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Extevng IlepiAnyn

(O1 Prphioypagixég avapopég apaméumoov oty mAnpn Teyvixn Exbeon n omoia akoloobei)

EIZATQI'H

H napovoa Teyvikr] ExOeon amotelelt 1o 30 IMapadoteo (I13) tov Epeovntikov
ITpoypappatog pe titho:

®AAHZ-EMII (MIS 380043)
IIpwtotonog Zyedraopog Babpwv I'epupwv o Peootonoujotpo Edagog pe
Doowkr) Zewopikn Movwon
pe Zovrovioty (Epeovntiko YrnevOovo) tov l'ewpyto Mnovxkopdia Kabnyntr) EMIT.

Zvuykekppéva, mapovotdfovrat Ta anotedéopara g Apaong A3, pe titho:

«Avalotikn pebododoyia oyedraopod empaveiakwv Oepeldoev oe peDOTOTOIUEVO £0APOG».

To avtikeipevo g Apaong A3 meptypa@etal OtV eyKEKPIEVT] EPEDVITIKI] IIPOTAOT)
®¢ akoAovOwG:

«O1 bpaotnprotnreg oo Oa amatnbovv yia TV d1aTOmwON THS €V Ady®w avalvTikig
uebodoroyiag ayedraopod eivar o1 axolovdeg:

(a) ®a datorwBodv avalvTikég Adoeig y1a Tov vimoAdoy1ouo TG amopsiouévys oratikng D.1.
empaveiakwv Oepedoewy, pera To TEPag THG OEIUIKNG S0VIONG Kal VO0® TO €0aQog TeAE!
akopn oo kabeoTwS PEVOTOTOIN TG,

(P) Oa d1atorwbodv avarotikég Avoeig yia Tov vodoyiouo Tev kabilfjoewv kata TV epiodo
Mg Oovnong, o1 omoieg Ba AauPavoov ovmown T Ovvapikn arlnAemibpaon edipovg-
avwoouns, kabwg xar 1 ovlevyuévy avdrtody Tieong TOPOV KAl avrioTolyn HEIDON THS
O1ATUN TIKH G AVTOYHS TOD E0APODS.

(v) Ilpo 15 eSayoyng telikwv oopmepacuatov, 1 adlomoria TV avalotikov Avoewov Oa
adlodoynBei oe odyKrpion pe dnpooievpéva amoTeAéopata amd kald TEKUNPIOUEVA TEPAUATA
oo xAipaxa (o€ QUYOKeVIPIOTH 1] O Oglopiky Tparwela peyddov Oaotaoewv), kabwg kai
KATAYEYPAUUPEVA  TIPAYUATIKA  TIEPIOTATIKA —aoToyiag (1/kar  eooToyiag) —em@avelakov
Oepehidoewv oe pevoTOTOIUEVO £0aPOG».

Ta avotépn otdadia tng épevvag oAoxAnpmOnkav emrtoyx®g Kat odnynoav otnv
diarvnworn pag ohoxkAnpwpevng pebodoloyiag yia tov vmoloylopod tov kabilrjoemv
(OAkoV, da@opk®dV Kat oTpop®v), Kabmg KAt g AIOpel@pévi)g QPEPOVLOAG
Kavottag 1oV Babpwv Oepeliowong g yepupdag, Omg IEPtypAPETAl AKOAOLOMS.
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ITPOTEINOMENH MEGOAOAOITA

(A) TITapaperpor Emtedeotikotntag Babpwv I'epopmv

H epappoyry xpimpilov emreAeoTKOTNTAG Yld TOV OXedAOpPO OIOlaodNHoTe
KATAOKELNG eMPANAEL TNV eKTIPNON ThG OLHIEPLPOPAG O OAeg Tig mMbaveg HopP@PEg
napapop@oons. Ia my nepintoon yepupmv avteg ametkovifovtal OXNpaTiKda oto
Ixnpa 1 kot mepthapPavoov ta akolovba (Barker et al. 1991):

| oy = |
| | ——
a. Opowopopen xabifnon b. Opowopopen otpoer) (0)
S U
T
c. Awagopkr xkabiCnorn d. Awagopwkry xabilnon
(ZoppeTpikng pop@rig) (Mn-ovppeTping poperg)

Ixnpual:  Mop@ég kadilnong Kat oTpoPIKI|g Katammovnong yepupav (Barker et al., 1991).

e Opowopopen xabidnon (p).- Znv nepimmorn avty) kabe Pabpo napovoalet v
0t vrmoywpnon (Exapa la). ITapolo mov 1 opotopopen xkadinon dev katarovel
my yépopa, 1 avamrtodn tng oe vraepPolko Pabpd pmopel va mpoxaléoet
Aettovpyikd mpoPAfjpata, ONMG AVEIAPKEG DYOG dlaPdaoemy, aovvéyeleg PeTASy
dOK®V IPOOEYYloNg KAl KATAOTP®HATOG KAOmg KAt CVENapk:) OTpdyylon otd
AaKpd TG YEPLPAG.

e Opowopopen otpogrn (0) yvopw amdé tov dwapnkn dafova.- Zyetifetat pe mv
avdmrodn xabilrjoemv mov petaPaAlovial YPappKd KAtd pjKog Tov agova g
vépupag (Zxnpa 1B). H avdamtodn otpogr|g eivat mo ovvr|fng oe dvokapmteg
YEPUPEG pe éva avorlypd. Aev oovVodeDOVTAL AIIO KATAIIOVIOT) TG avador|g, Iapd
POVOV OtV MePUIT®Or 1] HOVOAOIK®OV OLVOEoE®V AVAPEOd OTd EMPEPODLS
THApATA TG Yépupag. Q0Tooo, amod MAeDPdS AettovpyKOTNTag, eivatl mbavov va
napatpndoov ta idwa mpoPAnpatra pe TV MEPUITOON TOV OHOOHOPPRDV
kadwlroemv.

o Awagopiky xabi{non (8).- H avamrtoln Swagopikrg xabifnong odnyet oe
KATarovnor) g avadopn)g otV IEPUITOOT IOV TO KATACTPOPA ELVAL OLVEXEG KAt
e0padletat oe MePLOcOTEPA TOV TPV Oepediov. Mmopel va etvatl COppETPIKNG 1) pUn-
OLHPHETPIKNG HOPPIG OH®G Paiverat oto XZxfpa 1y kar 18. Zyxetiferar pe v
dnpovpyla Aettovpylkov HPoPANPAT®V OH®G  AVENAPKEG LWog OlaPdoemy,
dvoyxepela oTpAayylong Kat MApApOPP®Or] TOL 0000TPOHIATOG OTIG EVAOOELS HE TIG
dokovg mpooeyyong.
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Me Bdon ta avetepm, 0 OXeOLAOPOG eMPAvelakaVv Oepediov oe yepopeg pe Pdorn
kprpla emttedeotikottag Oa mpemet va ovprnepAapPdavet v eKTIPNON TV
axkolovbav peyebaov:

o Avvapukég kabilr\oets, Pdyn
e Awagopukég kabilroetg, &
e Xtpogn, 0

iii
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(B) Avvapikég Kabilnosig, payn - APTIAIKH kpovota eddagoog

2V mepimtoon OMIov 1) HPN-PeLOTONOU|ON KPOLOTA dIOTEAElTAl dIo pid
adlarepaotn apywikly] otp®or), o oxedlaopog propet va mpaypatonowdet pe )
pebodoroyia twv Karamitros et al. (2013).

ATOUEIOUEVT] PEPODOA IKAVOTITA, Jult,deg

H anopewopevn @epovoa 1Kavotntd, quitdeg, LIOAOYiCetal pe Paon to ovvbeto
pnxaviopo aotoyiag twvMeyerhof and Hanna (1978), wg 8r|g:

. n+2)c,E,
qult,deg = mln{( c—s) } (1)
qult/deg
c-s H r 1 r r
Qo e :2cu§s—yH+Ey BN, F, +yHN,F (2)

onoo B 1o mAdtog tov Oepediov, H 10 mdyxog g apyl\ikig Kpobvotag, cu 1)
AoTPAYYLOTL] SIATHNTIKI] AVTOXT| TG KPOVOTAG KAt Yy TO DIO-AV®OI €0KO BApog, To
omnoto Be@peitat eviaio yla v dappo kat yia mv dpytho. Ot oovteeoteg pépovoag
wavotntag vroloyifovtat xata Vesic (1973):

N, =tan’ [45%}"“‘“%

q
N, =2(N, +1)tan ¢,

Ot ovvteheoteg oxrjpartog vrroAoyiCovtat katda De Beer (1970):

F,=1+ 1B

” n+2L
E, :1—0.4E
L

B
E, =1+ i tan¢
Kt 1) napdpetpog s oty ESlowon (2) vrmoloyiCetat katd Meyerhof & Hanna (1978):
s=1+ E
L

2T IApAndave eSloMOELS, 1) eMidpaon g PevOTONOiNong Aappdvetat vnoyn péowm
NG anopeinong g yoviag Tpiprg g appoo:

{4, =atan[(1-U)tang, | (3)
omov:
9, 1 APXIKT) YOVIiA TPIPG G |Ij-peDOTONOUHEVIG AOD
U 0 delKTNG LITEPITIEOEMV TTOPWV IOV AVAITTOCOETAL OTHV AP0

O eviaiog deixtng vepmieoemv nopwv U vrioAoyiletat wg egr|g:

iv
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_ Utoor +(1+%)'Uff (4)

2+%

U

orov:
U~1.0:  Aseiktng onepmeoe®v HOpav oto ehedbepo medio
Utoot: A&lKTIG LIIEPIIIECEDV TTOPOV KATK AIIO TO OepéNto

O deiktng vepIEcE®V TOPOV KAT® Ao to Bepéto vmohoyiletat wg eSng:

1-6.0° dY% -
Uoor :W )
1+ v,
Gvo,c
omov:
Pdyn Avvapukég xabhlroeig
Aoy ITpoobBetn xatakopv@rn taon mov emtPANETAl AIO TO QOPTIO TOL

OepeAiov oto YapaxtnPlotiko Padog z.
0 voc! Apyw) (mpwv 1) d0vNorn) Katakopv@n evepyog TAOL MOV AOKeiTdl
OTO XAPAKINPLOTIKO PAaBog z.

TéAog, 1o xapaktnplotiko Padog z. vrioAoyiletat g e4ng:
B 3
z, =H+{1.0—0.5[EJ }B (6)

Avvapixég kab1lnoeig, Paun

Ot dvvapikeg kablrioetg, payn LIOAOyifovTal Ao TV DAPAKAT® eS0MOT):

Payn =C-Q TzN[@jl'5 [ ! T (7)
dyn max B FS,,
omov:
Amax: Meyiotn eda@ikn) emtayovon)
T: ITepiodog g dieyepong
N: ApOpog KOKADV POPTIONG
Ziiq: Idxog pevotonoujopng appov
B: ITAdatog OepeAion
FSaeg: ATIopel®pEVOG ODVTENEOTIG AOPANELAG (HETA T PEVOTOIIONNOT))

O ovvteleotr)g ¢ omv ESiowon) (7) etvat ioog pe 0.008 kot 0.035 yia tetpaymviko kat
Aop1d®to Oepélio, eve yia evOldpeoeg Tipég g avaloyiag mevpov L/ B, propet va
vrnoloytotet &g e8g:

C:c'(1+1.65%j£11.65c’ (8)
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orov ¢’=0.003

Téhog, yla TV Hepimt®on pPN-APPOVIKIG OEWOPKIg deyepong 1 &Siowon (7)
emPaletal avrikabiotovtag tov 0po a, TN pe Tcz'ﬂv(t)|dt omov v(t) n ypovo-

totopia g emParAopevng TaxLTTAG.

vi
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()

H pebodoloyia yia tnv mepimtoorn Oepediov mov edpdletal oe PeAtiopevo £dagog
ovvowyiletal oTa NAPAKAT® Prjpatd:

Avvapikég Kabilnoeig, payn - Kpovota BEATIQMPNOY EAADOYX

Bipa 1: KaBopiopog tov ovviedeot avukatataong os.- O ovvieleotr|g
AVTIKATAOTAONG ds DITOAOYICeTat amod To ZYHRd 2, OOVAPTIHOEL:

¢ Tng apyur)g oxeTIKI)g MOKVOTNTAG TOL €dPOVg Dy o,

e Too nayovg g PeAtioong Himp,

e (y) Tng péyotg Tiprg Tov AOYOL DIIEPITECEDY MOPMDV T'ymax IOV EMITPENETAL VA
avarmtoydet evtog g Pedtiopévng {ovng, (OTNV IPASH Tumax= Tudesign=0.30 - 0.50).

0.25 — .
R Mu.max=0-30
0.2 775 1 >
g ——_ _/1?‘
r y —
0.15 | —
© E I
0.1 B
B e H,.=4m
0.05 | A H,,=6m
0 :\ 111 L1l L1 L1l 111l 111l 111l 111l ‘ Himp.=8m
30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70
D, (%)
0.25 T T
- Fu,max=0-40
0.2
r __*
015 | —+
o 01 r 4 A 4 p
. | e H,,=4m
0.05 A H,,=6m
O :\ 111 L1l L1 L1l 111l 111l 1111 L1l ‘ Himp.=8m
30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70
D, (%)
0.25 i T
: Fumax=0-50
0.2
0.15 :
- 4
g r <>//</‘
01 b L
o A e
E e H, . =4m
0.05 | -na_T;::T__f e A H, =6m
O :\ 111 L1l L1 L1l L1l 1111 111l 111l ‘ Himp.=8m

30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70
D, (%)

Anattodpevog AOYog AvTIKATAOTAONG ds OLVAPTI|OEL TG APXLKIG OXETIKIG
rokvotntag Dr o %) xat tpia emtpenopeva enineda AOYOL Ty max.

Zxnpa 2:

Brpa 2: [Ipood10ptopog Tov 1008 0Vap®Vv 0ot TeVv Too PeATiopevoo edagoug.- H
dwamepatomra ke kat 1 oxetikr) mokvomtd Diimp g PeATiopévng (ovng
vroAoyifovtat amno to ZXHHPa 3 oOVAPTHOEL TOL OLVTEAEOTI] AVTIKATAOTAONG Os KAl
NG APXKI)G OXETIKI|G ITVKVOTITAG TOL PEVOTOIOUPEVOD €0APOVS Dy 6.

vii
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0.2 /= 7” * //z
0 15 - _/ A/// . Dr,o=35%
O / / f A D, ,=40%
. g A/ /] / A D,=45%
g 0.1 r / 7 A /7 O D,=50%
- % D, =55%
0.05 - /d//u / / O D,,=65%
; ¢ D, =70%
O I 1 1 | I 1 1 | I I I 1 1 | I 1 1 |
40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Dr’imp. (0/0)
(@)
A
T A
'65"/-/1:70/
Ao
—_ ~55% —4—"
o D,.=35 - 40 - 45% -4 ~
3 10 . /j{/‘
E e
> ¥
xaf
1 L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25
as
(b)

Ixnpa 3:  Extipnon wwottov Bedtiopévoo eddgoug (a) oxetiky) TukvotnTa Dyimp xat (PB)
Oranepatotta Keq, 0OVAPTHOEL TOL AOYOL AVTIKATAOTAOLG Cs.

Brpa 3: Xxedraopog o oovOnkeg «anepng» PeAtioong.

Avvapixég kabilnoeig payn™f

Ot duvapkeg kabilrjoeig yia dmetpr) PeAtioon) vrioAoyilovtat g eSng:

045 45
P =0.019 0, (T, +0.633- T, ) (N, +2)-(F81:§J l1+o.zs-(ﬁ} ] 9)
omov:
Amax: Meyiotn) edagixr) emrdyovon
Texc: Aeoniofovoa repiodog g O1éyepong
Tsoil: EAaotikr) 1d1omepiodog g eda@ikr)g otriAng
No: Ap10pog onpaviik®Vv KOKA@V QOPTIONG

viii
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FSaegn:  Anopelopévog oovieheotr|g aopaleiag

ATOpEIOUEVT] PEPODOA IKAVOTIITA, Jultdeg™

H anopsiopévn @épovoa 1KavotnTa quideg™ LIOAOYiI(eTal odppova pe v
MOPAKAT® AVAADTIKI] OX£01), IIOL IIPOEKLYE dIIO TPOIOIOiNOon g e§iomong TV
Meyerhof & Hanna (1978):

1.

E’Y .B.Nyl
tan (p],deg

S

. . tano, 4
" 4 = Min{y'H 2K (140 —1]H 2K 2o 11 4 VH, + (10)

+ %\(’BNY2 +y'(1+ oc)HlNqz

orov B 1o m\dtog tov Bepediov, Hi to mayog tng PeAtiopévng kpovotag Kat y' to
evepyo edko Papog tov edagovg. Ot ovvteheoteg Ny xat Ny vmoloyilovtat xatd
Vesic (1973):

N, =tan’(45+q,,, /2)e"""*

(11)
N, =2(N, +1)tang,,,

Metalo g PeAtiopévng KpodOTag Kat TG PELOTOIIOUOUNG ApploL oxnpatifetat pia
petapatikny (wvn PEPIK®G pevoTtoroupévon @uokov eddagovg (0< ry < 1.0), wg
ATIOTEAEOHA TG TAXELAG AIIOTOVMOONG TOV DIEPIIECEDV TOPWDV IIPOG TNV, APKET IO
dramepatr), PeAtiopevn kpovota. Ot ovviedeotég a kat Ks oxetiCovrat pe 1o mdayog xat
TNV OLATHNTIKI) avioxr| g petapatikig {ovng:

k T N 0.256
0=3.76- {;—I—} (12)
imp
H, —0.50
K, =1.0-(—Ly o [%] (13)

H enidpaorn) g pevotonoinong Kat g avarrtvdng DIEPIEoEmV TOP®V Adppavetat
VIIOYI HEW®VOVTAG KATAANNAa T yovia TpPrg g appoo:

Pideg = tan™ [(1 -U; )tan(pi,ini :| (14)

orov o deiktng «ini» avagépetat ot yovia tpiprg tov eddgovg otV apyr g

dovnorng, to i=1 ot Pertiwpevn (wvn), 10 i=2 oty petapatikr {ov xat to i=3 ot

pevotonou)opn dappo. Ot avtiotolyol Aoyot vnepmieoemv mopev U; vmoloyifovrat

g e81g:

o Acgiktng vnepmeocedv mopwv otn PeAtiwpévn {ovn Ui- O péoog Oeiking
vnepmieoemv nopev Ur avagépetat oe oovOrkeg ehedbepov mediov kat oto teéNog
g Oovnong Kat ekepadetat ®G OLVAPTNON TOL  EMTPEIOPEVOL  Oelktn
VIEPIIEOEDV OPDV Uldesign:

U, =0.54U (15)

design

ix
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e Asgiktng vnepmeoewv nmopwv oty perapanikny {wvn U.- H napapetpog Uz
AVA@EPETAL OTO PEOO  OelkTy) DLIEPIIEcE®V IMOP@V OtV  HETAPATIKY] H1)-
pevotonotpevn (wvr) TOL PLOKOL £OAPOLG KAl LIIOAOYICETAL OAV O PECOG OPOG
tou U Kat Tov deiktn vIePIMEcE®V MTOPOV OTO PELOTOIIOUHEVO EQAPOG:

1+0.54U0,_.
U2 _ (1 +2U1) _ ( 5 deslgn) (16)

e AgIKING VLHOEPMIEOEDV MOP®WV OTO pevotonmompévo £8agog Usz- O Oeixing
vnepnitoev mopwv Us avagépetat oto pevotornoupevo £0agog, o pia
AVTUIPOOMIIEDTIKY| IIEPLOXT] KAT® arIo To OepeAto kat tv PeAtiopéve) kpovotda:

inf -0.18

U, :086.[q““ﬂ] <1.00 (17)
P.

Aoyw g eSapmong oo Us amod 10 quitdeg, Ot ESowoeig (10) xat (17) Aovovtai

EMAVANITIKA péxpt va LIAPSEL OOYKAWON Kdi, Ot ovvexelwda, vroloyiletat o

aTopel®pevog oovteleotig aopdaletag F.S.qeg™™. T'ta v mepattépm avdnon g

akpifetag g mpotevopevng pedodoloyiag, emPaletal o mapakdtm OopOmTiKOg

ODLVTENEOTI|G:
. FSi* -
St = 5 >0.60FS; (18)
0.05+0.60(FSE, )

Brpa 4: Zxedraopog oe oovOnkeg «menepaopevng» PeAtinong.

Avvapikeg xkabilnoerg payn

O \OYOG payn™/ payn DIIOAOYifeTAl AVANDTIKA BG €8NG:

inf H -1 L 0.30
Pam _ 1 _exp —1.05{ ‘““PJ ( ““"] (19)
pdyn B B

01100 Himp Kat Limp T0 11¢1¥0G Kat TO MAATOG TG BeATiopévng {ovng aviiototyd.

ATOpEIOUEVT] PEPODOA IKAVOTITA KAL Quitdeg KA1 AVTIOTO1Y0G FSeq

O AOY0G F.S.4eg/ F.S.degi"f vITONOYiCETAL AIIO TV DAPAKAT® PN-YPAPHIKY €81000T):

45
. \45 FS .
FS -045 H -1 L 030 (F Sg\:g) + 0'25[F8ifg j
[ deg] {[[ e L) ]} 20

S, B B (Fsit)” +0.25

deg deg

Aedopevng tng molvmloxkotntag g Efiowong (20), mpoteivetatr pwa oeypd amd
anloroupéveg avalvTikég eSlOmOeLS, MOV EMTPENEL TtV amnevbelag extipnon Tov
Aropel®EvoL ovvteeott] aopaleiag FSaeg yia «memepaopévo» mAdatog PeAtimong
OLVAPTI)OEL TOL ATIATTOOPEVOD AOYOV Limp/ Himp Kat Tov edpovg Tip®V To0 FSyeginf:

B B

O-deg

A F_S_ H -1.03 L 0.29
FSi, =1.50-2.50: S e =1~ exp[—0.82[ﬂJ [ﬂ] (21)
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A FS H -1.30 L 0.34
FSi, =250-3.50: =% =1-exp| 0.64| —= —* (22)
ES. B B
F S -1.30 0.38
FSi, =3.50-4.50: = =1-exp| -0.56| —= —== (23)
ESi B B

Bnpa 5: Avalvon Kootoog - O@élovg.- O oxediaopog g (ovng PeAtioong (mote va
Oempeitat PEATIOTOG) mPEMEL VA MPAYHATOIOELTAL TOOO 08 OPOVG EMITEAEOTIKOTITAG
000 Kdl 0g Opovg KOOotovg. [a Tov okomo avtd, Ol MAPAIAVE ATAOIIOU|HEVES
avaloTikég oxeoelg petaoynpatifoviar KatdAnAa oote va oopnept\dfpoov Tov
avtiotolyo Oyko PeAtioong Vimp, 0 omoiog yia Aopldmtd @optio opiletal g To
ywopevo tov Baboog Himp e o TAATOG Limp:

R LN o
Payn B B

FSii =1.50-2.50: Ei}i =1—exp:—0.82 H}i;p 132 \];;p 0‘29: (25)
FSii, =250-3.50: Ez}z =1—exp:—0.64 ng o \g‘;“’ 034: (26)
FSii, =350-4.50: Ez}z =1—exp:—0.56 ng e \],;r;p 038: (27)

Ot mapandave elomoelg mapovotdaloviat oe daypdppatra oxedlaopov, IMov
EMTPENIOVY TV AHEOT] eKTIPNON T®V SOVAPK®V Kabi{joe®dVv KAt TOL AIIOPEIDHEVOD
ovvteheotr) ao@aletag. ITio ovykekppéva, oto Zxfnpa 4 napoovotaletat o AOyog Tov
dovapkev kabilroe®v payy/paya™ Otverar oovaptroet tov Vimp/B2 yua emta
draxkpitég tipég tov Himp/B. Avtiototya oto Zynpa 5 vroloyifetat o amopeliopévog
oovteheotr)g AoPANeldg F.S.qeg/F.S.deg™. ZTa aveTépm ZXT)HATA EMONHUALVETAL TO
€0POG Yyl TO OO0 TEPAITEP® abLSNON TOL OYKOL Vimp Olvel HIKPO O@elog
(dvoavaloyn avlnon TovL KOOTOLG), TO OMOI0 KAl CLYKPLVETAL HE TG AVTIOTOLXES
npoPAéyelg tov JDFA (1974) xat Tsuchida et al. (1976). Znpewwvetal, wotdoo, 0Tt ot
tehevtaieg dev AapPAavoovy vIOYI TV EVEPYETIKI| OPAOI T®V OTPAYYIOTPI®V 00OV
Aa@opd TNV AIIOTOVROOT TV DIIEPIIIECEDV TOPGDV.
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Brpa 6: Enidpaon prikoog Bepelioo, L.- ['a mv nepimoon nediov midroog B xat
pnkoog L (B<L), éva aopalés dveo dpio tov dvvapkov xabilrjoeov xat Tov
AIIOPEIDHEVOD OLVTENEOTI) AOPANELAG EKTIPATAL @G ECNG:

(,_06
pdyn - _L_/B 'pdyn,strip

0.4
Fsdeg = [1 - mj : Fsdeg/strip

(28)

OTIOV, Pdyn,strip KA1 FSdeg strip, O1 d0Vapikég kabilr|oelg KAt o ArOpEI®PEVOG ODVTENEOTHG
ao@aleiag 100dvvapov AwptdaTod Oepeliov MAATOvg Bswip, TO omoio vmoAoyiletat
ovvaptroet tov B xat L og erig:

B,,;, /B=033+0234-In(B/L) (29)

(A) Awagopikég kabilnoeig, & & Ztpopr, 0

I'a tov voloyopod g dragpopiki)g xkabifnong Kat g oTPoPrg ovvekTipndnKay ot
axkolovbeg opddeg epmelPIKOV OLOXETIOEDV:

a.  Epnelpikeg oyxéoelg extipnong Owagopikng xabiCnong (6) xat ywviakng
napapopewong (B) pepovopiveov nedidowv Aoyw otatikrng xabifnong
(Skempton & MacDonald, 1956; Sowers, 1962; Bjerrum, 1963; Justo, 1987).

