of CPT is soil classification,
with the normalized soil behavior type (SBTn) (Robertson 2009) being widely used. This
method allows continuous soil classification with depth and helps reduce the uncertainty
of USCS caused by limited sampling.

A key challenge that should not be overlooked in geotechnical engineering is site-
uniqueness. The SBTn method is a generic model constructed through regression analysis
of extensive historical data. While it performs well in most global site, its applicability
may be reduced at certain sites due to differences in site characteristics. Moreover, site-
specific data are often limited, which introduces a higher degree of statistical uncertainty
when developing site-specific models.

To address these issues, this study develops a global database, CPT-USCS/8/4182,
containing 4,182 CPT-USCS data pairs from 506 sites. In addition, this study proposes an
improved hierarchical Bayesian model (HBM) framework, referred to as USCS-HBM, to
address CPT-based soil classification and to learn site-specific characteristics from the
database. The trained model can generate a prior for any target site and update it with
sparse target-site data to produce a quasi-site-specific model. This approach improves
CPT-based soil classification under conditions of site uniqueness and the practical
challenge of sparse target-site data.

Keywords: soil classification, cone penetration test, soil behavior type, global database,

hierarchical Bayesian model
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Broad Group Name Size Limits
ASTM sieve Number mm

Coarse-Grained Boulder >121in > 305
Cobble 12into 3 in 305to 76
Coarse gravel 3into 3/4 in 76 to 19
Fine gravel 3/4 in to No. 4 sieve 19 to 4.75
Coarse sand No. 4 to No. 10 sieve 475t02.0
Medium sand No. 10 to No. 40 sieve 2.0t0 0.42
Fine sand No. 40 to No. 200 sieve  0.42 to 0.075

Fine-Grained Silt and/or clay < No. 200 sieve <0.075
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% 2.2 3 3 & % 4 o (ASTM International 2011)

Soil Classification

Criteria for Assigning Group Symbols and Group Names Using Laboratory Tests® Group Group Name®
Symbaol
COARSE-GRAINED SOILS  Gravels Clean Gravels Cu=4and1=Cc=3" GW Well-graded gravel®
(More than 50 % (Less than 5 % fines®) =
of coarse fraction retained on Cu < 4 and/or GP Poorly graded gravel
No. 4 sieve) [Cc<1orCc>3”
Gravels with Fines Fines classify as ML or MH GM  Silty gravel5F5
More than 50 % (More than 12 % fines®) Fines classify as CL or CH GC Clayey gravel5F¢
retained on No. 200 sieve
Sands Clean Sands Cu=6and1=Cc=3" sw Well-graded sand’
o, o i H
#50 /{1 or more of coarse (Less than 5 % fines") Cu < 6 andlor sp Poorly graded sand’
raction passes Co <10rCe > a)°
No. 4 sieve) [Cc <
Sands with Fines Fines classify as ML or MH SM Silty sandF &/
(More than 12 % fines*) Fines classify as CL or CH sc Clayey sand”~&/
FINE-GRAINED SOILS Silts and Clays inorganic Pl > 7 and plots on or above “A” line’ CL Lean clay/<tM
Liquid limit Pl < 4 or plots below “A” line ML SiltsLM
less than 50
organic Liquid limit — oven dried OL  Organic clay*-™N
Liquid imit — not died < Organic stKLMO
50 % or more
passes the No. 200 sieve Silts and Clays inorganic Pl plots on or above “A” line CH Fat clay<tM
Liquid limit PI plots below “A” line MH  Elastic silt®tM
50 or more
organic Liquid limit — oven dried OH  Organic clay’-M*#
Liquid imit — not died < Organic stKCM@
HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS Primarily organic matter, dark in color, and organic odor PT Peat

“ Based on the material passing the 3-in. (75-mm) sieve.
B field sample contained cobbles or boulders, or both, add “with cobbles or boulders, or both” to group name.
C Gravels with 5 to 12 % fines require dual symbols:
GW-GM well-graded gravel with silt
GW-GC well-graded gravel with clay
GP-GM poorly graded gravel with silt
GP-GC poorly graded gravel with clay
PCu=DgyDyy Cc = (Dgy) /Dyyx Dy
E|f soil contains =15 % sand, add “with sand” to group name.
FIf fines classify as CL-ML, use dual symbol GC-GM, or SC-SM.
G If fines are organic, add “with organic fines” to group name.
H Sands with 5 to 12 % fines require dual symbols:
SW-SM well-graded sand with silt
SW-SC well-graded sand with clay
SP-SM poorly graded sand with silt
SP-SC poorly graded sand with clay
'If soil contains =15 % gravel, add “with gravel” to group name.
J1f Atterberg limits plot in hatched area, soil is a CL-ML, silty clay.
KIf soil contains 15 1o <30 % plus No. 200, add “with sand” or “with gravel,” whichever is predominant.
L |f soil contains =30 % plus No. 200, predominantly sand, add “sand ” to group name.
M i goil contains =30 % plus No. 200, predominantly gravel, add “gravelly” to group name.
NPl = 4 and plots on or above “A” line.
O Pl < 4 or plots below “A” line.
£ Pl plots on or above “A” line.
@ Pl plots below “A” line.
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2.2 3 CPT th A4 4 3

hF USCS & ise R A A0 Ay ¥ W E LR FERY 232
IRFLEIAFIERS H B a{EF A E PR AR TEFE N LA
Mg R SRR TT 2 (7 5 AR e b b o d PP R RS R R U] ] 3R
WREFTHHEFLUFREFT B2 F LR I 2 it &7 AR - Tt
iz - BAHRF IEFLEFRELFO RN {5 - BEFHEA0E
B R4
221 FEiT 3

Robertson (2016) :}ﬁ o 2375 (soil behavior) & 4p
(hefs £ - % i) THALE o BARE SEIABE ¢ 48 T
Fl rin i =2 ) s BB FEE o4 REEER) N2 PR FiEf

(hok LB op b (e ) % o

(¥
;}m&
F_k
Bt
N
\4
N
:.\
w3

AEA Y o -HELR PP R AR EREC R LR P R AL
sk R o B e T2 B | (ideal soil) 75 o A m
B L EG RN hX RGN (structure) 35 U P eI 2 L AR
2 TRS BEBHMET R P U EARY DI HE o N AR R T D
PAERE XX PSR FREBER R E . SRRBRS LT RT 2HER
SREREREARPEFRET RS BB R S R RO F R
FatB T oenm A o ARG o e RRRIRT o MBS E B AR 5
R®RA 75 % R (Leroueil and Hight 2003) »

-

BRI 4

S
3

¥

IHEATIEBEHNFLART A LA EE A R T e ket 9
ME A RT W et o S e G S 0 FERATHE 5 0 B B BkE
T 4 g R Y YRR T i R AREE B AN BT M iR
IERFNS PR SRS EE NS Y SRR TR P )
BAcHz SR AERT A4V EREF ARSI (strainsoftening) F & 0 ¥
I MR FARABE T o IR RRES T A MR BT
A S35 AW 1AL - 3 M4 1 (Robertson 2016) -

-

#2345 Idriss and Boulanger (2008) > + 37 iz H {7 3 #F M- HHl, 575 L 5F
% #) 2 (sand-like) 2232k 2 (clay-like)e H ¥ »2g#) 2 E 4 & F Bir ™ A2 7%
9
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(cyclic liquefaction) » @ #p4E2 PIAP AL T Sl 2 Een 7 5 A% B 2y
ipdcde R > § 5 RJSER) 2 E b 5 ALY 07 5 A& © 1995 Bray and
Sancio (2006) > PI /| % 10% sl ¥ 2R 285/ 3 75 0 F 2. »PL <3 18%
R 5 AL MRS (T o BT e R > & USCS A3 ki el
Blapflz Benl LR A L e 12 e o

FreR o S MG R ST AN Y B F L B AR A
BEEPPFER AN SR F BN R P ATRPE T D8
FooFP o B EAFPRBES FLE AL L NRET - AL BRTRE F iR
Rl iy o - LAY BRFT FEF RN RS FRTH AL EE LS
s B0 X AT R AR A
2.2.2 Fl48F » #% (Cone penetration test, CPT)

AT X AR Ll AN L EA N RS BER Y

FEAERZF%R G RIBELRE RETHERF - Fl4] » 2%
(cone penetration test, CPT)(B] 2.2) - faf|* F T R+ 2 Fl4a88 (GLEEH & o
5 10cm?) EF) 2 ap g B O~ 2R RIES o %Y BRI
AR 2 Ao pdR(qo) B B (f) S ¥ A2 CPTu (u %73 Mok&R) B
- HERAGES (up mh) BRITHOKE

Lunne etal. (1997) 7 &%t CPT 2 3 & ~ % (T4 /5 ~ B Rppr 3 1 > 02 5

DR e e R SRR R AT S P BT o ENAT A 2 A

~2

PEASie A4 BiEr A b’L’r;‘ﬁ "85 % # * % >0k | (unequal end-area
effect) (Campanellaetal. 1982) o 5 i3 &t pt 2T 4 & Bl% % B 55 > Campanella et al.

(1982) 2 MR 4pdi & [Ldqe B2 5 F 2Rf A 4 g > # B 1 2 N deT 47

9t = qc+ (1 —a)u, (2-1)

He g% ocd £+ > Robertson (1990) 237 ¢ T 58344

d2
a= (2-2)

PP d A PEABFRGFIMDET > D S HEFDE L -
mg’?$ﬁ¥@ﬁﬁsﬁéﬁﬁiﬁaaﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁii?’ﬁi%

44 £ Lﬂ.(f)xE‘.rH} o #R ﬂ"";'\ﬁ‘ﬂ.—k]’g:}m’*":"mmfizu PR TE 0 ]
10
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rq}
Ny
A
=

o
cw

.
3

BRI FE Qo IR up
LW RAR T FERR Y q (TR N A Flco ARy

fopeds dmfe Y o R AR A RRR ) BRAM Y FIA L R Y

2
l
o)
o
n
3
=}
Y
=
g
g
=
oy

DB SRR DL AT > S AT L AR

B 22 F4T » kT LW
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2.2.3 & #.23% 7 5 8% (Normalized soil behavior type, SBTn)

b3 EE R R2%ER P v AR s CPT ¢ B
WafeHgaz B EA G o B2 {F F P T (Begemann 1965; Douglas and Olsen
1981) 4p > d ST B4 F iy 232 4§55 CPT #F U EEFHE2 b 2
BiTs o MHFI R e B gy om % % 229 > X 12 Robertson etal.
(1986) 4 Robertson (1990) # 1 » A3t CPT % ficenBl & 7 # »03pp T2 3 (7 5 %
%] | (soil behavior type, SBT) » i¥i#r= 5 & 5 & * 7 CPT 2 3 & 5

SR CPTRE A7 kR4 (E2T 4137 5 28 91— &K+ Robertson (2009)
- BN T3 L 4% | (normalized soil behavior type, SBTn) © 3% = 2 %
o A CPT 1 2. S liciE (T RV ed® o ¢ 7 R4 L (Qp) &
o (Fp) o B2 &A™ o 7 % Quy-FL BIE > "4 5 SBTn Bl > LR/ 2.3) i&f7

2| (23)

F. = [—] 100% (2-4)

dt — Ovo
B ooy s P LEREY 0y 2 TEFE? opy » S FBA (g~ 0Oy
P ix)o S8cn 2 &4 dp8c> ¥ n < |- Robertson (2009) 45} > % SBTn Bl # -
A Skt 2 3 A fplin 95 105 A F RS G okt 2 B AL
fep st 2 a4 dp kR € F 2053 092 c Higwd T

n = 0.381(I.) + 0.05 (0 V°> —-0.15 (2-5)

a

v

Zhangetal. (2002) &% &+ ipfkn v d 2 T 5N 1p ¥ (soil behavior type
index,le) k&% » @ IcBld Qu *F ¥ & o SBT 4pdic L. » &% d Jefferies and Davies
(1993) # o % & R AR AL IR (Qu) & AH (F) “THES R Y L2

H

= KEu %3 o 15 4 > Robertson and Wride (1998) #ftdpficrne &g 712 0 » R 2
i * >t Robertson (1990) #74& 117 SBT Bl o 2 & {8 [o T &x 40T ¢
= [(3.47 —10gQ¢y)? + (logF, + 1.22)2]°5 (2-6)

12
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lo eh% ERB7 E AU SBTn A 2B > T d A 73 F 2 EEFLUFE > 4o
Bl 2.4 - Robertson and Wride (1998) 327 i€ * 1.=2.6 15 &3 FEIEI 71
AT BT o T E 23K AR L FRERL 2 E Y -

BIpwiabomd &Au A% K- A %% (USCS) £ Robertson #7
Fhenm I EESHEY (SBTn) & 482 4 %7 2 - AT B 5§ L e USCS»

dat gy R EF S USCSHE ¥ Wt &9 F WFrREF ¥ - 2 5 »CPT

TR P ST A FRAFFRPIELG AEFRL 2R
T AE 2T 5 F U Mg Hh e FE T v 7830 CPT ehd o 3p= 2 4p

8: very stiff

7: gravelly sands sands

9: very stiff,

6: sands fine grained

n
e
o

(]

5: sand mixtures

Normalized cone resistance, Qt

1: sensitive, fine grained

2: organic soils

1 ! |
107! 100 10'
Normalized friction ratio, Fr

B] 2.3 Robertson (2009) #7# 112 SBTn B -

13
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1000

100

Normalized cone resistance, Qi
=

1 1 1 11111l
0.1 1 10

Normalized friction ratio, F

Bl 2.4 437 5 4 ul4pBc o2 % @ 5> SBTn M} - (Robertson 2009)

% 23 237 5 %W 4 % o (Robertson and Wride 1998)

3R R A i L R

I <131 7 WEFH IR

131 <1, <205 6 Fid: §eER I IR PR

2.05 < I < 2.60 5 FiAREK: B EFR IR TR
2.60 < I, < 2.95 4 BEIRLK: AL TR IR T
2.95 <1, < 3.60 3 Abd B2 FARD 2D

I > 3.60 2 R EE BN

14
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2.3 & & b E# 3] (Hierarchical Bayesian model, HBM)

¥ R 3 (reliability - based design, RBD) & ~ ¥ 1 424k - f8 & JL 3k 4
TR A R SR EH o2 F P RS ) #
B IR £ o0t - S REPFH A guE 2 Wi F % R R
S REAM T A 22 TR SR (virtualsite) AL o G F SRR E R

G G e miRSEED U AR MR 2 SRR O
EERA DI RS OP T2 KPR GRS oa AP -H1
Fhet 1 2T & RBD ZE 42 HFEERLE S AwF P& 27 % % (Chingand
Phoon 2015) -

. £ #7447 (Bayesian analysis) ¥ J& * »tiE = % 5 M and-n 3 2 A (site-
specific model) » * /Mg 7 R EN I FEFTH > TP IEE mﬁ%] 4t = Ching and
Phoon (2014) #& 4 » ¥ WIERX FTHEX ¥ chf P § 7 % B REF AP R
Sl GE RAEREPF BIEDIREVEL UEROVANEF FRLA

ik o

fg R ESA T 0 F £ A Sk (likelihood) f(XI “ c) S
BT Sl (Fioe ) & C(X BB ) ET o BRITRE X PSR
& and (probability density function, PDF) - ¥ ¥ » 45 T L& (prior) f (E’ C) 1Y
FE ABRBIFTHZ EER S H G A o RS RIp L FEHrT I (Bayes’
theorem) » ¥ {8 {8 % ¥ F % & S ¥ (posterior PDF) » & T #757 :

C)- (1
f(rc[x) =f(ng(52x)f(E 2 (2-7)

HiuE i > (5% PDF ¥ b PFAE & BLR) TR 22 LB ooml o ST Sl T ) 3T

B2 /E TRy 87 > Chingetal. (2021) 4% 41— 8k & b #7403

(hierarchical Bayesian model, HBM) - i% 4 2 B F 214 502t ¥ 2253 i « HBM ¥

Pk AT AeB] 2.5 4 0 B SRRl B/ A LT B AT FAX

d 5 BB 0 B BRI TS X, o F - Hu G AP

WEA Sode (p,C) v B % 2 ¥ & PDF 7 il 3 2407 T 4o @] 2.5 (b) Pl
15
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10 ,
L o
L ]
o
Target site data %
\ v ® x
A v *
% I el N e B |
0 \A ¥ A ¢. : B
_» 10MF - e
[ DO ¥ v o
s ‘, ° v,0
7] 0 x oo v
a v R og0
A:b"?'ﬁ“fu;n L
s Aoo.r".nn' o
* Fov L el ]
* 4y A U’A:
ap A'o’a‘s‘f:. %
* gy B0 ': fé\
A Agw %
107" 4 Generic data with site labels -
P
10° 10
(a) @go,)lo,

AR oo T Hrhb g € Sy d - X A2 S8 (hyper-parameters) #7drd] o 15 1B

HBM 284> HCRE g s kp 2 Faabanf s G * FRE) &0 f3n 0

FOUBBIT M 0 sg @ 2 TR o §0) | (quasi-site-specific model) o £ 7 7 Ap
Jr

» W P RS RETAARE F U HBM e fr 2 BHnl B A 0 B F U4 0

Bl A B B o

102

>

s /o'

(b)

10"

100

Different site-specific models

. Target site model

10"
(CRES L

Bl 2.5 % F 3ht 2403 07 £ ] - (Ching et al. 2021)
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2.3.1 HBM i,‘:ﬁ’f#_

Ching et al. (2021) # 1 HBM 12 £+ B A53% (closed-form) =i i 4% J a2 fi5:d
FTALY ST iamd § 81 ] 2 e Bl 2.6 “T7 oK FAHE Y

R X=[xgci=1La,ng s j=L.0.,m B oong 3 FREE Y Fa i

m; B3 % 0 BEu Y SRERIEKE
HBM Bk * FHE? % i W;ﬁlﬁ R E By R $d TiE

R et FREAEL C gl o d N E BHR LKA e TiEE S T2 RS

AEG A RhSdE T iE E S (W, C)#F (, C) e

BRRFHREY %0 BHFabz L7 ikipT 4 SERTE A

L 2 3gupensois £ g~ f (|t Co) = N o Co) » ™ py IRi5E
TR U R REHAEL Co i RE N G PDF o 2 e (o, Cp) & AL TR
B¢t a4 Az Sl B Y po R a13oE o Co RIRAIE R4 -

2. d 2 FR s #REAEL C ~ f(C|Z,vo) = IW(C;5Zo,vp) » T %2 i
G PREE R RAEL Z e p d B vy i Wishart (inverse-Wishart ) (James
1964) $5 % & e 7 (Tg,v) »34lE* FHRED 975 Fu G 4 D
A S Hic o

3. 2 Bl B~ N(xysp €) > T BB P B Sy S
M (U, C) T T REV BRI H R IBATES o
HBM e a3 % ff4e Bl 2.6 5% « 03] ¥ 42 90 = (o, Co, B, v ) $ii 1%

TR d > Hprglarg i%ﬁt%%izﬁaﬁ:(ﬁi,ci)arfai 2o T IET L2

TR cHBM oo dhin /21 & 4 573 BIFE > - ERIEVYHHE M

FEfeni & P enl B 7 b TSl * FTHEFY 2280 N

P HERF R A KZ R o ¥ PR ARBIFE TREBEF TR S K0 LT

T Hhh LR TR 0 BB L AT SR (B T ) 0 ot kT

B chlcdf o
- e HBM 4 %42 8.0 = (1o, Co,Bo,vo) 4 % 1 £ 45 A5

(conjugate prior) o ¥+ — B % T e 2% 3 #c f(data|0) » = H 5 5% PDF f(0|data) £

4 5 PDF f(G)’ﬁ A0 s A58 ﬂnj,ﬁ,_ SR MR S B R A -
17
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B XAl &8 EF A His% PDFs £ & 45 3 3¢ (closed-form
solution) » & ¥% & i 2 8 % ¥ 12 JE {7 f247 0 f £ #7172 (analytical Bayesian solution)
- M BATT SuE B & A 4§30 - Chingetal. (2021) % 51 HBM ¥ #13z
i geLg PDF » 3204 2.4 0 0T B mil P L 28T R 0 PDE:

L W'ﬁtff,ig;igaﬁrrr 1% %8 % i PDF

f (Ei Ho, Co) =N (Eﬁﬁo» Co)

= |Co I'% : (211)'% " exp [— % (gi - go)T Co' (gi - go)] (2-8)

He n= Rhar ; HET= ELEY -

* (o R PDF) R4FA 240 po nE AR LI RE YL PDF > i L A%
FTFRT o g * 22T AP A% (non-informative prior) - ¥ (77 ¥
MR e R ETEE R, K T L DRI SRR RORE €y R
Lo B A AR AL KPR o Ching et al. (2021) FH B4 4 ~ 3
DR A 100 (F P SR AR G 0 i @ TR B R -

¢ (Cy #hL % PDF) 1345 4 2.45C, th# = £ % £ 15 Wishart (Inverse-Wishart, IW)
PDF -

Vc0+n+1

¥y Vg tn+l 1 -
| Col |C0| 2 - exp [— Etr(zco X Cy 1)] (2-9)

B 20V, /2 -Fn(VCO/Z) .