B. Epmeipikég oxeoelg extipnong Owagopikng xabiCnong () xar ywviakig
nmapapop@wong (B) KortwoTpwoemwv Aoyw otatikng kadifnong (Skempton &
MacDonald, 1956).

Y. Epmepwkég oxeoelg extipnong otporg (0) Aoyw Oovapiking kabiCnong
(Yasuda et al., 2014).

Onwg mpokvIItel Ao ta NApdrave, 1) vudapxovod PipAtoypapia yia Vv eKTipnon
g Sapopikn)g kabilnong xat otpo@Prg AOy® OLVAHIKIG @POPTIONG elvatl IOAD
neploptopevn. I'ta Tov okomod avtd ot «OTatikeg» oxeoelg T@v opddwv (a) xat (P)
oovaSoloynfnkav pe avtv g Kamyopiag (y) Oewpoviag ot 1 otpoPry ToL
Oepediov Oa etvarl ion pe v yoviaxn napapopgoon (B=0). I'a v nepimrwon
KOUTOOTP®OE®V avtr etvat pwa ebAoyn mapadoxr), ®OTO0O yla TNV IEPUIT®ON
pepovopevoy medilov pmopet va Angdei povo wg pa adpr] mpooeyyion. Ev
KatakAeidy, ovyKpltiky) adloAoynon T®V HApAIdve OLOXETIoE®V 001y oe OTIg
MOPAKAT® AIIAOIIOUTIKEG OXE0ELG DIIOAOYIOPOL Tng OStagopikrg kadinong, O, kat tng
otpo@r)g, 0, ovvaptroet g oAkng kabdilnong, p:

8=(0.60+0.75) p<p (30)
0(deg) = o, - (0.030+0.042) - p(cm) (31)
Ornov ap ovvteleotrig wote va Angbet oy o TOII0G TG POPTIONG:

o = 1.00 (oot '(p(');?ncm) (32)
1.35 (Suvapikn eoption)
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Introduction

This Technical Report constitutes Final Deliverable 3 of the Research Project with
title:

THALIS-NTUA (MIS 380043)
Innovative Design of Bridge Piers on Liquefiable Soils with the use of Natural

Seismic Isolation

performed under the general coordination of Professor George Bouckovalas
(Scientific Responsible).

Namely, it presents the actions taken and the associated results of Work Package
WP3, entitled:

“ Analytical methodology for the design of shallow foundations on liquefiable soil”.

The Scope of Work Package WP3, has been described in the approved Research
Proposal as follows:

“The work tasks required to establish an integrated methodology for the design of shallow
foundations on liquefiable soil are the following:

(a) Develop analytical solutions for the computation of the degraded static bearing capacity of
shallow foundations, at the end of shaking, while the soil is still in a liquefied state. This
problem will be originally treated with the help of existing static analytical solutions for 2-
layered soil profiles, where the top layer (non liquefiable “crust”) will retain its initial shear
strength, while the underlying (liquefiable) layer will undergo significant shear strength
degradation. Next, the effect of the various (soil, excitation and foundation) problem
parameters will be evaluated numerically, with the upgraded methodology developed in W.P.
2. The analytical static solutions will guide this later numerical part of the study.

(b) The computation of footing settlements is considerably more challenging than the
previous task, since it concerns the stage of shaking and consequently has to take into account
the dynamic soil-foundation interaction, as well as the coupled excess pore pressure build and
shear strength degradation in the liquefiable soil. Hence, this problem will be approached both
analytically and numerically. Initially, an analytical solution will be pursued using the
Newmark’s simplified “sliding block” model. Next, the problem will be investigated
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numerically, with the upgraded methodology developed in W.P. 2, so that the various (soil,
excitation and foundation) parameters which affect the problem are identified and their effect
is quantitatively evaluated. The analytical solution obtained with Newmark's sliding block
method will guide the numerical part of the study.

(c) Before concluding on this W.P., the accuracy of any proposed relations will be evaluated
and calibrated against published results from well documented:

o model tests performed in centrifuge or large shaking table facilities in Japan, U.S.A.
(e.g. U.C. Davis and R.P.1.) and the United Kingdom (e.g. University of Cambridge),
e actual case studies from seismic foundation failures in liquefiable soils, from the

recent strong earthquakes in Japan, Chile, New Zealand, Turkey or Philippines.”

Work Tasks (a), (b) and (c) above have been successfully executed, as described in
the following Chapters.
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21 General

Liquefiable soils are currently categorized by all seismic codes as extreme ground
conditions where, following a positive identification of this hazard, the construction
of surface foundations is essentially allowed only after proper soil treatment. For
instance, according to Eurocode 8, Part 5:

“If the soils are found to be susceptible to liquefaction and the ensuing effects are deemed
capable of affecting the load bearing capacity or the stability of the foundations, adequate
foundation safety shall be obtained by appropriate ground improvement methods and/or by
pile foundations transferring loads to layers not susceptible to liquefaction...Ground
improvement against liquefaction should either compact the soil to increase its penetration
resistance beyond the dangerous range, or use drainage to reduce the excess pore-water
pressure generated by ground shaking.”

Thus, much research has been invested in the previous years, focusing on the
evaluation of the degraded bearing capacity and the associated seismic settlements of
shallow foundations resting on liquefiable soil. The accurate estimation of the above
could potentially ensure a viable performance-based design, at least for the case
where a sufficiently thick and shear resistant non-liquefiable soil crust exists between
the foundation and the liquefiable soil. In the present chapter current simplified
(analytical or empirical) methodologies for the estimation of the bearing capacity
degradation and the seismic settlement accumulation of footings on liquefiable
subsoil are thoroughly described. Special emphasis is placed on the integrated
methodology recently proposed by Karamitros, Bouckovalas, Chaloulos, et al. (2013)
and Karamitros, Bouckovalas, and Chaloulos (2013) which served as a starting point
for the investigation performed during the present research program.

22 Simplified methodologies for the estimation of seismic settlements and
bearing capacity degradation

2.21 Free-field conditions

Liquefaction-induced settlements under free-field conditions may be evaluated using
the empirical charts of Tokimatsu and Seed (1987) and Ishihara and Yoshimine
(1992). Both these methods have been based on laboratory test data, which indicate
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that the volumetric strain resulting from the dissipation of pore water pressures
following initial liquefaction varies with the relative density of the sand and the
maximum shear strain induced during earthquake shaking. In the first case
(Tokimatsu & Seed, 1987), the relative density was correlated to the corrected SPT
value (N, ) of the sand, while shear strain was estimated using the (N, ), value and
the cyclic stress ratio CSR (Seed and Idriss 1971; Youd et al. 2001). This led to design
charts for the direct estimation of liquefaction-induced volumetric strain (Figure
2.1a). In the approach of Ishihara & Yoshimine (1992), liquefaction-induced
volumetric strain may be estimated using the family of curves shown in Figure 2.1b,
as functions of either the factor of safety against liquefaction FS; (Seed & Idriss, 1971,
Youd et al. 2001), or the maximum cyclic shear strain vy, , as well as the relative
density D,, the SPT resistance N, or the CPT resistance q.,. Integration of the

volumetric strain over the thickness of the liquefied layer consequently produces the
liquefaction-induced settlement.

20
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Figure 2.1: Chart for the estimation of post-liquefaction volumetric strain of clean sand, after
(a) Tokimatsu & Seed (1987) and (b) Ishihara & Yoshimine (1992).

Ixnpa 2.1: Awdypappa  ekTipnong OYKOMPEIPIKNG IAPAPOPP®ONG AOY® PELOTOIOINOIG
kabaprg dauppov (a) Tokimatsu & Seed (1987) and (b) Ishihara & Yoshimine
(1992).

Both these methodologies have been verified against case studies from recent
earthquakes, and have been proved to provide a level of accuracy suitable for many
engineering purposes. However, these methodologies cannot be used to predict
liquefaction-induces settlements of footings, as the controlling mechanisms of this
phenomenon differ from the free-field conditions. More specifically, free-field
settlements are induced by volume densification, and consequently they take place
during the dissipation of earthquake-induced excess pore pressures, mostly after the
end of shaking. On the contrary, footing settlements are associated with the presence
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of static shear stresses in the foundation soil, and take place mostly during (not after)
shaking.

2.2.2 Ishihara (1995)

Having examined the conditions under which the effects of liquefaction (e.g. sand
boils) are manifested or not on the ground surface Ishihara (1985) and Ishihara (1995)
attempted to propose a guideline to identify conditions causing or not causing
damage to foundations, embedded at depth D, in level ground comprising of a
surface, non-liquefiable soil layer with thickness H,, underlain by a liquefiable sand

layer with thickness H,. More specifically, he assumed that if the footing is

embedded to a stiff non-liquefiable soil layer, which lies below the liquefied sand
deposit, it will not be affected by liquefaction and it will be therefore free of damage.
Moreover, if the footing is placed within the sand deposit undergoing liquefaction,
then damage will occur. Finally, when the foundation is installed within the non-
liquefiable surface layer, it will be necessary to be placed far from the underlying
liquefiable deposit. Then, if H, is sufficiently large compared to H,, the footing will

be free from damage.

Based on these considerations, he proposed the boundary curves of Figure 2.2, which
may be applied to identify conditions of damage or no-damage. These curves were
verified against the following case studies:

e A steel framed tower for cables of electric power transmission, which remained
intact after the liquefaction of alluvial and reclaimed deposits along the east coast
of the Tokyo Bay, during the 1987 Chiba-toho-oki earthquake. The tower
foundation was at 4.5m depth, resting on bedrock, which was overlaid by 3m of
saturated sand and 1.5 of dry sand.

e Pipelines for the transmission of liquefied natural gas along the coastal line
southeast of Chiba City, which remained intact during the same earthquake, as
they were laid down on bedrock, at a depth of 2.5m, while liquefaction occurred
at depths from 0.6 to 1.8m.

e A large number of damaged and undamaged pile foundations from the 1964
Niigata earthquake (Oshaki, 1966), with an average embedment depth of 8m,
located in places with different thickness of liquefiable sand layer H, and non-

liquefiable surface layer H, .

e Two factory buildings in the industrial area of Tiangin, which were damaged
during the 1976 Tangshan earthquake in Chine. The first was embedded at a
depth of 2m, in a 4m thick, non-liquefiable surface mantle, underlain by 5m of
liquefiable sand, while the second was founded at a depth of 4m, in a 5.5m thick
surface layer, underlain by a 5m thick liquefiable sand layer.

¢ The column footings of 3 buildings which were damaged during the 1959 Jaltipan
earthquake in Mexico. They were placed at 0.8m below the surface of a 1.3m thick
silty sand layer, underlain by 1 to 5m of liquefiable sand.



Chapter 2: Literature review

Conditions of liquefied
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Figure 2.2: Boundary curves identifying conditions of liquefaction-induced damage or non-
damage to foundations (Ishihara, 1995).

Ixnpa 2.2:  Kapmoleg diayopiopod katdotaong PAapPng xat pn-pAapng Aoye pevotonoinong
oe Bepehwoerg (Ishihara, 1995).

223 Men & Cui (1997)

Men and Cui (1997) presented a simplified methodology for the evaluation of
liquefaction potential under buildings. Their method is based on the assumption of a
rigid building, with no rocking component of building motion, founded on the
surface of an elastic soil, shaken by a vertically upwards propagating SH wave. The
method accounts for either a given input displacement, or a given stress. Since the
seismic response analysis of buildings is usually based on the base shearing force
defined by seismic design codes, focus is given to the “stress” method, which is after
all more reliable in the case of large deformation conditions:

According to the method, the free field shear stress t;, at a depth z below the soil

surface is computed using Equation (2.1):

T, = 0.65yz Jmax (2.1)
g
where:
Y saturated soil unit weight
A, peak ground acceleration

The additional shear stress 1, induced by the presence of the building is computed
from Equation (2.2), using the Cone Models by Meek and Wolf (1993):

[z Y Wa, 2.2
Tad (zg+sz g (22)

10
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where:
z; =0.655r, for poisson’s ratio v=1/3, with 1, being the footing's
dimension (width or diameter)
i takes the value of 1 for strip footings and 2 for circular footings
w building’s weight
A area of foundation

The total dynamic stress t, is computed using Equation (2.3):
T, =T + Tad

(2.3)

In a similar way, normal stresses o, are computed from free field stresses o, and

additional footing stresses o, as follows:

0, =0,+04 (2.4)
o =7z (2.5)
oy =| 20 | W[ g4 O (2.6)
zo+z) A 2g
where:
y' buoyant soil unit weight
z§ =2.094r, for poisson’s ratio v=1/3

According to the above, three zones may be defined (Figure 2.3), namely Zone I,

where t, =1, +1,, and o, =c, +0,,, Zone I, where 1, =1, +1, and o, =c, and Zone IlI,
where 1, =1, and o, =c;. Finally, the t,/c, ratio may be used in combination with

the well-known simplified methods (Seed & Idriss, 1971, Youd et al, 2001), in order
to evaluate liquefaction potential.

2y |
' Z;
FOA=Qy prp— | % ™"
0
I11 : ., IT1
[1 I
Figure 2.3: Simplified model Men & Cui (1997) for the evaluation of liquefaction potential
(Men & Cui 1997).
Ixnpa 2.3:  AnAoOIoumpevo POVTENO yia TNV eKTipnon tov Kivobvoo pevotomoinong (Men &
Cui 1997).

11
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2.24 Naesgaard et al (1998)

Naesgaard et al. (1998) used a simplified, yet inspiring numerical methodology in
order to evaluate the behavior of light structures founded on clay crust over liquefied
sand. Both static and dynamic analyses were carried out. In the static analyses, a
bearing stress was applied to a strip foundation, at the surface of the clay crust, and
after equilibrium had been achieved, the loose sand underlying the crust was
artificially liquefied, by setting the stress state equal to that of a heavy liquid, i.e.
o, =0c, and 1, =0. Post-liquefaction response was modeled using an elasto-plastic
constitutive model, with a softer modulus (Byrne 1991), friction angle ¢=0 and
cohesion equal to the residual strength of the liquefied soil, ie. c=1,. In the
dynamic analyses, an irregular two-story building frame was subjected to a velocity
time-history, corresponding to a magnitude 7 earthquake event. After a pre-selected
time period of strong shaking, the sand layer was artificially brought to liquefaction,
while post-liquefaction response was modeled using a modified version of the Mohr-
Coulomb model, with a stiffer unloading modulus, compared to the loading
modulus (Byrne and Beaty 1998).

The authors investigated the effects of the footing width B, the applied footing load
Q (per unit length), the crust thickness H and undrained shear strength c_, as well

as the thickness of the liquefied layer Z, , its residual shear strength t_ and its

liq 7
residual modulus /v, . This study suggested that the settlement estimated by the
static analyses was representative of the cumulative settlement from the dynamic
analyses. It must be stressed though, that only one time-history was considered and,
consequently, the effects of acceleration, period and number of cycles of shaking
were not evaluated.

Furthermore, statistical processing of the results of the numerical analyses indicated
that a relatively good correlation can be obtained between footing settlements and
post-liquefaction factor of safety FS. The latter is computed as shown by Equation
(2.7), based on the Meyerhof and Hanna (1978) combined failure mechanism for
static loading. More specifically, punching shear failure through the clay crust, and
wedge-type failure within the liquefied sand layer are assumed to occur, while the
liquefied sand is considered to have zero friction angle ¢=0 and cohesion equal to
the residual shear strength c=r, . Improved correlations for the computation of
footing settlements were achieved by taking into account the thickness and the
stiffness of the liquefied soil, through a “post-liquefaction factor” X, computed by
Equation (2.8). Both correlations are presented in Figure 2.4. It is observed that safety
factors FS =3 or post-liquefaction factors Xy >1 are required to maintain slight to no

building damage (i.e. settlement less than 15-20cm).

_ 2¢,H+(n+2)7,.B

FS = 2.7
5 @7)
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Figure 2.4: Correlation of footing settlement with safety factor FS and post-liquefaction
factor X (Naesgaard et al 1998).

Ixnpa2.4: Zooyéton kabinong xat @épovoag wavotntag Oepeiov pe tov ovvtedeots Xs
peta v pevotonoinorn (Naesgaard et al 1998).

Finally, the authors stress out that settlements resulting from liquefaction-induced
consolidation (volumetric strain) and liquefied sand ejecta (sand-boils) should be
added to the ones assessed through Figure 2.4.

2.2.5 Cascone and Bouckovalas (1998)

Shear strength degradation due to earthquake-induced pore pressure build-up, and
the consequent reduction of effective stresses may result in bearing capacity failure
of shallow foundations. A theoretical approach to the special case of a footing resting
upon a thin clay cap, underlain by a deep layer of liquefiable sand, was made by
Cascone and Bouckovalas (1998). Their simplified solution is based on the following
assumptions:

e A uniform excess pore pressure ratio U=Au/c,  is assumed to develop over the

entire liquefiable layer. Excess pore pressures may be either estimated with the
aid of special experimental data, or computed using empirical relations proposed
by the authors, derived from the statistical analysis of 113 cyclic triaxial and
simple shear tests (Bouckovalas et al. 1984, 1986).

e Shear strength degradation of the liquefied sand is introduced using a degraded
friction angle ¢, computed by Equation (2.9):
tan¢=(1-U)tan¢, (2.9)
where ¢, is the actual friction angle of the sand.

e The degraded bearing capacity calculation is based on the limit analysis method
proposed by Meyerhof & Hanna (1978), concerning the ultimate bearing capacity
of a shallow, rough foundation, supported by a strong soil layer underlain by
weaker soil. According to this method, if the interface depth H is relatively small
compared to the width of the foundation B, a punching shear failure will develop
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in the top (stronger) soil layer, followed by a wedge-type failure in the underlying
(weaker) soil layer. This composite failure mechanism is shown in Figure 2.5.
When the thickness of the top clay layer is relatively large, a conventional wedge-
type failure is expected to occur within the top layer. Consequently, the degraded
bearing capacity for the simple case of strip foundations with embedment depth
D =0 and effective unit weights y; =y, =v', is given as:

cN,
Quidgeg =MINY - H 1, , (2.10)
ttdeg ZCE—yH+EyBNy+yHNCI

where c is the undrained shear strength of the clay, N

c

=n+2, while N, and N,

are computed according to Meyerhof & Hanna (1978) in terms of the degraded
friction angle ¢:

N, =(N, —1)tan(1.4¢) (2.11)

Y

N, = tan® [45+%j exp(ntan¢) (2.12)
W

N 7
H N\ } \ Clay crust (Y', c,)
N\ Z

Liquefiable subsoil (y', @)

Figure 2.5: Composite failure mechanism proposed by Meyerhof & Hanna (1978).
Ixnpa 2.5:  ZovOetog pryaviopog aoctoxiag kata Meyerhof & Hanna (1978).

¢ In the case of square footings, Equation (2.10) becomes:
cN

c

(2.13)

Quideg =MiNg  H 1
tdeg 4cg—y H+51('BN77Ly +yHN L,

where A, =), = tan®(45+¢/2) are the involved shape factors.

Based on the above approach, the authors end up with two basic design parameters:

o The first is the critical thickness of the clay crust H_, beyond which failure occurs

totally within the crust, and consequently any partial or complete liquefaction of
the sand does not have any significant effect on the bearing capacity. Design

charts are proposed for the estimation of (H/B)_, in terms of the degraded friction

angle ¢ of the sand and the normalized undrained shear strength C*=c/y'B of the

clay (Figure 2.6).
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e The second design parameter is the bearing capacity degradation factor ¢ defined

as the ratio of the degraded bearing capacityq,,, normalized against the

ultimate bearing capacity of the clay layer q. =cN_. Design charts are provided for
¢, in terms of the actual friction angle ¢, of the sand, the excess pore pressure
ratio U, the normalized undrained shear strength C* of the clay and the
normalized thickness of the crust H/B (Figure 2.7).

300 3.00

- STRIP FOOTING b) F SQUARE FOOTING c)
250 § 250F

Ezuo - 5 2.00 E_

Q 1.50 @ 1.50:—

oy I

0.50 F

D_oo- LAl 1

Figure 2.6: Normalized critical thickness of the clay crust.
Ixnpa 2.6: Kavovikomoupévo kpioto mayog apyiAikig Kpovotag
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Figure 2.7: Bearing capacity degradation factors, for strip footings (¢, = 35°).
Ixnpa 2.7: ZovieAeoTr|g CAIOPEW®PEVIG QPEPOLOAG IKAVOTNTAS Yud Adpontd Oepélia
(¢, =35°).
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2.2.6 Bouckovalas et al. (2005)

Bouckovalas et al. (2005) attempted to improve the simplified solution of Cascone &
Bouckovalas (1998), introducing the following refinements:

e They considered an inclined (instead of a vertical) slip surface in the clay crust,
and computed the inclination angle using limit equilibrium analysis. However,
this modification was proved to have minor effects on the value of the
degradation factor ¢ (Figure 2.8).

e They introduced the residual shear strength of the liquefied sand, in terms of a

residual friction angle ¢, , as shown in Equation (2.14):

res

tang=(1-U)tan¢, +Utan¢ (2.14)

res

This refinement also had a minor effect on the degradation factor ¢ (Figure 2.9).

e Finally, they attempted to quantify the shear strength degradation of the
liquefiable sand, using a reduced unit weight y*=(1-U)y'+Uy,,, instead of a
degraded friction angle. These two different methods led to considerably different
values for the bearing capacity degradation factor ¢ (Figure 2.9), while the
numerical analyses performed by the authors were rather simplified and they did
not allow them to reach a final conclusion on the correct simulation of the
shearing resistance of partially liquefied sand.

1
08
-}
5
& 06
.\-\-\-‘D.
S sl Bouckovalas &
TL Cascone (1998)
~ 2l Refined failure ,
| ™ ™ "™ mechanism
0 1 | 1 | | | | | |
0 0z 04 06 08 1
U

Figure 2.8: Effect of punching failure mechanism on the bearing capacity degradation factor
(C*=1.0, ¢, =30°, H/B=0.5).

Ixnpa 2.8: Enidpaon poperig prnxaviopod daotoyiag Oteiodvong otov  oLVIENEOTH
anopelwpevng gépovoag wavotrag (C*=1.0, ¢, =30°, H/B=0.5).
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Figure 2.9: Effect of residual strength, and shear strength degradation model on the bearing
capacity degradation factor (C*=1.0, ¢, =30°, H/B=0.5).

Ixfqpa2.9: Enidpaon mnapapévovoag avioxrng Kat Oeopntikod poviélov damopeioong
OATPNTIKIG AVIOXI)G OTOV OLVTEAEOTI] AIIOUEIDPEVIIG PEPOVOAS WKAVOTNTAS (
C*=1.0, ¢, =30°, H/B=0.5).

2.2.7 Yasuda et al (1999)

Yasuda et al. (2001) proposed a simplified methodology for the estimation of
liquefaction-induced ground and structure displacements, named ALID (Analysis
for Liquefaction-Induced Deformation). The methodology is based on the Finite
Element Method, which is applied twice:

¢ In the first step, ground deformation due to static loading is numerically analyzed
using the soil shear modulus G, ; of the soil before any shaking.

e The numerical analysis is repeated using the degraded shear modulus of the
liquefied soil G,, for static loading under the condition of no volume change
(undrained conditions).

e Finally, liquefaction-induced deformation is computed as the difference of the
computed deformations in the above steps.

The key issue of this procedure is to estimate the shear modulus of the liquefied soil
G, . Simple charts for the reduction of shear modulus, in terms of relative density,
fines content and the safety factor against liquefaction F, were derived from
torsional shear tests (Yasuda et al. 1998) and shown in Figure 2.10. The tests
indicated that in the liquefied specimen shear strain increased with very low shear
stress, up to very large strains, where, after a resistance transformation point (turning
point) the shear stress increased more rapidly. This behavior was modeled by the
bilinear model of Figure 2.10, defined in terms of G,, G, and v, .
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Figure 2.10: Reduction of shear modulus due to liquefaction (Yasuda et al 1999).
Ixnpa 2.10: Anopeiwon pérpoo dratpnong Aoywm pevotonoinong (Yasuda et al 1999).

This methodology has been evaluated against a number of case studies:

e The estimated maximum lateral spreading displacements behind a quay wall at
Uozakihama in Kobe (Hyogoken-nambu - Kobe earthquake, 1995) and on a slope
with gradient 1% in Noshiro City (Nihonkai-chubu earthquake, 1983) were 1.2m
and 5.0m respectively, compared to the actual values of 2.0m and 5m (Yasuda et
al. 1999).

e The estimated settlement of seven damaged and non-damaged river levees,
during the 1993 Hokkaido-nansei-oki earthquake and the 1995 Hyogoken-nambu
earthquake did not agree well with the actual values, as the scatter exceeded
200% (Yasuda et al. 2000).

e The numerical simulation of the centrifuge tests performed by Kawasaki et al.
(1998), concerning the seismic behavior of a transmission tower footing. Note that
this application resulted in an over-prediction of settlements, of the order of 260%
(Yasuda et al. 2001). Despite the lack in quantitative accuracy, the experimentally
deduced effect of most involved parameters was correctly predicted by the
numerical analyses. However, the centrifuge tests indicated that settlements
decrease with increasing footing width. This trend could not be predicted by the
ALID methodology, due to the model’s inability to model the non-liquefied zone
under the foundation. Centrifuge tests were also performed for counter-measures,
such as soil densification or the connection of individual footings with slabs. In
this case, the effects of the counter-measures were correctly predicted by the
numerical methodology.

It becomes evident that the methodology proposed by Yasuda et al (1998) can be
readily used for the qualitative evaluation of liquefaction-induced deformation and
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the estimation of the effect of various counter-measures, though it cannot provide
quantitatively accurate results that can be incorporated in performance-based design.

2.2.8 Acacio et al (2001)

Acacio et al. (2001) developed a numerical methodology for the prediction of
liquefaction-induced footing settlements, based on the methodology of Towhata et
al. (1999) for the computation of lateral displacement. The main assumptions are
summarized in the following:

e Based on the results of shaking-table tests, the horizontal displacement of the
liquefied ground was modeled using two displacement modes, as shown in
Figure 2.11.

e The vertical displacement is computed from the horizontal displacement, by
assuming constant volume deformation.

¢ The maximum vertical displacement is consequently calculated mathematically,
by finding the overall deformation shape which minimizes the overall potential
energy.

e Punching failure through the surface non-liquefiable layer was taken into account
by adding the frictional shear stress, multiplied by the slip plane area, to the
energy dissipation terms.

e It was demonstrated that the solution became indeterminate, in the sense that
more than one solution satisfied the minimum-energy requirement. This
disadvantage was overcome by applying a solution scheme in the time domain.
This modification required to account for kinetic energy terms, and energy
dissipation, and for this purpose the liquefied subsoil was modeled as a viscous
liquid. Note that the determination of an appropriate value for the viscous
coefficient of the liquefied sand is still under research.

o The resulting set of equations is rather complicated. Thus, it was expressed in
discrete form, in order to be solved using numerical methods, under relevant
boundary and initial conditions.

The proposed methodology was evaluated against the measured subsidence of
buildings in the city of Dagupan, Philippines, during the 1990 Luzon earthquake. It
was shown that the method was conservative, and might overestimate settlements
by up to 300%. This was attributed to the extent of liquefaction, which was relatively
small, for the soil to be modeled as a viscous fluid.

19



Chapter 2: Literature review

. Superposition of
] ' F and ) modes

o i of lateral displacement
( 1

¢ . Lateral

§‘} displacement

s ey, e—

24 | Fmode J mode
o= —ol :——-ol—— _—
L] - —

- —o\ __,I i L =
‘ D o
: / _—° =
P \ R gl TH =y
o\ . /I o —
o . - /
W ,/ —
T ;.
7 ’

Figure 2.11: Horizontal displacement modes beneath shallow foundations (Acacio et al 2001).
Ixnpa 2.11: Idopoppég 0pllovTiag petakivnong Kate amnod emeavelaxeg Oepehimoetg (Acacio
et al 2001).

229 Juang et al (2005)

Juang et al. (2005) proposed an empirical procedure for estimating the severity of
liquefaction-induced damage at or near foundations or existing buildings, based on
30 case histories from the 1999 Kocaeli earthquake, in Turkey. These case histories
were classified into 3 damage categories, as shown in Table 2.1. The Damage
Severity Index (DSI) was consequently correlated to the Liquefaction Potential Index
(I,) proposed by Iwasaki et al. (1978, 1982), as well as to the Probability of Ground

Failure (P;) proposed by Juang et al. (2002).

Table 2.1: Liquefaction-induced foundation damage severity index (Juang et al 2005).
IMivakag 2.1:  Aeiktng extipnong PAaPng Oepelioong Aoy pevotomoinong
Damage
Severity Description Interpretation
Index
No observed No settlement, no tilt and
DSI=1 .
ground damage no lateral movement or sand boils
DSI=2 Minor to moderate Settlement <25cm, tilt <3°, or
ground damage lateral movement <10cm
. Settlement >25cm, tilt >3°, or
_ Major
DSI=3 lateral movement >10cm, or
ground damage s
collapse of buildings

It is reminded that the Liquefaction Potential Index I, (Iwasaki et al. 1978, 1982) is

defined as:

I, = [EW(z)dz (2.15)
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e e o
W(z)=10-0.5z (2.17)
where:
E; is the factor of safety against liquefaction, defined as the ratio of

CRR (cyclic resistance ratio) over CSR (cyclic stress ratio), which

may be computed according to Youd et al (2001)

z is the depth from the ground surface

Integration is carried out from the ground surface to a depth of 20m, as the effects of

liquefaction at greater depths on ground failure potential are considered negligible.

Iwasaki et al (1978, 1982) proposed the following criteria for assessing liquefaction-

induced ground failure potential:

I =0. Np failure

0<I, <5: Low failure potential

5<I, <15: High failure potential

15<I,: Extremely high failure potential

Juang et al (2002) noted that Iwasaki’s method was calibrated using an old version
(JSHE, 1990) of an SPT-based simplified method for the evaluation of liquefaction
potential and needed to be re-calibrated. Therefore, they proposed the mapping

function of Equation (2.18) for the determination of the probability of liquefaction-

induced ground failure P, based on 154 case histories (Figure 2.12).

(2.18)

1
Pe = 483-0741
1+e 70
o 1.0 7
o i L
& : o
g I e € N
3 08 o | Data with I >20
ZE ool are not shown.
S 06— A
g . |
< —— e - e
5 04 . A —
g : : 4 No ground failure
E 0.2 9---- 5'"";" “"1® Ground failure [T
g » i N
0.0 puensf L B e e e e
0 2 6 8 0 12 14 16 18 20

Liquefaciton Potential Index, I,

Figure 2.12: Probability of Ground Failure P, as a function of the Liquefaction Potential
Index I, (Juang et al 2002).

Ixnpa 2.12: ITwWavotnta aotoyiag P, ovovaptroet tov deiktn dovapwov pevotomoinong I,

(Juang et al 2002).
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Finally, using plots of the Damage Severity Index DSI versus the Liquefaction
Potential Index I, and the Probability of Ground Failure P, (Figure 2.13), they

proposed the following criteria:

e DSI=1 for I, <5 or P, <0.35
e DSI=2 for 5<I, <12 or 0.35<P; <0.90
e DSI=3 for 12<I, or 0.90<P,

It should be noted that this methodology is only applicable to level ground
conditions (slope less than 1°), earthquake magnitude M, =7.4-7.6 and depth of
liquefaction less than 20m.
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Figure 2.13: Damage Severity Index versus Liquefaction Potential Index I, and Probability
of Ground Failure P, (Juang et al 2002).

Ixnpa 2.13: Xvoyétion Aciktn PAaPov pe tov  Seiktr dvovapikov pevotomoinong I, xat myv
mbBavotnta edagikng aotoyiag P, (Juang et al 2002).

2.3 Integrated methodology for footings on clay crust

Karamitros et al. (2013) investigated thoroughly the response of strip and rectangle
footings resting upon a uniform liquefiable layer overlaid by a non-liquefied clay
crust. Based on a large set of fully coupled dynamic numerical analyses, with a
critical-state constitutive model, a simplified methodology was developed for the
evaluation of the post-liquefaction degraded bearing capacity (quideg) and the
accumulated dynamic settlements (pdyn).

2.3.1 Degraded Bearing Capacity, quisdeg

The degraded bearing capacity, quideg, can be estimated based on the composite
failure mechanism of Meyerhof and Hanna (1978) shown in Figure 2.5, i.e.:

. [(m+2)c,F,
qult/deg = mln{ c-s (2.19)
ult,deg
s —2e, Mg yHyLyBNE +yHNF (2.20)
qult,deg_ CUES_Y +Ey y ys+y qtqgs .
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where B is the width of the foundation, H is the thickness of the clay crust, c.is the
crust’s undrained shear strength and y’ is the buoyant weight, which is considered
to be the same for both the sand and the clay layers. The bearing capacity factors are
computed according to Vesic (1973):

N, = tan® [45 + 9) ™"t
2

N, = 2(Nq + 1)tan Dt

The shape factors are computed according to De Beer (1970):

F,=1+ 1B

’ n+2L
E, :1—0.4E
L

B
E, :1+Etan¢

and the factor s in Equation (2.20) is computed according to Meyerhof & Hanna
(1978):

s:1+E
L

In the above equations, the effect of liquefaction is taken into account as a
degradation of the sand’s friction angle:

{4y =atan[(1-U)tang, | (2.21)
where:
. the initial friction angle of the non-liquefied sand
U the excess pore pressure ratio developing in the sand layer

The uniform excess pore pressure ratio U is computed as:

_ Ufor + (1 + %) Uy (2.22)

2+%

U

where:
Ui~1.0:  Excess pore pressure ratios at the free field
Utoot: Excess pore pressure ratios underneath the footing

The excess pore pressure ratio underneath the footing can be estimated as follows:

1-6.0" dY%
U =58 223)
1+ V/,
Gvo,c
where:
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® Pdyn: Dynamic settlements

e Aoy Additional vertical stress imposed by the foundation load at the
characteristic depth z.

e O'voc: Initial (pre-shaking) vertical effective stress applied at the
characteristic depth z.

Finally, the characteristic depth z. is estimated as:
B 3
z = H+{1.0—0.5[Ej }B (2.24)

2.3.2 Dynamic settlements, payn

Dynamic settlements, payn can be evaluated from the following expression:

Payn =C-a TZN(EJLS( ! JS (2.25)
dyn max B FS,., :
where:
Amax: Peak input acceleration
T Excitation period
N: Number of cycles
Ziiq: Thickness of the liquefiable sand layer
B: Footing width
FSaeg: Post-liquefaction degraded factor of safety

Coefficient ¢ in Eq. (2.25) is equal to 0.008 and 0.035 for square and strip foundations,
while for intermediate aspect ratios L /B, it may be approximately computed as:

c= c'(l +1.65%J <11.65¢' (2.26)

where ¢’=0.003

Finally, for the case of non-sinusoidal input motions equation (2.25) is applied by

substituting the term a_, T?°N with =* J|v(t)| dt where v(t) is the applied velocity

time-history.

2.3.3 Design Charts

The equations presented in the previous paragraphs were consequently used to
derive practice-oriented design charts. More specifically, seismic settlements p,,, of

both strip footings and square foundations, normalized against the footing’s width B,
can be computed in terms of the following non-dimensional problem parameters:

¢ the average bearing pressure %B ,

e the thickness of the clay crust % ,
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¢ the undrained shear strength of the clay crust C%H , and

¢ the intensity of seismic motion and the extent of liquefaction expressed as p/ ,
according to Equation (2.27):

Po _ [ﬂj{ﬁ}s (2.27)

B B B

Figure 2.14a, b and ¢ show the corresponding design charts for strip foundations and
Po/B=1.0,2.0 and 5.0, respectively. Similarly, the design charts for square footings are
shown in Figure 2.15a, b and c.
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Figure 2.14: Design charts for the estimation of payn for (a) po/B = 1.0, (b) po/B = 2.0 and (c)
Po/ B = 5.0 - Strip footings

Ixnpa 2.14: Awaypdppara oxedGlacpob yid TOV DIIOAOYIORO TV dUVAPIK®OV KAaB(r|oedV Pdyn
yia (a) po/B =1.0, (b) po/B =2.0 and (c) po/B = 5.0 - Awpdwtd Oepéria
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Figure 2.15: Design charts for the estimation of payn for (a) po/B = 1.0, (b) po/B = 2.0 and (c)
Po/ B = 5.0 - Square footings

Ixnpa 2.15: Awaypdppata oxedlacpod yia ToV DIOAOYIOHO TV SUVAPIKGV KAO(0E®V Pdyn
yia (a) po/B =1.0, (b) po/B =2.0 and (c) po/B = 5.0 - Tetpayovika epéhia
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Simulation of Footing Response

3.1 Introduction

The present chapter thoroughly describes the numerical model built to simulate the
problem at hand, namely the response of footings resting upon a uniform layer of
Nevada Sand. The upper part of the layer has been improved, using vibro-
compaction or vibro-replacement, thus providing an artificial non-liquefiable crust.
Creation of gravel drains and associated soil densification yields a quite complex
pattern regarding the density distribution, the shear strength and the excess pore
pressure dissipation mechanism in the crust of the improved ground. Namely:

o The relative density of gravel piles is different than that of the surrounding soil,
while the relative density of the densified soil decreases radially from the axis of
the gravel drain and outwards.

e The shear strength of the gravel pile is also different than that of the surrounding
sand, even if the aforementioned radial variation in relative density is not
considered.

¢ Finally, the improved ground drains both in the radial and the vertical directions
while the underlying liquefied sand drains practically vertically towards the
gravel drains installed on top of it.

Currently available numerical codes (e.g. FLAC and FLAC3D), combined with the
use of advanced constitutive models, allow for the simulation of the above
complicated patterns. Nevertheless, the time required for such analyses would be
restrictive for performing an extensive parametric study, while a number of the input
parameters (e.g. permeability coefficient, mechanical parameters of gravel drains
under monotonic and cyclic loading) are not well-established, thus reducing the
accuracy of the analyses despite any elaborate numerical computations.

In view of the above objective difficulties, the detailed numerical simulation of the
liquefied ground response in the presence of a surface crust of improved ground,
becomes cumbersome and outside the scope and the extent of this study.
Consequently, the “Equivalent Uniform Improved Ground” concept (noted hereafter as
E.UI1G.) is adopted, which is widely accepted in practice for the design of
geostructures and foundations on weak soil improved with gravel piles. According
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to E.ULILG., the improved ground layer is considered uniform with appropriately
computed uniform soil parameters, which take into account the properties of the
natural ground, the properties of the gravel piless, as well as the extent of ground
improvement. Possible means of estimating the related properties of the improved
surface crust are described in the first part of the present chapter.

Subsequently, the numerical methodology developed to simulate the problem is
thoroughly described, and verified against the well-established centrifuge
experiments performed by Liu and Dobry (1997). Special emphasis is placed on the
appropriate value for the permeability coefficient of unstable soil skeletons due to
liquefaction and excess pore-pressure build-up.

3.2 Equivalent Uniform Improved Ground (E.U.L.G.)

3.21 Relative density of improved ground

The effects of soil improvement on the relative density of the soil can be evaluated
using the design charts shown in Figure 3.1 [Japanese Geotechnical Society (JGS),
1998]. The charts correlate the corrected (for overburden pressure and fines content)
SPT blowcount of the natural soil (N,) with the corresponding SPT number after
improvement (Nimp.) as a function of the replacement ratio as! of the gravel drain

geometry (ground improvement scheme).

40
40 = b.
a. . 5 x Q_\S
a, w020 X X o x /| % O
xx Voo . & a, =0.20 ac
= : x x g-\" o = x 0 A /‘ 0&)
) . ot g * “ S
E x Ta E & £ x A o
x £ 0 A Q- 3 X
9 o A ALl e y‘ 4
9 x Oa FP / o 8 O D
E
3 x - ¢ =1 & A © ] R
£ xR A 8 - = x¥xPa La A
b r P o g x a ° >
‘f‘ 20 OfDAsL Aaa o 20 54
=z 04 a8 & -y {
= x -
§ L A glan °O Legend S °8° Legend
2’_ 43 /0 O| a=0025-0075 | & 71 0| a,=0.025-0.075
3 A / Al 0075-0.125 & 5 / Al 0075-0.125
] 10 —
; 10 0% o 0.125-0.17s 0 % o 0.125-0.175
a .60 x 0.175-0.225 = x 0.175~0.225
A - - -
N g Original N-value e = N g Original N-value -
N : N-value between piles N ; N-value center piles
wd |Rne11' improvement after improvement
" 1, : Replacement ratio 0 a, : Replacement ratio
0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30
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Figure 3.1: Estimation of equivalent SPT blowcount due to soil improvement (JGS 1998)
Ixapa 3.1: Extipnon toodbvapov aplfpod kpovoemv AOoym Peltioong tov edagovg (JGS
1998)

1 Replacement ratio, as, is defined as the ratio of the plan view area of the gravel drain, over

the area of the influence zone around the drain.
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Namely, given the initial relative density of the natural soil, Dy, an equivalent
corrected SPT number [(N1)s] can be estimated based on the empirical relationship
proposed by Tokimatsu & Seed (1987):

(NI)GO :No :44.Dfo (31)

Table 3.1: Nspr values in the improved ground (according to JGS, 1998) and related
relative density values (based on Tokimatsu & Seed, 1987) for six initial
relative density scenarios

IMivakag 3.1:  Tipég Nspr oto Pedtiopévo €dagog (xatda JGS, 1998) kat avtiotoiyxeg Tipeg
OXeTIKI|g TToKVOTNTag (pe Bdorn toog Tokimatsu & Seed, 1987) yua €81 apyika
OEVAPLA OYETIKI|G ITDKVOTITAG

Dr, (%) 35 Dr, (%) 40
(Nl)GO,ini 5.5 (N1)60,ini 7
as Nground Npile (NI)GO,imp. Drimp. (%) as Nground Npile (N1)60,imp. Drimp. (%)
0.05 9 15 9 46 0.05 11 17 12 51
0.1 14 19 14 57 0.1 16 22 17 62
0.15 18 24 19 66 0.15 21 27 22 70
0.2 23 28 24 74 0.2 26 31 27 78
Dr, (%) 45 Dr, (%) 55
(N1)60,ini 9 (N1)60,ini 13
ag Nground Npile (N1)60,imp. Drimp. (%) a Nground Npile (N1)60,imp. Drimp. (%)
0.05 14 20 14 56 0.05 19 24 19 65
0.1 19 24 19 66 0.1 23 29 24 74
0.15 23 29 24 74 0.15 28 33 29 81
0.2 29 33 29 82 0.2 33 38 34 88
Dr, (%) 65 Dr, (%) 70
(N1)60,ini 18.5 (N1)60,ini 21.5
as Nground Npile (N1)60,imp. Dr'imp. (%) as Nground Npile (N1)60,imp. Dr‘imp. (%)
0.05 24 30 24 74 0.05 26 33 26 77
0.1 28 33 29 81 0.1 31 35 31 84
0.15 33 36 33 86 0.15 35 39 36 89
0.2 37 38 37 93 0.2 38 40 38 98

Next, according to JGS (1998), the corrected Nspr value for the improved ground
(Nimp.) is computed as follows:

(3.2)

ind

N, =oaN_ +(1-a)N_
where:
Npite: Corrected Nspr blow count value corresponding to the location of
the gravel pile(Figure 3.1b) and

Ngrouna: ~ Corrected Nspr blow count value obtained at the mid-distance

between two gravel drains (Figure 3.1a).
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The above procedure was applied for natural soil deposits with initial relative
density D, = 35, 40, 45, 55, 65 & 70% and replacement ratios as = 5, 10 15 & 20%. The
results are summarized in Table 3.1 for the range of initial relative densities
mentioned above.

3.2.2 Permeability Coefficient for the Improved Ground

The permeability coefficient of the improved ground layer is a critical input for the
numerical analysis, however, its evaluation applying the E.U.L.G. concept is not
straightforward. As a first approximation, flow through the improved crust may be
considered vertical so that, a weighted average of the permeabilities for the natural
soil and the gravel drains might be used:

k, =0, kg, +(1-0a)k (3.3)

sand

Taking into account that Karain/ksanda must be greater than about 200 and also that as
ranges from 0.05 to 0.20 it comes out that keq.> (11 - 41)Ksana.

It is also well known that the permeability coefficient under seismic loading is
initially less than the equivalent static value but may increase in proportion to the
excess pore pressure ratio r,. Parametric analyses performed by Chaloulos et al.
(2013) for the simulation of centrifuge tests of a pile into liquefied and laterally
spreading ground revealed that the static value of permeability is a reasonable
average for liquefied and non liquefied states and can be used for the numerical
computations without significant loss in accuracy. For the case of Nevada sand
considered herein, constant head permeability test performed by Arulmoli et al.
1992), yielded the permeability values shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: Permeability coefficient values and relative density for the liquefiable sand
layer (Arulmoli et al., 1992)

ITivaxkag 3.2:  Tipég ovvieheotr) OlamepatOTNTAG KAl OYETIKIG MDKVOTNTAG Yl TO OTP®UA
pevotomnou)opng appoo (Arulmoli et al., 1992)

D; (%) | Keand (*10°m/s)
40 6.6
60 5.6
90 2.3

The variation of the coefficient of permeability with relative density is plotted in
Figure 3.2, from which it can be concluded that the permeability coefficient remains
essentially constant and equal to 6.6*105 m/s for relative densities up to 40-50%.
Therefore, for initial values of relative density (35, 40 & 45%) the permeability
coefficient was set equal to 6.6¥10°> m/s, whereas for the three remaining values (55,
65 & 70%), it was set equal to 5.8, 5.2 and 4.5(*10-%) m/s respectively. Finally, as for
the improved crust, the values of the permeability coefficient were estimated
according to equation (3.3), and are summarized in Table 3.3.
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Figure 3.2: Change in the permeability coefficient with regard to relative density for Nevada
sand (Arulmoli et al. 1992a)
Ixnpa 3.2: MetaPoAr] too ovvieleoty Swamepatotntag pe v Zyetki ITokvomnta too
edagoug yia appo Nevada (Arulmoli et al. 1992a)
Table 3.3: Equivalent permeability coefficient for the natural and the improved soil
ITivakag 3.3:  IooGbvajol oLVIENEOTEG OLATIEPATOTTAG YA TO PLOKO Kal To BeATiopévo
£daqog
Dr, (%) 35, 40, 45
Ksang (M/S) 6.60E-05
a, kdrain (m/S) keq. (m/s)
0.05 7.23E-04
. 1.38E-03
0.1 1.32E-02
0.15 2.04E-03
0.2 2.69E-03
Dr, (%) 55 Dr, (%) 65 Dr, (%) 70
Keana (M/5) 5.80E-05 Ksand (M/s) 5.20E-05 Keana (M/s) 4.50E-05
as kdrain (m/S) keq. (m/S) a kt:irain (m/S) keq. (m/s) as kdrain (m/S) keq. (m/S)
0.05 6.35E-04 0.05 5.69E-04 0.05 4.93E-04
0.1 1.16E-02 1.21E-03 0.1 1.04E-02 1.09E-03 0.1 9.00E-03 9.41E-04
0.15 1.79E-03 0.15 1.60E-03 0.15 1.39E-03
0.2 2.37E-03 0.2 2.12E-03 0.2 1.84E-03

3.3

Outline of (reference) numerical analysis.