2P Th() %7 % %% Gamma & #Hc (multivariate gamma function) (James
1964) > n & R#haR 5 @ tr(-)R) & 57 B hph (trace of amatrix) o F &L R
E_> 57 %1% Wishart PDF v % & 5 2L 330425 2 % % o Huang and Wand
(2013) #& ¥ 0 4 veo=n+1-> @ Xo =4xdiag(l/ay,..,1/a,) > & ¢
diag(:) #7- B sEL o o qy, 5- BB PHE BRH L%Aui’ Gamma

/% (inverse-Gamma distribution, IG)» H ¥ /& 075k S8 i a0 ¢ R S8 : B

18
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flam) = 1G(ay; a, B) = F[za) “y % exp (— aﬁ) (2-10)

Huang and Wand (2013) 45 1 » F3% Ak $8kca=05> 2 &R 8 f & - B (%]
«#ic (Chingetal. (2021) =&+ * 107) > p|i§ Wishart PDF ¥ 1/l 5 #ig2t

?’é{(‘:r_}‘ o

C; B3R Lﬁ ¥ 14 7 ehig Wishart (inverse-Wishart, IW) PDF -
f(Ci|Zg,vo) = IW(Cy; 2o, vp)

|Zo|Vo/? _vp+n+1

2/ T (v /2) |

1

- exp [—Etr(zo X c;l)] (2-11)
(T, ch4 5% PDF) 12#5 % 2.4 X, ch% # L % &_Wishart PDF -

f(ZolPsy As,) = W(Zq; ¥, A5,)

|'on |_AEO/2

T 2Ve/2. [ (2. /2)

lzo—n—l

1
|Z,]7 2 -exp [—Etr(zo X lIlgOl)] (2-12)

2P oWy E BB (scalematrix)> @ Ag, Al % A d & (degree of freedom)
Chung etal. 2015) 4381 » F#-p o Bk 5 Ay, =n+2 0 % RELR s
- B¥ & A F ek ¥t 4 5L (Chingetal. (2021) 23k * 10%) 3% Wishart
PDF # AR 5 #ig 2Lt eni % o

(vo ehdBk A F) G- Bapfcgl AP BEBA R nFIETL o 5 # vyeh
L5 § AT A > Ching et al. (2021) ZFHEF* 43 n & - B
(1000) 2 F cfsa s o f e % LA F o

Xij ARG o P R EF & PDF

f (Eij|ﬁi; Ci) =N (&ij:ﬁi, Ci)
= |Ci|_% -(2m)72 - exp [—%(ﬁii - Ei)T ¢t (Eij - Ei)] (2-13)
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v HBM ¢ » 3 g%l 7 S /2T X~ T ol Sk
(pC) AR50 E S (a1,0p,..,0y)  TLREDRFE I RLP T RA I

f(X,1.,C0,a) = F(XIp, ©) - f (lito, Co) - F(CIZ0,v) - £ (o) - F(Co) - F(Z0) - p(wo) - £(a)

ng m; ng
= [HHN(&]'ZEL',CL) .UL Ko, Co ‘ HIW(C Zo,vp) |- (Mo .Uuo )
i=1 j=1 i=1

- IW(Cy; ECO'VCO) “W(Zo; q’zo;/ﬁo) “p(vo) - [H 1G(apm; a.ﬁ)l

r=1
ng
mi+vo+n+1 ns+veytntl nsVo+igy—1 naprt
wl [ Jled™ "8 el ™ IRl 2 e ;
| | PN WO

3B S Cyman) € ()5 2 (s €5 (=tt0)5 (-1t (ot

1 - —1\]_1 _
. e—itr[zox(wz(}+2fsl ¢ Y)|-3tr(Zco xCo 1)—2;1:1%

(2-14)

. . Hyper-parameters

j=1,....m, j=1,....m,

1st site 2nd site

M 2.6 HBM % £ & ® * (Ching et al. 2021)
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4 24 g S ¥z X A% % (8% o (Ching et al. 2021)

o Conjugate ) )
Hyperparameter Likelihood (s) o Prior PDF Posterior PDF
distribution
Ns
N( o C ) -1 1\ M -1 -1 -1\
EO Ell EO' 0 Normal N (‘uo; :uﬂoi CHO) N Eo, (CEO + TlSCO ) CO Z El ) (CEO + ns . CO )
(i=1,..,ny) - = i=1
ng
T
Co N (Ei’ Ho, CO) Inverse-Wishart  IW(Cy; Z¢,, vc,) W4 Co; X, + Z (Ei - EO) (Ei - EO) Ns + Ve,
(l = 1, ...,Tls) i=1
ng -1
%, IW(C;; 2o, vo) Wishart W(Zq; ¥, Ax,) W< Xy; ‘1’501 + Z ¢! NV + A3,
i=1

(i=1,..,ng)
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2.3.28 ¥ F# B -Gibbs ¥ #:/# ( Gibbs Sampler )

& HBM shsE ¢ > % - PRR——8 Y R ha & p a8l TR Y
42 %% © = (10, Co, Zo, vy ) » Ching et al. (2021) 3% » Gibbs 4 # % (Gibbs
Sampler, GS) i& {7 4& %7 - GS (Geman and Geman 1984) % PR 4 H_8-5 13 A fr g
BRI AEFEFIE T AFTHRIEEE T RAHE - R BGE T IEE NS
oo MEF R R B A BRI A S B MR P RS T o hE RS
PDF f(p,C 0,a|X) & &4 F f245755% » & T 55 2 PDFs % £ § 8 245755
i 187 %518 Gibbs Fe ki A (T o

1

ml T_ T_
F (Xt € 0.0) o e SFlonm s € o)) )

m;
= Nqp; (Cot+mC )™t C51E0+cglzgij (€T MmN e (2015
j=1
m;+vo+n m; T _ -
FCI 1, 0,0) o 1|8 A7) 6 o) o)
T
— W Cl.20+z ) (2 — ) i+ vo (2-16)

1

ns T _ T _
£ (10| X, 1 €, €, g v, ) ox @72 B0 msn) € (i) (0mst) Cido™tne)

ng
= N4 to; (Cﬁ‘ol + nscgl) CE‘01EEO+C512E1 :
i=1
-1 _1\7*
(Cgo +n; - Co ) } (2-17)
Ng+v(g,+n+1 1an T _ 1 -1
f (C0|X B, C, to,, Zo, Vo, A ) Icol_io . e_EZi=S1(Ei_E0) €5 (i=0) =57 (Zco XCo ™)
T
=W CO;ZCO +Z(Ei—ﬁo) (Ei_ﬁo) s + V¢, (2-18)
22
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V0+ﬂ}:0 -1

1 n -1
e—Etr(Zo+Zl o

f(Z X, u, »ﬂo'»co»vo» ) oc|Zo|

ng -1
= W{Z;| Ps! +ZC;1 JNsVo + Az, (2-19)
i=1
1|Cl| RS
p(v0|xi I'l; C) Ho, CO) ZO) g) (o8 27’1571170/2 ] F (vo/z)ns (2-20)
n
_B+2Comm
f(am|X: G0, Q\m) o a;l(n+1)/2—a—1 ce am
n+1
= 16 fam; @ + "2 B +2/Copun) (221)
Btk GS R AR TR X P oAk % FORART AT o B xR AR A (A
BLRIT)) enF > © x) 5 e BBIOTOR o Ap R R A TR E EH L RE

k350 AR 3] =Y .Ul BCl s wF e Es BEE BB RE A u i ud & CO
P CR AT A e TR s R R o Dl A TR ) B Rl
FLEE T o iR ZRPRCS ¥ E ¥ fi PDF ¢

7‘“‘3&

f (&1; |£ij: B, C, o, Co, o, Zo, Q)

= N {ahs g + €€ (2 — uf) €Y - c’;"(c;’)-lc;’“} (2-22)
Fleb 20 E L% i GS ikt & hlicdpag o B RG> GS g 47 1T 1T
1. VS ,&g{lﬂ IF}» (X ,M,C /JO, CO’ZO’VOI a,) —ﬁ ¢ XUk 4 T~ F] ‘}'}i X % fﬂﬂ{

Eoom X B ied £ ¥4 RE -

2. (i=1..,n) PH
N s (G5 me €T (G + €7 B ),

(€' +mCh} (2-23)
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3. (i=1,..,n) = C

m;
C;~Iw {Ci: Xy + z , 1(&]' — ) (i — )" m + vo} (2-24)
]:
4. P~¥ u,

po~N {po; (€ + M- €™ (i g + €657 B2 1)

(€l +M-cgH7 (2:25)
By, 209 8;C, s ied s A emAgng10t.

5. B C,

Co~IW {CO; Lc, + Z:l; (Ei - Eo) (Ei - Eo)T s + Vco} (2-26)

#e B, =diag(4/ay,4/az,4/ay) v, =n+1¢
6. B X,
ng
2‘.0~W{ Zo; Pz + l-=1c"_1’nsv° + ’120} (2-27)
BP Wy ZHEAZ =10 bEE > Ay =n+20
7. JET g s Bk v

ngvy

S
[Ti2lCl2 - [Z| 2

X’ ’C’ IC ’z ) -
P(volX, 1, C, o, Co, 2o, @) o« 5 I wo/2) (2-28)
8. (#m=1,..n) > apn
n+1

am~I1G <an;a+T,ﬁ+2C5}n> (2-29)

_'E.F‘ a:O.S’ﬁ:10_4°
9. Bk x

afi~N faths it + RO (2 — f ) CF — Co (e TIe) (2:30)

10, EFTAHF2IHHOF T (Xu,u,C,,uO,CO,vO,ZO,g) Bk o
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&wsﬁﬁ;mr%k@(wﬂﬁﬂwb%mwy%%»&ﬁﬁﬁi%%&
AT HS FETNELSI DA SRR FEHR o ASEREY (burn-in period)
oAk R H Lo i tp AR FET  REDE AV EERT IR Aotk
Lo F WRFARFTHKO= (go,Co,Zo,vo) R & 0 PSR R A RPRE_F(O]X0) 0 H
PXOATRET Ty BRIIIOTREL T L BEEASP T X0
Y 1 edg fciegs o

4 23] Gibbs iz AL PRALABMFERF AT T L F R R
POERRAFPAAMBI RO CEFTE R TR RABRERS ET - 2R
.—ia’i\gtﬁﬂ‘ V3B {(ﬁo,t: CO,tIZO,tIVO,t):
t=t,+1, t, +At+1,--, T} 2P i’az}ﬁz@ PR shis % PDF 5 f(O]X?) » & 4 12
BLRIFAL XO 18 3 Plandg Solior # 0 7 - A Rgpdl e il (1, )

B O ek ko B M BEE Ny =

Chingetal. (2021) #7#% J1ch HBM #EBEX F S EF A T I X L
BB fRAT R QB AL o MR R AT RS R R ST G HP R
$5255% » F]gt Gibbs B2 ¥ B 4N (2-23) & (2-30)#4H R i 2 PDF (7
Mo Z R A (CCoZy) EF 5 FL (FlE PR RFEL T D)
AEGT A PR EFREE R FAKOTR S P22 AP BRI hE g pE T
ﬁo
233 #wmie &

HHFE T &Y G- P HRa B S 0 LR d: (4 Co)e
FALTI P RFRRBERZETHEE? - Fuipi B3 224k o

B (4s Cs) ZEEFTHE P Fubap b A Sl @ R IF B np o
Akt g THEX 12 P ARFn app] T8 Xy hiE 2T o R e T
R o B P SRS F omp BES Xo={xrgjj =1, mg}e B P > X
POV R ek E 0 B A L BLRIRNA X0 B A BRI A XY o AP NE LA

(s
Y

y
oy

Ao RS AR Y BRI XO P Rn BRI TR XQ R T SR P
Hrph LBRI T XY 0 WE FOE 2 A F L(XYXO,XQ) P AR .
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fhniE- m ki BV R EEE S (fooConZonVor) B

f(X:lSll.u'OJCOJUOJZOJXg) ¥ ‘;; " /é"}@f’?ﬁ:’ﬁi
1 % X% us,Cy) Adpt G ERE o FiAR > GadeitanX, P 2 2 & g4 4

L
B ©

2. P, (7 * MATLAB % £ “mvnmd”)
is~N s (€53 +mg - €7 (Cotpo, + €1 B2, x57),
(Cof +ms-C3H™ (2-31)

3. Pk C (7 & * MATLAB 4 # “iwishrnd”)
ms
Cs~IW {Cs; 2:O,t + z . 1(£&j - Es)(&s,j - ES)T Mg + Vo,t} (2-32)
J=
4. (% j=1,..,my) B x (¥ # * MATLAB #; £ “mvnmd”)

N {4+ CRo(C) 7 (8 — g ) G - Cro(e) e ] (233)

~

(&3]
[
i

WHER 2 IR ATABT AT i (XY g, C) rfi & o 2ot

ety VHBRERARIANL . G R CRAF DML FIRACBFFRF
B AR o BB R = S (XY Cypr) erfE 4 o (' =
R PR Wy = ninf - AL e S,t" Esrt,' S,t’ m*” 2 {t -

th+1, t) +At"+1,..,T'} o BELRDE > AP ABREE R * 1 Gibbs
FeARiE P o R sesaE e O (ot ST S th) o BB Y PEELATE 2 PR
Tty el ®ew]o¥tx - BRERFHEt=t,+1, t, +At+1,---,T> %kg{‘f,;ﬂ;'%
DEH TS o bt 3 P Npqrn X iy 2 (XY, g, C) eirfi & o

BRI ERRHBARRE? & 55 = Gibbs S AR 0 A B[R E Y
Bafamrbb o B9 > BY RS GS P end 5o 7 Ha R8T oanpp F AL
X0 - ez it A O = (ﬁo» CO'ZO'VO) o e FF B GS B Atz Y
Fledg S lctE & H P SR 2 TRXVEGERR - E3HT - B ESpe
Pl PR FEAMREFEV R S @7 BYRBRSTELALFERE R £ AR

T— TIHBIFE > WV =S HZATH R IR PE IR o
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A% £ 84 %7 Ching et al. (2021) #%& & 0k & b F #743]  (hierarchical
Bayesian model, HBM) 2. A A 74§ » T ip BB @& A% A F E 2 am 7
A cHBM 88 5 8 ¥ L BREEFHP 27758 eniF 5 5 R Slic W
AR EE T THEEPRFH T TR o B RS TR 2 b
BT 0 R ARG R BRI TR 4 o (2§ % )t HBM % -

# e *t 10 CPT %830 USCS 2 3 4 SpR° 48 -

27

do0i:10.6342/NTU202503005



£3F THELE

5048 % K sl EE7HF] (hierarchical Bayesian model, HBM) & % £ 3-ht &
M H-nk 5 T 03] (quasi site-specific model) » 3 B AT R4 » 5% (cone
penetration test, CPT) 2 2 A %> 2 » 2P 7 24— £i:F FRA- 2L}
%t (Unified Soil Classification System, USCS) 4 #g.% % 2 H ¥4/ CPT $#k 2>t
TR FHES D (F5 HBM ¢ LR85 § A SHeE e BB [ F 2
%ﬁﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁ#%&%%ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ°

AL HERLTHRE AR R LS AR SREY G BB D AR
%oé*éﬁﬂﬁdﬁﬁﬁéuﬂ%%<¢ﬂ’%ﬁﬁ%@@%&%%i%ﬁ?

Al A F7 3 #* RockWare 2> 7 B 4 2 DigiData #i 48 i& 7 B i§ 7 4L #c i i* - DigiData
PR AR RR G he i S BE R P H R BT RFER RES
B o HEEERR A > - ET Excel R o N AT E TR
iR H o
3.1 CPT-USCS/8/4182
3.11 ’(14 A

AFyiERT - BREFHE & L5 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ;- # @ #13 M8
RAFHRBE®ES SHMEEL S 5 57 USCSph 2 B g %3 S8k
% 338 CPT i72 ¥ 248 & 35 ¢
¢ USCS #4p B %8¢ -

¢ RMUR (Liquid limit, LL)

¢ % 2dpdc (Plasticity index, PI)

¢+ Lz £ (Fines content, FC)

¢+ w3 7z & (Sand content, SC)

¢ ¢ =% (Mean grain size, Dso)
¢ CPTAph -4k

¢ it 48 % FEdo (Normalized cone resistance, Qm)

¢+ B+ (Friction ratio, Fy)

¢ 2375 #udp 8 (Soil behavior type index, L)

28

do0i:10.6342/NTU202503005



bk Quo Fr#r Lo S i ¥ 25 Rde CPT iRl 45 1t (q) > 405 B
(f)~ Rz k4 (ov) frf 2o ? (0'yo) 47 W HESNF SR - F 258
(2-3)-(2-6)-

R o AR T ARERFECE () FREZIRGHF L HIR
v e o 4H¥ 0 Bm o Mayne etal. (2010) #£:x 7 @ % 0T BN 0 HiE fi > q &
FRZERGEHE L vy 40T AT
y (kN/m3) = 11.46 + 0.33log(z) + 3.10log(f,) + 0.70log(qy) (3-1)

He vq& fichE =i kParz 3 FR Mot (m) G EEGd rEHRINR
R R N Y R S T K 2% TR
3.1.2 ?#ﬂ}i%ﬁ:\ & RE e gt

LAY 2 T4182 ) A AT E K YT 4182 £ & % USCS 2 ;A 4%
Rk o ReKp 23R 500 BHH > AFAIT BRI S M o FwhF
ﬂ%mﬁéﬁﬁﬁgﬁiAloﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁwTi
AR AT B SR L RN A L AR A S e
FERLL~2BH
¢ EFMNIER R EX T F R AG A
M IEAP A ORI AR FTEFT CER - B FRWCE R

IR R WA F - N
¢ W IREZFILT et e p R B
o XEM I BF R~ R o
X R EE MRS USCS A% % » 242 TG (% Gravel)~S () 2
Sand) M (#s 2 Silt)~C(#:2 Clay)~O (7 # 4 3 Organic) ;o 2 7 » & &+ (Peat)
BARE S-S 07 8 o 7 M Qe F FTALE > i AR R R
% 3P~ p Lengkeek (2022) -

FRESEmTAGSREA Alo & 31 8RFT FTHREY ZF BREFTANE
$rdfe (3255° SRS E) > L4 USCS 2 afnand R R4 A2 3
Z A6 TR EFM2 At ¢ 5T E (Mean) ¥ £ :#c (coefficient of variation,
COV)~ & & (Min) &+ & (Max)> &> % 3.2 &4 USCS 552 5t &
Pl > Mis% B1 2 & B5o
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EEAL NI AEATH AT E REHERT AL DT -
Ao FRAE BHR P NP R M PF ST F Ak s (site-level) 2 St A4
50 a A B634ABI0e AARAGESZAAM TR X 84T >3
S-nk o U R HRE & Bochs iy X3t & (second-order statistics) » ¥ * 74 3R Hehk 3R
FEOFREY > BB RETRE T2 TR o

3.1.3 S8 X | chM B L

BAFTZE 2 TR RS ELA S EET RS TEYIEL TP

ool 4 3 H oo sga & MR A B S8 Bl LL &7 PLe 329 4R
LRAAY () BB (M) ehBsExdh > 2 A FEET 565 (2B (Plasticity
Chart) i {7 BLZ & 28 > 4o@] 3.1 #75F -

Voo 3G AR 0 o r R 2 )0 B A SR BRI RS A 4T Sl
# 5 £ FC ¥ Dsoo bldr» # 7 (G) @ ¥ $Hd chDso & @72 (S) AIA # 4
PRI Dol o B 3.2 R FC 2 Dso &7 b 2 3w B ens # B 1% 0 B
BT R SR E & kg o

b ¢k @3t Robertson and Wride (1998) #7#% 2. 2 3% {7 & 47 W] 4p ¥ Lo # Fl &2
I FE LAY SBT 2 B enbl 2 (R4 23) 23 - HF 7 FHRE? LG
2 USCS A 3 % B erbl @2 - Bl 33871 FC & I 2 R R ILAEAC 4p M o "%
Lo @3 4 > USCS 4 AF |7 (o o dm ol 5 fmpesfd o

ERS T  BERARTHEY L Sl B2 B 2 0 et E
TRfE L AF N 2 B R MR AR A S THES TSR
FMOB 34IF 37— HEWT FHEES CPT 48 bt s 45 Hedh 2 [ ehi
o e 2o gl 1 e S RdE -