Mesh discretization.- Initially the case of strip footing was considered through 2-
dimensional numerical analyses. The general outline of the configuration is
illustrated in Figure 3.3. The total thickness of the liquefiable layer was set equal to
Hiot=20m while three potential improvement depths were considered, i.e. Herust=4, 6
& 8m. In the vicinity of the footing 1.0x1.0m zones were generated while the zone-
width was gradually increased to 1.5x1.0m and 2.0x1.0m, at the boundaries of the

model.
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Figure 3.3: Mesh used in the 2-D numerical analyses
Ixnpa 3.3: Kavvapog 2-Aldotatov aplBpntikdv avabdoemv

Excitation.- The model was subjected to a harmonic sinusoidal excitation, consisting
of 12 cycles with period T=0.35sec and peak acceleration amax=0.15g (Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.4: Input acceleration time history in the baseline numerical analysis
Ixnpa 3.4: EmPalopevr) emrtayvvorn oty Bdor) Tov KavvdapBoo yia TV avalvor) avapopag

Constitutive Model.- The liquefiable sand response is simulated using the advanced
constitutive model NTUA-Sand developed and implemented to FLAC codes in the
Foundation Engineering Laboratory of the National Technical University of Athens
as part of Work Package 2 (Deliverables D1 & D2). Early versions of this
methodology, prior to the advancements implemented as part of the present research
project (Bouckovalas et al. 2012a), have been verified against well-documented
centrifuge experiments (Arulmoli et al. 1992b), and have also been used for the
parametric analysis of a number of common geotechnical earthquake engineering
problems (Chaloulos et al. 2014; Karamitros et al. 2012; Valsamis et al. 2010).

The updated NTUA-Sand constitutive model is a bounding surface, critical state,
plasticity model with a vanished elastic region. From the onset of its development,
this model was aimed at the realistic simulation of the rate-independent response of
non-cohesive soils (sand, silts, etc.) under small, medium, as well as large (cyclic)
shear strains and also liquefaction. This is achieved using a single set of values for
the model constants, irrespective of initial stress and density conditions, as well as
loading direction. The model is equally efficient in simulating the monotonic and the
cyclic soil response.
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Building upon earlier efforts of Manzari & Dafalias (1997) and Papadimitriou &
Bouckovalas (2002), the NTUA-Sand model features the following key constitutive
ingredients:

(a) The inter-dependence of the critical state, the bounding and the dilatancy (open
cone) surfaces, that depict the deviatoric stress-ratios at critical state, peak strength
and phase transformation, on the basis of the state parameter y = e - e (e being the
void ratio and ecs being the critical state void ratio at the same mean effective stress
p) initially defined by Been & Jefferies (1985).

(b) A Ramberg-Osgood type, non-linear hysteretic formulation for the “elastic” strain
rate that governs the response at small to medium (cyclic) shear strains.

(c) A relocatable stress projection center 17 related to the “last” shear reversal point,
which is used for mapping the current stress point on model surfaces and as a
reference point for introducing non-linearity in the “elastic” strain rate.

(d) An empirical index for the directional effect of sand fabric evolution during
shearing, which scales the plastic modulus, and governs the rate of excess pore
pressure build-up and permanent strain accumulation under large cyclic shear
strains potentially leading to liquefaction and cyclic mobility.

Table 3.4: NTUA-Sand model constants: physical meaning and values for Nevada sand
ITivaxkag 3.4:  Ilapapetpor npooopotodpatog NTUA-SAND: @uowkr) onpaocia xat Tipég yia
appo Nevada
# Physical meaning Value
M | Deviatoric stress ratio at critical state in triaxial compression (TC) 1.25
Ratio of deviatoric stress ratios at critical state in triaxial
C . 0.72
extension (TE) over TC
Ies Void ratio at critical state for p=1kPa 0.910
A Slope of critical state line in the [e-Inp] space 0.022
B Elastic shear modulus constant 600*
\% Elastic Poisson’s ratio 0.33
kb Effect of y on peak deviatoric stress ratio in TC 1.45
ked Effect of y on dilatancy deviatoric stress ratio in TC 0.30
Reference cyclic shear strain for non-linearity of “elastic” shear 0
Y1 0.025%
modulus
ai Non-linearity of “elastic” shear modulus 0.6*
Ao Dilatancy constant 0.8
ho Plastic modulus constant 15,000
No Fabric evolution constant 40,000

* for monotonic loading of Nevada sand: B = 180, a; = 1.0

The model requires the calibration of eleven (11) dimensionless and positive
constants for monotonic loading, and an additional two (2) for cyclic loading. Ten
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(10) out of the above thirteen (13) model constants may be directly estimated on the
basis of monotonic and cyclic element tests, while the remaining three (3) constants
require trial-and-error simulations of element tests. Details regarding the model
formulation and the calibration procedure of the model constants can be found in
Andrianopoulos et al. (2010) and in Deliverable (technical report) D1 of Work
Package 2: “Software development for the numerical analysis of the coupled
liquefiable soil-foundation-bridge pier response” (Bouckovalas et al. 2012). The
model constants are summarized in Table 3.4 along with their values for Nevada
sand, i.e. the uniform fine sand used in the VELACS project (Arulmoli et al. 1992a)
and also used for the calibration of the NTUA-Sand model.

Boundary conditions.- Different Boundary Conditions were used for static and for
dynamic loading conditions. For the former, which involves the establishment of the
geostatic stress field and the application of initial static loading to the foundation,
vertical and horizontal rollers were considered at the lateral and bottom boundaries
respectively. During dynamic loading, the well-known “tied-node” method, widely
used in numerical simulations (Elgamal et al. 2005, Ghosh and Madabhushi 2003;
Popescu et al. 2006), was incorporated. The method essentially reproduces kinematic
conditions imposed by laminar boxes used in centrifuge and shaking table
experiments by enforcing equal horizontal displacements to grid points of the same
elevation. The main drawback of the particular type of boundary conditions is that
horizontally propagating seismic waves are reflected back into the main area of
interest and may affect the numerical outcome. Nevertheless, in highly non-linear
problems, such as the liquefaction phenomena studied herein, the associated
hysteretic damping practically absorbs reflected waves.

Footing.- The 5m wide strip footing is simulated by applying a uniform contact
pressure on top of the improved crust. The footing was considered to have zero
mass, to avoid the generation of inertia effects. Furthermore, the grid points at which
the vertical loading was imposed were rigidly connected through a structural cable
element ensuring the development of uniform vertical displacements, simulating a
rigid foundation.

Loading Sequence.- All analyses are conducted in three separate phases, which are
schematically presented in Figure 3.5.

Phase 1: Initial geostatic stresses are generated and the foundation load under static
conditions is gradually applied at increments of 5kPa until the desired contact
pressure Q is reached (branch a-b).

Phase 2: A fully-coupled effective stress dynamic analysis is executed, subjecting the
soil-foundation system to a harmonic excitation, with parallel pore water flow
throughout the grid. During this phase, excess pore pressures develop and dynamic
settlements accumulate under constant load Q (branch b-c). Note that seismic
settlements may become large and even exceed the static ones.

Phase 3: After the end of shaking, the static load Q is increased until bearing capacity
failure, while the underlying un-improved layer remains liquefied (branch c-d).
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Branch c-d in the figure, practically renders a degraded bearing capacity of the
footing, compared to the initial static value (branch b-b’), as the subsoil remains
liquefied and its shearing resistance has practically vanished. The post-shaking stage
is performed under drained conditions, nevertheless, to account for the effects of
liquefaction, excess pore pressures generated during shaking are maintained
constant. This is achieved by prohibiting water flow and setting the water bulk
modulus to a very small value (1kPa instead of 2x10¢kPa) so that pore pressures are
not affected by the applied static loading.

0 Static Load (Q)
° T
a -—

Py

Settlement (p)

Figure 3.5: Typical load-displacement curve for the three-step analysis
Ixnpa 3.5:  Tomkr) KapmoAn @opTiov-PeTATONIONG Yid TV avalvor) oe tpia otddia

Damping.- As far as damping is concerned, the hysteretic response of the soil and
the associated damping is captured through the use of NTUA Sand. Furthermore, a
small value of 2% Rayleigh damping was assigned in the model to simulate viscous
damping at small strain levels.

Lateral Dimensions.- Appropriate selection of lateral boundaries is critical for the
accurate estimation of the overall response of the system. According to DIN 4017 the
static failure mechanism of a surface footing resting on top of a relatively stiff
cohesionless soil may extend up to 8.51 times the footing width B, for a friction angle
of @=40°, as shown in Figure 3.6. Thus, for the 5m wide strip footing examined
herein, an 85m wide configuration would be at minimum required.

For the problem examined herein, soil improvement can significantly increase the
relative density of the top crust up to 85-90% [depending on the replacement ratio as
and the initial relative density D:o(%)]. The use of the recalibrated NTUA-SAND
constitutive model in the simulation of the particularly dense sand, implies the
prediction of friction angle values greater than 40 degrees, especially under simple
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shear conditions. This particular observation, in combination with Figure 3.6, implies
that even wider grid configurations may be necessary for the free and unobstructed
development of the post-shaking failure mechanism and the determination of the
degraded bearing capacity of the footing.
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Figure 3.6: Bearing failure wedge sizes for strip footings, with different friction angles ¢,
(DIN4017)

Ixnpa 3.6: Extaon prnyaviopod aoctoxiag Aopidetod Oepeliov ovvaptroer g yoviag
TP Prig ¢ (DIN4017)

The lateral sufficiency of the considered grid is parametrically investigated for a 20m
thick sand layer of initial relative density equal to D..=65%, three depths of
improvement, namely Himp=4, 6, & 8m and an average relative density in the
improved crust equal to 85%. Initially, four grid arrangements are tested for each
scenario, considering L./B ratios equal to 12, 16.8, 21.2 and 24.8, rendering total
horizontal dimensions equal to Ly=60, 84, 106 and 124 meters, respectively. Later on,
additional analyses are executed for the case of Himp=6 & 8m, for L,=140 meters, to
fully visualize the observed trend between the width of the grid - Ly(m) -and the load
required to reach failure, qur. (kPa).

Three of the overall five different grid configurations are shown in Figure 3.7. The
narrowest grid considered in the particular investigation (Lx=60m) consists of
42x20=840 zones, with dimensions varying from 1.0x1.0m around the axis of
symmetry to 1.5%1.0m and 2.0x1.0m, as approaching the boundaries of the model.
The 84x20m grid arrangement resulted after increasing the number of zones in the x-
direction to 58, thus generating 58x20=1160 zones, preserving at the same time the
same discretization pattern. The following grid arrangement (L,=106m) is discretized
in 72x20=1440 zones, the Ly=124m mesh in 84x20=1680 zones and the widest mesh
(Ly=140m) in 96x20=1920 zones, always preserving the discretization outline of the
initial configuration.
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Figure 3.8 summarizes the effect of the grid width on dynamic settlements. The three
different curves correspond to the three different improvement depths, Himp.(m). The
observed effect is particularly minor and practically independent of the width of the
considered configuration for Lx/B values greater than about 15.

0.2
0.15 |
A - e— & — [ —e¢—@
=3 B e
Q R sl
0.05 | ® H,,,=4m
: A Himp.=6m
: " Himp.=8rrI
0 | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
10 15 20 25 30
L/B

Figure 3.8: Dynamic settlements as a function of width Li(m) normalized by the footing
width B(m)

Ixnpa 3.8:  Avvapikég kadilroelg oovaptrioet ToL TAAdTovg Ly(m) Kavovikomoupévo mpog To
AATog tov BepeAion

Figure 3.9 exhibits the effect of the mesh width on the post-shaking degraded
bearing capacity of the foundation, again with regard to the normalized width L./B.
It is observed that unlike the previous figure, the load to failure (qui) significantly
decreases with increasing grid-width Li(m), disclosing that major boundary effects
take place in the narrower grid arrangements, regardless of the improvement depth.
The particular observation essentially implies that unless the grid is wide enough,
the failure mechanism during the post-shaking phase cannot fully develop because
the grid-boundaries provide substantial lateral resistance, hence leading to false and
considerably non-conservative estimates of the post-shaking load required to failure.
Additionally to the above, it appears that the grid demands are higher for deeper
improvement schemes, considering that for Himp=8m the derived curve levels off
after Ly/B=25. Based on the previous remarks, all analyses with Himp.=4 & 6m will be
performed hereafter with L,=106m while for Himp.=8m the width will be increased to
L,=124m to eliminate potential boundary induced effects.
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Figure 3.9: Ultimate bearing capacity qui. (kPa) as a function of width Ly(m) normalized by
the footing width B(m)

Ixnpa 3.9: dépovoa wavotnta qui. (kPa) covaptrioet Too midroog Ly(m) kavovikomoupévo
IIPOG TO MACTOG ToL Bepehion

A last, yet substantial, observation is that, provided the optimum grid width is used,
the thickness of the improved crust has a distinct effect on both the dynamic-induced
settlements and the post-shaking bearing capacity. Indeed, dynamic-induced
settlements greatly diminish from 0.13m to 0.10 and 0.08m after increasing the
improvement depth from 4 to 6m and then to 8 meters respectively. The opposite
trend is observed for the post-shaking bearing capacity, which increases with
increasing depth of improvement. Namely, after doubling the thickness of the
improved crust from 4 to 8meters, the post-shaking bearing capacity increases by a
factor of 3, i.e. from 100kPa to 300kPa. All the above, disclose the controlling role of
the thickness of the performed improvement, on the seismic performance of a
shallow foundation, which is going to be thoroughly examined in subsequent
chapters.

3.4 Typical numerical results.

The reference analysis, depicted in Figure 3.10, refers to a 20m thick liquefiable sand
layer, with initial relative density D:0=45% and initial coefficient of permeability
Ksana=6.6*10m/s, improved at the top 4 meters at a replacement ratio equal to
as=0.07. The improved crust attains a relative density equal to Dy imp.=60% and
coefficient of permeability ke, =9.85*104 m/s. The shallow foundation on top of the
above soil profile applies a contact pressure equal to q=75kPa. All other associated
assumptions involved in the numerical analysis have already been described
previously.
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The various properties were intentionally selected as above, aiming at providing the
maximum compatibility to the reference case analyzed by Karamitros et al. (2012). In
such way, possible similarities and discrepancies in the response mechanisms for the
case of an impermeable, non-liquefiable crust (Karamitros 2010) and a permeable,
partially liquefied crust (present study) can be more easily identified. The
comparisons will be performed in terms of the mechanisms of excess pore pressure
generation, the accumulations of seismic-induced settlements as well as the
degradation of the footing’s bearing capacity.

B=5m

Figure 3.10: Location of characteristic zones
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3.4.1 Excess pore water pressure generation

The mechanisms of excess pore pressure generation and evolution during shaking as
well as the post-shaking behavior of the partially or entirely liquefied soil are
examined in the present paragraph. For that purpose, Figure 3.11 and Figure 3.12,
summarize the excess pore pressure and excess pore pressure ratio time-histories
respectively, at six different positions in the grid (Figure 3.10), namely underneath
the footing (A), at the corner (B) and in the free field (C), and at two distinct depths,
namely inside the improved crust (A1, B1, C1) and the liquefiable ground (A2, B2,
C2).
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Figure 3.12: Excess pore pressure ratio time-histories
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One of the main observations that stand out is the fact that the soil underneath the

footing experiences lower excess pore pressures compared to the soil in the free-field,

regardless of elevation. The explanation behind the above pattern, draws upon the

foundation-induced static deviatoric stresses, preventing excess pore pressures
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under the foundation to reach or exceed the free-field values. The particular
observation was originally noticed by Yoshimi and Tokimatsu (1977) in their field
observations after the Niigata earthquake in 1964. Shaking table tests performed by
themselves as well as additional shaking table and centrifuge experiments performed
by other researchers [e.g. Adalier et al. (2003); Coelho et al. (2004); Kawasaki et al.
(1998); Liu and Dobry (1997)] provided additional support to the particular remark.

The previous pattern is repeated in the excess pore pressure ratio time histories,
which are lower underneath the footing and increase with distance from the footing
(zones A2, B2, C2). The explanation to the particular effect lays in the definition of
the excess pore pressure ratio itself, also noted by Karamitros et al. (2012). Taking
into account the additional vertical stress applied by the footing, it is mathematically
established that the excess pore pressure ratio under the footing will be defined as:

_ Aufoot — Aufocot (34)

; ;
Oy TAC

T

u,foot — 4
vo,foot

v, foot

Nevertheless, as mentioned above, due to the foundation-induced static deviatoric
stresses the excess pore pressures developing in the free field are greater than the
ones underneath the footing. Particularly, under liquefaction, excess pore pressures
will equal the effective vertical stresses, i.e. Au,g = 0'vo, if =0 vo, foot. Therefore the above
expression becomes:
o S o Tmier 1 5)
Cyo,if TAC y foot  Ovoit TAC y foot 1 4 Ac v/foy|
O vo,ff

The above mathematical expression also explains the gradual increase of excess pore
pressure ratio values with depth (zones A1-A2 & B1-B2). Namely, the additional
vertical stress applied by the footing gradually decreases with depth, therefore, the
resulting excess pore pressure ratio will increase.

Lower excess pore pressure ratios developing underneath the footing have also been
mentioned by Liu & Dobry (1997), after performing centrifuge tests to examine the
mechanism of liquefaction-induced settlement of a shallow foundation, as well as the
effect of sand densification in a specified area under a shallow footing. They
attributed the lower excess pore pressure ratios to the dilative response of the soil,
induced by the applied static shear stresses. Moreover, Adalier et al. (2003) observed
that excess pore pressures increased with depth and distance from the footing and
that the footing values did not exceed the excess pore pressures in the free field. They
attributed this behavior to the inability of the liquefied free-field soil to provide
sufficient lateral resistance beyond its initial vertical effective stress.

Regarding locations C1 and C2, it is inferred that the obtained excess pore pressure
ratio within the crust (zone C1) barely exceeds rymax=0.4, as a result of the performed
improvement. On the other hand, within the unimproved sand layer, liquefaction
occurs already from the early stages of loading, as indicated by the excess pore
pressure ratio which becomes equal to r,=A,/0"vo = 1.

42



Chapter 3: Simulation of footing response

Another interesting characteristic concerns the excess pore pressure generation
pattern in the vicinity of the footing and inside the improved crust, namely locations
A1 & B1. The excess pore pressure time-history in location Al, essentially verifies the
observation by Coelho et al. (2004) about positive peaks of Au, gradually evolving to
intense negative peaks as a result of soil dilation. The negative peaks though are not
preserved for long, due to the groundwater flow emerging to the specific location
from the surrounding area. Moreover, at the edge of the footing, the previously
reported positive spikes appear more intense up to about 2secs and consequently
reduce to negative values. At the later stages of loading the particular effect is
smoothed, probably due to the groundwater flow taking place in the permeable
crust. The decrease in the excess pore pressure time histories in the deeper location of
the configuration is explained on the same basis of soil dilation. The main difference
is that the footing-induced static stresses are lower at greater depths and therefore
greater excess pore pressures are allowed to develop.

The post-shaking increase of excess pore pressures under the footing, evident in the
presented time-histories, is explained on the basis of groundwater flow occurring
upwards as well as from the free field towards the footing. This is also verified by the
groundwater flow vectors at the end of shaking illustrated in Error! Reference
ource not found.. Note that the post-shaking increase of excess pore pressures within
the crust is substantially greater, compared to locations within the liquefiable sand,
as a consequence of the greater permeability of the drain improved upper layer. Liu
& Dobry (1997) noted the post-shaking increase in the excess pore pressures under
the footing as well, which was also attributed to a substantial groundwater flow from
the surrounding areas towards the footing. The particular observation is also
mentioned by Adalier et al. (2003), and Kawasaki et al. (1998).
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Figure 3.13: Excess pore pressure ratio contours and flow vectors under the footing area at
the end of shaking
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3.4.2 Settlement accumulation

The seismic settlement time-history of the footing is illustrated in Figure 3.14. It is
observed that settlements accumulate linearly with time and mainly develop during
shaking, with only a minor part being added post-shaking, probably due to excess
pore pressure dissipation. The specific pattern has also been observed by Liu &
Dobry (1997), Adalier et al. (2003) as well as Dashti et al. (2010) in centrifuge
experiments examining the seismically induced settlements of shallow foundations
on different configurations of improved densified ground.

Moreover, the deformed mesh at the end of shaking and the associated displacement
vectors are exhibited in Figure 3.15. Evidently, at the footing location displacement
vectors are totally vertical, as a result of the consideration of a rigid beam element, as
explained previously. More importantly, the footing’s settlement accumulation, leads
to significant lateral flow of the liquefied underlying sand towards the partially
liquefied surface. The particular deformation pattern has also been observed in
centrifuge tests performed by Adalier et al. (2003) and Dashti et al. (2010).
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Figure 3.14: Footing settlement accumulation time-history
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Figure 3.15: Deformed mesh and displacement vectors at the end of shaking
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To further analyze the mechanisms behind settlement accumulation, Figure 3.16,
summarizes the horizontal and vertical components of the footing’s motion
including acceleration, velocity and displacement time-histories. The particular time-
histories refer to the baseline case described in the previous section. It is observed
that the onset of liquefaction leads to a significant de-amplification of the horizontal
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motion without any significant horizontal displacement. On the other hand, the
much smaller in magnitude, vertical component of motion does not reduce its
amplitude and presents a ratio of 2:1 regarding the predominant frequency of the
vertical over the horizontal acceleration, as it has also been observed by Coehlo et al.
(2004). More importantly, from the above figure it is implied that the “plateau-
shaped” velocity time-history is responsible for the linear accumulation of settlement
with time, plotted beneath.
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Figure 3.16: Horizontal and vertical acceleration, velocity and displacement time-histories at
the footing
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The particular pattern was initially identified by Richards et al. (1993), who
employed the Richards and Elms (1979) sliding-block approach for retaining walls to
calculate seismic displacements of foundations on uniform dry sand. Namely, they
considered a simplified Coulomb active-passive wedge failure mechanism, which is
activated every time the critical acceleration level is exceeded. As a result, the active
wedge underneath the footing moves downward and sideways, while the passive
wedge is displaced laterally. Hence, displacements accumulate incrementally during
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shaking and may be easily computed as a function of the excitation characteristics
and the seismic counterpart of the active critical angle of rupture (pag).

The above work by Richards et al. (1993) may be extended to describe the
liquefaction - induced settlement accumulation of shallow foundations in saturated
liquefiable sands. Figure 3.17 illustrates the velocity vectors and shear strain rate
contours justifying the above mechanism. More specifically, the combination of the
footing’s bearing pressure along with the developing horizontal inertia forces in the
subsoil trigger the activation of the same one-sided wedge-type failure mechanisms.
The particular wedge system develops twice within one loading cycle, one on each
side of the footing and opposite to the ever-current direction of the input motion. As
a result, during one total loading cycle, one vertical and two opposite and equal -
therefore cancelling - horizontal footing displacements occur. The above
observations are also verified by Karamitros et al. (2013), who examined the relevant
issue of a shallow foundation on liquefiable soil with a clay crust.

(a) Static load failure mechanism

e 1

(b) Post-shaking failure mechanism

Figure 3.17: Shear strain rate contour and velocity vectors related to (a) static and (b) post-
shaking bearing capacity failure
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3.4.3 Post-shaking bearing capacity degradation

The onset of subsoil liquefaction apart from the accumulation of dynamic settlements
causes total loss of shear strength in the unimproved soil and partial loss of shear
strength inside the improved crust, due to the inevitable but controlled development
of excess pore pressures. The particular effect leads to the degradation of the shallow
foundation’s bearing capacity, for a specific period of time, defined as the time
required for the total excess pore pressure dissipation. As a result, the allowable
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post-shaking factor of safety may become much lower than the conventional values
for static loads.

Figure 3.17a & b, exhibit shear strain rate contours and velocity vectors at failure
developing for static non-liquefied conditions and the liquefied state respectively,
providing a useful insight to the developing mechanisms. It is evident that under
static conditions, failure occurs within a very confined area within the crust. On the
contrary, in the case of liquefaction occurrence, the footing appears to punch through
the partially liquefied crust, into the liquefied subsoil whose shearing resistance has
practically minimized as a consequence of the excess pore pressure generation. The
specific failure pattern is also referred to as “punching shear failure” (Vesic, 1963)
and is encountered in cases of fairly loose soils.

The developing failure pattern is very similar to the mechanism incorporated by
Meyerhoff & Hanna (1978) for shallow foundations on layered soil profiles,
illustrated in Figure 3.18a & b. In the proposed methodology, it is specified that
punching shear failure (Figure 3.18a) occurs in relatively thin top layers, thus
depending on the H/B ratio, in which H is the thickness of the upper layer, and B the
width of the footing. In cases where H is relatively large, the failure surface develops
entirely within the top stronger layer, as illustrated in Figure 3.18b.
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Figure 3.18: Bearing capacity of a continuous foundation on layered soil (Meyerhof & Hanna,
1978)
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Figure 3.19 exhibits the load-displacement curves for static loading and the post-
shaking part of the reference analysis (Phase 3 as described previously). The static
bearing capacity failure was numerically simulated by incrementally increasing the
footing’s contact pressure (Phase 1 of Figure 3.5) up to the failure load of 1550kPa.
The theoretically derived ultimate bearing capacity of a 2-layer sand formation was
estimated between q=1410 and 1660kPa, therefore, essentially verifying the
numerical prediction. As a result, the factor of safety under static conditions is
estimated to be equal to F.S.st:=1550/100=15.5. The post-shaking bearing capacity
was computed to be slightly above 105kPa, reducing the safety factor to
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F.S.4eg=105/100 ~ 1.05, indicating a marginal avoidance of total structural failure,
due to the onset of liquefaction in the subsoil.
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Figure 3.19: Load-displacement curves for initial static loading and post-shaking loading
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3.5 Verification of numerical methodology [Liu & Dobry (1997)].

The subsequent verification will focus on the effectiveness of the methodology to
accurately predict the seismically induced excess pore pressure generation and the
associated dynamic settlements. The selected data are obtained from a series of
centrifuge tests performed by Liu & Dobry (1997). In brief, Liu & Dobry (1997)
investigated the mechanism of liquefaction-induced settlement of a shallow
foundation, as well as the effectiveness of sand densification by vibrocompaction in a
cylindrical area under a shallow footing. Overall, eight centrifuge experiments were
performed at the centrifuge facility of the Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute (RPI),
Troy, NY, considering a circular footing placed on top of a medium dense saturated
sand layer overlying an impervious rigid base. The first series of tests focused on the
effect of the depth of compacted soil under the foundation on the footing's
acceleration and settlement. The second group consisted of three tests in which the
effect of soil permeability on excess pore pressure built up and footing settlement is
investigated, with no densification performed. For the purposes of the specific
verification, the first group of five tests was considered.

3.5.1 Test description and numerical simulation

Model Configuration and Instrumentation Layout.- The rigid foundation is a
circular footing of prototype diameter 4.56m applying an average contact pressure of
q=100kPa (in prototype scale, for a centrifugal acceleration field of 80g). The soil
used in all tests is a fine, uniform Nevada #120 sand with initial relative density D, =
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52+3% and a total thickness equal to 12.5m in prototype scale (Figure 3.20a). The
vibro-compacted zone extends to an area of about 1.6 times the width of the footing,
as illustrated in Figure 3.20b, while the compaction depth varies from Z. = 0 to 2.76B,
essentially covering to the full thickness of the soil stratum. The relative density of
the compacted zone was estimated around 90%. The different testing parameters are
summarized in Table 3.5 for all five models. The average relative density of the
compacted cylindrical soil in test C1 was computed equal to Dr,c=106%, which
according to Liu & Dobry (1997), is probably due to errors in estimating the
compacted soil volume.

Table 3.5: Soil properties of series C tests (Liu & Dobry, 1997)
ITivakag 3.5:  Edagukég 1diotnteg g oerpag doxipmv C (Liu & Dobry, 1997)
Test | Dyini (%) | Zc(m) | Z¢/B | Dy (%)
Co 54 0 0 -
C1 51 3.22 0.71 >100
c2 55 6.72 1.47 88
C3 49 9.45 2.07 91
C4 51 12.58 | 2.76 89

The permeability of Nevada #120 sand tested in the laboratory at 1g is reported to be
equal to the dynamic value, i.e. k=0.0021cm/s. The pore fluid used in the particular
test series is water, therefore, according to the applying scaling laws, the
permeability of the prototype soil will be n times larger than that obtained in the
laboratory test at 1g. Hence, at 80g n equals 80 and the permeability coefficient is
equal to k=80%0.0021=0.168cm/s, corresponding to a coarse sand.
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Figure 3.20: Centrifuge test soil compaction- (a) profile (b) plan view
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Figure 3.21 shows the model configuration and the instrumentation of the tests.
Three horizontal accelerometers were installed, the first at the model base, aj, the
second on the soil surface away from the footing, as, and the third on the footing
itself, ar. Settlements were monitored at the center of the footing (S) and the free field
(Ss), with vertical linear voltage differential transformers (LVDT). Also, seven pore
pressure transducers were placed in the soil at different depths under the center of
the footing (locations PC1, PC2 and PC3), close to the edge of the footing (location
PE) and away from the footing (locations PF1, PF2 and PF3). The specific
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configuration was constructed in a rigid rectangular bucket with dimensions
454x204x241mm3. All test configurations were subjected to the same 10-cycle
uniform sinusoidal excitation with frequency equal to f=1.5Hz and an average
acceleration amplitude of 0.2g.
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Figure 3.21: Model configuration and instrumentation of test series
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Model Preparation and Test Procedure.- The model sand deposit was constructed to
a relative density of D,,=52% using the dry pluviation process with the help of a
sand rainer. Pore pressure transducers and accelerometers were placed in the model
during the deposition process. After the construction of the uniform sand layer, the
densified zone around the assumed footing locaion was constructed with a vibrating
tube, 6.4mm in diameter (0.50m in prototype), which was inserted in 19 locations
over a circular area of about 1.6 the diameter of the footing. The depth of compaction
differs between the tests and it was assumed to reach about 1.5 tube diameters below
the tip of the tube. During the densification process some settlement in the area
occurred but the soil was leveled by adding additional sand at the ground surface to
preserve its initial elevation.

Following compaction, the container was sealed and de-aired by applying a negative
vacuum pressure of 101kPa for one hour. De-aired water was then inserted very
slowly to the bottom of the model in order to achieve fully saturated conditions.
When the water reached 10mm above the free soil surface, vacuum was removed
and the model was loaded on the centrifuge platform to be spun at 80g. After
consolidation, at the geostatic stresses, the centrifuge was stopped and the model
footing was placed on the soil surface. The soil-foundation system was spun back at
80g until the stabilization of all output of the instruments and the dynamic excitation
was applied.

Numerical Simulation.- Due to the three-dimensional nature of the above test series,
the numerical analyses were performed with the finite difference code FLAC-3Dv4.0.
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According to Liu & Dobry (1997) the rigid rectangular bucket has plan dimensions
454x204mm?, this corresponding to prototype dimensions of 36.64x16.32m? and the
sand layer measures a thickness of 12.5m. Also, the dynamic loading is applied along
the x-direction, thus the system’s response is symmetrical along the y-direction. To
take advantage of this symmetry, only half the footing was modeled, by generating a
36.80x8%x12.5m?3 grid as presented in Figure 3.22. The specific grid was discretized at
0.8%0.8x0.5m?3 brick zones, thus creating a total of 11500 zones.
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Figure 3.22: Model simulation in FLAC3D - grid configuration and excitation applied at the
base
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Footing simulation.- It is reminded that in FLAC3D, the bearing pressure of a
foundation is simulated through vertical velocity applied at specific gridpoints. This
velocity varies linearly from the value at the last gridpoint upon which it is applied,
to zero at the adjacent gridpoint. Therefore, in such problems, half the width of the
adjacent zones should be added to the actual footing width. Based on the above and
the brick-zone discretized grid, it turned out that the application of velocity on a
group of gridpoints corresponding to a circular footing would lead to a very
approximate simulation which would introduce significant deviations. Therefore to
maintain the configuration outline as accurate as possible, it was decided to consider
a square footing with an equivalent width B, so that the same contact pressure of
q=100kPa-or a load Q=100xmxR2~1600kN is applied. Based on this simplifying
approach, the width of the equivalent square footing was computed as
B=(1600/100)05=4.0m. The square foundation was simulated through shell elements,
because rigid elements are not supported by FLAC3D. To appropriately reproduce
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the symmetrical conditions, the rotational degree of freedom around the x-axis of the
shell nodes laying on the symmetry plane, was fixed. The shell elements were
assigned the elastic properties of concrete, namely Young’s modulus E=30MPa and
Poisson’s ratio v=0.20.

Nevada #120 sand.- was simulated using the advanced constitutive model NTUA-
SAND, which has already been described in previous sections. For static loading,
and the application of initial stresses, horizontal displacements were restrained in the
lateral boundaries, whereas along the vertical direction only the bottom boundaries
were restrained, allowing the system to freely settle. Moreover, the bottom
boundaries were allowed to move horizontally, to avoid the generation of parasitic
shear stresses.

Permeability Coefficient.- As mentioned earlier, the permeability coefficient does not
remain constant during seismic loading, but fluctuates proportionally to the ever-
current excess pore pressure ratio, ru. Also, according to Chaloulos (2012), the static
value of permeability can be considered to be a reasonable average between liquefied
and non-liquefied states. In the present problem, two different sets of analyses were
performed, the first considering the dynamic value of permeability, which is also
reported by the Authors, and the second, setting the permeability of the sand equal
to k=80%0.0066 = 0.528cm/s, corresponding to the static value of permeability for
Nevada sand, as proposed by Arulmoli et al. (1992). The third option of a varying
permeability coefficient was excluded, due to the excessively large computed
permeability values. Such (prototype scale) values were dramatically decreasing the
required numerical time-step set by FLAC3D and increased the computational time,
rendering the particular analyses practically unfeasible.

Boundary conditions.- The centrifuge model is reported to have been constructed in a
rigid container. Additionally, even though it is quite usual in such containers to
apply a soft, flexible dux-seal material at the interior, the Authors do not specify
whether such a material was used. The purpose of such a material aims at
disengaging the container oscillation from the soil response as well as minimizing
wave reflections from the rigid boundaries towards the soil.

Numerically, the simulation of a rigid box was performed by allowing all motion
across the x-direction and applying the uniform sinusoidal excitation plotted in
Figure 3.22, at the base as well as the lateral boundaries of the configuration.
Reference test C_0, was initially performed without considering a dux-seal material
and the outcome indicated extended motion amplification in the ground surface.
Slightly lower levels of excess pore pressures, presenting intense fluctuations
throughout shaking were recorded and almost twice footing settlements developed,
compared to the centrifuge recordings.

Andrianopoulos (2006), in the numerical simulation of VELACS centrifuge test No12,
examining the response of a rigid footing on top of a thin non-plastic silt underlain
by liquefiable sand, examined the effect of boundary conditions -rigid against
flexible container and rigid with elastic boundaries- on the particular test results.
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Note that the consideration of an elastic material, at the boundaries of the
configuration, essentially corresponds to the use of dux-seal material in the
centrifuge test. He concluded that there is a distinct but somehow restricted effect of
the considered boundary conditions on the numerical results, particularly noticeable
in the soil ground surface acceleration timehistories and accumulating seismic
settlements. He also suggested that the flexible, laminar box type of boundary
conditions, provided the most efficient approach to the numerical simulation of
liquefaction related problems.

Following, a numerical analysis was performed, considering a lateral zone of elastic
flexible material with significantly low Young’s modulus. The obtained results
indicated a definite improvement regarding the acceleration time histories and
accumulated settlements being in satisfactory comparison with the centrifuge
recordings. Nevertheless, the elastic properties and thickness of the potentially used
dux-seal material are not known, therefore the particular solution could not be firmly
established. To resolve the boundary conditions issue, also based on the previous
detailed investigation by Andrianopoulos (2006), tied node boundary conditions
were finally selected in all five simulations. The particular type essentially allows the
unconfined soil oscillation during the applied excitation and as stated above has
systematically proven to effectively and accurately simulate the actual soil behavior.

3.5.2 Interpretation of numerical results

Reference test C_0.- Typical results in prototype units from the reference test are
summarized in Figure 3.23. In brief, the results presented below refer to the analysis
with the static value of permeability. Both sets of numerical results are evaluated in
the subsequent section, against the overall influence of the densification depth,
where the effect of permeability became more tangible. The available centrifuge data
are plotted with black color and include (i) acceleration time histories at the free-field
(as), and the footing (ar), (ii) excess pore pressure time histories at selected locations,
as well as (iii) settlement accumulation at two locations, namely underneath the
footing and away from the footing, thus corresponding to free field conditions. The
numerically obtained results at the same locations are plotted with gray color.

Acceleration time histories.- Satisfactory agreement is obtained between the centrifuge
recordings and the numerical results, with minor deviations relative to the
magnitude of the measured acceleration, as exhibited in Figure 3.23. Note in both
cases, how the magnitude of the horizontal acceleration in the ground surface (as) is
drastically reduced already from the 2nd loading cycle, implying the occurrence of
extensive liquefaction in the lower parts of the sand layer, which restrains the
propagation of the seismic motion to the upper parts of the configuration. The same
phenomenon is also observed underneath the footing (ar), where the motion cut-off is
slightly delayed and occurs at the end of the 4th cycle, as a consequence of the higher
initial vertical effective stresses induced by the footing.

Excess pore pressure built-up.- The numerically derived results, presented in Figure
3.23, are in good accordance with the centrifuge recordings, with the exception
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perhaps of location PC_1, in which the numerical predictions underestimate the
developed excess pore pressure. Nevertheless, it should be stressed out that during
spinning of the container, and as the soil surrounding the transducer liquefied, it is
possible that the pore pressure transducer located at position PC_1 slipped and sunk
deeper into the ground, thus measuring pore pressures at a deeper location than the
one originally assigned. The particular observation becomes even more crucial when
comparing the pore pressures recorded at locations PC_1 and PC_2, which are very
similar to each other. Apart from the above inconsistency, it is concluded that excess
pore pressures are realistically simulated by the numerical model developed herein.

Settlement accumulation.- Seismic induced settlements under the footing and in the
free field are plotted in Figure 3.23. Settlements are slightly underestimated up to the
first 5sec of loading but the rate of settlement accumulation is accelerated and
renders a total settlement of 0.67m by the end of shaking, (at about 9sec), as opposed
to the 0.56m measured at the centrifuge test. Overall, it is concluded that the
settlement evolution with time is satisfactorily described by the applied numerical
methodology.
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The ground surface settlement in the free field is numerically computed equal to
0.03m, and in contrast to the centrifugal value of 0.25m is substantially
underestimated, as it is also illustrated in the corresponding figure. The particular
inconsistency may be explained with reference to the arrangement which is usually
employed to monitor the seismic induced settlements in the free-field. Figure 3.24
illustrates a typical arrangement used in the majority of centrifuge tests. The
depicted configuration was used in a series of centrifuge tests performed at the
centrifuge facility of the University of Cambridge, UK, by the research team of Prof.
Bouckovalas in the context of the TNA project entitled “Experimental Verification of
Shallow Foundation Performance under Earthquake-Induced Liquefaction”. The
arrangement consists of a vertical Linear Voltage Differential Transformer (LVDT)
which is connected to a specially-made small footing used to acquire the required
data during flight. In the present case, under the centrifugal acceleration of 80g, the
prototype weight of the small footing is scaled by a factor of 80 and therefore may
become significant. The particular remark, in combination with the triggering of
liquefaction already from the 2nd loading cycle, in the underlying sand, may have
induced the settlement of 0.25m. Thus, the measured settlement reported in the
experiment could be the product of the above mechanism, which of course cannot be
numerically predicted.

Figure 3.24: LVDT arrangement, typically used in centrifuge tests (Bouckovalas et al., 2011)
Ixnpa 3.24: Tomkr Owataln LVDT mov xprnowomoteital o€ HEPAPATA  QUYOKEVIPLOTH
(Bouckovalas et al., 2011)
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Tests C_0 - C_4.- The evaluation of the obtained numerical predictions against the
experimental results, for all five tests, will be performed with regard to:

i.  The dynamic settlement of the footing and its correlation to all considered
densification depths Z..
ii.  The excess pore pressure distribution with depth and its variation during the
seismic excitation.
iii. = The effect of the densification depth to the propagation of the seismic motion
towards the soil surface

The accumulated dynamic settlement of the footing and their variation with the
improvement depth Z. is illustrated in Figure 3.25. The centrifuge data are plotted
with the black squares while the numerical predictions with different shades of gray,
corresponding to the effect of the dynamic and static value of permeability
respectively. The use of the static value of the permeability appears to slightly over-
estimate the dynamic footing settlements, as opposed to the set of analyses assuming
the dynamic coefficient. At an average, both sets of analyses capture the centrifuge
results rather well, up to Z./B = 1.5, by forming an upper and lower boundary. For
Z./B greater than about 1.5, both approaches over-estimate the footing settlements.
Apart from the above quantitative differentiations, in both cases, the numerical
outcome confirms the experimentally observed reducing trend of the footing
settlements with increasing depth of densification Z..

T 1
-
c
7]
£
2
£ 05
)
g —i— Centrifuge
2 ---A--- FLAC_k =1.68*10°m/s
b
= ---@-- FLAC_k =5.3*103 m/s
o o Lo T N e
L
0 1 2 3

z/B

Figure 3.25: Footing settlement St Versus densification depth Z. normalized with the
footing width B

Ixnpa 3.25: Kabw(rjoelg  Oeperiov  Spor.  OLVaAptrjoet 1oL Pabovg  cOpIOKV®ONG  Zc
KAVOVIKOIIOUPEVO 1€ TO TTAATOg Tov BepeAiov B

The excess pore pressure distribution with depth and its change with time for both
permeability coefficients is presented in Figure 3.26 - Figure 3.30. The results are
obtained at t=3.5sec and the end of shaking, and two different locations, namely
under the footing and away from it. The dashed black lines without symbols
correspond to the initial vertical effective stresses as they were calculated in the free
field and under the footing as o’vo=yb+A0’y, where Ac’y the effect of the foundation
load estimated using the elastic theory.
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As a general interpretation of the obtained response, it is stated that under free field
conditions, the numerical analyses verify the propagation of the liquefaction front
from the shallower towards the deeper locations extending to depths ranging from 6
to 8meters. Under the footing, liquefaction is also systematically prevented since the
developing excess pore pressures are substantially lower than the effective vertical
stresses.

Focusing on the use of the dynamic coefficient of permeability, higher excess pore
pressures than the experimentally reported, are numerically predicted principally in
the deeper locations of the configuration, as a result of the limited drainage capacity
at the specific depths. Moreover, the influence of the permeability coefficient
becomes even more obvious for increasing thickness of the performed densification
(Zc) as observed in the case of test C_4. The related excess pore pressures clearly
indicate the triggering of liquefaction throughout the improved depth already from
the early stages of loading.

The consideration of the static value of permeability in the numerical analyses,
significantly improves the previous numerical predictions in both considered time
instants. Especially at the deeper locations, excess pore pressures are reduced and the
liquefaction front does not propagate as deep as previously, thus rendering a very
reasonable agreement to the centrifuge data as well. Especially in the case of test C_4,
there is still an obvious divergence nevertheless the distribution of excess pore
pressures with depth indicates the successful mitigation of liquefaction in the
improved area of the sand layer.

The effect of the depth of improvement Z. normalized against the footing width B, on
the propagation of the seismic motion to the ground surface, expressed as the
footing/base acceleration is summarized in Figure 3.31. Again the results from both
sets of analyses are plotted and compared against the reported centrifuge data,
preserving the same line and symbol layout as above.

Notice that the use of the dynamic coefficient of permeability systematically leads to
lower amplification ratios, compared to the centrifuge results. It is of particular
interest that for the maximum considered ratio Z./B=2.76 the numerically computed
amplification ratio separates from the previously established trend and drops. The
particular behavior, is explained on the basis of the high developing excess pore
pressures along the soil column underneath the footing, provided previously.
Namely, as a result of the insufficient drainage capacity the high excess pore
pressures drastically reduce the sand’s shear strength and the related shear wave
velocity, impeding the propagation of the seismic motion to the top.

The successful liquefaction mitigation illustrated in the previous figures, for the static
value of permeability, provides the necessary justification to the improved
amplification ratio predictions, plotted in Figure 3.31. Indeed the increase of the
coefficient of permeability by about 5.28/1.68 = 3 times considerably improves the
observed motion transmission to the top, as a result of the generation of lower excess
pore pressures with depth.
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In the last two tests (C_3 & C_4) still a noticeable deviation is observed, which may
attributed to resonance effects, as subsequently explained. Focusing on test C_4, a
soil column of thickness H=12.5m and relative density Dr=89% and average mean
effective pressure p=40kPa, is estimated to roughly have a shear wave velocity equal
to 200m/sec, thus calculating an elastic period T, equal to T=4*H/Vs = 0.25sec and
Tsoil/ Texe.=0.25/0.67=0.37. Based on a conservative estimate, as a result of the
performed densification, the average excess pore pressure over depth, during
shaking, under free field conditions, is not expected to rise above ry,avg=0.80, which is

going to reduce the soil’s shear wave velocity to Vs“q=4’ 1-r,*Vs ,= 130m/sec. In that

case, the period of the soil column is going to climb up to T=0.40sec, therefore
Tsoi/ Texe=0.40/0.67=0.60. The increase in the T/ Tex.. ratio implies that the soil
column moves closer to resonance and higher amplification ratio values are

obtained.
Test C_0: No improvement
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Figure 3.26: Excess pore pressures distribution with depth for test C_0
Ixnpa 3.26: Katavopr| vepniécenv mopmv pe to fabog oto neipapa C_0
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TestC_1:Z /B=0.71
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Figure 3.27: Excess pore pressures distribution with depth for tests C_1
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Figure 3.28: Excess pore pressures distribution with depth for test C_2
Ixnpa 3.28: Katavopr vrepmiécenv nopav pe 1o fabog oto neipapa C_2
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Test C_3: Z /B=2.07
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Figure 3.29: Excess pore pressures distribution with depth for test C_3
Ixnpa 3.29: Katavopr] vrepniécemv mopav pe to Badog oto neipapa C_3
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Figure 3.30: Excess pore pressures distribution with depth for test C_4
Ixapa 3.30: Katavopr| vepniécenv mopmv pe to abog oto neipapa C_4
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Figure 3.31: Footing/base acceleration versus Z./B for all five centrifuge test
Ixnpa 3.31: Enttayovon Bepeliov/Paong oovaptioet ov Z./B ywa ta mévie meipdpata
(PLYOKEVIPLOTY)
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41 Introduction

The simplified concept of “Equivalent Uniform Improved Ground", thoroughly
described in the previous chapter, essentially led to a 2-layer configuration with the
following basic characteristics:

a. A liquefiable sand layer of given uniform density and relatively large
thickness, covered by a non-liquefiable surface layer, of the same origin as the
liquefiable one but with larger relative density (due to the vibrocompaction)
and larger overall permeability due to the presence of the gravel drains.

b. Following the current design practice, the average over-depth excess pore
pressure ratios in the top layer should not exceed a safe value, well below 1
(e.g T, ..,=03-05)

In relation to the above objectives, it was first necessary to specify a methodology to
predict beforehand the developing excess pore pressures in the improved crust. For
that purpose, a number of 1-D numerical analyses was performed, simulating the
free-field response of the improved ground. The ultimate intention is to identify the
replacement ratio as which is required in order to restrain excess pore pressure
development in the improved ground within the target range of 1, .. = 0.30 - 0.50.