Wi

~vm!
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+
~

3.1 TCPT-USCS/8/4182, & L R E itk &% (o) #id -

Variable LL PI FC SC Qtn F: L Dso
LL 2261(354) 2210(346) 2222(352) 858(123) 664(87) 664(87) 945(161) 618(113)
PI 2214(340) 2175(344) 844(118) 644(87) 644(87) 915(159) 579(108)
FC 3818(473) 2389(242) 1342(116) 1342(116) 1653(195) 1612(185)
SC 2389(242) 1057(79) 1057(79) 1137(90) 1432(151)
O 1706(149) 1706(149) 1706(149) 959(78)
F, 1706(149) 1706(149) 959(78)
L 2017(228) 1030(91)
Dso 1619(186)
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% 3.2 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ) © {il * A BT eniizt T3 o

Parameter N Mean Cov Min Max
LL 2261 52.28 0.43 13.00 179.09
PI 2214 26.24 0.65 0.00 116.23
FC (%) 3818 56.98 0.66 0.00 100.00
SC (%) 2389 43.17 0.75 0.00 100.00
Qmn 1706 41.38 1.54 0.84 645.47

F: 1706 2.69 0.98 0.02 19.44

L 2017 2.70 0.23 1.18 4.34
Dso (mm) 1619 1.36 431 0.001 87.56
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140 -

Plasticity Index, P|

80 -

60 |

40

20—

L L
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
Liquid Limit, LL

180

B 3.1 "CPT-USCS/8/4182 ) ® ‘mj sl 3 33t M@+ e o

10°° I I I I I I I I
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Fines content, FC (%)

B 3.2 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; ® FC-Dso Iif % Bl ¥r USCS 2 3 #f %] &~ i

&) I ©
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© ¢ G
= s
A M
:
(@) o A o) L 8
O a0
35 0
TZone 3: silty clay to clay ‘ A
I © 4o
]
|
[ | | %) Qg) @) o =)
] ] " ® &Q} & S .s: @
3 *‘g!ﬂa

c

Soil behaviour type index, |

Zone 6: clean sand
to silty sand

Zone 6: gravelly sand
to dense sand

| | | | | | |
40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Fines content, FC (%)

B 3.3 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; F#L# FC & L. ¥ /& # % 2 H 22 Robertson and Wride

(1998) #7x % 2. SBTn 4 #f % 3 2. ¥/ -
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e

coznwo

Normalized cone resistance, Q

10° | | I | I I I I I |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Fines content, FC (%)

Bl 3.4 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 | ® FC-Qu B % B2 USCS 3 AT % A fF o

Normalized friction ratio, F

102 | | | | ! ! | I I |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Fines content, FC (%)

B 3.5 "TCPT-USCS/8/4182, ¢ FC-F: i % Bl £2 USCS 2 4w 4 fF o
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>
oz oo

Normalized cone resistance, Q, |

100 L L L 1 L I L L Ll L - I}
10 10 107 10° 10’
D50 (mm)

Bl 3.6 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; ¥ Dsop-Qu b % Bl 22 USCS 2 &5 A fF o

10’

G
S
M
c
100 |-
wr
)
©
c
S
8
©
[
N
T
E
o
z
107" -
u
10'2 1 1 | I}
10 102 107 10° 10

D50 (mm)

B 3.7 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; ¥ Dso-F: & 7 Bl 22 USCS 2 4w 4 fF o
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3.2 CPT-USCS/3/2017
321 FHEME

DA AFT2Z AR PRIFE- 27 F I CPT #icdpsr 2 w2 57
Bl 18 A e R 2 TR 5 p ik T CPT-USCS/8/4182 ) FRL & ¥

i i+ 4

o

et merif o 3 B HAE 2 7R B RF RS TR - R AFE ] ERY
B ELN R BRAPM =8 CPT %#ic: &2 4ax fEde (Qu) ~ B (F)
Br it ) P> DRy HELFH2 USCS 2 LML S

%

2

{G\S\M\C\O}o

43
(32}

SWEESTER 2 THRES LG "TCPT-USCS/3/2017 ;» & & % 2017
o kp 228 BHH > HEELF LT 19 BRFO FHF4eT
. g;pp:;;fgﬁ\;%wngs\;ﬁg’,\gi\ﬂ@q\égﬁfrjﬂ;&[o
. ‘;j;-u-':‘;j];&]\ﬁi—kfrwao
¢ IR TR MR BRRALL CRERRAL BRI E R -
¢ REMN T
GEAMREFL S HBM 23 kg - & 2387 F3Fn 2 CPT %#c¥ USCS 2
B2 Bt el o AR EY T FRESI Rl EEF L HEE R
PORRRETE 2 LR A B R I SRARRICA & 5 BaRL T e
322 FOHEI g A MHAM %A

"CPT-USCS/3/2017 ; AR ® » & 3 % éﬁf’rjﬂé 2 Rkp k- CPT RS2 Qne

N

Fr e & §gped ARITHET ST AT R R STIR 0 cher R i 2 USCS 2 A 5 %
{G-S"M C O}z FHERE G E2 A 3% CPT 48 (Qu¥ F) &
USCS 2 sf#fnl2 BFent x MEH - B 38471 FHE L4 & SBTn 2 ¢ i
* A5 o

% i8- ¥ 3t USCS 4 #g¢ CPT 4 47 s 5 (SBTn) R ¥t b @2 0 B 3.9 %
% USCS #7%|*" Robertson SBTn [ ¥ ¢’ # R 3277 - a3 > 3 H &
BRE-RM A FAEEF A - K2 e bldo o B 3.9(b) Bor 0 + % # USCS &
He®E (G) ¥ SBTn WY ritdl s 1% 6% (CPTA#gs%/2): B 3.9()
FI& 7 > 58 USCS 53 #2 (O) 24 $/&3 SBT % 3 % (CPT #4153

2) o ¥t 1 > w7 7 e Riceerietal. (2002) ¥2 Lengkeek (2024) ~ F #f 02
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% % Robertson SBTn Bl ¥ it i i Barks i F 3 2 (7 5 351 o 2 ob > mERR
E > M CH L4 P EELRE (LEH 3.9(d) B 3.9(@C) "
9

v & & %42 CPT » £ 7 & 5

% T CPT-USCS/3/2017

=
=

i<

[><

[Xy, Xzl € R H e & 3 CPT %dkc (Qu, Fr) shp A
Xi=n(Q,) X2 = In(F,) (32)

& - & %4 USCS gl — Bapu» 8 LeR>:
7 7 = L

[T 0 0 0 0]T (USCS first letter = G)
[0 1 0 0 0]7 (USCS first letter = S)
L=4[0 0 1 0 0]" (USCS first letter = M) (3-3)
[0 0 0 1 0]T (USCS first letter = C)
[0 0 0 0 1]T (USCS first letter = O)

ARTRPR S CFEL IR e R LY S kAL Lo A EERY
% Kk 47 USCS A # o blde o @ 7 % 40>t 8 — #7 USCS A% » #) 2 % 45t § =

B R e
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10° ¢ : S ———————

Gl
m * :;
m
. ¢ C|
¢ ‘ ® O

Normalized cone resistance, Qt

10° .
107" 10° 10'
Normalized firction ratio, Fr

B 3.8 TCPT-USCS/8/4182, ® Qu-F: B @2 USCS 3 3Eagw|» i o
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Normalized cone resistance, Qm

n

Normalized cone resistance, Q

10°

- (a) All soils

(¢) Sands & sand mixtures

= =
1 <] o
100w g 10° & 10°
H H
" s 3
£ K]
@ 7
& 2
@ @
1= =
8 8
A
B B
o o
A E o E o
10" - £ 10' - 1 £ 10 ]
4 5 5
[ % =4 z
I a L]
I L}
I |
[}
10° 10° - 10° -
10! 107 10° 10! 107 10° 10
Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr
3 - : 2 - 10° - - T
- {d) Silt mixtures (e) Clays (f) Organic soils
s £
d o]
1 ¢ 0% g W7F 1
53 &
e e
£ £
B =
@ o
o o
@ @
IS S
g8 8
= =
& =
=z ]
E 10 £ 10"
=3 i=}
=z =z
®
Y L
100 L : . 10" . 100 |
107 10" 10! 107 10" 10" 107 10°

Normalized friction ratio F

Normalized friction ratic F

Bl 3.9 Qu-F: Bl ¥ USCS # 3% 47 %] 22 Robertson SBTn ¥ # 2_ ¥+ & 47 )
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# 4 & USCS-HBM

223 914 2 A3 CPT 9 SBTn B *T i * #-4] (generic model) > H iz 45
DI BEHA A R F TR TS NG e AR A F gy
POER AAF e R T o AR A i R A 0 TR LRk iR
BEERLSFEES DM GB L o AP 0 HudF TR (site-specific model ) B it
FR Sl L FIRS TR A R TR E hst A AR B B K
%2 > Phoon et al. (2022) # &} T 3-nk 28w P H | (site recognition challenge) 2 #£4 >
BA L EFLHFEORRT o hemF R LEL Y THEY BB FpaF s
(R SN IS Rl SRR L O SR S P

Ching et al. (2021) # 4! & = P ¥ #7#-3] (hierarchical Bayesian model, HBM) -
WERA /AR LR phE > DT E 7 b o G2 TI%
e o FBHEa Y g EE RS n B P H R R SRR R
WX D - e i adg 8 (hyper-parameters) #rir ] o

i%.f‘:.@.%i%““ﬁig FHHE P FTRELA UEY 3 R Bl Fean
Fo- A * TP RSk A % 7] (priormodel)e § § P BB E & 0 R EBIT
B AR T - H L FT5 (8% A (posterior model) o ¢t {8 B A B 4
G TR R TR A B g p R TR TR
e T -y #7457 | (quasi-site-specific model) e

Ra o ZLR A B HE Y 2 L KR A (classification) ¥ 3w &TT? ARy
(regression) fft 1t 3 A F AR o wEFAriERn G @R gl A 4 R
PIHEATHE %] o Ching et al. (2021) #7412 HBM 2 & &34 3 3/ 2 7 2 F 12 T 5
B3R o T A AT INEES] S PR A EIRRIR AL o S AT Y
USCS A s T ehd A SRR - 2 2370k % L 2803 L 5 USCS-
HBM » #-4 A F i 7 mnh i o

4.1 USCS-HBM % ﬁ:

USCS-HBM &% 40 4.1 #77 > 36 X;; ERPY (B¢ n=2 % X @ p) i
FTAHES $1BFEY §jLesme E 0§ (X, Xo) o Higse £3e 5
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Ly ER™ > 2374 i gt o2, USCS 2 3 » 3¢ ALY S ng s
(ng=228) % i BHR& 5 m % X, L) kdkro

T REB 4.1 ¢ p T @a o f?nlﬁﬁ_ ~ 3P USCS-HBM & % #ic ¥ ehais 1
5 % R Sk (PDF) -
1Ltz Ly, p e €V hig v 5 Xy 5 PDF

F Xy Bt ¥ k£ USCS #5% » BIBRBEHET S REFHAF

N (X5 1, €) 2@ p® e R €9 € R ) 4 i 7 ch PDF ¥

e T
f(¥ij|&§1:5)ycglzs)) = nile(xU, u®, c(k)) L™ (41)
5 1 . . B L9
= 1_[{|C§k) 2 (2m)"2 - exp [—E(&j El(k)) (Ci(k)) (X /“ll(k))]}
k=1

2o L AL S kBAE AAFEFTHREE BT k4 USCS 1Y -
2. WP hif T 5 Ly ¢ PDF :

B AR il Ly 5 ##g v & % (categorical distribution)

f(Ly| B) = Cat(Lyj; B) = 1_[[4(") (42)

Nhud

¢ B =[p®, P2, ...,Pi(S)]T ERSX 5 i BHuLY i RATUHE T A H,
A PY R AN i BHEY o E- g B S k48 USCS &7%] s g T
PP +pP 4+ L +PP =1

3. sl 4o s e o u® o PDF :

Bl i ¢ % k48 USCS % u] o d o £ {Hg@, W, ..., u,ﬁ’?} , B AR AR 02 12 A 4B

Feoo F AR TR E‘}f'ﬂ 5 %8 % i PDF :

( k)lﬂ(k) c(k)) N(Ml(k),#(k) C(k)) (4-3)
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e e[ - () -t

20 opl e R 2 € € R 5z g ¥ gy it ¥ k48 USCS #5]3
rea @ fosg B 1 o

teit 2 209 4o v sig e = o ¢ e PDF

B i ? % k8 USCS v nens g 2 gt (¢, ¢, ., e} se sxtn i

fe 2 Apf o AR BGRB g T @ Wishart (IW) PDF

(C(")|Zg"), ék)) _ IW(C(") zf)"), ék)) (44)
¥ () v%"/2 (k)+n+1 _
g T ]

o 20 eRPM 2 v0 e R Lyr#lE - Bm Y+ ¥ k4 USCS #u %

Ptz fce P o T () % %€ Gamma Sv#c (James 1964) o ¢F >

n E RHnB R A tr() &7 Bt (trace) 0 W ALY A A F e
&Ly hig T 5 B e PDF

By i? % k46 USCS #gw|chd gl o ® {P, P, P, } Edpinie

1Pk 1 ALK 8 J&p e 0 Dirichlet PDF

1 (k) Yr—1

:m

f(Bly) = ir (Bs v

(4-5)

==
1l
=

a4 5 )/=[y(l),y(z),...,y(S)]TER5X1 % Dirichlet PDF ® e & ® £ #

N——

(concentration parameter) ° B (Z H_% % & beta S #ic (Abramowitz and Stegun
1965) - thA g ? > #3E - L F P FEuB I e E P AP LT
2+ (non-informative) =1 Dirichlet PDF i 3 H L% f (_le Z) a2k gy =
Y@=y =1 R AR RRBETHET ) SNSRI AR T & R
PR RIS L] A F Y (EE o

43

do0i:10.6342/NTU202503005



bhETY i) R Reng £ 0= (i, ¢V ISP V() n g
PAPTERET 0 G 5 bt AR Sl RAK W I R A Mk 7 i Gibbs
BARGFE BBl Rt AFTHE S BEY G 8 P ARA T o 1T IR
- ?;b};’]’} % %Qﬁ'{m;hgé;"f” ’i"v ;\‘ :

1. u{ e % PDF :

# - % USCS 23wl ko ﬁi&*ﬁzu kL% S % E ¥ & PDF

N(ué").uﬂo, Cuo) % # £ W FEEAR R TR 22 R Y UL o 2 AL

BT, RS F e R £ 4 Gy SHEEL S AL AR R

(4o 10%) » 10k ot pl” end B 7 FE gt -

2. €% ¢tz PDF :

& - #f USCS 2 #ful k- 242 8 C¥ ens g5 L% 4 * % Wishart PDF

W (€59 200,08 ) = d 15 Wishart PDF 7 % 3 3 €5 % 22 F 340 5 1

F R 2EF A %% T 0 Huang and Wand (2013) #2414 p d & v, =

n+1=3 - # ¢ n LR Ear > fx L hedil)=4x

diag(1/a§"),...,1/a,§">) cH 9 diag() 2 i a5 % Ba® (m=1,..n)

d b2 95 GammaPDF » Ak S8 = a» ¢ R Sk = B

f(agf)) - IG( ), a,ﬁ) = % [aﬁff)]_a_l * exp <— %) (4-6)

# ¢ () . Gamma & #co 5 EiT 17 25F 3 2% » Huang and Wand (2013) &
HMFBE L a=05 0 - Bie] F#HE (40 10H) o
3. I ks PDF :

£ - B USCS 4 475 ko 242 28 I 2 g5 L %% * Wishart PDF
2O, 2 ) =weE® w, 2
f 0 20’ Zo ( 0o Zo’ Zo)

|_AEO/2 /120—" 1

|‘I’z0 ) |z(()k)| 2 exp[ z(k) x ;) )] (47)

T 2/7 T, (2, /2)
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2¢ @y, EREL A Ay Pl pd & - 1345 Chungetal. (2015) > F 4
d Ry, =n+2=4> T RIARELYy 2 - BHELELFTRS DR EEL
(4c 10%) » B w(zg");qlzo,azo) TR D BT AT N A o

4, (k) e R~ WA
i¥ Wishart PDF ¥ p d & ’Egtv(k) BB ST A% - Huang and
Wand (2013) 23##* - BasmpPERp 03 A+ v s s w0 2k
Fhn=23 F- A EH (bl4e 1000) 2 o] A T o

F_k

A ¥ '7{ v 373 XDB = {Xl]l = 1, w, Ng; ] = 1,...,mi}, LDB = {Ll]l = 1, ey, N
j=1,...m} 27 "DB" %7 database> A WA B 4.1 7 KR LF DTG VR
PIHce 7% (Xpp, Lpgh 47 65 7 RMSTRETH ¢ 4 SEA ¢ § 250
MR EEF T S fREF BHAS I BRI HEOEE EE L ¥R KE

p={u®i=1 ng k=15 c={cMi=1_n5k=1.5} 1z 5

4T 46 USCS 2 g end 3 2% 48P ={P:i=1..,n° Bk 5%

i

;}_3_,\&2;@3{40\# ﬁ’lﬁ%‘iﬁ'{’ 2% 0= (‘u(15) C(15) 2(15) (15)) N A Lf“:f?_?&»
Ftita i Wishart %% PDF 5 thida={al’ =m=1,.,mk=1,.5}n

EatAg fd P BE B (GEW 410 ABTEA)-
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R oz R AR Y 1z 2 20 USCS-HBM $31+7 &0 5 147
%

fXpg, Lps, 1, C,P,0,a)

= F(oltt, € Log) - F(LoglP) - £ (la™®, €2 F(CIZS v ) £ (Ply) - £ (45") - F(€5]a) F(E2) - Fla)
ng m; ne m s
{HHHN(XU, (k),cgk))} {HHCat(L”,J)} u_l“k_l #l(k)'uO ) c(k) ]_[gglw(cl@;zg)’vék))]

n

ffoce

5 5 5
k) k
1_[ N AuO ’_Ilo' Ho ] [l_[ IW(C(() 'Zco'vco ] ’ [l_[ W(Z(() ); q,):o’/-{fo):| ’ [l_[
k=1 k=1 k=

1m=1

16(a%; a, ;;)]

G
. © ns+vc§+n+1. 50 nsVy +/21;:,, n-1 £® vey /2 O s® s e
IC;”| |Z°| |Ze, p® m 4y Gl B — ()~

°< B ﬂﬂ( R T AT e

[k=1 2ns™o /2 Ty (v /2) i=1 k=1 k=1 m=1

(et o ) ) )28 o) () ) B T ()
e

0 ) 5B ) () S5 (4-8)
e m

Hyper-parameters

i i=1,...,n

S

Bl 4.1 USCS-HBM i3] 78 #
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42 BV &

EEVYREDL L PR ANRBTEE Xpp, Lpg} £V & 5850 =
{ (1:5) C(l :5) Z(1 5) (1:5)} - BiEHA £ O 78 ¥ USCS-HBM @11 ¥ B F 4
PESu e T o FAE- et R B P RS R RICAE - 3
BRI L 86 P SRR T SRR Y B S BB RS T
#-4] (quasi-site-specific model) °

EEVREEY Y L EHMLAIT RGO LA 3 5 Gibbs k2 (Gibbs
sampler) (Geman and Geman 1984) » j&_i% i+ 4% & % & S8 f(u, C, P, 0, a|Xpg, Lpg) ®
HEHEA T EFH?P DOHFATLEYEE -

Gibbs # 2 B3t 5 7 £ 4%+ + B (Markov chain Monte Carlo, MCMC) =
Fo B ARMRL AT (KRS o T - ¥ AT B B
EETORBE TR 2RI R AR S E RN ARG SN
o FP AN eI kA T T L 4h
T HE - P Gibbs 4 e S
1. miEg#iEsi 4 {uCP,0O,a}-
2. (% i BHHHH kFUSCS #gul) B4 u

(k)

Hl(k)“'N H(k)'[(cgk))_l+m§k)(cfk))_1]_1 (Cgk)) M(k)_l_ (k) 12 ’
j=1

-1 —111
[(c99)™ +m® () } (4-9)
AT HEY EE 2 (rejection sampling) > M FE T F8 USCS #f W] chT 32w

g {,® ) ()}«34\ L IE B s TR ) , H
{#l J W e W R EFESVE R TR ilc‘ﬁl@ <IC'E§2) < <1c,&§5) £