The particular analyses and associated results are described in sections 4.2 and 4.3
respectively.

Following, a number of 2D parametric analyses were performed in order to examine
the seismic response of a shallow footing on the above specified soil profile.
Additionally, a separate set of analyses is performed to examine the effect of the
lateral extent of improvement on the seismic response of the shallow footing. The
basic problem parameters are identified and a detailed description of the plan of the
parametric investigation is provided in the corresponding sections.

4.2 Free field numerical analyses

To evaluate the appropriate replacement ratio as required to restrain the average
excess pore pressure ratios within the desired range, of 1, . =0.30 - 0.50, a series of

1-D free-field numerical analyses was performed. The particular numerical
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investigation was performed for a wide range of initial relative densities (i.e. D;0=35,
40, 45, 55, 60, 65 & 70%) and related permeability coefficients.

The grid configuration initially consisted of a 28m wide and 20m thick uniform
liquefiable sand layer, as illustrated in Figure 4.1. Overall, 24x20=480 zones were
generated, with dimensions varying from 1.0x1.0m around the axis of symmetry to
1.5%1.0m, at the boundaries of the configuration. With the initial relative density
being the controlling parameter, three different depths of improvement were
considered in each case, i.e. 4, 6 and 8m, as well as four different replacement ratios -
as = 0.05, 0.10, 0.15 and 0.20. In total, 72 numerical analyses were performed.

0.0, = (e . = )
Dm = 35’40’45755;65,7000

Tied Node Boundary Conditions

28m

Figure 4.1: Grid configuration used in the 2-dimensional free-field numerical analyses
Zyfqpa 4.1:  Audtadn kavvdapoo 2-Aidotatev aptfpnTike@v avalvoemv eAedOepoo mediov

The associated assumptions of the 1-D numerical analyses regarding the applied
excitation, type of damping, imposed boundary conditions, constitutive model, and
water level are the same as in the reference case of a surface footing on top of the 2-
layered profile and will not be repeated herein. Hence, the rest of this section is
devoted to the investigation concerning the lateral dimensions of the grid
configuration.

Lateral dimensions.- The tied-node boundary conditions during dynamic loading,
combined with the high permeability coefficient used for the improved crust, were
found to generate significant boundary effects, concerning the excess pore pressure
ratio distribution within the improved crust and the associated flow during shaking.
The particular effect became more intense in the case of increased improvement
thickness. For instance, Figure 4.2 illustrates the excess pore pressure ratio
distribution and flow vectors at the end of the 4th cycle for the case of a soil layer with
initial relative density of D,,,=65%, improved at the maximum considered depth and
with the highest replacement ratio, i.e. Himp=8m & as=0.20. Excess pore pressure
ratio distribution appears highly non-uniform and flow vectors indicate pretty much
irregular flow taking place across the improved crust.
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Figure 4.2: Non-uniform excess pore pressure ratio distribution and associated flow vectors
at the end of the 4t loading cycle for Dr,=65%, Himp=8m, as=0.20
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Figure 4.3: Parametric investigation of lateral grid dimensions- excess pore pressure ratio
timehistories inside the crust
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To achieve a uniform field of excess pore pressure ratios and pure vertical flow
towards the surface, a parametric investigation was performed by laterally extending
the boundaries of the grid from 28m, to 60m and subsequently to 84 meters. The
outcome of the above analyses is summarized in Figure 4.3, presenting r, time
histories derived inside the crust and the axis of symmetry, for the three different
cases. Moreover, snapshots of excess pore pressure ratio contours and flow vectors at
the end of the 4th Joading cycle are presented in

Figure 4.4. It is observed that increasing the lateral dimension of the grid diminishes
and confines the irregularity in the r, distribution around the edges of the
configuration, thus leaving the central area unaffected. Moreover, flow vectors are
vertical flow around the axis of symmetry, with localized fluctuations at the
boundaries. As a result, to ensure a uniform excess pore pressure field development
and pure vertical flow, across the improved crust, the wider grid configuration of 84
m is selected to perform the following 1-D free-field numerical analyses.

4.3 Evaluation of 1-D Numerical Predictions

Due to the large number of parametric analyses, three typical cases are selected and
presented below, reflecting the response of a loose (Dr,=40%), medium dense
(Dro=55%) and dense (Dr,=70%), but still liquefiable, sand under seismic loading. In
all three examples different replacement ratio (as) values are selected, achieving to
restrain the average in-crust excess pore pressure ratio to acceptable levels, ie T, . =

0.3 - 0.4. The above analyses will be assessed, in terms of:

a. the excess pore pressure ratio (r,) distribution with depth at the axis of
symmetry. The particular distributions are plotted for two different time
moments (i) the time of the maximum r, occurrence within the improved
crust and (ii) the end of shaking.

b. the excess pore pressure ratio time histories at different depths of the grid
configuration, namely 3m, 7m, 12m and 16m.

c. the excess pore pressure ratio time histories within the improved crust.

Predictions for Dr,=40%.- Figure 4.5a,b & ¢, summarize the outcome for the case of
initial relative density of 40% and improvement depth 4m. Notice that, excess pore
pressure ratio values within the improved crust, illustrated in Figure 4.5c, are
confined within the pre-defined desirable range of T, . = 0.3 - 0.4. To achieve this,

the performed mitigation against liquefaction was materialized for a replacement
ratio equal to as=0.10. The slightly increased r. values which are recorded at the
shallower zones of the grid configuration are attributed to the vertical drainage
occurring from the deeper parts of the crust towards the surface, thus increasing the
excess pore pressure (Au) at the specific depths.

Additionally, from the distribution of excess pore pressure ratios with depth, (Figure
4.5a) it is obvious that the underlying sand develops much higher r, values, which
gradually increase from the interface of the two layers towards the bottom of the
configuration. By the end of the imposed shaking, liquefaction is evident and extends
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practically to an area starting 2-3 m below the interface of the two layers, up to the
bottom of the configuration. As a result, the thickness of the performed improvement
(Himp.) decisively controls the extent of the liquefied area underneath, by delaying or
even preventing the occurrence of liquefaction. This indirect advantage is translated
to extra shear strength, contributing to the shear strength provided by the overlying
denser crust.

Figure 4.5b summarizes r, time histories derived from selected depths of the
configuration. It is of particular interest that the r, time history derived at 7 m clearly
indicates liquefaction already from the 34 loading cycle. However, there is a very
limited drainage effect present, which prevails over the rate of r, built up at the later
stages of loading and causes a slight lowering of the r, values. The specific effect
indicates the beneficial action of the top improved crust which restrains excess pore
pressures beyond the improvement limits, as it is also illustrated in the following

cases.
a. b.
0 1
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2 r ' / 0.8 : z=12m —
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- (end of shaking) \ B A ~Jz=3m
—_ 8 N 0 7\ 11 11 Il Il 11 11 Il Il 11
E I 0 1 2 3 4 5
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Figure 4.5: Typical results for Dr,=40%, improvement depth Himp=4m and as=0.10 (a) ry
distribution with depth at t=1.4 and t=4.9sec, r, time histories (b) at selected
depths of the configuration and (c) within the improved crust

Ixnpa4.5: Tomxa amotehéopata ywa Dro=40%, pabog PeAtiwong Himp=4m xat as=0.10 a.
Katavopn ru pe to Pabog ota t=1.4 xat t=4.9sec, ypovoiotopieg r, (b) oe
emAeypéva Padn too kavvapoo kat (c) eviog g PeAtiopévng kpodotag

Predictions for Dr,=55%.- Figure 4.6a,b & ¢, summarize the outcome for the case of
initial relative density of 55% and improvement depth equal to 8m. Notice that,
excess pore pressure ratio values within the improved crust, illustrated in Figure
4.6c, are confined within the pre-defined desirable range of ¢, . = 03 - 04. To
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achieve this, the performed mitigation against liquefaction was materialized for a
replacement ratio equal to as=0.15. The slightly increased r. values which are
recorded at the shallower zones of the grid configuration are attributed to the vertical
drainage occurring from the deeper parts of the crust towards the surface, thus
increasing the excess pore pressure (Au) at the specific depths. The r, distribution
with depth (Figure 4.6a) attains an average value of r,=0.35, at the mid-depth of the
improvement, which fluctuates from 0.27 at the deepest locations to 0.40 at the
shallow parts of the improved layer, at the end of the 34 cycle of the excitation.
Figure 4.6b summarizes excess pore pressure time histories at selected depths of the
configuration. In this example the improved crust extends up to 8m, therefore the
corresponding time history derived at 7m indicates a successful liquefaction

mitigation.
a b.
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Figure 4.6: Typical results for Dr,=55%, improvement depth Himp=8m and as=0.15 (a) ry
distribution with depth at t=1.4 and t=4.9sec, r, time histories (b) at selected
depths of the configuration and (c) within the improved crust

Ixnpa 4.6: Tomxa amotehéopata ywa Dro=55%, Pabog PeAtioong Himp=8m xat as=0.15 a.
Katavopn ru pe to Pabog ota t=1.4 xat t=4.9sec, ypovoiotopieg r, (b) oe
emAeypéva Padn too kavvapoo kat (c) eviog g PeAtiopévng kpodotag

Predictions for Dr,=65%.- The particular example refers to the remediation of a 65%
initial relative density sand layer by improving the top 6 meters. Figure 4.7a,b & c,
indicate that the desired response is obtained for a replacement ratio equal to
as=0.20. Maximum excess pore pressures attain roughly rumax=0.25, especially in the
shallower parts of the improved crust, while, at an average, maximum excess pore
pressure values reach approximately 1, . = 0.23. Figure 4.7b, proves the beneficiary

effect of the improvement which affects the excess pore pressure built up beyond its
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actual thickness. Proof of this is the r, time history derived at a depth of 7 m which
remains well below liquefaction triggering.

Overview of results.- To fully visualize the replacement ratio value (as) required to
achieve an acceptable level of excess pore pressure built-up, for all the examined
combinations of initial relative density (D:o-%) and depth of improvement (Himp.) the
following figures summarize the excess pore pressure ratio time histories within the
improved crust for all the executed numerical analyses. For each case of initial
relative density Dr, (%), and all four examined replacement ratio (as) values, namely
as=0.05, 0.10, 0.15 and 0.20, excess pore pressure ratio time histories, are derived at
increments of 0.5m starting from the ground surface and proceeding to the bottom of
the improved crust.
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: / 06 F—4<]
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i 04 - z=7m—|
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- \\ E/ z=|3m \/\/W\“V\/\/"\/\‘W
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T 12 : t=1.4sec 1 f:
C r — Averager,
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16 o »
18 r / / 0.4 I z=0.5m
N 02 F [l N
20:\\\ L1 \/\\ L1 \\/\ Ok\\\Z=\5'\5'\n\ L1 I L1
0 02 04 06 038 1 0 1 2 3 4 5
r, t (sec)

Figure 4.7: Typical results for Dr,=65%, improvement depth Himp=6m and as;=0.20 (a) ru
distribution with depth at t=1.4 and t=4.9sec, r, time histories (b) at selected
depths of the configuration and (c) within the improved crust

Ixnqpa4.7: Tomkda anotedéopata yia Dro=65%, Pabog PeAtioong Himp=6m xat as=0.20 a.
Katavour] ry, pe 1o Pdbog ota t=1.4 kat t=4.9sec, ypovoioctopieg ru (b) oe
emAeypéva Padn too kavvapoo kat (c) evtog g PeAtiopévng kpodotag

Set of Proposed Design Charts.- The average maximum excess pore pressure ratio
within the improved crust is plotted with regard to the corresponding replacement
ratio as in an attempt to provide an easy-to-use design chart. The outcome is
exhibited in Figure 4.8, for all six different initial relative density scenarios and three
depths of improvement. The particular figure essentially illustrates the effectiveness
of every examined combination of initial properties of the sand layer and considered
improvement depth.

70



Chapter 4: Parametric Analysis of Footing Response

Following, Figure 4.9 summarizes the replacement ratio as required for every initial
relative density value Dy, (%) for three distinct average T, . values expected to

develop within the improved crust, namely 0.30, 040 & 0.50. Additionally,
depending on the replacement ratio as obtained from the above figure, the properties
of the improved crust, i.e. relative density Dyimp (%) and equivalent coefficient of
permeability keq. (m/sec) may be easily obtained through Figure 4.10a & b. More
specifically, Figure 4.10a correlates replacement ratio as to the relative density of the
improved crust through seven different curves, each one for a separate initial relative
density Dy, (%). Figure 4.10b, associates the replacement ratio as to the equivalent
coefficient of permeability keq. (m/sec) as a function of the permeability of the natural
sand layer.
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Figure 4.9: Required replacement ratio as with regard to initial relative density Dr,(%) and
three allowable levels of rymax

Ixnpa 4.9: Anaitodpevog OLVTENEOTIG AVTIKATAOTAOCIG s OOVAPTHOEL TG APXKL)G OXETIKI|G
mokvotntag Dro( %) yia Tpelg EMTPenOpeVeg TIHEG TOD Ty,max
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Figure 4.10: Assessment of the improved properties (a) relative density Dr,imp(%) and (b)
permeability keq.(m/sec), as a function of replacement ratio as
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4.4 Parameter identification

Following the numerical simulation presented in Chapter 3, the liquefaction
performance of a strip foundation is parametrically investigated focusing on two
main objectives:

e the seismically induced footing settlements pqyn, and
o the degraded post-shaking bearing capacity of the footing qui.

To simplify the problem at hand, it is assumed that the improved zone extends up to
the limits of the considered grid. Hence, the liquefaction response of the footing is
initially examined under conditions of “infinite” improvement. Nevertheless, in
reality, the improved crust is going to be artificially manufactured around the
shallow foundation, disclosing the last examined independent problem parameter,
namely that of the extent of the performed improvement, Linp. For that purpose, an
additional set of analyses is executed, in which the lateral extent of improvement is
gradually reduced, to evaluate the effect on the previously established liquefaction
performance of the footing.In the following sections, the two groups of parametric
analyses are explained in detail.

44.1 “Infinitely” extending improvement

The sliding-block mechanism described as part of the dynamic settlement
accumulation mechanism in the previous chapter, allows the identification of two
groups of basic problem parameters:

Loading and strength parameters.- They are associated to the activated failure
mechanism and include: (i) the average foundation bearing pressure g, (ii)
characteristics of the drain-improved crust, namely the normalized thickness Hiu/B,
the friction angle @improves, as well as (iii) properties of the liquefiable sand layer,
including the normalized thickness Zi;;/B and the relative density D;,.

Excitation characteristics.- These parameters control the amount of accumulated
settlement, and include: the peak bedrock acceleration au..x, the peak bedrock velocity
Umar and the number of significant loading cycles N. The peak bedrock velocity Vmax
may be alternatively incorporated in the parametric investigation through the
predominant excitation period T.

Note that the shear strength of the crust is expressed through the improved relative
density Dyimp, which is directly linked to the initial relative density of the underlying
liquefiable sand, through the replacement ratio as. Additionally, the improved crust
allows the dissipation of excess pore pressures and consequently the formation of a
flow front propagating upwards from the deepest to the shallower locations. The
permeability of the crust is practically related to the permeability of the original sand
layer again through the selected replacement ratio as. Also, as suggested by the
design charts provided in Figure 4.9, replacement ratio as, is directly controlled by
the maximum excess pore pressure ratio rumax expected to develop under free field
conditions within the improved crust. Hence, it is concluded that the key-parameter
controlling the properties assigned in the improved crust is the maximum
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anticipated excess pore pressure ratio rumax, which is set equal to 0.4 for the majority
of the numerical analyses.

The plan of parametric analyses is summarized in Table 4.1. The range of each
parameter included in the parametric investigation is summarized below. Note that
the effect of each parameter was examined separately, with the other parameters
being given the reference values provided in the parentheses.

e Average contact pressure applied by the foundation q=52, 60, 70, 75, 80, 90, 100,
110kPa (52, 100kPa)

e Relative density of the liquefiable sand layer D, =35, 45, 55, 65% (45%)

o Thickness of the liquefiable layer Ziiq=6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16m (16m)

¢ Depth of the performed improvement Himp.=4, 5, 6, 7 & 8m (4m)

e Width of the foundation B=3, 5, 7, 9m (5m)

e Peak input acceleration, applied at the base of the liquefiable laver ama=0.10, 0.15,
0.20, 0.25, 0.30, 0.35g (0.15g)

e Number of cycles of the sinusoidal motion N=5, 10, 12, 15 (10)

e Excitation period T=0.15, 0.20, 0.25, 0.35, 0.50sec (0.35sec)

e Maximum excess pore pressure ratio inside the crust rymax=0.15, 0.20, 0.30, 0.40
(0.40).

To isolate the influence of the improved relative density from the concurrent change
in the permeability, a separate set of analyses was performed. Namely, the improved
crust was assigned the appropriate relative density resulting from the design charts
but different values for the permeability the natural sand were applied. Also, the
effect of the relative density of the liquefiable sand was separately examined, by
preserving the properties (Dyimp. & keq) of the crust and altering only Do (%).
Moreover, the ultimate bearing capacity for crust thicknesses Himp=6 & 8m was
investigated, by increasing the initial contact pressure q up to immediate post-
shaking failure.

The first set of parametric analyses was performed for an average contact pressure
equal to q=100kPa and the parameter combination of case No7 of Table 4.1.
Nevertheless, it turned out that the specific arrangement was in a meta-stable area,
with regard to parameter Ziq/B, as illustrated in Figure 4.11. In other words, for
Ziiq./B=3.2 (Ziiq = 16m) the degraded factor of safety is well above unity, but for
lower values the footing has experienced post-shaking failure. For that reason, a
second set of analyses was performed, with a considerably reduced average contact
pressure, equal to q=52kPa, ensuring that the particular arrangement is far from
post-shaking failure.
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Figure 4.11: Variation of the degraded bearing capacity F.S.qey versus Ziq/B for constant
footing presure q = 100kPa and footing width B = 5m
Ixnpa 4.11: Alaxodpavorn g Aamopelpévig @épovoag wavotntag F.S.qe; ovvaptrjoet tov
Ziiq/ B yia otafepo @optio Oepeliov q = 100kPa xat mhdrtog Oepedioo B = 5m

The discovery of a meta-stable area in the post-shaking response of the shallow
footing is particularly interesting. It is possible that the thickness of the liquefiable
layer, which determines the depth of liquefaction occurrence, plays a key role in the
particular phenomenon. The meta-stable area was also observed, when incrementally
increasing the footing pressure, q (kPa), independently of the thickness of the
improved crust and the other parameters of the configuration. Namely, the increase
of the applied pressure did not provide a continuously reducing degraded factor of
safety, but rather its fluctuation around unity. The particular observation may be
attributed to secondary dilation phenomena in the vicinity of the footing, which
locally increase the shear strength of the improved crust. The observed meta-stable
cases were excluded from the statistical processing regarding the degraded bearing
capacity of the footing.
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Table 4.1: Summary of parametric analyses plan
ITivakag 4.1:  Zovoyrn IAPAPETPIKDOV AVANDOEDV

No| Analysis Name |q (kPa) :;3 (Zr|:) Fumax I-:':; B(m)|am(g) | T N (*1(:(;:1/5) D(;)")'p :-'-:;a
1 q=52kPa 52 | 45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 035 | 10 flo) | flas) | inf.
2 q=60kPa 60 [45(16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 | 10 flag) | flas) | inf.
3 q=70kPa 70 |(45(16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla) | flas) | inf.
4 q=75kPa 75 |45(16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 flag) | flas) | inf.
5 q=80kPa 80 45116 | 0.4 4 5 0.15 (035 ]| 10 (o) f(as) | inf.
6 q=90kPa 90 |45|16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla)) | flag) | inf.
7 q=100kPa 100 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 035 | 10 flo) | flas) | inf.
8 Dr, (%)-35 52 |35[16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 flag) | flas) | inf.
9 Dr, (%)-55 52 [55(16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 flag) | flas) | inf.
10 Dr, (%)-65 52 [65|16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla) | flas) | inf.
11 Zjq=14m 52 (45(14| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla)) | flag) | inf.
12 Zjq=12m 52 [45[12| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla)) | flag) | inf.
13 Zjq=10m 52 |45|10| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla)) | flas) | inf.
14 Zjq.=8m 52 (45| 8| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 | 10 flag) | flas) | inf.
15 Zjq.=6m 52 (456 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 flag) | flas) | inf.
16 r(“gs‘a:gg';’)o 52 [45(16| 03 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 f(at) f(o) | inf.
17 Fumax=0-20 52 |45|16| 02 | 4 5 0.15 | 035 | 10 f(ots) f(as) | inf.

(0,=0.175)
18 Fuma=0-1> 52 | 45|16 | 015 | 4 5 0.15 | 035 | 10 f(ots) f(os) | inf.
(2,=0.20)

19 Himp.-5 52 [45(15| 04 | 5 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 flag) | flas) | inf.

20 Himp.-6 52 [45(14| 04 | 6 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla) | flas) | inf.

21 Himp-7 52 [45(13| 04 | 7 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla) | flas) | inf.

22 Himp.-8 52 [45(12| 04 | 8 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla)) | flas) | inf.

23 B=3m 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 3 0.15 [ 035 |10 fla)) | flas) | inf.

24 B=7m 52 | 45|16 | 04 | 4 7 115 | 035 | 10 flo) | flas) | inf.

25 B=9m 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 9 215 [035 |10 flag) | flas) | inf.

26 B=3m 52 [45(16| 04 | 5 3 0.15 [ 035 |10 flag) | flas) | inf.

27 ama=0.10g 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.10 | 035 | 10 fla)) | flas) | inf.

28 ama=0.20g 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 02 |035](10 fla)) | fla) | inf.

29 ama=0.25¢ 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 025 | 035 |10 fla)) | flas) | inf.

30 ama=0.30g 52 [45(16| 04 | 4 5 030 | 035 |10 flo) | flas) | inf.

31 am=0.358 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 035 | 035 |10 flo) | fla) | inf.

32 T=0.15sec 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 0.5 | 10 flag) | flas) | inf.

33 T=0.25sec 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [0.20 | 10 fla) | flas) | inf.

34 T=0.50sec 52 45116 | 0.4 4 5 0.15 [ 0.25 | 10 (o) f(as) | inf.

35 T=0.50sec 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 050 | 10 fla)) | flas) | inf.

36 N=5 cycl. 52 [45(16| 04 | 4 5 015 | 035 | 5 flo) | fla) | inf.

37 N=12 cycl. 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |12 flag) | flas) | inf.

38 N=15 cycl. 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |15 flag) | flas) | inf.
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Analysis Name | q (kPa) I(Joz; (Z:) F'u,max F(I:'; B (m) | amax(g) T 10 (mk/e:éc) D(;")"’ :'::')’
39| Dioina=35% 52 (35|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 0.35 |10 | 10.87 82 | inf.
40| Dyg.ind =45% 52 (45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 0.35 |10 | 10.87 82 | inf.
41| Dioing=55% 52 |[55|16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 | 10.87 82 | inf.
42| Dioing=65% 52 | 65|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 (035 |10 | 10.87 82 | inf.
43 ksang=6.6*10°°m/s 52 45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 3.09 86 | inf.