¢l o 5 RN (2-6) 'H«t )ttt oz (Qu, Fr) (4573 B 9018 o dopt 2k 3+
Hp et o G A (B T) 2 L% B M A% SBTn Bled s b & o
ERE S@E2) M@EBA) C@E2)n O & (4452)2 T 55 £ s
DA BT b o g s G ptagE £ AF ] A SBTn % cnl gL
FEEM .
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3. (% i BHHHY kb USCS 5y Bk €0

e

k k k k k k k
O] @50+ Y (k- 1) (- 60)m® 46 L o)
j=1

4, (= i BHFu) B P
P~Dir (Bm® +y®, m® +y®, ., m® +y®) (4-11)
;F_!F‘ "}/(1)= ’]/(2)=...='y(5)=10

5. (1% k48 USCS #7 %)) B4 pf®:

N
-1
u N{u(") [C‘1+ns (c) ] [C‘luuﬁ(CSk’)) Z'u_(k)]’
-l

i=1

[c - c(k))‘l]‘l} (4-12)

B9 o, LEPR DG - BHE

6. (% k48 USCS %% B4 €9

k k k k k
C()IW{()Z() Z () u® (EE) ())ns+Vc0} (4-13)

H 2‘.8? = diag(4/a§k), ...,4/a,(lk)); Ve, =n+2°

7. (3% k45 USCS #%)) 4% 207 :

k k k
x )~W{Z() (!le+z (c®)" ) v +/1:0} (4-14)
Be Wy H- BHEAZRADEEEL Ay =n+2-

8. (4% k48 USCS #7%]) 1945 11 T daach # oot v .
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(1:5 1:5 1:5
( )|XDB'LDB:”:C P,HO ),Cg ),Zg ),a)

_y® gy
s ®| 2 | |y®] 2
“Hh1%| =) (4-15)
s . () /o yng
NNV /2 Fn(VO /2)"
#¢ 5 y® =nn+1,.,1000 -
9. (#a® ¢ E mipatey kb USCS #Y) B4 all
1
ag~16 (afs a + 51 p+2(c) ) (4-16)
mm

He o (c(()k)):m ,g\(c(k))—l s m B AR v, =n+1, a=05; f=

107 -
10 £4F 43 2 2#HF 8> B2 2Pt Te 87 T &7 R (7 p

T i i o

=i (burn-inperiod > 25 5 t,) 16 FTA 3 ek A #AL BT o & Gibbs
BFABALY > BT R AR AL B 5 Ak L0 E AT A
Ay EERIEABEREABRN - 2O Hr o %7 UEFEN=(T—t,)/At 204
WA ek {(#(()1t5)’c(()1t5)’z(1t5)’ é1ts)): t=12 .., N} Ty
BERE TR T = 21,000 ~ 2D 5 t, = 1000 ~ B IR At = 10 > F BB E T
N=2,000 24z 2t & > a5 F Y LS o
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4.3 e &
Rted - B LFTHE? P R0 B EHA TR G e BRI AL
> R engn B AR o dow orat o K sl E R eh e 2
BEV B ANGTHEY FY T B S AR R Rk
FU% P ARS-R R LR TR AR BCAE 7 AT A 2 SRR (AT R
Frak A ) e

B & EF FaE

£ SRt 5 (T Quir F) 353 (Xrgjij = 1,2, .., myg) > # ¥ myg
AP HRHA Y kBl - 58 Xpg = (Xreji = 1,2, ...,mTG}o B Hrr st
e USCS #7% % £ 36 5 Lrg = {Lrgjij = 1,2, .., mrg}e 2 1GR3 P hsbabs
E R 41 9Tm 2 Al WA R R -
()

L .
k) ~(k)\ETG
Xrej ~ [Tp=1 N (XTG;» M%G)» Cé(;)) ! Lrg; ~ Cat(Lrg;; Prc) (4-17)

B pld e Chg A u A P RER Y § kB USCS v chTson B X %1 K

EL o @ Prg = [P, Pg s pgg] Rl 5 %8k i USCS 4% A% o £ o ikt
Boeni & p AR AR YRR e AR A 0 S8 P RS BB TR AT
A RS AR o 2 P RT BB TAER I AT R R AT R

1:5 1:5 1:5 1:5
{:“%G ), €56 )'ETG} f(:“'(rc ), P p )'_'I‘GleG' Lrc, Xpp, LDB) (4-18)

29 o {Xpg, Lrg} » FHB BRI FTAE & > (Xpp, Lpg} P 5 P H3ak copLin] T4
FBE -
195 > 8 5 ©32 (Total Probability Theorem) » 3% (4-19)¥ B 3

5 5
f(r“%lc ), Cie”, PTG| X1, Lrg, Xpp, LDB)
1:5) (15 5) (15
= ff ”’E‘G ), Ci, P )'_TGl 0, X1, LTG) f(®|Xrg, Lrg, Xpp, Lpp) deHTG YdCe dPrg

f £ (1567, €567, Prc| ©, X, Lirg ) £(©1Xpp, Lpp)d0dus” dCis Y dPrg (4-19)

A7 f(OXrg Lrg, Xpp, Lpg) = i B3 FMEHR (¢ 7 PHERFHEFTHE) T

RFHiSHRAST o Ra o T THRE {Xrg, Lrgl ¢ 7 232 B 3Fak > @ piRda
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{Xre, Lrg} 5 1 3ab> Bt v i gp 74t & ORRARA 21T 12 5 f(O]Xpp, Lpp)-
#£F 0 1395~ B2 B| (Law of Large Numbers) » F ;87 #* 8 ¥ pp BLA7B~ (B ahdg S dic
& {0:t =12, N}~ f(O|Xpp, Lpp) iT itdrst (4-20) :

1 .
f M%ES),CSGS)._TG X6, Lre, Xpg, Lpg ) * = ) f #%5) C'E‘l(;.S),BI‘G 0, X1¢, Lrg (4-20)
N

i]=

AT R BT - RV AR Rk A R TR EAR TR BT
e i dadh 0 S0 BT P RS 0 a2 B T -
1T L4245 Gibbs $ 4% 72  (Gibbs Sampler) “73& 3+ e93h e * 12 I ok
iRy f(ﬂ%lc;S)' C'g‘lGS)'_TG| X1 Ltc, XpB) LDB) LR o - SR
L YRR T E - B St & 0, = {ufy®, ¢80 200, v,V e
(77 74 sh P B Gibbs 4o A2
(8) vt iz Ak ik 2 Hhan S (e, €8, o) -
(b) ($#% k B USCS #7 %)) Pt pl

Q)

mrg
-1 -1
9N (8™ + mBe) ]| () T + ()" ZXTG,,
— —1+—1
(€)™ +m® ()]} (421)

4¢ oml 27 p BHm Y 5 kB USCS d75] e - %/ =1 1 men
Fefe R HHerd B3t 0 kB USCS BTG Ame it (7 40 4 o 4 Ak 45 7 408
B R R R0 <] @ << o

(c) (= k T USCS zg %) P~ Cg‘lG:S) :

(k)

mrG
K K) (K T K K K
CRO~IW S CRBESY + D (Xrey —172) (Rnos — 16 mite +vie (4-22)
j=1
(d) P~#% Prg
T
Prg~Dir (_TG’ MY +7y®, m@ 1@, mS 45O ) (4-23)
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He oy @ ==y ® =1
L je kg £ Gibbs 5 #Ri% e &8 (burn-inperiod) 3t 0 B EF FiEAR AT 4

SRR SR RN L A (TR = 6+ 1) AR RS R
aa v (1:5) (1:5)
e {ETGt' CTG,t'BTG,t} °

2. $ei N mi st irham # 1 ngd (1) ) Proe):t =

L, N} s g 2 GO08 s 4 03 S (i) € Pro| Xre, Lro Xos,
Lpg) © #rB~18 chfd i % o
Rt 4 - LATehp a0 B USCS 85 2 @40 o A1 Xegy,

7Ly % 7 2 USCS #5 %% £ o B4 8 a4 % ch USCS A 58 5 A fF d T 97

f (Lren|Xten Xr6, Lre, Xpe, Lpe) (4-24)

: : 1:5 1:5 1:5 1:5
= f £ (Lronlile?, €562, Pro, Xran ) £ (1k6”, €567, Pra| Xran Xre. Lre Xop, Lpg ) d0due” dCS ¥ dPrg

: : 1:5 1:5 1:5 1:5
~ f £ (Lronlile?, €567, Pre, Xren ) £ (156”, €567, Pro| Xro, Lre, Xpp, Los ) d0dpalg ¥ dCye ¥ dPrg

Y ) 1:5 1:5 — ey ey ¥ 1:5
Bt BRI f(ﬁr(m ),C'(rc )'BI‘G|XTGWXTG' Lrc, Xps, LDB) AT Y éf(ﬁ%c ),

1:5 3 3 AL 2. 2 A AL G, A s 4a 2,
C'%‘G )’BTG|’XTGf LTG:XDB; LDB) R ] e XTGTI ERE & ENCE o 54@&,J ° Jﬁl%

AHGER o FHEEERILAG TR EVEEHRATERG

N
1 . .
f (Lrgn|X76n X16, L1, Xpp, Lpp) = N Zf (LTGn|/’4'§‘1(‘;_5t); C%i),ETG_t, XTGn) (4-25)

t=1 B
10 (W06, €6 Pro) st = 1.2, N} 5 8 s il f (e, €6,
’ JE oy 1:5 1:5 v -
) G TG, TG, ADB» “DB) ~ =t SV UTGn TG »%“T1G 'LiTG'ATGn A
Prg|Xrq, Lrg, Xpp, Lpp) 71 @ i1tk  « f (Lren|ube”, €56, Pre, X e A
# o Ha - #p 5 ke FpT ;'J%ﬁ‘:};ﬁ pLot

k k k -
PRS- N (Xrams iig, €30 (4-26)

Flpt > B A & f(Lren|Xren Xte Lre, Xpp, Lpp) 5 14T 2558 chig ] o #
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([1 0 0 0 0] (USCS first letter=G) w.p. Pirog
[0 1 0 0 0]T (USCSfirstletter=S) w.p. Pirag
Lrgn =3[0 0 1 0 0]T (USCS first letter = M) w.p. Prgi)ed (4-27)
[0 0 0 1 0]" (USCS first letter=C) w.p. P,
[0 0 0 0 1]7 (USCS first letter=0) w.p. Plgfgd

+

HY swpka T - 485F o Fpt > USCS #g 0] FE R4 F 5 7 54 ¢

L3

1 _
ot e o R )]

TG,t TGt
(x)
P =
pred 1 1 T -1 ( 4-28 )
B ]
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44 BV IFES %

FY RS R SRS - masaei s b s {(u5 Y 0D =
1,2,..N} « 55 % K pt 1 USCS-HBM f FHE Y 17 chshn i« &7 i~ %
BoR i Bph M o T AR Sl A2 £ - B T Hu (hypothetical
site) + & 4E3u MR T ton R 81 2 BB R > A uze s i g YL He <
£ h 4 57 [hypothetical | °

shord - g gt a {uliY ¢ 20O V(D) v s s
B2k Hey
1. T B4k

($1 3 ke B USCS #re]) 345 pul0~N (ulD; ), €50) 5 #wi% 1 8475 & SBTn

TRE?P R - RDAGEER > JENIES PR ﬁiﬁfﬁ.—lcu(n < Icu(z) < <L
'h,t 'Eht

I °
CHiy

2. £ HBEAELIH

(% k48 USCS #75]) P €L~ IW(CI); 28, vy -

3. tgrunge=12 Nz us@ (1l ciP)e=12,..N}

o (), b A A R A RRER Y A F o S
(4-28) ¥ 3+ 5 2 SBTn B ¥ # — e BL4 2. USCS £ wWFE RIS - Bl 4.2 &
A4 EAE S & SBTn B¢ HIf R 5 4 % o SBTn B¢ & — B I RITIR
BT i AL CPT dicdh - B 4.2(a) 8- % %2 42869 USCS il % PO 2
BoX AL o R AR e 2 2 A% SBTn W] 0 # PRI USCS 4 g
B o

wo o ful), e} e oSBT B2 RS - BEAE A E AT R
WHH Y A F o Bl 43 Bim 1 - BRHR Y 0 & USCS 2 A 914 2 i
A4 o ig— #H4h7 USCS-HBM fE_T CPT-USCS/3/2017 ; F L & #7818 chgnt
Hoogt b ¢ AR R T ALY BRI TS SR QRS Y AL
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Y

%
&
ik

v

n

Normalized cone resistance, Q1

n

Normalized cone resistance, Qt

M
[
i
X
o
|4
3
A
y@
b
la\
=i
T+
1%

168 (a) All soils 105 403 (c) Sand (S) —
—0.9
i <
(e} (e]
10? g 102 g 102
= =
g 8
o k7]
73 [7}
[ [
= & — 08
(] ()
[ [ =
Q Q
(8] o
o o
@ @
N X
10" g 10 £ 10
3 s o7
0.6
10° 10° 10°
107 10° 10" 107 10° 10’ 107 10° 10
Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr 1
2
35
058
e
a
10° (d) Silt (M) i (e) Clay (C) (f) Organic soil (O)
0.4
s S
ag a 03
102 g 10 g
[~ | =}
© ©
@ @
7 (7}
[ o
[ o
5 5 0.2
o o
o el
[ (5]
N N
10' Ty g
= 0 =
o o
z Z
0.1
10° 10° 0
107" 10° 10° 107! 10° 10’
Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr
% R T R a4 p(1:5) ;o N
W 4.2 & USCS #g = FERIts 5 P oy & SBTn fl ¥ 2 A% A # o
55

do0i:10.6342/NTU202503005



(a) Gravel (G) (b) Sand (S)

-
o
N

=
o

_.
=N
Normalized cone resistance, Ql 4

Normalized cone resistance, Qm

10° - ; 100 . )
107" 10° 10" 107 10° 10’
Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr
c) Silt (M d) Clay (C e) Organic soil (O
e (<) Silt () i (d) Clay (C) . (@0rg (0)

n

=y
o
N
-
o
N
-
o
N
T

-
o
T

_.
<%
Normalized cone resistance, Qt i

Normalized cone resistance, Q(
Normalized cone resistance, Qtn

107" 10° 10’ 107"
Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr Normalized friction ratio, Fr

Bl 4.3 & USCS %7 %] Bk Sk v 2 e A o
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RS S ANy

S1ER Fol%E

Ar-F¢ e gAY 2 USCS-HBM » 112 = — i 12 CPT #cdf3F
] USCS 2 AT 4B > e Mg TR P 2 e drah 102 B R g
Pl R TR FI R B ER DT O

A #-ie- A 4F3 USCS-HBM &R 12k 607 ol - fhd 29 Sab i
AR BRERD AR FRT T TSR BB R 6] RSP
Adeie S & F eI BRI T2 Ak oah o (7 £ 3240 USCS 2 3Eagw|4ah
FRBRAE 2 FRE R UL BRLRREEY FF -

511 #Fa i %

BAAIRRANEP G 1946 £33 1970 @ > §d 204 LR FIERE KT Kb
#oREF AR F NIRE AR S P DA e pot 2 (8 T ARFFR N S AR
OBV 2 - TSONEPZ BARABACKETENMT AN ARG
2 HE o At # F T o Riccerietal. (2002) 4-%F Malamocco » v d— B R FhE 0 &
AR 1B 4B 5.1 877 <L 2EP 2 Malamocco Hak cnjp $ - 8 -

GHp e ke A pt Be Bnfid o A &9 72 (SP-SM)~ B2 (ML)~ 3
2 (CL) ™ & pisdgeehik ik “rHE =+ > $ 15 USCS i 74 4f - Bl 5.2(2) K7
- U R AR SRR R e A Py B G AT TR A AT E ) e g 0
A4 R T EEY 8.1 2 ¢ Ak $ - CPT 322 (% Ricceri et al. 2002 # % 3
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‘14 A T CPT-USCS/8/4182 ; TH

# A1 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 | #m 7ok
# Reference Country Region |USCS |N LL PI FC (%) | SC (%) | Dso (mm) Qmn Fr e
1 Marchetti (1980) Italy Montalto C 8| 41-58.41 |24.54-38.25| 100-100 0-0 - - - -
2 Changhua S |12 - - 2.6-28.7 - - 18.1-75.88 | 0.27-1.9 | 1.91-2.84
. S - - 7-33 - - 42.17-72.68 | 0.23-1.26 | 1.71-2.27
Ku (2008) Taiwan )
3 Kaohsiung M - - 53-94 - - 2.8-25.28 | 1.01-8.37 | 2.43-3.7
C - - 84-97 - - 3.33-29.74 | 2.41-6.5 | 2.85-3.35
4 Tanaka et al. (2001) Singapore - C ]10/50.39-82.09|33.99-57.19| 70.21-100 | 0-29.79 - 2.82-4.74 | 6.32-8.08 | 3.46-3.71
5 Thailand Ekachai C 8 58.15- 37.78-74.87| 82.09-99.34 - - - - -
Watabe et al. (2004) 108.44
6 Vietham | Hai-Phong C |20|46.26-67.57|25.03-41.94| 82.6-100 | 0-14.06 - 4.85-9.99 | 0.94-2.54 | 2.85-3.22
7 Takemura et al. (2007) Vietnam Can Tho C 8 |45.21-72.32| 22.35-65.1 | 80.35-98.67 - - 2.67-6.37 | 0.02-1.49 | 2.69-3.07
S 4 - - - - 0.082-0.123| 40.12-47.75 | 4.91-5.75 | 2.64-2.7
8 | Mayne and Brown (2003) USA Alabama
M 3| 34.1-53.9 4.6-10 - - 0.034-0.058| 22.01-36.12 | 6.39-7.83 | 2.79-2.95
g | DeGrootand Lutenegger | g, New M |10/39.83-54.13(11.87-23.75| 100-100 | 0-0 - 2.71-7.83 | 0.81-1.13 | 2.82-3.31
(2003) England
10 | Tanaka and Tanaka (1998) Japan Niigata S 5 - - 3.28-29.46 79%572 - 48.07-173.2 | 0.21-2.73 | 1.45-2.29
S 1 - - 48.77 51.23 - - - -
Bukit Timah| M |7 |38.8-54.55 |12.86-19.74| 53.08-61.38 | S0:5% : i i i
1 Granite 46.92
. 40.13-
Leong et al. (2002) Singapore C |338.14-68.07|15.52-37.92| 50.73-59.87 49' 27 - - - -
76.24-
12 FJuror']:g S 4 - - 23.76-40.81 59.19 - - - -
ormation ¢ 30.27 11.76 81.56 | 18.44 - - - -
13 | Vinson and Brown (1997) USA Alabama S - - 46.2-46.3 | 52-53.8 [0.087-0.102| 37.02-53.82 | 5.01-6.56 | 2.68-2.7
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M 4| 42-54 4-8 69.1-89.5 13%'59' - 11.43-29.45 | 6.62-7.57 | 2.87-3.2
" s 3] - : 20445 | St7 |0.101-0.337| 39.13-5062 | 432619 | 2.57-2.73
M |2| 3754 6-9 746901 |9.9-254| - 25.94-32.74 | 444569 | 2.7-2.85
s |4 i i 331423 | 215 10112-0.116| 2327503 | 3.7-6.25 | 2.51-2.91
15 66.1
M 1] 38 3 713 28.7 - 28.05 6.14 2.85
s |s| - - |2087-3800 | %07 : 12.96-29.62 | 0.45-1.58 | 2.18-2.66
16 :
China | Nanjing | C |3|21.8-37.41|10.76-13.41| 75.61-87.65 | 223 : 10.99-22.91 | 1.37-2.83 | 2.51-2.95
. 24.39
Coutinho and Mayne (2012) 42.

17 M | 2]2933-20.78| 6.64-6.79 | 88.46-958 | 3%, - 17.36-24.18 | 16-1.7 | 2.54-2.65
18 Poland | ZERZY | g lonl L - 0.91-33.44 | 66:96- - 17.41-92.55 | 0.39-0.95 | 1.72-2.45
Most 90.09
19 Mantaras et al. (2015) Brazil Tubar&o C |839.95-57.97|17.85-32.13| 66.81-99.79 - - - - 2.7-3.3

M |3 35.55-36.59|10.13-11.36| 50.25-93.2 | - : 341-3.76 | 3.04-459 | 3.36-3.49
20 Konrad et al. (1985) Canada | Vancouver
C |2|3642-4131]1241-18.17| 77.41:932 | - : 26-314 | 3.71-6.16 | 3.47-3.66
21| Rochaetal. (2016) Brazil | SioPaulo | S |8 i i 9.02-18.85 %%19% : 34.93-457 | 0.22-053 | 1.9-2.11
22| Mayneand Harris (1993) | USA | Atlanta | S |11] - i 30.88-35.2 ?528112 : 26.23-63.18 | 1.43-2.46 | 2.3-2.59
N s |5 : : 33150 |50-66.9 : 8.56-48.61 | 4.45-6.59 | 2.58-3.24
23 Sabatini et al. (2002) USA Alabama
M 1] 44 5 84.8 15.2 : 36.51 5.3 2.72
24 | Wang and Borden (1996) USA Raleigh M |4 38.73-60.77| 5.84-10.7 | 50.25-64.94 - - - - -
25 USA | Charleston | S |5 ; ; 7.3856 |61.44-03|0.108-0.476]11.74-139.15| 0.6-1.04 | 1.69-2.7
Boller Jr (2008) 92.56-
26 USA |Georgetown| S |7 : : 245744 | 2290 | 0.18-028 [34.35-104.73| 0.14-0.49 | 153-2.14
27 Geiger (2010) USA |Walterboro | S |15| - : 2.89-46.33 %376171 0.09-0.2 |3.78-141.84 | 0.36-2.58 | 1.27-3.11
28 Williamson (2013) USA Georgetown| S 5 - - 3.1-5.42 9;1(.35;3- 0.142-0.247 - - 1.5-1.76
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93.03-
29 S 3 - - 5.4-6.97 946 - - - 1.71-2.28
30 Summerville| S 3 - - 7.84-15.37 %42% - - - 2.04-2.49
31 south | g o)L i 81332 [86.68-92| - i ~ | 167206
Carolina
Dorchester, 81.8-
32 SC S 6 - - 7.6-12.96 92.4 - - - 2.31-2.75
34.39-
. Switzerlan | Goscheneral| © | 2 i i 11.7-13.12 1 "5g 4 |3-803-6.291 i i j
33 Marachi (1969) d dam 46.67-
P s |3 - - 1454-36.4 | 02 [0.144-2176 - - -
5.949-
34 Wichtmann and Germany | Dorsten G |3 i i 0-9.83 102816 1/ 39 i i i
Triantafyllidis (2009) s 7 i i 0-15.22 810753 0.1-3.496 i i i
35 Wang et al. (2019) China Fujian S 5 - - 0-0 100-100 [0.797-0.797 - - -
G |4 - i 6854333 | 00 04253592 - i :
36 Liu et al. (2020) China Kunming 38 '01_
S 2 - - 30.23-35.98 ' 0.805-1.684 - - -
46.12
37|  Welkeretal. (2013) USA Pe””?""""”' s |6 - - 0-5.34  |71.43-84|0.896-3.449 - - -
38 Fonseca et al. (2006) Portugal Porto S 4 - - 38.05-46.97 5(’5210935_ 0.113-0.19 | 43.81-87.71 | 3.65-5.46 | 2.35-2.67
. . G 1 - - 49.99 215 0.076 - - -
39 Kayabasi (2012) Turkey Mersin
S 1 - - 42.49 43.9 0.178 - - -
40 Marchetti et al. (1986) Italy Lazio c |3 41-46 20-25 90-100 0-10 - - - -
. New . 63.19-
41 Berrill et al. (1988) sealand Murchison S 3 - - 25.78-33.51 7499 0.1-0.117 - - -
82.28-
42 Hamada and O’Rourke Japan Tokyo S 6 - - 3.08-15.96 96.92 0.215-0.35 - - -
4 (1992) Kawakuba | S 3] - i 3752654 | o 0 101340443 - i :
44| Bartlettand Youd (1992) | USA | Alaska | S |8 : : 0.08-39.85 %48‘& 0.109-3.321 i i :
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27.6- | 3.887-
G |5 2.2-2023 | 45499 | 10.368 - E :
45 61.28-
s |2 4.64-16.83 | oo |0.158-2.433 - L -
51.8-
46 s |s 452-482 | Go's | 0.083-2.69 - . /
63.21-
47 s |11 3.44-50 | ooce 10.075-1.797 - 3 -
_ o G |4 1.36-459 | 887142512403 ; ; ;
48 Rollins et al. (2020) Italy Friuli 47.28
s |1 10.37 46.09 3.483 - - -
4 G |7 0-3 33-47 - 43.33-443.77| 0.7-2.67 | 1.35-2.46
s |1 4 54 ] 277.27 1.42 1.71
G |2 2-3 37-39 - 90.1-248.92 | 0.71-1.23 | 1.69-1.86
50 Idaho 189.84-
s |2 3-4 49-51 - 665, | 073075 | 128-161
51 G |5 1-9 34-44 ] 61.77-253.83| 0.59-1.37 | 1.65-1.95
52 G |5 1-4 38-45 - 63.31-378.01| 0.58-1.51 | 1.6-1.94
212.57-
G |4 0-4 27-33 - 0.45-1.9 | 1.3-1.88
53 Colorado 462.28
s |1 18 77 - 257.44 0.53 1.42
Andrus (1994) USA G |11 0-6 34-47 - 12367- 1 44403 | 1.31-2.28
54 Idaho 263.83
s |6 1-5 47-64 - 81.14-285.47| 0.39-1.8 | 1.52-2.14
55 Colorado | G |10 1-16 26-42 - 66.58-395.6 | 0.41-2.47 | 1.21-2.08
6 G |8 0-13 29-40 - 129.1-504.79| 0.36-1.58 | 1.23-1.86
s |1 26 74 - 155.31 1.43 1.88
57 Colorado G |6 2-15 31-38 - 163.3-302.89| 0.47-1.32 | 1.54-1.83
134.31-
58 G |8 1-7 26-44 - oac 47 | 0.35-158 | 121-191
50 G |4 0-1 22-35 | 6.09-15.3 - - -
s |3 3-33 63-97 | 0.11-0.5 ; ; -
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60 G |4 - - 7-14 26-45 - 72.56-142.28| 1.37-2.37 | 2.02-2.14
S |1 - - 11 45 - 82.27 0.47 1.79
61 G |1 - - 18 24 - 260.14 2.54 1.94
Nevada S |3 - - 11-18 45-52 - 69.86-212.3 | 0.71-4.9 | 1.56-2.51
62 G |7 - - 7-21 20-37 | 1.44-13.37 - - -
63 G |8 - - 6-21 18-40 | 2.23-10.78 - - -
S |1 - - 16 73 0.19 - - -
New G |4 - - 1.89-5.79 %121116 3.75-13.584 - - -
64 Chiaro (2022) sealand Blenheim 81 '56_
S |2 - - 8.38-9.94 8.7 8 0.221-0.346 - - -
65 M |6 27-31 - 51-80 - 0.034-0.07 - - 2.06-2.78
66 . M |4 23-35 - 40-99 - 0.015-0.06 - - -
Bol et al. (2010) Turkey | Adapazari
67 M |4 22-30 - 58-93 - 0.016-0.051 - - 2.53-2.76
68 M |5 31-38 10-13 87-97 - 0.008-0.022 - - -
69 Lunne et al. (1997) Japan Kyushu S |6 - - 9.95-35.36 %%%‘?5 0.148-0.476(24.71-110.09| 0.29-1.03 | 1.6-2.42
North G |1 - - 0 48.6 4.067 - - -
70 | Meigh and Nixon (1961) Germany Rhine- 72.03-
Westphalia, S |2 - - 1.37-7.33 92 67 0.255-0.466 - - -
New 16.29- 4.397-
71 Dhakal et al. (2022) sealand Thorndon G |5 - - 15.23-27.46 26.09 10.683 - - -
G 1 - - 4.79 46.51 4.313 - - -
72 Han et al. (2019) USA Indiana 56.65-
S |9 - - 0.55-4.22 0.452-2.691 - - -
95.77
73 Silvestri (2003) Canada Mauricie C |8164.34-72.09| 40.7-46.12 | 100-100 0-0 - 5.63-9.93 | 0.24-0.55 | 2.55-2.88
M |11 213;1627 46.5-71.21 | 88.58-100 |0-11.42 - 3.12-10.15 | 0.39-1.27 | 2.65-3.26
74 Watabe et al. (2004) Japan Fukuoka 68 63_ 114
C |5 128.96 36.49-80.63| 83.81-98.86 16.19 - 3-5.85 0.6-1.39 | 2.88-3.29
M 24-29 - 71-95 - 0.027-0.045| 15.2-59.92 | 0.51-1.35 | 1.93-2.66
75 Ozan (2003) Turkey Bursa
C 44-79 25-51 97-100 - 0.001-0.005| 8.83-27.03 | 2.99-5.05 | 2.77-3.04
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M |4] 3340 - 68-99 - |0.007-0.048 17.03-43.91 | 0.64-1.73 | 2.09-2.67
76 c |2] 3963 21-39 94-99 - |0.001-0.004| 9.86-15.29 | 3.33-5.27 | 3-3.03

s |1 - - 20 - 0.14 85.46 0.49 1.79
77 s |7 - - 8-40 - 0.12-4.1 |100.76-184.4| 0.47-1.63 | 1.58-2.05
78 s | - - 4-14 - 0.84-45 |56.74-172.55| 0.26-0.98 | 1.6-1.96
; s |6 - - 10-33 - 0.1-026 |41.42-73.15| 0.27-1.3 | 1.74-2.28

c [3] 3136 17-19 56-90 - 0.026-0.074| 7.18-22.67 | 1.45-2.34 | 2.53-2.88
5 s |1 - - 16 - 13 10391 2.15 2.89

c |4] 5558 32-34 86-96 - |0.009-0.011| 491551 | 1.26-2.8 | 3.05-3.22
o1 s |4 - - 5-43 - | 0.09-055 [39.79-121.25| 0.26-0.8 | 1.52-2.15

c |2] 3338 15-20 70-70 - - 9.76-13.23 | 5.85-8.75 | 3.18-3.19

G |1 - - 5.31 46.03 | 4.415 171.77 0.42 15
82 Ganju et al. (2020) USA Indiana 57.65-

s |4 - - 12382 | o |0451-2.665(36.52-347.95| 0.21-0.94 | 1.31-2.25
83| Takemuraetal (2007) | Viemam | TanAn | C 4| 203 |72458575 100100 | - : 3.49-8.37 | 0.21-0.78 | 2.78-3.02
84 | Almeida and Marques (2003)| Brazil | R0 | o g 879 lis91.0610] - i : 153-404 | 44772 | 35-3.84

Janeiro 154.62
85| Chenand Hsieh (1996) | Taiwan | Taipei C [19(30.13-48.36| 8.77-22.41 | 66.2-100 - - 3.0359 |062-1.07 | 2.96-3.2
86 Ng and Lo (1985) Canada Ontario C |3(53.81-69.69|34.29-47.62| 96-100 - - - - -
_ M | 9[75.87-96.50(37.84-53.43/ 90.73-94.16 | - - - - -
87 Hanzawa (1979) Japan Natsushima
C | 960.49-89.66|35.31-54.66| 80.54-93.27 | - ] - - -
88 Singapore |~ |16/50 66.83.01/34.68-58.45| 100-100 | 0-0 - - - -
. Arts Centre
Tan et al. (2003) Singapore Pulau 8104
89 Tokong | © |18| 10p17 |5385-70.12| 98.31-100 | 0-169 - - - -
90 | Kjekstad and Lunne (1981) | Norway | NorthSea | C  |19|33.67-56.63|18.62-34.44| 68.82-85.93 2410178 : 9.98-31.16 | 1.78-4.45 | 2.48-3.03
91 Tanaka (2002) Japan Kobe 13 534634 37.24-77.41| 69.73-100 | 0-30.27 - - - -
92 Coutinho (2007) Brazil Recife O |17]24.6-124.54| 7.88-89.91 | 74.86-97.77 | - - 423106 | 1.85-2.56 | 2.96-3.26
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83.32- | 44.28-
93 0 |16 oSz | 102 85119497 | - : 271-434 | 116-2.4 | 3.13-3.37
94 Arigke | M 595-115.7 | 23.14-59.5 | 72.04-996 | - : : \ ;
Suddeepong et al. (2015) | Japan | ™ |7]s41116391067-62.20] 9133100 | - ; ; : ;
» shiroishi 11, | 4098 1) oc 20.49| 94.67-98
114.75 T -0 i i i y .
M |5 [49.73-65.59|20.18-30.99| 74.73-96.15 258; : i : :
96 :
C |8]38.2-69.91 |20.18-38.92| 76.93-07.81 | 1% : i i :
23.07
M |3 49.33-69.54|20.21-32.69| 94.09-98.39 | 161 : i i :
97 Chung et al. (2005) Korea Busan 5.91
C |21]30.91-72.51]14.26-39.23| 62.9-100 | 0-37.1 ; ; ; :
M |11 45-74.29 | 10.71-35 |85.35-99.49 | 01 i i i :
o8 14.65
C |7(47.86-7357| 25-40 | 80.3-98.48 11327 i i i :
M |2 49.81-52.8320.38-21.13 97.92-98.44 | 18- i i i :
. 2,08
99 Shinho 156
C |8 |43.02-68.68(26.42-45.28| 94.79-98.44 | 1 : i i :
Chung et al. (2002) Korea 3 '91_
M |2 |48.91-67.88|20.44-31.39| 91.87-96.09 | 0 : i i :
100 Jangyu 2'71_
17| 43.07-708 |18.98-38.60| 92.48-97.20 | > : i i :
101 |Shibata and Sekiguchi (1984)] Japan | Kurashiki 6 [30.57-74.94|13.08-53.53| 60.96-9951 | - ; i i ;
102 Hansen (1950) Norway R“Stagbrygg 5|29.33-34.2 | 14.33-17.6 | 82.69-91.14 ffgi 0.004-0.009 - - ;
C |5]259-6891 |9.97-43.01 | 76.91-87.63 | 237 : 1.16-429 | 1.93-6.85 | 3.21-3.97
103 23.09
Chung et al. (2006) Korea | Busan 4| 44733 | 175374 | 76-885 |11.5-24 ; 31253 | 1.64-3.64 | 3.11-3.47
104 C |12]42.27-80.31|24.76-54.35| 70.87-91.36 296; : 34-607 | 0.92-2.28 | 3.07-3.2
105|  Giao etal. (2008) Vietham | CaMau | M |8 |70.79-73.16|33.88-35.06| 98.16-99.54 Ol‘gi : i i :
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C  |11|40.46-48.73|17.73-22.85| 76.06-02.17 | [:8% : g !
23.94
M 1 26 4 90.02 9.98 0.032 - -
106 |McClung and Mollard (1987)| Canada Alberta
C 5 29-34 7-13 81.06-100 | 0-18.94 |0.014-0.042 - -
. M 1 164.57 102.36 97.71 - - - -
107 Ohtsubo et al. (1995) Japan Ariake Bay
C 8 [68.77-125.2|40.68-80.05| 87.4-98.84 - - - -
M 6 60.41- 24.83-57.93| 79.23-97.79 - - - -
102.31
108 Saga 69.72-
C 3 . 36.73-87.42| 95.32-97.38 - - - -
Japan 138.52
M 3(70.18-94.04|32.28-51.93| 56.15-88.69 - - - -
109 Kumamoto [ 58.95 35 28-68.77| 65.82-100
S 113.68 s 5.82- i j i j
72.38-
M 5 37.14-67.62| 92.68-97.39 - - - -
110 Japan Nagasaki 113.33
C 6 (81.9-105.71|45.71-62.86| 98.28-99.75 - - - -
Ohtsubo et al. (2006) 50.96-
M |11 16.31-74.39| 73.05-99.61 - - - -
129.43
11 59.11-
C 7 147 77 30.57-95.8 | 89.04-99.88 - - - -
M o|7| 8785 | 473977 | 92949088 | - . . .
112 Japan Saga 157.53
80.58-
C 2 106.01 44.4-64.34 | 83.03-96.91 - - - -
49.57-
13 M |12 101.91 20.47-48.01| 89.14-99.73 - - - -
C 4 153.11-65.84(25.84-39.49| 63.37-93.15 - - - -
114 . India Mumbai M 75-116.5 39-64.5 100-100 0-0 - - -
Kulkarani et al. (1967)
115 Canada Quebec C 9 [63.55-76.42|38.62-47.56| 100-100 0-0 - - -
116 Rochelle et al. (1974) Canada Quebec C [11|26.22-48.43| 9.38-25.67 85-99 - - - -
71.01- 0.86-
117| Crooks and Graham (1976) UK Belfast CcC |9 109.67 41.75-74.49| 90.23-99.14 9.77 - - -
118 Cancelli (1981) Italy San C |13]40.11-60.08| 16.92-33.5 | 85.59-97.82 | - - - -
Cristoforo
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119 Rahardjo et al. (2004) Singapore |  Yishun M |2 |63.46-68.28(19.26-24.68| 65.83-69.02 - - - -
120|  Wersall etal. 2022) | Sweden | Stockholm | S |8 - : 5223199 | ‘g 0e (0.131-0.331 ) i
New .
121 Christchurch| M 1 26 2 94 - 0.037 - 2.32
zealand
122 Beyzaei et al. (2018) ng;’\r/]d Christchurch| M |4 28-33 4-9 91-94 - 0.013-0.031 S 2.38-2.71
123 New Christchurch| M |5 23-41 1-15 87-100 - 0.007-0.033 - 2.53-3.08
zealand
M |9 86.99- 46.79-73.1 | 88.55-100 | 0-11.45 - - -
. 122.81
124 Japan Ariake 67 25. 35 82-
Tanaka et al. (2001) Cc 8 17909 11623 85.42-100 | 0-14.58 - - -

125 Thailand Bangkok c |11 532425 26.83-76.2 | 87.64-100 | 0-12.36 - - -

M 1 45.95 17.44 93.13 - - - -
126 Nash et al. (1992) UK Scotland

C |15(53.77-79.92| 27.27-49.4 | 83.13-98.75 - - - -
127 UK Scotland Cc 9 155.99-77.99| 32.6-46.51 | 82.2-100 | 0-10.62 - - -

Tanaka (2000) n
128 Norway Lier C |16(34.15-48.35|16.34-26.92| 100-100 - - - -
129 C 2 39-52 24-32 52-78 - - - -
130 Cc 3 36-43 18-25 74-90 - - - -
131 C |4| 54-69 33-40 63-86 - - - -
132 Cc 3 37-51 20-27 79-90 - - - -
133 C |3| 5759 29-30 95-98 - - - -
134 . ) C |3| b5557 28-29 94-96 - - - -
Benbouras (2018) Algeria Algiers
135 Cc 4 46-65 24-36 94-97 - - - -
136 C |4| 5259 29-32 83-97 - - - -
137 C 3 45-56 19-32 98-99 - - - -
138 C 2 40-71 21-38 51-82 - - - -
139 C 6 43-60 24-35 74-98 - - - -
140 C 5 38-57 21-32 56.4-97.5 - - - -
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141

142

143

144

145

146

147

148

149

150

151

152

153

154

155

156

157

158

159

160

161

162

163

cC |2 42-42 19-20 61-66 = :
Cc |3 52-56 26-28 95-97 . -
M |2 64-67 32-33 98-98 = -
c |1 60 30 97 = y
Cc |3 65-75 34-41 95-98 - -
C |337.74-58.62{19.91-31.65| 96.5-98 = -
C | 338.34-48.56| 21.5-27.97 94-97 - -
C |5]38.7-56.02 | 22.3-32.09 62-97 - -
C |5]42.32-58.3 |20.39-35.47 69-98 - -
C (3| 40.4-46 19-27 68-100 - -
M |3 61-61 27-29 97-100 - -
c |2 58-63 28-32 99-100 - -
M |1 59 27 99 - -
C |5 54-67 26-34 99-100 - -
M |3 60-63 27-31 99-100 - -
C |5 48-62 25-32 93-100 - -
M |1 68 35 99 - -
CcC |4 56-66 32-36 95-99 - -
C |6 35-58 18-30 64-94 - -
C |6 55-66 28-39 98-100 - -
c |2 61-66 35-36 70-98 - -
Cc |3 37-47 18-25 97-99 - -
CcC |4 52-56 26-28 94-98 - -
C |4 37-59 19-36 77-85 - -
CcC |4 37-65 18-39 64-89 - -
C |4 43-48 23-26 90-95 - -
C |4]51.5-54.41|23.1-28.15 | 85.72-99.04 - -
M |1 49 21 95 - -
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164

69-46

17-21

80-89

55.48

23.8

98.34

165

41.27-48.5

16.07-22.95

92-97.66

166

50-55

27-30

90-99

167

48-55

24-27

81-96

168

48-52

24-26

79-91

169

39-58

20-29

54-98

170

54-56

27-28

98-100

171

55-58

27-29

98-99

172

37.48-44.83

19.95-24.58

73.6-88.8

173

42.24-50.47

21.1-24.94

67.58-92.83

35.62

11.14

65.13

174

40.27-51.45

19.91-26.92

71.06-90.9

32.44

9.08

62.04

175

45.12-58.56

23.45-28.15

99.32-99.4

43.58

17.21

67.08

176

30.26-47.91

9.78-20.38

55.03-74.28

77.64

38.36

89.04

177

35.37-63.04

18.24-31.79

63.84-76.32

75.64-77.85

34.18-37.84

92.28-93.28

178

27.51-55.28

14.43-29.68

53.6-89.28

82.89-89.02

40.95-43.91

70.43-99.4

179

46.51-47.27

22.8-23.13

68.24-97.6

88.08-90.47

43.96-44.47

93.92-98.4

180

56.29-61.08

27.92-30.29

67.04-75.32

67.54

33.04

94.48

181

37.71-45.95

18.59-22.82

54-95.72

OIOIZ|OIZ|IOIZ|OIZ|IOZ|IOIZOIZ|OZZ|IOoNooo|ojolo|oZ|o

Wbkl O|IN|BAEFPLPINMNFP|INP(WRrP|ARfOO(OWO| BB IWOW|P,|W

31.2-41.7

9.5-16

52.6-93.63
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M 3| 46.8-65 | 18.8-32.2 | 98.9-100 = :
182 C |4] 36.7-44.2 |12.26-18.02| 63.3-100 . -