(as =0.23)
44 ksang=1*10°m/s 52 |35|16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 035 | 10 4.08 82 | inf.

(as =0.2)
gs | Romas1*207mis | ol ye 0a L a | s | oas |o03s |10| 129 58 | inf.

(05 = 0.06)
46 Dr, (%)-35 100 35|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(ats) fla) | inf.
47 Dr, (%)-55 100 | 55|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 (o) fla) | inf.
48 Dr, (%)-65 100 | 65|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(ot) flas) | inf.
49 Zjq=10m 100 |45|10| 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(ot) flas) | inf.
50 Zjq=8m 100 |45| 8 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(ots) flag) | inf.
51 Ziq=6m 100 |45 6 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(ots) fla) | inf.
52 r'umax=0.30 100 (45|16 | 03 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(as) flas) | inf.
53 Fumax=0.20 100 |45|16| 02 | 4 5 0.15 | 035 | 10 (o) flog) | inf.
54 rumax=0.15 100 | 45|16 | 0.15 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(ot) flas) | inf.
55 Himp.-5 100 [45[15]| 04 | 5 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(ots) flas) | inf.
56 Himp.-6 100 | 45|14 | 04 | 6 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 (o) fla) | inf.
57 Himp.-7 100 | 45|13 | 04 | 7 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 (o) flas) | inf.
58 Himp.-8 100 |45|12| 04 | 8 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(ots) flas) | inf.
59 B=3m 100 |45|16| 04 | 4 3 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 f(at) flas) | inf.
60| B=3m_Him=5m | 100 |45|15| 04 | 5 3 0.15 | 035 | 10 (o) flog) | inf.
61| B=3m_Him,=6m | 100 | 45|14 | 04 | 6 3 0.15 | 0.35 | 10 (o) fla) | inf.
62 amax=0.10g 100 | 45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.10 | 035 | 10 f(ots) fla) | inf.
63 amax=0.258 100 |45|16| 04 | 4 5 0.25 | 035 | 10 f(ots) flas) | inf.
64 ama=0.35¢ 100 |45|16| 04 | 4 5 035 |035 |10 f(ot) flas) | inf.
65 T=0.15sec 100 |45|16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.15 | 10 (o) flog) | inf.
66 T=0.25sec 100 (45|16 | 0.4 4 5 0.15 [ 0.25 | 10 (o) f(as) | inf.
67 T=0.50sec 100 |45|16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.50 | 10 f(ots) flas) | inf.
68 N=5 cycl. 100 |45|16| 04 | 4 5 015 (035 | 5 f(ots) flag) | inf.
69 N=12 cycl. 100 |45|16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 12 f(ots) flas) | inf.
70 N=15 cycl. 100 |45|16| 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 035 | 15 (o) flog) | inf.
71| Dioina=35% 100 35|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 0.35 |10 | 10.87 82 | inf.
72|  Drouina =45% 100 |45|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 | 0.35 |10 | 10.87 82 | inf.
73|  Dypina =55% 100 | 55|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 [ 035 |10 | 10.87 82 | inf.
74|  Dypind =65% 100 | 65|16 | 04 | 4 5 0.15 (035 |10 | 10.87 82 | inf.
75 Himp.-6 124 | 45|14 | 04 | 6 5 0.15 | 035 | 11 (o) flog) | inf.
76 Himp.-6 152 | 45|14 | 04 | 6 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 12 f(ats) fla) | inf.
77 Himp.-6 176 | 45|14 | 04 | 6 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 13 (o) fla) | inf.
78 Himp.-6 200 [45(14| 04 | 6 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 14 f(ot) flag) | inf.
79 Himp.-8 152 | 45|14 | 04 | 8 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 15 f(ots) flas) | inf.
80 Himp.-8 200 |45(14| 04 | 8 5 0.15 | 035 | 16 (o) flog) | inf.
81 Himp.-8 250 [45(14| 04 | 8 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 17 f(ats) fla) | inf.
82 Himp.-8 300 [45(14| 04 | 8 5 0.15 | 0.35 | 18 f(ots) flag) | inf.
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44.2 Effect of Lateral Extent of Improvement (Limp)

The influence of lateral extent of improvement is investigated comparatively to the
footing response for conditions of “infinite” improvement. Namely, out of the
parametric analyses plan presented above, twelve (12) characteristic cases were
selected, which exhibit different soil, excitation and geometric characteristics. In each
set of analyses, the infinitely extending improved layer is the reference analysis.
Subsequently, the width of the improved layer (Limp) is progressively reduced down
to nearly the width of the footing itself. The selected cases as well as the various
improvement width values are provided in Table 4.2. The improvement width is
expressed as a portion of the footing width B.

The range of each parameter examined in the parametric investigation is
summarized below. Note that the effect of each parameter is examined separately,
with the other parameters being given the reference values provided in the
parentheses.

e Average contact pressure applied by the foundation q = 52kPa

e Relative density of the liquefiable sand layer D, = 45, 55% (45%)

e Thickness of the liquefiable layer Ziiq = 8, 12, 16m (16m)

¢ Depth of the performed improvement Himp = 4, 6, 8m (4m)

e Width of the foundation B = 3, 5m (5m)

e Peak input acceleration, applied at the base of the liquefiable layer dm.x = 0.15,
0.30g (0.15g)

e Number of cycles of the sinusoidal motion N =5, 10 (10)

e Excitation period T = 0.35, 0.50sec (0.35sec)

o Combined effect of the thickness of the improved zone (Himp = 6,8m) and the

input peak acceleration amax = 0.30g.

Observe that the Linp/B ratio systematically receives values greater than unity. The
particular observation is attributed to numerical reasons and particularly to the
simulation approach of the shallow footing. As it is mentioned in Chapter 3, the
numerical simulation of the bearing pressure q of the shallow footing is performed
through applying vertical velocity at specific grid points. This velocity varies linearly
from the value at the last grid point upon which it is applied, to zero at the adjacent
grid point. Hence, half the width of the adjacent zones should be added to the actual
footing width. On the other hand, soil properties are assigned to zones, implying that
the width of the improved zone is always going to be at least equal to the number of
zones upon which the bearing stresses are applied, further increased by two, one at
each side of the footing.
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Table 4.2: Overview of numerical analyses
ITivakag 4.2:  Emoxomnnon aptfpntikeov avaldoeov
Case No. Examined Parameter Limy/B
1.2,2,54,7.8,10.2,12,13.2,
1 q=52Kpa (B=5m) 14.8,17.2,19.6, 21
5 B=3m 13,4,7.3,12.33,17,21
o 12,2,54,7.8,10.2,12, 132,
3 Dro=55% (B=5m) 14.8,17.2,19.6, 21
_ 1.2,2,54,10.2,13.2,14.8,
4 Ziig = 8m (B=5m) 17.2,19.6
1.2,2,54,10.2,13.2,14.8,
> Ziig = 12m (B=5m) 17.2,19.6, 21
_ 1.2,2,54,78,10.2,12,13.2,
6 amax= 0.30g (B=5m) 14.8,17.2,19.6, 21
_ 1.2,2,54,10.2,13.2,14.8,
7 N=5 (B=5m) 17.2,19.6, 21
1.2,2,54,7.8,10.2,12,13.2,
8 T=0.50sec (B=5m) 14.8,17.2,19.6, 21
9 Himp=6m (B=5m) 1.2,2,54, 13.12, 13.2,14.8,
1.2,2,5,5.4,9.8,13.4,15.2,
10 Himp= 8m (B=5m) 20, 24.8
I Hi6m (ama=030g) | 122 5% 18.12, 132,148,
1.2,2,5,5.4,98,13.4,15.2,
12 Himp= 8m (amax=0.30g) 20, 24.8
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Analytical Relations for Seismic Settlement & Degraded
Bearing Capacity: Infinite Improvement Width

5.1 Introduction

The present chapter is devoted to the statistical processing of the numerical results
obtained from the parametric analysis described earlier. The aim of the statistical
evaluation is first to identify the parameters controlling the accumulation of dynamic
settlements (payn) and the post-shaking degraded factor of safety (F.S.qeq) and
consequently to quantify their effect. As a result, analytical expressions are
established for the prediction of seismic settlements of the shallow foundation, at the
end of shaking, as well as the associated degraded bearing capacity qu: and factor of
safety F.S.qeg.

5.2 Earthquake-induced foundation settlements

521 Newmark-based analytical expression

Systematic examination of the numerical results, combined with observations from
relevant centrifuge and large-scale experiments published in the literature, suggests
that dynamic settlement accumulation of shallow foundations is not the result of
sand densification, but rather that of the activation of a Newmark-type sliding block
failure mechanism. Namely, as it has been thoroughly explained in Chapter 3,
settlement accumulation is associated with the activation of two one-sided wedge
type failure mechanisms, occurring twice during one full loading cycle.

The correlation of dynamic settlement accumulation to a failure mechanism, may
potentially lead to its association with the degraded factor of safety, also referred to
as F.S.qeg. Hence, to investigate this option, the effect of the different groups of
examined problem parameters (i.e. loading, excitation, geometry and soil
characteristics) are jointly evaluated for both, the footing settlements and the inverse
degraded factor of safety, as shown in Figure 5.1 through Figure 5.4. This parallel
evaluation discloses that contact pressure q, as well as all geometry and soil
characteristics have qualitatively the same effect on both payn. and 1/F.S.4es.. Hence,
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dynamic settlements may be directly related to the inverse of the degraded factor of
safety, thus reducing the total number of the independent variables for estimating
Pdyn. It is also evident that this is hardly the case when examining the effect of the
excitation characteristics on payn. and 1/F.S.qeq, presented in Figure 5.2. Hence, the
specific parameters will be handled as separate variables, following the formulation
justified below.

For the simple case of harmonic loading, the sliding block mechanism results in
displacement accumulation, which is proportional to equation (5.1):

2

Yoo N=a  T°N (5.1)
a

where:
Vmax 15 the maximum velocity of the applied excitation
amax the maximum acceleration magnitude of the applied excitation
T the period of the applied excitation
N the number of cycles

It can be further shown from equation (5.2) that:

t=N-T
2, T’N=n" [ |v(t)]dt (5.2)
t=0
where v(t) is the applied velocity time history.

The main advantage stemming from the use of such an expresion is that an analytical
relation for payn, initially developed for harmonic motions can be subsequently
extended to any type of input motion.

0.3 1.25

pdyn (m)

O L1l ‘ 111 ‘ L1l ‘ L1l ‘ L1 1] 0
50 60 70 80 90 100
q (kPa)

Figure 5.1: Effect of contact pressure g, in pdayn and 1/F.S.deg
Ixnpa 5.1: Enidpaon) tng mieong ena@r|g g, 0to pdayn Kat 010 1/F.S.geq
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Integration of the applied velocity time-history in the performed numerical analyses
was found equal to amaxT?(No+2), where N, is the number of significant cycles of the
motion. The total number of loading cycles is increased by two, to account for the
additional cycles of varying amplitude, added at the beginning and at the end of the
applied excitation.

In extend of the above, the numerically predicted pdyn values were normalized
against amaxI12(No+2) and correlated to the inverse of the degraded factor of safety.
This correlation is illustrated in Figure 5.5. Observe that there is a consistent trend of
the data points, expressed analytically as:

0.45 5
Payn 1 1
=006 ——| -[1+03- 5.3
a. T (N, +2) (FS J ! 3[1:5 J 5:3)

max ~exc deg deg

but the associated scatter is considerable and may limit the use of equation (5.3) in
practical applications. This is mainly attributed to the fact that soil amplification
effects, during propagation of the seismic motion from the base to the ground
surface, where the settlements accumulate, are overlooked. Namely, while the
seismic motion parameters (Vmax, 0max, 1) should refer to the base of the “sliding
block”, in the present application they refer to seismic excitation at the base of the
soil column. To account for this mandatory drawback a number of theory-inspired
modifications were applied as described below.

0.15 —
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Figure 5.5: Correlation of normalized settlements payn against 1/FSges. considering the
Newmark approach
Ixnpa 5.5: Zvoxiton tov avnypeveav Kadiloemv pdyn e T0 1/FSqeg, kata Newmark
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Incorporation of the fundamental soil period Tsoi.- To reduce the scatter in Figure
5.5, the excitation period was averaged with the elastic soil period Ts, the latter
being expressed as:

’I‘SO” — 4Hcrust + 4Hsand (54)
VS,crust VS,sand

where V, =,f /P denotes the shear wave velocity and the maximum shear

modulus Gmax is approximately computed according to the following equation
(Hardin 1978):

G,,, =600—FPum | P (5.5)
0.3+0.7-¢" \ Potm

in terms of the void ratio of the sand (e), the atmospheric pressure (pam = 100kPa)

and the mean effective pressure (p in kPa) at the mid-depth of each encountered
layer (i.e. improved crust and natural sand layer) (kPa).

In more detail, equation (5.3) was rewritten in a more general form with Tex. replaced

by (Texc + aszoil):
1) 1)
1 5.6
FSdeJ [Jrc{Fsdegj ] 6)

In the sequel, a non-linear regression analysis was performed leading to the

pdyn = Cl ' (x’max (Texc+ a- T@oil )2 (No +2)(

following values of the coefficients in equation (5.6): ¢1=0.019, c2=0.45, ¢3=0.25 c4=4.5
and a=0.633. The correlation of the normalized seismic settlements with the inverse
degraded factor of safety is shown in Figure 5.6.

The scatter of the data points is now significantly reduced, verifying the beneficial
effect of introducing the fundamental soil period. Based on the one-to-one
comparison of Figure 5.7, between numerical and analytical predictions of payn it is
further observed that about 83.3% of the predictions with equation (5.6) lay within a
range of £25% of the numerical results. The relative error, expressed as the ratio of
(Predicted - Observed)/Observed values, is presented in Figure 5.8 with regard to
the observed values of dynamic settlements, payn"™. The uniform scatter around zero
is indicative of the good and unbiased predictive accuracy of the proposed equation
(5.6), which is further verified by the Standard deviation of relative error calculated
equal to about 21%.
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Figure 5.6: Correlation of normalized settlements payn against 1/F.S.qeq. considering the
Newmark approach, incorporating the period of the soil column Tsoil

Ixnpa5.6: Zooxéton TOV avolypevev Kadloemv pdyn pe T 1/F.S.qeq xata Newmark,
EVO@PATOVOVTAG TNV 191011ep1000 NG eda@ikr|g otANg Tsoil

0.5
E |
s .
Q
©
[]
B 01|
T - (]
g - n
o L

L (]
y = +/- 25%
0-03 | | L1 '
0.03 0.1 0.5

Observed p, , (M)

Figure 5.7: Numerical versus predicted values
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Figure 5.8: Relative error versus the numerically derived values of settlement pgy,"™
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5.2.2 Unit-dependent analytical expression

The purpose of the following investigation is to explore whether there is hidden bias
in the analytical predictions obtained from the use of equation (5.6), and
appropriately modify it, in order to improved its accuracy. To achieve this goal, the
ratio of the Observed (numerical) over the Predicted (analytical) values of pdyn is
plotted against each one of the four basic variables appearing in equation (5.6), and

presented in Figure 5.9.
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Figure 5.9: Introduced bias for the involved variables and the F.S..
Ixnpa5.9: Xvoyétion opalparog pe Tig eGetalopeveg petaPAnreg kat to F.S..

The last chart summarizes the ratio of Obs./Pred. values plotted against the factor of
safety against liquefaction F.S... This particular figure is generated because the
correlation of seismic-induced settlements to the total number of loading cycles
implies that the onset of liquefaction coincides with the onset of seismic shaking,
which is not entirely true. Also, the introduction of the inverse of the degraded factor
of safety (1/F.S.qeg) into the analytical expression for the dynamic settlements is not
conclusive whether it appropriately captures any possible effect of the "delayed"
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liquefaction. Hence, to explore this skepticism, the ratio of observed over predicted
values of payn is plotted against the factor of safety against liquefaction F.S.,
computed based on equation (5.7) below (Bouckovalas 2013; personal
communication):

N*®+3.3
FS,=—0r
N*®+33(N/N, )

(5.7)

where N is the total number of cycles and Ny is the number of cycles required to
initiate liquefaction, at the mid-depth of the soil configuration, obtained from free-
tield numerical analyses (for r,>0.90).

Based on Figure 5.9, it is found that the analytical predictions are indeed biased with
regard to all three seismic excitation parameters, as opposed to the inverse relation
with the degraded factor of safety, as well as the factor of safety against liquefaction
F.S.., where the predictions are evenly scattered around the observed values. This
observation does not necessarily revoke the validity of the assumed sliding block
mechanism, but essentially reveals that merely introducing the elastic soil period was
not adequate in order to account for soil effects on seismic excitation characteristics.
Hence, the power functions describing the bias of each variable in Figure 5.9, are
introduced in equation (5.6), and a new non-linear regression analysis was
performed to define coefficients c1 - cs. Thus, the empirical relation for the
computation of seismic settlements now becomes:

Payn = 0.0601

max

045 2
040 (Texc+ 0.633T., )1.40 (No +2)0.50 [FSI J 1+O.4[ 1 J (5.8)

deg deg

The correlation of the normalized seismic settlements with the inverse degraded
factor of safety is illustrated in Figure 5.10. The scatter of the data points is further
reduced, verifying the beneficial effect of introducing the correction factors

mentioned above.
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Figure 5.10: Correlation of normalized settlements payn against 1/F.S.qeg after bias corrections
Zxnpa 5.10: Zooyxétion Tov avolypévev Katlr|oemV pdyn e T0 /F.S.qeg petd Tig Stopbmoetg
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The updated one-to-one comparison between numerical and analytical predictions is
shown in Figure 5.11. Observe that the scatter of the data points has been
considerably reduced, with 95% of the predictions laying within a +25% range from
the numerical results and 91.6% of the predictions within a +20% range, as shown in
the corresponding figure. The relative error is evaluated in Figure 5.12 with regard to
the observed values of dynamic settlements, payn"'m. The even more uniform scatter
around zero is indicative of the good and unbiased predictive accuracy of equation
(5.8), which is further verified by the reduced Standard deviation of relative error
calculated equal to 14%.
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Figure 5.11: Observed versus analytically predicted values after the bias correction
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Figure 5.12: Relative error versus the numerically derived values of settlement pgyn"u™
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5.3 Post-shaking degraded Bearing Capacity

5.3.1 Theoretical Background and Modifications

The second part of the proposed analytical methodology focuses on the post-shaking
bearing capacity of the surface foundation, which has substantially degraded
compared to the initial value under static conditions, due to liquefaction of the
unimproved natural soil. For that purpose, an analytical relationship for the
evaluation of the degraded bearing capacity quides (kPa) is formulated, based on
theory as well as on the results of the numerical analyses.

The proposed analytical methodology is based on a modified version of the
Meyerhof & Hanna (1978) analytical solution for the bearing capacity of shallow
foundations on two-layered cohesionless soil profiles. According to this
methodology, the bearing capacity of shallow foundations located on top of a two-
layered sand formation (without embedment) is evaluated as:

1,
E v1BNy,
qult,deg =min , s tan (P] . 1 , . (59)
v H K -v:H, +EY1BN«/2 +“/1Hquz
where
N, =tan’ (45+¢p/2e)" " (5.10)
N, =2(Nq+1)tar1(p (5.11)

The coefficient K in equation (5.9) is evaluated based on the chart of Figure 5.13, as a
function of the q»/qi ratio, and the friction angle of the upper layer ¢i. Bearing
capacities q; and q refer to the top and the underlying layers respectively, and they
are computed based on the first line of Equation (5.10). Assuming the same unit
weight for both layers, the q2/q: ratio is reduced to Ny2/Nyi.

In the problem at hand, it has been noticed that at the end of shaking a transition
zone of non-liquefied natural ground (with 0< r, < 1.0) is formed between the
improved crust and the liquefied sand, as a result of the fast dissipation of the
seismic induced excess pore pressures towards the much more permeable improved
crust (see also Figure 5.14). This transitional zone acts as a secondary crust and
essentially causes the Prandtl-type failure surface to develop underneath it. If the
thickness of the aforementioned layer is expressed as a portion a of the thickness of
the improved soil crust, and the unit soil weight is considered uniform (yi1=y2=y), the
Meyerhof & Hanna (1978) analytical expression is modified as follows:

1,
EV BNy,

. tan
qult,deg =min ’Y’leKs (‘Dl

wr [(ra) 1)K Sy (e - (52)

+ %y”BNy2 +y'(1+a)H,N,,
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Figure 5.13: Chart for estimating the K coefficient in the Meyerhof & Hanna (1978) analytical
methodology

Ixnpa 5.13: Awaypappa extipnong too ooviedeotw| Ko omyv avalotikry pebodoloyia tov
Meyerhof & Hanna (1978)

Note that the friction angles appearing in equation (5.12) above should be
appropriately reduced in order to account for the excess pore pressure build up that
is anticipated at the end of seismic shaking. To this extent, it will be approximately
assumed that:

¢, = tan”'[(1-U, ) tang, ,,; | (5.13)

where the subscript "ini" denotes the friction angle of the ground at the beginning of
shaking, while i= 1 for the improved crust, 2 for the transition zone and 3 for the
liquefied sand.
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Figure 5.14: Excess pore pressure ratio contours at the end of shaking, indicating the
formation of the non-liquefied layer of natural ground

Ixnpa 5.14: Iookapmdleg Tov Oeiktn LIEPHIEcE®V HOPOV OTO TEAOG Tng OOVNOong IMov
OelY VoLV TO OXNHATIONO T1)G HI-PEVOTOIIOUHEVTIG KPODOTAS OTO PLOIKO €DaAPOg
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5.3.2 Calibration of necessary parameters

Coefficient a._ The thickness of the transition crust (a‘H) has been defined as the
thickness of the natural ground over which the free field at the end of shaking is
lower than 0.90. The variation of coefficient a against each one of the examined
problem parameters is provided in Figure 5.15. Based on that, it is concluded that a
mainly depends on the properties of the improved layer (Himp., keq) and the features
of the applied excitation (T, N). Furthermore, Figure 5.16 shows that a more or less
unique trend is formed when “a” is related to the combined parameter keq T IN/Himp.

“o _r

Namely, “a” may be written as:

k ™ 0.256
oc=Ca{ = } (5.14)

imp

The coefficient C, receives an average value equal to 3.76 with a Standard Deviation
equal to St.Dev.=+0.50. The minimum and maximum values are equal to Cqmin=3 and
Camax=4.5 respectively.