M |2 |67.96-75.7 | 34.1-37.54 | 58.24-62.08 = -
183 C | 3]48.74-60.84|23.85-29.88| 53.04-96.16 = y

M |1 62.74 30.57 92.04 S -
184 C |336.67-53.84|17.76-26.49| 96.04-98.6 = -

M | 7] 339-57.1 | 10.02-26 81.6-100 - -
185 c |1 50.25 22.1 96.93 - -
186 C |6]| 28.3-57 11-32 53.7-97 - -
187 C |5] 29.5-36.3 | 11.5-16.4 74-99.5 - -
188 C |4128.66-37.92| 11.5-18.79 | 58.28-71.94 - -
189 C |[331.93-52.81| 15-26.42 |63.24-71.92 - -
190 C |228.05-29.39|10.11-11.52| 54.49-55.08 - -

M |1 47 19 99.96 - -
11 CcC |4 47-60 21-30 99.2-99.8 - -

M |1 61 28 99.48 - -
192 C |5 30-47 9-27 95.84-99.88 - -
193 C |7] 42-525 22.7-29 96-99 - -
194 C |6 425-50.5 22-28 69-98 - -
195 c |1 45.5 25.2 97 - -
196 C |3] 285-415 | 10.2-20.9 62-99 - -
197 C |5] 345465 | 17.1-25.1 75-98 - -
198 C |3] 36.9-43.3 | 18.5-21.4 | 73.71-78.73 - -
199 Cc |8 18-44 11-25 57.8-99.68 - -

M |2 66-75 [33.22-37.48| 88-98.8 - -
200 c |7 34-63 |18.46-33.73| 63.5-99.2 - -
201 C |4] 335505 | 17.5-27.4 90-98 - -
202 C |4] 415465 | 22.1-25.1 75-98 - -
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M |2 71-73 |33.48-35.52| 86-99.2 - - - - -
203 C |6| 3860 |16.67-31.37| 54.4-90.67 - - - - -
204 C 2| 34425 15-21.1 71-98 - - - - -
205 C |5 445-495 | 23.8-27.3 55-99 - - - - -
206 M |1 61 29 96.72 - - - - -
c |9 29-44 10-23 | 85.28-97.72 - - - - -
207 C 4| 445-475 | 23.7-25.6 96-99 - - - - -
M |1 42 15 87.56 - - - - -
208 Cc |7| 3257 9.6-30 |80.12-99.76 - - - - -
209 M |3 65-79 |32.47-40.91| 97.5-99.67 - - - - -
C (11| 37-64 |13.7-32.24|93.67-99.67 - - - - -
210 C |4 454-59.5 | 25.4-33.8 55-74 - - - - -
211 C |5]| 38-60.3 | 20.5-32.2 58-97 - - - - -
212 C |5| 375855 | 18-58.4 81-100 - - - - -
213 C |2]| 50-56 22-27 97-98 - - - - -
214 C |5]| 39550 | 21.3-25.7 63-91 - - - - -
215 N _ New _ S |4 - - 4.52-47.63 %%372 0.083-0.613 - - -
Yigiang and Berrill (1992) sealand Murchison 78,31
216 S |5 - - 1.13-21.19 98.87 0.330-0.484 - - -
217 G |4 - - 2-3 27-47 5.4-12 - - -
Andrus and Youd (1989) USA Idaho
218 G |8 - - 10-30 15-34 2-34 - - -
S |1 - - 27 73 0.089 92.32 1.24 2
219 M |3 28-64 4-32 90-98 2-10 | 0.002-0.03 | 9.48-23.55 | 3.02-7.53 | 2.97-3.02
C |3| 3351 12-27 81-96 4-19 |0.011-0.031 20.52 4.52 2.86
290 Bennett et al. (1984) USA California S 6 - - 17-34 66-83 (0.076-0.102 - - -
M |5| 30-64 4-26 93-100 0-7 ]0.002-0.038 - - -
991 S |8 - - 14-34 66-86 |0.084-0.114 - - -
M |1 28 4 97 3 0.023 - - -
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c |e| 3068 9-41 95-99 14 [0.001-0.025 i - i
s |4 i i 1338 | 6287 | 0.082-0.11 - e \
222 M 1| 51 16 99 1 0.002 i 2 :
c [1] 7 42 99 1 0.003 i ' !
223 s |9 i i 633 | 67-94 |0.082-0.12 - > -
224 c |3] 2351 7-30 76-95 | 5-24 |0.002-0.037 i . ;
s s |1 i i 38 62 0.078 i i ;
c 1] oo 44 100 0 0.001 i i i
226 s |2 - - 18-23 | 77-82 | 0.1-0.125 - - -
. s |6 i i 1331 | 69-84 | 0.085-0.11 - - ;
c 1] =5 32 94 6 0.003 i i :
228 s |3 i i 66-68 | 32-34 |0.081-0.088 i i ;
229 s |4 : : 20-35 | 65-80 |0.078-0.103 i i i
230 s |8 i i 1533 | 67-85 | 0.085-0.12 i - -
231 s |1 : : 37 63 0.077 i i :
. s |2 - - 16 84 0.277 4.98 1.56 3.11
M |7] 2668 1-32 66-98 | 2-34 |0.002-0.051| 4.87-69.18 | 1.02-6.32 | 2.07-3.24
)ss s |8 : : 11-41 | 59-85 | 0.066-0.43 | 21.85-59.56 | 0.41-1.05 | 2.00-2.29
M |3] 2329 0-6 5366 | 34-47 |0.033-0.071| 39.9-44.34 | 0.69-0.84 | 2.11-2.19
- s |7 i i 749 | 51-93 | 0.077-0.31 |22.51-131.31] 0.1-0.95 | 1.37-2.43
_ M |2] 2828 0-2 58-74 | 26-42 | 0.054-0.06 | 32.17-33.57 | 0.79-1.16 | 2.26-2.33
Bennett ?fgggns'ey I USA | Montery | s |2 - - 30-35 | 65-70 | 0.114-0.18 | 27.43 2.67 2.62
235 M |10] - : 52-98 | 2-48 |0.003-0.071| 10.6-33.08 | 0.115.22 | 2.44-3
c |2 i i 86-99 | 1-14 |0.002-0.013| 7.442493 | 4.43-4.89 | 2.83-3.2
)26 M |7| 31-8 7-41 72-98 | 2-28 |0.002-0.046| 8.42-31.19 | 0.11-4.72 | 2.56-3.06
c |s| 3481 11-51 81-99 | 1-19 |0.002-0.042| 9.31-32.29 |0.082-7.68| 2.62-3.27
. s |1 - - 22 78 0.113 45.29 0.83 214
M |4| 30-24 11-15 79-97 | 3-21 |0.006-0.05 | 14.28-21.08 | 4.6-6.75 | 2.97-3.06
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238

239

240

241

242

243

244

245

246

247

248

249

250

Cc |3 32-45 9-23 85-96 4-15 |0.007-0.027| 9.83-15.56 | 4.39-5.73 | 2.94-3.18
S |11 - - 3-47 53-93 | 0.095-0.55 [12.38-231.54| 0.66-5.42 | 1.66-2.97
M |1 44 16 95 5 0.008 7.86 3.34 3.11
cC |2 39-60 15-33 88-96 4-12 | 0.01-0.01 | 7.67-15.04 | 5.08-6.11 | 2.99-3.27
S |9 - - 5-31 88-95 | 0.098-0.91 (26.76-197.76| 0.16-2.01 | 1.49-2.29
S |4 - - 7-39 61-93 |0.096-0.245| 28.34-52.45 | 0.38-0.43 | 1.92-2.19
M |2 32-41 2-9 62-86 14-38 | 0.04-0.06 | 6.43-19.81 | 0.11-0.13 | 2.19-2.68
S |2 - - 8-48 52-92 | 0.08-0.262 - - -

M |2 37-58 9-20 98-98 2-2 |0.003-0.024 - - -

c |1 63 32 95 5 0.005 - - -

S |4 - - 6-15 85-94 | 0.19-0.42 - - -

M |7 55-75 22-37 96-100 0-4 ]0.002-0.011 - - -

c |7 54-76 31-43 83-100 0-17 | 0.003-0.01 - - -

S |3 - - 7-8 92-93 |0.247-0.281 - - -

M |2 57-67 24-31 99-100 0-1 |0.006-0.008 - - -

cC |2 57-65 30-36 92-99 1-8 |0.006-0.007 - - -

S |7 - - 8-43 54-92 | 0.08-0.345 (15.46-129.15| 0.4-0.84 | 1.63-2.42
M |3 66-73 32-35 98-100 0-2 |0.002-0.003| 5.72-6.43 | 6.09-6.39 | 3.33-3.38
c |8 60-81 30-52 95-100 0-5 ]0.001-0.009| 4.19-6.5 4.94-7 | 3.31-3.49
S |10 - - 1-20 80-94 | 0.15-0.455 - - -

M |1 71 35 98 2 0.003 - - -

S |12 - - 1-16 84-99 |0.204-0.418 - - -

M |1 49 17 64 35 0.011 - - -

S - - 7-29 71-91 |0.108-0.625| 24.69-51.47 | 0.62-1.85 | 2.06-2.56
S |11 - - 14-36 62-85 |0.128-0.305 - - -

c |7 23-72 10-39 51-86 14-48 | 0.003-0.06 - - -

S |7 - - 2-43 57-98 | 0.085-0.29 |24.17-104.41| 0.44-3.43 | 1.69-2.73
S |4 - - 15-40 60-85 |0.112-0.229|29.53-132.24| 0.71-4 | 1.72-2.71
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M |6| 4765 | 1427 1-3 97-99 [0.003-0.011| 6.24-14.81 | 1.28-6.15 | 2.83-3.16
C [3| 4966 | 2035 | 99-100 | 0-1 |0.004-0.016] 6.63-18.35 | 2.66-6.19 | 2.75-3.31
ot s |s| - i 1539 | 36-75 | 0.151-0.67 |15.76-190.05| 0.59-4.75 | 1.86-2.96
C |2| 2845 | 1121 62-76 | 24-38 |0.009-0.034| 17.62-58.83 | 3.25-5.26 | 2.43-2.95
reo s s8] - i 240 | 49-98 | 0.15-0.56 |17.34-177.38| 0.76-4.04 | 1.65-2.81
c 1| 49 24 9 10 0.01 5.91 2.37 3.13
s |9| - i 526 | 74-95 | 0.135-0.24 | 35.13-80.67 | 0.53-2.03 | 1.83-2.46
253 M |3| 30-68 5-34 82-99 | 1-18 |0.003-0.037| 7.63-11.49 | 5.31-5.78 | 3.12-3.24
C (1| o4 36 99 1 0.002 8.1 8.04 333
s 3] - ; 21-27 | 73-79 |0.116-0.171| 5.96-74.41 | 0.3-0.54 | 1.75-2.86
254 M 6| 27-46 3-14 67-95 | 541 |00.01-0062| 9.2-22.47 | 1.47-654 | 2.6-3.02
c 1| 6 32 93 7 0.007 4.84 225 3.2
s |s| - i 12-14 | 86-88 |0.172-0.288| 41.14-75.39 | 0.41-0.93 | 1.9-2.06
255 M |9| 33-62 3-28 74-100 | 0-26 |0.005-0.029| 4.78-24.74 | 0.94-4.72 | 2.56-3.15
C |2| 3949 | 1927 98-98 22 |0.011-0.022| 9.1-27.55 | 2.15-3.84 | 2.56-3.09
s 2| - i 28-40 | 60-72 |0.084-0.121| 29.71-67.34 | 0.85-1.12 | 2-2.37
256 M 16| 32-74 8-36 78-99 | 20-1 |0.003-0.04 | 597-18.81 | 0.12-6.48 | 252-3.4
C |3| 4165 | 19-33 | 97-100 | 0-3 |0.003-0.019] 1.26-10.57 | 3.23-6.79 | 3.16-3.95
s || - i 11-49 | 51-89 | 0.08-0.162 |10.76-164.91| 052-1.91 | 1.58-2.58
257 M |6| 26-32 3-8 58-91 | 9-42 |0.028-0.043| 7.42-25.02 | 1.17-353 | 2.43-3.05
C |a| 3044 9-21 6598 | 2-35 | 0.01-0.037 | 7.34-18.17 | 2.36-6.12 | 2.94-2.98
s |1] - ; 50 437 ; i i ;
25 M 1] 31 7 63.4 36.6 : i i ;
A3GEO (2018) USA | California | C |2| 46-36 17-26 | 66.3-84.7 12%% - - - -
G 1| - i 19.3 395 ; i i :
259 C |4| 4358 | 2635 | 626-881 | 1> : i i :
37.4
260 Lee et al. (2001) Taiwan | Changhua | S |5| - i 6293884 | 0010 0086-0247 - i :
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84.62-

261 S 4 - - 1.08-15.38 96.98 - - -
Architecture Engineering Ibrahimpatn 96.1-
262| Consultancy Services Pvt. India P S 3 - - 0.18-3.27 ’ - - -
am 97.76
Ltd (2014) 96,65
263 S 3 - - 5.44-23.9 94.56 - - -
. S |10 - - 23-44 35-63 |0.117-0.891 - -
264 Ibarra (2018) Philippines| Tunod
C 1 37 15 59 37 - - -
. . G |4 - . 10-14 | 28-37 | 282" i ]
265| Herraez and Oo (2020) | Australia | Jabiru 10.348
S 2 - - 15-42 47-54 0.795 - -
26| Outeniqua Geotechnical South Nieu- S |5 - - 5-42 52-59 10.079-1.314 - -
Services (2015) Africa | Bethesda | ¢Cc |5| 27-39 11-19 55-60 34-45 |0.029-0.061 - -
University G |1 ' ' 18 25 ' ' '
267 Acquah (2021) Ghana of Cape S 3 - - 27-44 56-70 - - -
Coast c [1] 40 24 60 40 - - -
11.79-
268 G 2 - - 22.21-29.5 3209 1.567-22.39 - -
S 1 - - 46.52 29.01 0.192 - -
269 G |2 - . | 20972178 | 387 1234 i :
21.68 16.634
AECOM Infrastructure and > 43 1975
270| Environment UK Limited UK - G 8 - - 2.78-44.38 ; i - -
13.27 39.355
(2019) 1.855-
271 G 5 - - 16.28-38.29 | 8.08-22 26.645 - -
G |6 - - |19.10-4206 | 3% loe77-6.622 i :
272 ) ' 32.37 |7 '
S - - 45.44 28.48 0.209 - -
G 2 - - 11.61-24 |26.89-31 2.117- - -
273 Amey (2015 uk  |Burton upon 10497
mey (2015) Trent s |3 - - 21-37 | 35-52 |0.411-0.557 - -
C 2 29-35 10-12 82-90 10-15 |0.007-0.009 - -
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29.49-

274 G 2 - - 1.83-2.21 4237 7.276-11.35 - -
S 1 - - 38.69 33.31 0.264 - -
G 5 - - 2.68-43.49 18.57- 0.258-6.36 - -
275 IGSL Ltd (2019) - - 30.07
S 1 - - 40 3161 1.723 - -
G |35 - - 0.4-11.5 |4.9-49.6 - - -
276| Alaska DOT&PF (2022) USA Alaska 35.0-
S 6 - - 1.8-30.1 - - -
97.2
277 . G 5 - - 14-22 13-23 | 3.481-5.09 - -
Nzabakurikiza et al. (2017 | Cameroon | Nganke
278 G 5 - - 17-27 12-18 | 4.434-5.09 - -
18.02- 2.708-
G |2 - - 9.68-30.83 - -
279 Ulusay et al. (1995) Turkey Mugla 25.67 14.736
S 1 - - 46.24 28.06 0.134 - -
280 Gali and Rao (2020) India Mizoram G 3 - - 30.41-34.39 Z30§1 4.889-5.394 - -
G 1 - - 40 29 0.146 - -
281| Tasman Geotechnics (2022) | Australia Gravelly
BeachRoad| s |1 - - 12 49 2.087 - -
South G |1 - - 15.34 31.66 5.329 - -
282| Nkhophele Holdings (2019 - Magatle -
P 9 (2019) | Africa g s [3] - ~ |13.00-3374 | 4981 19131.1 367 i :
69.06
. G 1 - - 4 28 10.23 - -
283 |Golder Associates Ltd (2019)| Canada Ottawa
S |3 - - 19-35 38-48 [0.642-1.604 - -
. G 1 - - 11 36 5.081 - -
284 WSP Canada Inc (2016) Canada Ontario
S |4 - - 9-47.9 30.1-78 |0.084-0.334 - -
G 3 - - 13-48 12-40 1.423 - -
285  Black Jills JV (2018) 2?::2 Gauteng | S |3 - - 16-39 | 47-71 |0.28-0.878 - -
C 1 315 15 54 10 - - -
DANBIMZ LIMITED La- G |2 - - 273311 | o8 - - -
286 (2022) Ghana |Nkwantanan 27.8
Municipality] S |1 - - 13.2 451 - - -
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_ G |3 - - 5-6.4  |28-44.4|4.424-9.725 - - -
287 Terraprobe Inc (2011) Canada Ontario
S |2 - - 9.1-11 | 47.9-48 |2.123-2.873 - \ A
neral Directorate of | M1 32 7 85 - - - = 3.14
288 giesagt:r Affg(i:r: (23021) Turkey | Adapazari C |[3| 12-23 35-47 59-90 - - - - 2.6-3.09
S |25 - - 2-40 60-98 | 0.097-0.91 | 12.13-187.6 | 0.04-1.85 | 1.5-2.7
289 M |9 51 16 55-97 3-45 |0.005-0.067| 4.47-48.36 | 0.08-2.75 | 2.21-3.08
c |1 55 23 93 7 0.004 5.45 1.52 3.07
S |28 - - 7-49 51-93 | 0.076-0.31 | 9.13-158.18 | 0.19-2.71 | 1.46-2.76
290 M |28 26-68 0-32 52-98 2-48 |0.003-0.071| 5.45-40.1 | 0.44-7.63 | 2.18-3.27
c |2 - - 86-99 1-14 [0.002-0.013| 5.88-19.28 | 5.02-5.06 | 2.91-3.31
S |20 - - 2-43 57-98 | 0.085-0.29 |23.43-105.36| 0.41-1.46 | 1.66-2.48
291 M [11| 35-53 7-21 51-99 1-49 [0.005-0.074| 3.9-35.56 | 0.48-5.62 | 2.18-3.49
C 26-66 9-38 77-99 1-23 [0.002-0.049| 6.63-26.8 | 2.25-7.08 | 2.58-3.3
292 S - - 6-27 73-94 | 0.15-0.316 | 37.86-124.6 | 0.3-0.78 | 1.61-2.16
M 31 6 75 25 0.044 10.92 3.02 2.97
Bennett and Tinsley 111 L S |36 - - 1-38 62-99 | 0.086-0.51 | 17.47-188 | 0.29-1.92 | 1.72-2.54
293 (1995) USA California M |10| 55-84 22-40 96-100 0-4 [0.002-0.011| 2.57-6.82 | 1.74-5.05 | 3.22-3.42
c |7| 57-76 28-43 92-100 0-8 |0.003-0.01 | 2.76-4.358 | 1.67-3.04 | 3.24-3.42
S |5 - - 15-39 36-75 | 0.132-0.67 | 16.22-194 | 0.45-2.41 | 1.88-2.77
294 M |1 45 16 64 34 0.009 50.1 5.42 2.64
C |7] 2850 11-35 62-85 15-38 |0.008-0.034| 17.96-60.81 | 2.93-5.14 | 2.39-2.93
s |21 - - 5-43 57-95 | 0.08-0.345 | 9.28-165.93 | 0.22-0.82 | 1.58-2.64
295 M |3| 66-73 32-35 99-100 0-1 |0.002-0.003| 4.98-6.53 | 6.27-6.33 | 3.33-3.43
C |8]| 60-84 30-52 95-100 0-5 [0.001-0.009| 4.27-6.67 | 4.86-6.47 | 3.3-3.43
s |7 - - 11-42 58-89 |0.087-0.229|23.84-127.57| 0.43-3.44 | 1.71-2.71
296 M |6| 46-65 14-27 97-99 1-3  [0.003-0.011| 4.12-11.2 | 1.69-6.25 | 2.93-3.34
C |4]| 46-66 20-35 91-100 0-9 |0.004-0.016| 6.76-24.04 | 2.83-6.45 | 2.68-3.33
297 S |18 - - 4-43 57-95 |0.084-0.303|11.37-141.21| 0.36-2.66 | 1.71-2.82
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M 15| 29-65 3-40 57-99 1-43 | 0.003-0.06 | 4.67-16.54 | 0.67-7.97 | 2.8-3.43
c |7 31-67 12-41 76-100 0-24 | 0.003-0.04 | 1.68-22.53 | 1.11-6.16 | 2.66-3.8
S |19 - - 7-49 51-93 |0.076-0.252(11.36-175.54| 0.4-2.12 | 1.52-2.69
298 M |7 26-32 3-6 58-100 0-42 |0.028-0.052| 5.71-26.84 | 1.04-4.88 | 2.39-3.32
C (12| 30-65 9-37 65-100 0-35 |0.001-0.037| 8.31-37.12 | 2.12-6.12 | 2.66-3.2
S |26 - - 0-44 56-100 | 0.096-1.2 | 8.56-235.14 | 0.19-4.51 | 1.37-3.03
299 M |1 44 16 95 5 0.008 4.76 3.21 3.28
c |1 39 15 96 4 0.01 8.46 5.69 3.22
S |24 - - 2-24 76-98 | 0.15-0.418 |18.16-228.69| 0.35-1.73 | 1.27-2.5
300 M 37-71 12-35 64-99 1-35 |0.003-0.022| 4.21-78.83 | 1.25-7.32 | 2.18-3.51
Cc 58-85 31-61 95-100 0-5 |0.003-0.016| 3.07-5.78 | 1.25-7.27 | 3.13-3.64
S |19 - - 3-26 74-97 10.135-0.403| 22.4-143.96 | 0.26-2.52 | 1.47-2.67
301 M 4 30-68 5-34 82-99 1-18 [0.003-0.037| 10.16-40.01 | 3.01-6.74 | 2.52-3.17
c |1 64 36 99 1 0.002 5.4 8.35 3.48
302 S |18 - - 2-50 50-98 | 0.075-0.79 | 30.84-64.74 | 1.04-3.44 | 2.07-2.62
S - - 8-28 72-92 |0.098-0.262|13.97-161.39| 0.28-0.72 | 1.56-2.45
303 M 29-58 0-20 68-98 2-32 |0.003-0.054| 6.34-9.86 | 1.05-4.4 | 2.94-3.23
Cc 43-63 19-32 91-95 5-9 |0.003-0.005| 8.18-37.16 | 5.47-5.55 | 2.73-3.22
S |20 - - 8-39 61-91 |0.093-0.395(13.53-142.09| 0.49-3.42 | 1.72-2.86
304 M |1 33 0 79 21 0.032 40.18 24 2.46
c |1 37 15 86 14 0.027 15.13 3.34 2.88
305 S 8 - - 6-30 70-94 10.108-0.625| 25.1-109.87 | 0.38-1.76 | 1.72-2.41
S |12 - - 11-41 59-89 (0.078-0.288| 26.62-72.96 | 0.34-0.87 | 1.9-2.29
306 M |13] 30-62 3-28 70-100 0-30 |0.005-0.048| 2.42-23.42 | 0.19-4.77 | 2.58-3.29
c |3 39-49 19-27 91-98 2-9 0.009-0.022| 6.67-54.75 | 2.38-4.39 | 2.54-3.18
307 S 6 - - 2-39 61-98 | 0.096-0.78 (24.92-182.76| 0.36-0.67 | 1.44-2.3
M |2 32-68 2-34 62-99 1-38 | 0.005-0.06 | 5.49-13.87 | 0.35-3.15 | 2.45-3.23
308 S 8 - - 13-36 63-80 |0.182-0.305| 19.25-94.94 | 1.33-6.04 | 2.01-2.66
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c |7 23-72 9-39 51-86 14-48 | 0.003-0.06 | 9.47-88.09 | 2.92-5.63 | 2.31-3.08
309 S |6 - - 2-40 49-98 | 0.137-0.28 |34.13-176.55| 0.75-2.93 | 1.64-2.57
c |1 49 24 90 10 0.01 7.04 2.84 311
S |2 - - 21-27 73-79 |0.116-0.133| 53.19-70.12 | 0.25-0.31 | 1.74-1.89
310 M |7 27-46 3-14 59-95 5-41 | 0.01-0.062 | 8.12-24.56 | '1.5-6.41 | 2.65-3.04
C |2 28-56 8-32 73-93 7-27 (0.007-0.046| 2.94-21.06 | 2.22-2.34 | 2.67-3.39
S |1 - - 5 - 0.29 262.7 0.47 1.38
311 M |5 29-53 6-23 58-94 - 0.045-0.057| 13.38-79.95 | 0.81-5.74 | 1.93-3.06
C |4| 46-65 20-35 87-100 - 0.004-0.012| 10.58-19.51 | 1.67-3.24 | 2.68-3
312 M |5] 3151 7-22 74-99 - 0.007-0.026| 9.21-23.93 | 0.84-4.27 | 2.53-3.11
C |3| 4351 20.25 85-100 - 0.001 9.4-11.43 | 1.94-4.04 | 2.84-3.03
S |3 - - 5-21 - 0.17-1.7 |68.55-307.04| 0.4-0.48 | 1.3-1.84
313 M | 4] 3142 - 59-96 - 0.007-0.07 | 9.24-51.6 | 0.89-1.67 | 2.15-2.87
c |1 62 40 100 - 0.001 12.88 4.46 3.01
S |4 - - 3-5 - 0.4-1 34.8-335.5 | 0.31-0.44 | 1.18-2.09
314 M |1 37 9 91 - 0.038 17.68 1.59 2.64
. c |1 42 18 87 - 0.014 20.83 1.74 2.6
Bray et al. (2001) Turkey | Adapazari
S |1 - - 5 - 0.7 52.25 0.91 2.11
315 M |6 27-73 15-28 71-99 - 0.002-0.014| 9.85-44.05 | 1.33-4.07 | 2.33-3.05
C |3| 40-74 15-45 97-99 - - 11.38-26.03 | 1.12-3.73 | 2.41-3.01
S |1 - - 45 - 0.08 14.18 2.53 2.83
316 M 2| 36-40 - 94-99 - 0.014-0.017| 13.41-15.56 | 1.87-2.73 | 2.72-2.87
C |4| 42-56 18-33 91-100 - 0.002-0.005| 10.02-13.18 | 1.88-3.84 | 2.85-2.98
M 2| 36-44 8-17 98-99 - 0.001-0.002| 14.47-14.78 | 1.58-1.85 | 2.7-2.74
317 c |1 64 42 99 - 0.001-0.002 16.03 4.05 291
318 M |1 42 13 99 - - 8.96 1.65 2.9
C |2| 3536 12-12 94-95 - 0.02-0.021 | 7.25-14.89 | 1.76-2.25 | 2.72-3.05
319 M |1 52 22 99 - - 12.48 2.19 2.84
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C |5 44-62 21-35 95-99 0.002-0.007| 12.48-27.5 | 2.19-3.57 | 2.61-2.95
M |2 38-47 12-19 90-97 0.008-0.019| 9.44-11.95 /| 1.64-2.02 | 2.84-2.88
320 C |4]| 35-58 13-29 85-100 0.005-0.019| 11.67-18.14 | 1.35-2.35 | 2.63-2.84
M |2 52-58 22-22 99-99 0.005 15.92-16.51 | 2.74-3.13 | 2.8-2.84
321 Cc |3 41-53 16-33 84-97 0.005-0.013| 6.75-18.91 | 0.87-2.78 | 2.5-3.12
M | 4] 3347 7-18 77-66 0.006-0.028| 9.35-28.8 | 1.23-4.76 | 2.4-3.14
322 C |5 43-60 18-31 95-99 0.001-0.007| 9.3-14.38 | 1.88-4.39 | 2.81-3.1
M |3 37-68 9-32 94-99 0.004-0.02 | 9.96-27.46 | 2.04-4.45 | 2.54-3.1
323 C |6 40-70 17-46 75-100 0.001-0.038| 10.4-18.77 | 1.99-4.81 | 2.77-3.08
34 M |2 39-39 12-13 89-96 0.019-0.021| 22.3-24.8 | 1.85-1.9 | 2.55-2.6
c |2 53-73 33-48 94-99 0.001-0.006| 11.59-16.28 | 1.17-3.04 | 2.73-2.83
M |4] 35-49 7-16 92-99 0.003-0.01 | 7.58-32.33 | 0.97-4.22 | 2.31-2.89
325 c |2 55-62 29-32 94-96 0.005 9.37-16.47 | 3.11-4.01 | 2.83-3.09
M |1 37 10 99 0.006 36.64 1.74 2.4
326 Cc |2 66-75 40-44 99-100 0.001-0.002| 13.4-29.26 | 2.26-3.82 | 2.55-2.96
M |4] 3541 9-14 81-95 0.005-0.028| 10.09-23.54 | 1.02-3.58 | 2.43-3.02
32 Cc |2 46-46 21-23 98-99 0.003-0.004| 9.36-10.7 | 3.04-4.4 | 2.98-3.12
M |4] 3351 6-22 87-98 0.003-0.03 | 8.69-19.34 | 1.6-5.84 | 2.61-3.22
328 C |2 42-46 21-24 77-93 0.009-0.01 | 7.62-12.69 | 2.86-5.4 | 2.9-3.24
329 _ Ho Chi C |17|43.42-73.44|22.31-51.16| 76.69-99.73 0.003-0.033| 2.66-7.97 | 0.06-2.79 | 2.66-3.4
Takemura et al. (2007) Vietnam . 100.16-
330 Minh C |4 118.07 73.06-85.65| 100-100 0.002-0.005 - - -
M |2 29-53 6-23 74-94 - - - 2.58-2.92
331 C |4]| 46-65 20-35 87-100 - - - 2.65-3.04
M |2 31-35 7-8 74-93 - - - 2.58-3.17
382 Cetin and Ozan (2009) Turkey - c |3 43-51 20-25 85-100 - - - 2.79-3.11
333 Cc |1 62 40 100 - - - 3.08
M 1 37 9 91 - - - 2.7
334
Cc |1 42 18 87 - - - 2.95
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M |2 42-42 15-15 87-94 = 2.82-2.96
335 c |1 74 45 99 . 2.94
336 cC |2 42-48 18-27 91-100 = 2.68-3.01
337 c |1 45 22 98 = 3.1
338 c |2 40-67 15-36 88-98 - 2.7-2.71
M |1 42 13 99 = 2.94
339 c |2 35-36 12-12 94-95 - 2.81-2.89
340 cC |2 33-50 14-26 81-99 - 2.53-3.23
341 c |1 31 12 96 - 2.81
342 M |1 52 22 99 - 2.72
c |1 61 33 95 - 2.93
M |1 47 19 97 - 2.87
343 c |3 33-53 13-29 81-100 - 2.51-2.8
M |1 37 10 77 - 3.09
344 CcC |4 40-58 18-31 95-99 - 2.72-2.97
M |2 52-58 22-22 99-99 - 2.82-3
45 c |2 41-53 16-33 97-97 - 2.41-2.57
M |1 68 32 98 - 3.04
348 c |7 36-70 17-46 75-100 - 2.51-3.18
347 M |1 39 13 92 - 241
c |1 73 48 99 - 291
348 c |2 66-75 40-44 99-100 - 2.98-3
M |2 37-43 10-15 93-97 - 2.51-2.83
349 c |2 55-62 29-32 94-96 - 2.8-3.03
M |2 35-41 9-14 85-95 - 2.47-2.97
350 c |2 46-46 21-23 98-99 - 2.94-3.05
M |3 33-51 6-22 87-98 - 2.26-3.14
31 c |1 46 24 77 - 2.96
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352 cC |4 39-63 21-39 88-99 = 2.88-3.03

M |1 34 6 82 . 2.68
393 c |3 34-68 22-44 72-99 = 2.67-3.18
354 c |1 41 18 78 = 3.01
355 C |5 44-79 25-51 97-100 - 2.75-3.02
356 M |1 39 13 90 = 2.77

c |1 73 48 99 - 3.03
357 c |1 54 30 92 - 3.03

M |1 62 27 98 - 3.07
38 C |4 39-54 14-27 96-98 - 2.32-2.97
359 cC |4 33-70 16-44 86-99 - 2.64-3.2

M |2 37-47 11-18 88-96 - 2.15-2.72
360 C |3] 48.5-65 22-40 97-100 - 2.46-3.17

M |2 34-43 10-15 98-100 - 2.45-3.07
361 c |1 35 15 90 - 2.8
362 c |3 34-57 12-28 89-99 - 2.46-3.22
363 c |2 39-47 19-25 87-89 - 3.1-3.17
364 c |1 59 35 97 - 3.15

M |1 41 15 99 - 2.97
365 CcC |4 53-65 28-38 98-100 - 3-3.31
366 c |2 41-45 18-23 89-99 - 3.02-3.03
367 Cc |3 39-39 17-19 82-96 - 2.99-3.11
368 CcC |4 55-58 32-34 86-96 - 3.09-3.4
369 M |1 41 13 90 - 2.98
370 M |3 35-51 8-22 85-99 - 2.51-3.09
371 C |3 31-36 17-19 56-90 - 2.56-3.12
372 c |2 41-43 21-24 72-77 - 3.18-3.29
373 M 4 33-39 8-12 86.9-90 - 2.19-3.27
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c |1 52 25 99.8 - 3.2
374 C |4 3747 16-25 84.8-94.9 - 2.73-3.11
375 C (3| 3048 11-33 68-86 - 2.7-3.22
376 c |1 35 15 74 - 3.05
377 c |1 35 17 88 - 3.15
378 c |1 70 50 95 - 2.96
379 C |2| 4574 29-52 88-98 - 2.42-3.05
380 C |[2]| 4061 24-40 76-95 - 3.15-3.2
381 C |3| 40-44 22-25 75-88 - 3.05-3.06
382 C |2| 3338 15-20 70-70 - 3.18-3.19
383 M |7 29-42 2-12 78-95 - 2.64-2.74
384 C |7| 24-345 7.9-14 72-94 - 2.81-2.96
385 C |5] 33.1-476 | 11.6-22.1 60-99 - 2.61-3.09
386 . C |4] 30.6-324 | 10.4-13.9 80-96 - 2.84-3.02
Taiwan
387 M |1 41.4 12.7 98 - 2.95
C |[2] 29.9-419 | 11.1-16.3 75-96 - 3.09-3.29
388 M 1 44.3 17.4 90 - 2.4
C |3] 353415 | 14.3-16.2 93-97 - 2.68-3.23
389 USA Virginia C |5| 457 21-48 61.9-99.8 - 2.72-3.18
390 Reale et al. (2018) Slovenia - C [14|43.35-72.07|23.21-38.12| 65.58-90.25 - 2.75-3.41
391 Libri¢ et al. (2017) Serbia - C |17|31.15-66.12|13.26-43.87| 51.17-92.15 - 2.67-3.49
L M |14| 29.2-57.9 4.9-22 60.4-95.8 - -
392 El-Shinawi (2017) Egypt Badr
C |[26| 27.8-69.7 7.2-44 64.2-90.9 - -
. M |18 42.83- 11-59 52-80.7 - -
393 Li et al. (2007) USA | Charleston 107.06
C 59.5-80.45 | 29-48 62-87 - -
. M 37-39 10-12 74.7-79.7 - -
394| Hoyos and Macari (1999) USA Alabama
C 34 29 68.2 - -
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395/  Borden etal. (1996) USA North M |4| 3578 5-22 77.7-94.2 - - - . .
Carolina
G 6 - - 1.3-25 8.5-43.1 5.5-40 - - -
396|  Wang etal. (2013) China | Wenchuan
county S 4 - - 4-7.5 61-86.7 0.9-3.2 - - -
397 S 4 - - 23-48 42-67 | 0.087-0.45 - - 2.44-2.63
C |12 30-49 10-27 62-87 13-38 [0.002-0.039 - - 2.59-3.05
398 C 3 29-30 8-10 62-74 26-38 |0.021-0.038 - - 2.84-3.18
309 M 1 33 9 74 26 0.018 - - -
. . C 27-44 7-22 20-38 62-80 | 0.011-0.05 - - 2.89-3.59
Bennett et al. (1998) USA California
G - - 4 19 10 - - -
400 S |12 - - 12-48 49-87 | 0.076-0.5 - - 1.87-2.87
C 6 26-39 7-17 55-82 18-42 |0.014-0.055 - - 2.1-3.12
401 S 4 - - 15-44 49-57 | 0.099-0.75 - - -
C 1 34 15 69 31 0.032 - - 2.74
402 Haque et al. (2017) USA Louisiana S |5 - - 16-45.5 gg; - 8.51-49.86 | 1.49-4.87 | 2.33-3.14
403 . C |11] 30.5-71.8 |10.52-47.06| 69.86-98.1 - - 19.34-58.64 | 2.55-7.53 | 2.35-2.84
Briaud (2000) Texas
404 M 1 a71.7 16.7 52.6 - - 105.24 1.44 1.99
405  Jardine et al. (2003) UK Q“eegﬁomu c |1| 6379 37.53 100 0 0.001 - - 3.47
406 G |4 - : 1926 | 2% |31004810] - i :
Enomoto et al. (2013) Japan Toyama 28.9
407 G 7 - - 1-1.6 12.3-20 |42.35-87.56 - - -
G 2 - - 18.91-29.09 45225%_ 0.436-1.572 - - -
408 Tanaka et al. (2000) Taiwan Hualin 35 5 I
S 3 - - 0-11.47 3903 4.86-13.64 - - -
Muisne- 17.3-
409 Lopez et al. (2018) Ecuador Pedernales G |5 - - 3.37-15.87 3461 4.86-12.9 - - -
1 - - 0 35.44 9.1 - - -
410 Yegian et al. (1994 Armenia | Geghasar -
J (1994) J 3| - i 228228 | 49871 561,463 i i :
62.28
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19.5-

New G |5 - : 055 | so> |503-1224 i \
411| Cubrinovski et al. (2018) sealand Wellington 18 .86-
s |2 - i 206-756 | 48861 194371 ) :
58.94
412 TO"'mats(‘ig‘gg)YOSh'm' Japan | Tohoku | S |6| - - | 16.88-44.68 |55.32-80| 0.09-0.24 : /
413 Sirovich (1996) ltaly | Avasinis | S |4| - - |15.12-3065 %%i‘; 0.112-0.958 y :
G 7] - : 0-539 |34 . : :
45.41
414 35.23-
s |7] - : 3892082 | 32 : i :
Haeri and Hamidi (2005) Iran Tehran -
40.1-
G |2 - : 9-11.4 : i :
419
415 33.56-
s |7] - : 126359 | 58 : i :
M 33 9 99 i : i :
416
C 25.49 7-31 85-100 ; ; i i
M 21 4 69 : ; i ;
"7
C |13] 2656 7-39 92-100 : ; i ;
s |5 - i 2150 |97950| - i :
218 M 22-25 13 | 763-915 |85236| - i :
C 26-36 716 | 874995 |05126| - i ;
- Weber 17.3-
415 Gillins and Franke (2016) USA County G 6 - - 9.9-22.3 396 - - -
39.0-
s |4 - : 263349 | 29 : i :
20.7-
20 G |3 - i 6197 | 27 : i :
s |o| - i 87494 |427-78| - i :
M |1]| 25 3 74 : : i :
21
C |o| 2736 7-15 91-99 : : i :
422 G |6| - i 225 | 27-43 : i i
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s |34 - - 3-49 51-96 - .
M |5| 26-42 3-12 63-98 2-37 \ \
c |58] 2061 7-35 52-99 1-45 : ]
423 G |4 - - 4-9 26-38 g g
25.4-
424 G |3 - - 4.9-8.2 gt - -
34.4-
425 G |5 - - 6.2-9.6 e - ;
s |1 - - 5.4 55.4 - -
17.1-
426 G |12 - - 12-323 | 4og - ;
s |a - - 13.6-30.4 |39-73.6 - -
15.3-
G |9 - - 7.3-41 1 - -
427 ) ) ) 37.8- ) )
s |14 5-46.9 o11
c |1 28 8 52.4 47.6 - -
G |28 - - 7-37 20-45 - -
428 Utah County|™ g™ {14 - 11-43 | 41-80 - -
c |1 26 8 745 - - -
31.7-
425 G |4 - - 115324 | ' - -
s |1 - - 22.6 435 - -
G |8 - - 10-27 24-43 - -
s |6 - - 16-24 44-56 - -
430
M |2| 19-33 4-8 56-61 40 - -
c 3] 1825 7-10 56-68 31-33 - -
32.1-
s |8 - - 9-47 ot - ;
431 M 9] 24-42 2-10 54-92 - - -
c |20 2343 7-20 54-99 | 30.9-42 ] -
432 G |6 - - 15-33 24-40 - -
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433

434

435

436

437

438

439

440

441

442

443

444

445

446

447

1 47 35 - -
21.1-

G |5 24217 | 3,2 X -
24.9-

G |4 08-35 | 3¢ ; 4
31.7-

s |4 25-374 | Lo > -
20.8-

G |4 32-104 | 93 - -
22.9-

G |3 6-11.8 378 - -

s |1 20.1 54.6 - -
30.5-

G |5 4.4-8 2391 - -

G |6 23-27 |7.3-26.8 - -
21.4-

G |4 16-104 | Goa - -

G |7 2-32 18-41 - -
25.9-

G |3 3856 | - -

s |1 227 75.8 - -
32.3-

G |4 53-83 | 13 - -
17.8-

G |4 49-382 | e - -

G |3 41-9.7 |15-39.2 - -
69.4-

s |5 56-194 | o - -

G |4 3.7-242 | 24.5-42 - -

s |1 14 50 - -
26.2-

G |7 2-175 01 - -
23.7-

G |5 35212 | ‘55 - -
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73.8-
s |5 - - 23171 | 7o g S

25.3-
448 G |5 - - 155204 | 07 - .
G |10 - - 3-305 |9.8-43.7 . ]

449

s |1 - - 33.6 45.9 : ]

10.2-
450 G |7 - - 62313 | o5 : -
s |2 - - 19-19 67-67 - -
451 M |3 21-39.38 4-10 65-96 4-26 - -
C |3(37.38-38.17|16.63-17.37| 69.5-84.74 - - -

27.1-
G |3 - - 247337 | ‘y ¢ - -
452 s |7 - - 19.6-30.3 | 40-485 ] -
c |[3| 3542 12-18 86-86 - - -

22.1-
453 G |7 - - 07-181 | 95 - -
Salt Lake | S |3 - - 6.1-6.5 4;.51-253 - -
Count R R - ol - R

y s |2 49.4-494 | T
454 M |12] 22.2-268 | 1-4.2 57.3-96.8 |2.4-33.6 - -
C |4/ 16.1-21.7 | 35.1-44.6 | 68.3-99.4 |0.6-26.8 - -
G |7 - - 43-315 |135-45 - -
s |1 - - 22.4 46.4 - -

455
M |3]251-27.2 2.5 59.6-63.5 - - -
c |2| 27295 | 7.3-108 | 59.6-69.5 - - -
456 G |9 - - 14.1-276 |26-38.1 - -
M |6 17.6-199 | 25-38 67.4 - - -
457 M |8| 60-70 19-28 80-90 - - -
458 Montalva et al. (2022) Chile | Concepcion| M |4 | 41-52 7-10 65-88 - - -
c |1 38 14 87 - - -
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459 c 1| 37 20 91.6 8.4 - : .
G |4 - - 7.2-422 |17.1-36 |0.313-7.125 X \

50.4-
460|  Salvatore et al. (2022) ltaly S‘g;‘“s‘i)n”a > |2 ] ] 32312 | 54 | 024004 A q
M [1] 50 18 78.8 154 | 0023 - X
c |e| 3049 1429 | 525-949 |5.1-20.7]0.004-0.062 : -
461 s |5 - - 1.3-7.9 %%13 0.231-0.553 - -
_ Pitt G |1 - - 24.9 25.8 417 - -
462 Golder égszolc;?tes Ltd Canada | Me gjgws' S 5 ] ] 2547 A;Aé g 00811766 ] ]
463 s |3 - - 3-456 | 31.1-89 |0.215-0.653 - -
c 1] 48 31 94 6 0.009 - -
464|Golder Associates Ltd (2018 | Aystralia |Queens land S |5 ' ' 21-50 45-73 |0.075-0.51 . .
c |s| 6384 42-61 73-99 1-26 |0.002-0.005 - -
465 M |3] 37-49 12-16 70-100 | 0-30 - - -
c |a| 39-64 16-36 79-100 | 0-14 - - -
465 G |1 - - 30 31 - - -
White (2005) lreland | Bauxitt | M |3| 39-45 12-18 84-91 9-16 ] - ]
G |3 - - 2236 | 29-36 - - -
467 s |1 - - 32 36 ] - ]
c 1] 193 7.6 53.6 253 | 0.061 - -
G |1 - - 29.2 316 1.36 - -
468 s |2 i i 10-496 | 394 10.061-0477 i :

88.4
_ c |1] 186 7.4 59.5 322 | 0045 - -
469 Gomerégszozct;?tes M9 canada | onario | g |4 - - 39.8-45.8 %2179 0.096-0.186 - .
c 1] 181 7 58.1 321 | 0048 - -
470 s |3 - - 8.6-48 | 43-89.6 |0.088-0.393 - -
M 1] 144 3.2 52.7 352 | 0.069 - -
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C |2| 210247 | 97114 | 649774 | 10% l0006-0.023) - g \

471 S |3 - - 20-47 49-68 - - ) -

Golder Associates Ltd Canada | Mississauga C |7] 21-34 7-16 60-75 16-30 - - i r

472 (2022a) S |9 - - 10.8-46 | 50-85 0.396 - - A

473 S |4 - - 7.12-48 |35-92.78| 0.114-1.61 - - -

a74|  Golder éé;"lct:;"tes Ld | canada | Pickering | S |2 - - 18.3-47.8 3;81% 0.09-0.5 - - -

G |1 - - 5.7 33 7.27 - - -

475 ENGEO (2018) USA | California | S |2 - - 14-33.4 |54-77.8 | 0.31-0.65 - - -

c |1 39 19 80.1 19.9 - - - -
476 Bergambach| O |8 - - - - - 2.83-4.26 | 1.1-7.59 | 3.24-3.62
477 t o |7 - - - - - 3.22-8.46 | 2.92-5.13 | 3.11-3.49
478 o |11 - - - - - 3.5-10.77 [3.09-10.02 | 2.98-3.47
479 o |7 - - - - - 6.75-8.13 | 2.37-4.65 | 3.02-3.21

Streefkerk
480 O |6 - - - - - 7.73-17.51 | 2.53-5.39 | 2.9-3.24
481 0 - - - - - 458-9.91 |0.92-6.98 | 3-3.31
48 c |10 - - - - - 2.50-4.63 | 0.54-3.46 | 3.12-3.48
Delft o |3 - - - - - 2.93-5.16 |3.16-10.49 | 3.46-3.57
483 Lengkeek (2022) Netherland O |6 - - - - - 45559 | 3.8-9.16 | 3.32-3.51
s c |9 - - - - - 0.85-2.13 | 3.55-8.13 | 3.61-3.98
484 DOV
o |17 - - - - - 1-856  [2.02-13.59 | 3.19-4.06
485 Eemdijk O |38 - - - - - 2.02-9.82 |2.02-13.55| 3.19-3.94
486 c |17 - - - - - 5.57-5.92 | 0.24-0.51 | 2.79-2.88
487 MMD c |8 - - - - - 3.75-455 | 1585 | 3.16-3.47
488 Katwoude | Cc |9 - - - - - 3.8-481 | 1.8-2.62 | 3.15-3.32
489 C |5 - - - - - 2.67-3.03 | 2.32-2.53 | 3.39-3.45
490 Kinderdijk | O |6 - - - - - 2.31-4.68 | 3.96-7.99 | 3.48-3.69
491 Schalkwijk | O |6 - - - - - 3.86-9.37 | 2.49-4.84 | 2.98-3.43
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492 o |e 54-7.04 | 3.21-6.72 | 3.15-3.37
c |2 3.48-16.32 | 1.19-9.93 | 2.67-3.44

493 Koehool
o |11 4.38-11.34 | 3.75-9.93 | 3.25-3.4
494 o |5 6.59-9.04 | 2.69-7.97 | 3.08-3.4
495 MMD o |s 8.5-10.57 |5.82-10.79 | 3.22-3.38
496 Pieterman | o |8 4.74-12.74 |5.48-11.17 | 3.07-3.56
497 o |s 11.36-12.98 | 4.89-10.37 | 3.07-3.29
c |6 3.85-6.28 | 0.95-2.35 | 3.01-3.21

498 Delft
o |1 5.64 413 3.28
c |4 154-1.76 | 6.61-8.13 | 3.86-3.86

499 DOV
o |4 3.85-8.56 |6.24-13.59| 3.24-3.72
s |s 25.38-65.11 | 0.44-0.85 | 1.92-2.36
500 Eemdijk | C |3 1.21-14 | 3.55-4.18 | 3.8-3.82
o |12 2.97-6.95 |4.62-11.87] 3.26-3.77
501|  Boylan etal. (2011) Nethi“""“d Utrecht | O |8 1.05-2.38 | 2.69-5.3 | 3.51-3.9
502 Netherland| \ \. ermeer| O |7 0.84-253 | 1923 | 391 43

s 19.44

503 Sweden Gamr:ﬁ'gard o |5 25393 | 2.16-4.7 | 3.27-3.58
504 Agaiby (2018) FFieFf'sff o |9 1.66-4.25 | 1.95-2.51 | 3.22-3.62

Brazil Recife
505 RS o |8 1.17-2.73 | 1.06-1.82 | 3.37-3.65
506 Sarapuill, | O |9 1.48-2.32 | 2.31-3.88 | 3.5-3.76
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% A2 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ) @ £ (% & Filchie 448 (Ba) &E - (%7 G)

Variable LL PI FC SC Qm F, I, Dso
LL 36 (14) 33 (13) 36 (14) 36 (14) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 22 (8)
PI 33 (13) 33 (13) 33 (13) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 19 (7)
FC 493 (101) 492 (101) 71 (13) 71 (13) 71 (13) 159 (47)
SC 492 (101) 71 (13) 71 (13) 71 (13) 159 (47)
Qm 71 (13) 71 (13) 71 (13) 1(1)
F; 71 (13) 71 (13) 1(1)

I 71 (13) 1(1)
Dso 159 (47)
% A3 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; * L R E T ink &8 (Fa) #E - (B2 S)

Variable LL PI FC SC Qm F; I Dso
LL 94 (41) 81 (35) 90 (40) 88 (38) 27 (12) 27 (12) 29 (14) 47 (23)
PI 85 (37) 81 (36) 80 (35) 26 (11) 26 (11) 28 (13) 44 (20)
FC 1172 (196) 1115 (183) 614 (78) 614 (78) 646 (86) 859 (140)
SC 1115 (183) 557 (65) 557 (65) 589 (73) 820 (129)
Qmn 624 (80) 624 (80) 624 (80) 521 (63)
F: 624 (80) 624 (80) 521 (63)
I 656 (88) 545 (68)
Dso 863 (141)
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-

# A4 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 , ¥ L R E T he &8 () &E - ($F2 M)

Variable LL PI FC SC Qumn F, I Dso
LL 653 (179) 618 (172) 650 (178) 316 (72) 268 (64) 268 (64) 336 (96) 274 (71)
PI 618 (172) 615 (171) 313 (72) 249 (60) 249 (60) 307 (90) 241 (64)
FC 701 (180) 359 (73) 314 (65) 314 (65) 382 (97) 315 (71)
SC 359 (73) 244 (42) 244 (42) 244 (42) 239 (46)
Qtn 317 (66) 317 (66) 317 (66) 258 (52)
F: 317 (66) 317 (66) 258 (52)
I 385 (98) 278 (57)
Dso 318 (72)

# A5 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ) ¥ £ R & T chk 48 (Fa) #E - (32 O)

Variable LL PI FC SC Qtn F, I Dso
LL 1434 (300) 1434 (300) 1434 (300) 569 (98) 325 (67) 325 (67) 536 (133) 275 (79)
PI 1434 (300) 1434 (300) 569 (98) 325 (67) 325 (67) 536 (133) 275 (79)
FC 1440 (303) 573 (100) 331 (70) 331 (70) 542 (136) 279 (81)
SC 573 (100) 206 (41) 206 (41) 233 (47) 214 (59)
Qtn 424 (80) 424 (80) 424 (80) 179 (53)
F: 424 (80) 424 (80) 179 (53)
L 635 (146) 206 (59)
Dso 279 (81)
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% A6 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; ¢ E % & T ehk &8 (Bit) %2 - (314 0)

Variable LL PI FC SC Qm F, I Dso
LL 44 (3) 44 (3) 12 (2) 0(0) 44 (3) 44 (3) 44 (3) 0(0)
PI 44 (3) 12 (2) 0 (0) 44 (3) 44 (3) 44 (3) 0(0)
FC 12 (2) 0(0) 12 (2) 12 (2) 12 (2) 0(0)
SC 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(0) 0 (0) 0(0)
Qmn 270 (30) 270 (30) 270 (30) 0(0)
F: 270 (30) 270 (30) 0(0)
I 270 (30) 0(0)
Dso 0(0)
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% B1 "CPT-USCS/8/4182  ® {3l * K & i,

“t4- B [ CPT-USCS/8/4182 ) st F#

5%<‘J"?€TL ° (‘;?z' G)

Parameter N Mean COV Min Max
LL - - - - -
PI - - - - -
FC (%) 493 11.68 0.88 0.00 49.99
SC (%) 492 30.33 0.31 0.00 49.60
Qm 71 206.83 0.55 43.33 645.47
F; 71 1.12 0.60 0.35 4.03
Ic 71 1.72 0.15 1.21 2.46
Dso (mm) 159 11.42 1.35 0.08 87.56

% B2 FCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; ¥ fil * K & e,

B FR - (B2 S)

Parameter N Mean COoVv Min Max
LL - - - - -
PI - - - - -
FC (%) 1172 18.64 0.71 0.00 50.00
SC (%) 1115 75.18 0.23 28.06 100.00
Qm 624 72.07 0.86 3.78 626.57
F: 624 1.12 1.03 0.04 6.59
I 656 2.09 0.18 1.18 3.24
Dso (mm) 863 0.40 1.52 0.06 4.63
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% B3 NCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; ® fil * f %™ i3t T o (B2 M)

Parameter N Mean COV Min Max
LL 653 52.28 0.46 14.40 164.57
PI 618 21.03 0.82 0.00 102.36
FC (%) 701 86.85 0.16 50.25 100.00
SC (%) 359 12.79 1.11 0.00 49.00
Qm 317 15.74 0.85 2.09 105.24

F; 317 291 0.69 0.08 8.37

I 385 2.85 0.12 1.93 3.70
Dso (mm) 318 0.02 0.79 0.002 0.074

% B4 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 , ¥ il * f & stz Fau o (A2 C)

Parameter N Mean COV Min Max
LL 1434 52.44 0.35 18.00 179.09
PI 1434 28.56 0.51 7.00 116.23
FC (%) 1440 88.87 0.14 50.73 100.00
SC (%) 573 10.99 1.09 0.00 49.27
Qm 424 10.84 1.12 0.85 88.09

F: 424 3.09 0.71 0.02 9.93

Ic 635 3.03 0.10 2.10 3.98
Dso (mm) 279 0.01 1.06 0.001 0.074

% B5 NCPT-USCS/8/4182 ) ¥ fid * k & T sz T o (3 %2 0O)

Parameter N Mean CcCov Min Max
LL 44 106.13 0.32 24.60 169.54
PI 44 64.78 0.37 7.88 107.20
FC (%) 12 89.74 0.07 74.86 97.77
SC (%) 0 - - - -
Qu 270 5.03 0.59 0.84 17.51
F: 270 5.85 0.60 0.92 19.44
Ic 270 3.44 0.07 2.90 4.34
Dso (mm) 0 - - - -
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% B 6 "CPT-USCS/8/4182 | ® fe¥rul k%™ iz T o (B % G)

Property  No. of data No. of tests/group Range of Property mean value Property COV (%)
groups Range Mean data Range Mean Range Mean

LL - - - - - - - -

PI - - - - - - - -
FC (%) 74 3-35 6.16 0-48 0.5-34.33 11.78 0.06-1.73 0.53
SC (%) 74 3-35 6.15 0-49.6 8.41-41.82 29.56 0.03-0.9 0.23
Qm 10 4-11 6.70 43.33-645.47 115.14-313.99 208.25 0.26-0.84 0.49
F; 10 4-11 6.70 0.35-4.03 0.81-2.01 1.16 0.23-0.87 0.48
Ic 10 4-11 6.70 1.21-2.46 1.55-2.08 1.74 0.03-0.25 0.12
Dso (mm) 27 3-8 4.89 0.26-87.56 1.42-69.87 11.08 0.06-1 0.50

% B7 "CPT-USCS/8/4182 | ® ¥t B %™ hiizt T - (B34 S)

Property  No. of data No. of tests/group Range of Property mean value Property COV (%)
groups Range Mean data Range Mean Range Mean

LL - - - - - - - -

PI - - - - - - - -
FC (%) 140 3-36 7.81 0-50 0-42.88 19.09 0-2.65 0.55
SC (%) 132 3-36 7.89 30.1-100 43.07-100 73.16 0-0.62 0.15
Qm 63 3-36 9.57 3.78-531.63  20.01-232.03 72.61 0.07-1.35 0.55
F: 63 3-36 9.57 0.04-6.59 0.27-5.65 1.32 0.07-1.2 0.51
Ic 70 3-36 9.04 1.18-3.24 1.48-2.89 2.11 0.01-0.29 0.14
Dso (mm) 105 3-36 7.71 0.066-4.63 0.08-3.58 0.44 0-1.29 0.49
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# B8 "CPT-USCS/8/4182 | ® f3rht kg %™ i,

U g

e RNCER

Property  No. of data No. of tests/group Range of Property mean value Property COV (%)
groups Range Mean data Range Mean Range Mean
LL 89 3-18 5.96 17.6-157.53  18.35-114.84 50.71 0-0.5 0.18
PI 84 3-18 5.94 0-97.7 2-66.29 20.02 0.01-1.73 0.42
FC (%) 90 3-28 6.42 50.25-100 56.32-100 87.14 0-0.3 0.10
SC (%) 46 3-28 7.02 0-49 0-43.68 12.36 0.08-1.73 0.89
Qun 43 3-28 6.58 2.09-79.95 3.63-42.12 15.85 0.05-1.56 0.49
F: 43 3-28 6.58 0.08-8.37 0.76-7.12 3.23 0.01-1 0.49
L. 51 3-28 6.25 1.93-3.70 2.15-3.42 2.86 0.01-0.22 0.09
Dso (mm) 45 3-28 6.24 0.002-0.074 0.003-0.05 0.02 0.22-1.17 0.61

% B9 TCPT-USCS/8/4182 ; ¥ fr3ratk & chdizt Tl o (A2 C)

Property = No. of data No. of tests/group Range of Property mean value Property COV (%)
groups Range Mean data Range Mean Range Mean
LL 203 3-59 6.36 18-179.09 22-111.05 52.15 0-0.43 0.16
PI 203 3-59 6.36 7-116.23 8-80.2 28.15 0.02-0.77 0.23
FC (%) 203 3-59 6.36 50.73-100 55.23-100 88.68 0-0.29 0.08
SC (%) 64 3-59 8.22 0-49.27 0-44.77 12.08 0.1-3.16 0.80
Qtn 52 3-22 7.29 0.85-88.09 1.34-50.37 11.43 0.02-1.01 0.32
F; 52 3-22 7.29 0.02-9.93 0.24-7.75 3.24 0.03-2.13 0.37
L. 84 3-22 6.44 2.1-3.98 2.54-3.86 3.01 4.1e-05-0.16 0.06
Dso (mm) 44 3-12 5.18 0.001-0.074 0.001-0.047 0.01 0.11-1.34 0.66
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% B 10 "CPT-USCS/8/4182 | ¥ t#atk BT hiiz Fl o (3 #2 O)

Property = No. of data No. of tests/group Range of Property mean value Property COV (%)
groups Range Mean data Range Mean Range Mean
LL 3 11-17 14.67 24.6-169.54  83.28-124.64 107.48 0.2-0.35 0.27
PI 3 11-17 14.67 7.88-107.2 50.53-76.76 65.56 0.22-0.46 0.33
FC (%) 2 6-6 6.00 74.86-97.77 89.23-90.25 89.74 0.04--0.09 0.06
SC (%) 0 - - - - - - -
Qtn 29 3-38 9.28 0.84-17.51 1.51-12.11 532 0.05-0.74 0.28
Fr 29 3-38 9.28 0.92-19.44 1.35-14.55 5.85 0.08-0.52 0.29
L 29 3-38 9.28 2.9-4.34 3.06-4.06 3.42 0.01-0.06 0.04
Dso (mm) 0 - - - - - - -
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