Note that the permeability of the natural soil, kend, was not included in equation
(5.14) for two reasons: the particular effect is indirectly included in the equivalent
coefficient of permeability (keq), while the associated correlation shown in Figure 5.15
is rather weak.
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Figure 5.15: Variation of parameter a against each problem parameter

Ixnpa 5.15: MetaPoAr) g napapétpov a oovapTroel TV eSeTACOPEVOV IAPAPETPOV
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The accuracy of equation (5.14), for the average value of C,=3.76, is evaluated in
Figure 5.17a & b. In Figure 5.17a the numerically derived values of a are one-to-one
compared to the analytical predictions, while the relative prediction error is plotted
against the numerical observations in Figure 5.17b. It is observed that the scatter of
the data points is narrow whereas the relative error is less than +20% for the majority
of the observed values. Additionally, the proposed analytical expression is checked
for potential bias with regard to each separate problem parameter in Figure 5.18. It is
thus observed that in all cases, the observed (numerical) over predicted (analytical) a
ratio receives values close to unity, without exhibiting any significant and consistent

trend.
1 -
A
5
o 04 1
0.2 -
N a=C *x0-256
a
0 [ | T N T A N |
0 0.001 0.002 0.003
(keq*Texc*N)lHimp

Figure 5.16: Numerical values of coefficient a against the term (keq. TN)/Himp.
Ixnpa 5.16: Apdpntkég Tipég Tov ovvieleotr) a oovaptroet 1oL VPOV (keq. TN)/Himp.
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Figure 5.17: (a) One-to-one comparison of analytically computed against numerically derived
a values (b) Relative error of predicted values

Ixnpa 5.17: (a) Eva-ipog-éva obykplon avaldTiK®V Kat dpOPnTIKA EKTIHOHEVOV TIHAOV TOD
a (b) ZxeTKO OQPAAIA TOV EKTIHOPEVOV TIHOV
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Excess pore pressure ratio U; in the improved crust.- The average excess pore
pressure ratio Uy refers to free field conditions and at the end of shaking. To facilitate
the performed comparisons, U; will be expressed hereafter as a portion of the design
excess pore pressure ratio, Ugesign, determined from the relevant charts formulated
and presented in Chapter 4. The variation of ratio f=Uy/Ua.sign against the various
problem parameters is summarized in Figure 5.19.
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Figure 5.19: Variation of parameter [ against each problem parameter
Ixpa 5.19: MetaPoAr) mg napapétpov P oovaptroet ToV eSetaldpevav TapapeTpav
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It is thus concluded that the examined problem parameters have relatively little
effect on the obtained p values. Hence, f is not expressed through another analytical
expression, but instead the average value from all numerical analyses will be
considered. To gain more insight regarding the range of variation of the specific
parameter, Figure 5.20 summarizes all the numerically obtained B values plotted
against the ultimate degraded bearing capacity qu™. Based on that, p is set equal to:

B=054+0.08 (5.15)
The minimum and maximum values are equal to Buwix=0.375 and Pinw=0.675
respectively.
1 -
0.8 [
w A
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o 04 [ -
02 F A g=52kPa [
= ®E q=100kPa
0 I L T Ty

0 100 200 300 400
a,mm (kPa)

Figure 5.20: Range of variation of parameter [} against the numerically derived values of
degraded bearing capacity qui.iv™

Ixnpa 5.20: Extaon g petaPolng g mapapétpov B oovaptioel TV AdplOpnTikda
EKTIHOHEVOV TI®V TG ATIOPEIOPEVG PEPOVOAG IKAVOTNTAG Jur. ™™

Excess pore pressure ratio in the transition zone Us.- Parameter U, corresponds to
the average excess pore pressure ratio in the transitional non-liquefied zone of the
natural ground and is estimated as the average between U; and the excess pore
pressure ratio in the liquefied soil, which equals unity. Thus, Uz is equal to:

(1+U1) (1+ﬁ'Udesign)

U, = = 5.16
e 5 (516

Initial Friction angle for each layer ¢;i..- Since the seismic response of the soil
profile is described with the use of the NTUA-SAND constitutive model, the initial
friction angle values assigned to each layer are chosen based on the model’s
predictions. Since loading and drainage conditions are not uniform across the
activated failure surface, initial friction angle values for both layers are estimated,
based on equation (5.17), considering the average among TX Compression, TX
Extension and Direct Simple Shear loading under undrained and drained conditions.

_ P rx-c TPy 1x-g + Pi,pss
Py = 3

(5.17)
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Coefficient K..- This parameter reflects the shear strength mobilized across the
partially liquefied improved and transitional soil zones, below the edges of the
footing. The developing mechanism is schematically demonstrated in Figure 5.21.
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Figure 5.21: Punch through mechanism and developing forces for the determination of
coefficient K

Zxnpa 5.21: Mnyaviopog 01atpnong KAt avartoooopeveg OoVApelg yia TV Kadoplopo tov
ovvteheotn) K

The forces appearing in the figure are explained below:

e Qu is the ultimate load to cause post-shaking failure of the shallow foundation
and is computed based on Equation (5.18) :

Que =qur B (5.18)

where gum is the numerically derived ultimate bearing capacity of the foundation
and B the width of the footing

e Weight (W) of the soil is estimated as follows:

W=y-(1+a)H,, -B (5.19)

p

where y7is the effective unit weight of the soil, Hixy the thickness of the improved
layer and a the portion by which the thickness of the improved layer is increased in
order to account for the development of the transition zone.

e D is the force developing at the interface between the transition zone and the
totally liquefied soil underneath the footing. It is computed using equation (5.20):

P,

int

-o,-B (5.20)

where 0’y is the numerical effective vertical stresses measured at the specific depth
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e Shear force T is composed of two components (T1 and T>) corresponding to the
shear strength developing across the sides of the improved layer and the
transition zone respectively. It can be readily shown that the particular forces are
computed based on the following equations (5.21) and (5.22) respectively:

1 2

Tl = Ks .Pl = EY'H .Ks .tanq')l,deg (521)

imp

1
T, =K,-P, = EY'.Hfmp K, [(1+01)2 —1] tang, 4., (5.22)

Applying force equilibrium in the vertical direction, it comes out that:

I)int. +2.T= W+Qu]t. (523)
yielding the following analytical expression for K
K W+Qu —Pi (5'24)

Y Hfmp {tan(pLdeg + [(1 + a)2 - 1] tang, .., }

To gain insight regarding the magnitude of K,, and derive a suitable analytical
expression, Ks was estimated according to equation (5.24) for 27 cases, which are
summarized in Table 5.1. The degraded values of the required friction angles, @a.gi
which depend on the excess pore pressure ratios U; and U, defined earlier, as well
as coefficient a were considered equal to the numerically derived values for each
numerical analysis. It was thus found that Ks depends mainly on the normalized
thickness of the improved zone Himp./B, as well as on the bearing pressure q. These
effects are graphically shown in Figure 5.22a and Figure 5.22b, which also explain
the following analytical expression for the computation of Ki:

-0.30 H -0.50
K, =Cy [i] [ ‘“‘P] (5.25)

o B

where p, is the atmospheric pressure (ps = 98.1kPa).

Coefficient Cxs takes an average value equal to 1.00 with a Standard Deviation equal
to St.Dev.=£0.15. The minimum and maximum values were estimated equal to
Ciks,min=0.75 and Cksmax=1.30 respectively.

The accuracy of equation (5.25), for the average value of Cks = 1.00, is evaluated in
Figure 5.23a & b. The numerically derived values of K; are plotted on a one-to-one
basis against the analytically predicted ones in Figure 5.23a, while the relative error
is plotted against the analytical predictions in Figure 5.23b. It can be observed that
the scatter of the data points is rather narrow (£30% of the numerical predictions),
with only a few cases overestimating Ks. This particular observation was taken into
account when proposing minimum and maximum Cxs values.
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Figure 5.22: Variation of (a) Ks coefficient against Himp/B ratio and (b) Ks/ (Himp/B)?%° against

Zxnpa 5.22: MetaPoAr) tov (a) oovteheotr] K pe tov Adoyo Himp/B xat (b) Ks/ (Himp/B)*%0 pe
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Figure 5.23: (a) One-to-one comparison of predicted K against numerically computed values

Zxnpa 5.23: (a) Eva-ipog-éva obykplon avaldTiK®V Kat dpOpnTIKA EKTIHOHEVOV TIHOV TOD
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Table 5.1: Analyses considered for the evaluation of the K; coefficient
ITivakag 5.1:  Zovoyrn avaldoemv oo Yp1otpomno)dnkayv oty ektipnon 1ov ovvteheotr) K

Himp |B (M) | q (kPa) | gy (kPa) |F.S.4eq | Dy o (%) | Ziq (M) | T (sec) |tmax (8)| N | K
1l 4| 5 52 82 157 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.08
2l 5| 5 52 9% 1.85 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 112
3/ 6| 5 52 165 3.17 | 45 16 | 035 | 0.15 |10| 1.05
4l 7| s 52 235 | 452 | 45 16 | 035 | 0.15 |10| 0.93
5/ 8| 5 52 360 | 692 45 16 | 035 | 0.15 |10| 0.76
6| 4| 3 52 116 | 224 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.32
71 4| s 60 72 1.20 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.07
8|l 4| s 70 87 1.24 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.16
9| 4| s 80 100 1.25 | 45 16 | 035 | 0.15 |10| 0.89
10| 4 | 5 90 98 1.09 | 45 16 | 035 | 0.15 |10| 0.88
11/ 6 | 5 100 150 1.50 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.00
12| 8| 5 100 300 |300]| 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 0.85
13| 8| 5 152 174 1.14 | 45 16 | 035 | 0.15 |10| 0.90
14| 5| 5 100 100 1.00 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.01
15 7| 5 100 195 1.95 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 0.91
16| 4| 5 52 98 1.88 | 55 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.07
17| 4| 5 52 112 215 | 65 16 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.20
18| 4| 5 52 75 1.44 | 45 14 | 035 | 015 |10| 134
19 4| 5 52 83 1.60 | 45 12 | 035 | 015 |10| 1.43
20[ 4| 5 52 87 1.67 | 45 10 | 035 | 015 |10| 167
21l 4 | 5 52 125 240 | 45 8 | 035 015 [10| 1.50
24| 5 52 135 2,60 | 45 6 | 035 015 [10]| 1.40
23 4| 5 52 91 175 | 45 16 | 025 | 015 [10| 1.08
24| 4| 5 52 90 173 | 45 16 | 05 | 015 |10| 1.21
sl 4| 5 52 73 1.40 | 45 16 | 035 | 025 |10| 1.33
26l 4| 5 52 95 1.83 | 45 16 | 035 | 035 |10| 1.26
27 4 | 5 52 85 1.64 | 45 16 | 035 | 015 |12| 1.32

Excess pore pressure ratio in the liquefied ground Us.- The excess pore pressure
ratio Us refers to the liquefied ground, over a representative area underneath the
footing and below the improved crust. To gain insight regarding the variation of Us,
its value has been back-calculated considering the numerically derived values for a,
U;, (and hence Uz) and qu: and the initial values for the friction angles @inir,2
described earlier.

Following a sensitivity analysis on the U; dependence on the various problem
parameters, it was concluded that the various effects could be collectively
represented through a composite problem variable, namely the degraded ultimate
bearing capacity qu:. at the end of shaking. This is shown in Figure 5.24, where the
back-calculated values of U; are related to the ultimate bearing capacity ratio quit/ pa.
Observe that all data points form a narrow band fitted by the following average
analytical relation:

-0.18
U,=C, (&] <1.00 (5.26)
"L P,
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The average Cus; coefficient is equal to 0.86 with a Standard Deviation equal to +0.03,
while the minimum and maximum values are Cysm»=0.81 and Cusm=0.95.

The accuracy of equation (5.26) is evaluated in Figure 5.25a & b. Namely, the back-
calculated values of U; are plotted in Figure 5.25a against the analytical predictions,
in a one-to one comparison, while the relative prediction error is plotted against the
numerically derived ultimate bearing capacity ratio qui"™/pq in Figure 5.25b. It is
observed that the scatter of the data points is relatively narrow, and the relative error
is less than £10% (St.Dev. =4%).
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Figure 5.24: Back-calculated values of U; plotted against the numerically obtained values of
degraded bearing capacity qu."™ normalized against the atmospheric pressure

Ixnpa 5.24: Yooyxéton v Tipev Tov Us and avtiotpogeg avalvoelg pe Tig aptOpnTikda
EKTIPOPEVEG TIPEG TIG AIIOHELDHEVIIG PEPOVDOAS IKAVOTNTAS uit ™™ AVOLYHEVIG
IIPOG T1V ATHOCQALPLKT| TILEOT)
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Figure 5.25: (a) One-to-one comparison of analytically predicted versus back-calculated Us;
values (b) Relative error of predicted values against qui.""™/ pq

Ixnpa 5.25: (a) ZOYKPon avaALTIK®OV KAl EKTIHOPEVOV 1€ AVTIOTPOPESG AVANDOELG TIHMV TOD
Us (b) ZxeTKO OQANPA TOV EKTIHOPEVOV TIHOV OOVAPTIOEL TOV ult. "™/ Pa
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5.3.3 Analytical computation of quides

Following the analytical definition of the parameters required for the computation of
the degraded bearing capacity, the associated relationships will be applied for all
parametric numerical analyses in order to evaluate the overall accuracy of the
proposed methodology. It is noted in advance that, due to the dependence of U; on
quit the relevant equations (equations (5.12) and (5.26)) are solved concurrently. Two
different iterative procedures are used for this purpose, as explained below.

Simplified iterative solution.- The associated analytical expressions are
programmed in an Excel spreadsheet and, based on the available input data, all
necessary parameters are evaluated. In the sequel, the proposed methodology is
solved iteratively, following the Steps outlined below:

Step 1: An initial value for U3, is assumed and the ultimate bearing capacity quiranalytis
computed from equation (5.12).

Step 2: The above value of quiaabtis introduced to equation (5.26) and a new excess
pore pressure ratio Us i+ is calculated

Step 3: The relative error between the values of U; obtained in Steps 1 & 2 is
calculated as follows:
8] i+ -U i
3relerr. — % (527)
Step 4: If the resulting relative error is greater than 0.001, the average of the
computed values of Us (i.e. Us; and Usj+1) is derived and Steps 1 to 3 are repeated.
The constraint of Usi+2 < 1.0 also applies in the current calculation step.

The iterative procedure is repeated, separately for each parametric numerical
analysis, until the relative error becomes less than 0.001.

Automated iterative solution.- To facilitate and speed up the calculation process, the
iterative solution may also be performed using the Solver Add-In, which is a built-in
tool for Excel spreadsheet computations. The particular application is based on the
optimization method of Lagrange multipliers, “which is a strategy for finding the local
maxima or minima of a function subject to equality constraints”. In its generalized form,
the particular optimization method requires two different functions, namely f(x,y)
and g(x,y), which are somehow interrelated. For example, the minimization of
function f(x,y) may be requested, while function g(x,y) is subject to a specific
condition i.e. g(x,y)=c. To satisfy the requested condition, the method is based on
deriving the gradients of the two functions, therefore for the application of the
specific method the functions f(x,y) and g(x,y) need to have continuous first partial
derivatives. In the optimization process a new extra variable (A), called Lagrange
multiplier, is introduced and defined as:

A(xy,0)=f(xy)+A[g(xy)-c] (5.28)
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The auxiliary function presented above is solved by adding or subtracting the
Lagrange multiplier A to satisfy the following condition:

Vi A(Xy,0)=0 (5.29)

Xy,
In our case, the solution process follows the steps outlined below:

Step 1: A starting value for Us is assumed and the ultimate bearing capacity qu:.Y?
computed from equation (5.12).

Step 2: Considering the same starting value for Us the ultimate bearing capacity
quialytis computed from equation (5.26).

Step 3: The relative error between the two obtained values of qur. is calculated based
on equation (5.30):

analyt. U3
_ qult. qult, (530)

qult.rel.err. analyt.
ult.

Step 4: In the sequel, U3 is automatically altered until satisfaction of the requested
convergence condition. The convergence criterion is specified by the user and in the
particular case is set to quitreLerr. = 0.001

Additionally, throughout the iterative procedure Us is constrained to be less than or
equal to unity, i.e. U3 < 1.0.

Evaluation of analytical predictions.- Considering the average values of the C;
coefficients in equations (5.14), (5.15), (5.25), and (5.26) both convergence approaches,
described above, were applied for the assessment of excess pore pressure ratio Us;
and the associated post-shaking ultimate bearing capacity queralytical. Obtained Us
values with the two approaches turned out to be identical for the majority of the
numerical analyses outlined in the Chapter 4. In some cases though, Solver Add-In
did not converge to a feasible solution which satisfied the convergence condition
dictated in equation (5.30). This occurred for large values of Us, close to unity, where
equation (5.26) does not have a continuous first partial derivative, as required by the
Lagrange multiplier method. To deal with this particular inconsistency, it was
decided to preserve the Solver Add-In result for relative error values less than 5%
and adopt the result from the simplified method in the remaining cases (namely set
U; equal to unity and obtain a conservative prediction for the ultimate degraded
bearing capacity qui@nalytical),

The resulting analytical predictions for the ultimate degraded bearing capacity, the
degraded Factor of Safety, and its inverse value are evaluated in Figure 5.26.
Additionally, 1/F.S.qegmalvtical is plugged into equation (5.6) for the computation and
the subsequent evaluation of seismic settlement ratio pgynaralytical/B. The grey data
points in all graphs, correspond to the non-converging cases according to the
conditions discussed previously. The left column of figures summarizes the
comparison between the analytical predictions against the numerically observed
values, while the right column plots summarize the relative error in the prediction of
the above quantities in relation to the analytically derived values.
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Observe that, despite the caution exercised in calibrating the analytical methodology
for the computation of qur., it becomes strikingly over-conservative for low values of
quit. (< 150 kPa), whereas it is consistently under-conservative for larger qui.values.
The above observation has an immediate effect on the derived F.S.4e¢, as well as on
seismic settlements computation pdyn.
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Figure 5.26: Overall evaluation of analytical predictions in terms of qui, F.S.deg, 1/F.S.deg and
pdyn/ B

Ixnpa 5.26: ZovoAikr] aSloAoynon T®v avalvTik®v HPoPAeyemv oe Opovg qui, F.S.deg
1/F.S.4eg XAt payn/B
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5.3.4 Correction of the degraded Factor of Safety

To improve the accuracy of the proposed methodology, the analytically obtained
value of F.S.qeq is corrected, in view of the relative error in predicted qui, shown in
Figure 5.27. Namely, the degraded factor of safety obtained analytically, based on the
Meyerhof & Hanna failure mechanism is considered as a "bearing capacity index"
and is hereafter referred to as F.S.4e¢". In the sequel, the "actual" value of the degraded
Factor of Safety F.S.qeq is re-evaluated by applying the depicted mathematical
expressions, each one corresponding to a different level of conservatism. Namely, the
equation plotted with the black line corresponds to a best-fit approach, and when
solving for the Observed value, the following equation (5.31) results:

stleg X
- —— >0.60-FS,_
0.05+0.60(Fs )

deg

FS

(5.31)

deg

The above correction is applied to all analytical predictions and the final outcome is
summarized and evaluated in Figure 5.28, preserving the layout described in Figure
5.26. Evidently, the corrected analytical predictions for the degraded bearing
capacity qui. have been improved, presenting a significantly narrower scatter around
the diagonal. Note that the corrected analytical predictions appear to slightly
overestimate qui, nevertheless the obtained relative error has been considerably
reduced as proven by the Standard Deviation, which is estimated equal to
St.Dev.=0.22. Additionally, the predictions for the degraded Factor of Safety, F.S.4eg,
are in very good agreement with the numerical observations. Indeed, the specific
parameter no longer receives values less than unity, indicating post-shaking failure
of the foundation, which did not occur in any of the performed numerical analyses.
Moreover, the obtained relative error is decreased compared to the initial prediction,
ranging roughly between +40% with a reduced Standard Deviation equal to
St.Dev.=0.22.

The previous satisfactory agreement is preserved with respect to the inverse F.S.qeg,
and the predicted dynamic settlements. Indeed, the pgynayt/B ratio compares
consistently well with the associated numerical predictions. Namely, the data points
appear evenly distributed around the diagonal, with a minor tendency to
underestimate dynamic settlements in the higher range of payn/B. Moreover, as a
result of the appropriate estimation of 1/F.S.qg, dynamic settlements are
satisfactorily predicted by +22%, as dictated by the standard deviation in the relative
error.

Conservative (Upper bound) predictions.- The previous approach, provided the
best-fit evaluation of the degraded factor of safety F.S.gegamalvtical and the associated
seismic settlements payn. Taking into account the complexity of the problem analyzed
herein, and the associated uncertainties in the proposed soil-foundation model,
equation (5.32), also plotted in Figure 5.27 with the grey line, provides a reasonable
upper bound (conservative) prediction for the degraded factor of safety:
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}?S;Eg X
deg = —om > 095-FSq
0.20+0.60(Fs )

deg

FS (5.32)

The conservative analytical predictions according to equation (5.32) are presented in
Figure 5.29, following the same layout as in Figure 5.26 and Figure 5.28. It is now
observed that the analytical methodology overall underestimates the degraded
bearing capacity qui(kPa) throughout the examined range of quir, with only few
exceptions. The calculated relative error is reduced and appears to be restrained
between -50% and +20%, with a Standard Deviation equal to St. Dev. = 0.19.
Additionally, the degraded Factor of Safety F.S.q4eg also appears to be underestimated
in most cases, as opposed to the best-fit solution, whereas the obtained relative error
is also reduced with a Standard Deviation equal to St. Dev. = 0.19.

The above observation is not verified in the case of the inverse of F.S.4eq, Which
appears slightly overestimated, with the associated relative error ranging between -
20% and +50% with a higher Standard Deviation equal to St. Dev. = 0.29, compared
to the best-fit solution. This has an immediate impact on the obtained dynamic
settlements, payn, which present a clear tendency for overprediction in the majority of
cases. This is also evident in the obtained relative error. Indeed, standard deviation
of relative error has increased from St. Dev.=0.22 to St. Dev.=0.54.
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Figure 5.27: Correction factors applied upon the analytically computed degraded factor of
safety F.S.qeg

Zxnpa 5.27: Aopfntikol oLVTENEOTEG TTOD XPIOIHOIIOU|ONKAV OTIG AVAANDTIKA EKTIHOHEVEG
TUHEG TOD AITOPEIDEVODL OLVTEAEDTH) ACPANELAG F.S.deg

111



Chapter 5: Analytical Relations for Seismic Settlement & Degraded Bearing Capacity:
Infinite Improvement Width

1 -
L . E R .
© i A LA 0.5
o g C Ay f: A
= i A A 4 C
] - e} 0 LA A
£ (@] N AT,
2 1 B ° A A
& ®a o] L
= 100 | o r T4
o - A 5‘, '05 B
i C St.Dev.=0.22
1111 _1 L | 1 1 1 1
100 0 200 400 600
qu“numerical (kPa) qu“-analytical (kPa)
10 1
: ‘ 2 o0sf M
g - O "¢t
s T 2
R A 4 o Of A 4
” ;‘ o Ce A
. N A
oL ° £-05f
L L St.Dev.=0.22
% 1111 Il 1111 _1 Il Il I Il Il Il
1 10 0 2 4 6
F_S_degnumencal F_S_deganalytlcal
- 1 -
3 - 2 o5 L a,
s o ¥ A
T 4L m - A . ry °
°p = y 8 0F 4. A S
% i A ; - 4 A 4“ °e
w i g C A A
— a -0.5 -
- C
St.Dev.=0.21
01 L1111l _1 1 1 1
0.1 1 0 0.5
1[F_s_degnumerical 1/F_s_deganalytical
0.1 Tr
N [ ] - A
i A n N
o i A (o 8 0.5 1 A e
':'T - A >(IT L Ad A A
g 2 g -
it I %‘5&’.‘:
-%‘ ah g r o A
Q -
0.01 é -0.5 -
- - St.Dev.=0.215
1111 Il 1111 _1 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il I Il Il Il Il
0.01 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04
pdynnumericaI/B pdynanalytical (m)
A Relative error < 5%
o Relative error > 5%
Figure 5.28: Overall evaluation of analytical predictions after the F.S.qeg correction in terms of
quit, F.S.deg, 1/F.S.qeg and payn/B
Ixnpa 5.28: Zovolikr) adloloynon tov avalvtikev mnpoPAéyeav, peta T Siopbworn tov

F.S.deg, 08 0Opo0G quit, F.S.deg, 1/F.S.deg Kat payn/B

112



Chapter 5: Analytical Relations for Seismic Settlement & Degraded Bearing Capacity:
Infinite Improvement Width

1 -
i » E A A
. r A LA 2 05
o g C Y
:’ i A A g L A
S AA o 0 A x—
% [ L ° A A
& ®a o] L
= 100 | o r T4
o - A 5‘, '05 B
i C St.Dev.=0.22
1111 _1 L | 1 1 1 1
100 0 200 400 600
qu“numerical (kPa) qu“-analytical (kPa)
10 10
: ‘ 2 o0sf M
g - O "¢
s 2
Ng i A 4 o 0rp A A=
” ;‘ o Ce A
. N A
ol - £ 05 F
L L St.Dev.=0.22
% 1111 Il 1111 _1 Il Il I Il Il Il
1 10 0 2 4 6 8
F_S_degnumerical 1 F_S_deganalytical
3 - 2 05| L a,
s o ¥ A
T 4L m - A . ry °
s | r 8 of A A
% i A ; - 4 A 4“ °e
w i g C A A
= a -0.5 -
- -
St.Dev.=0.21
01 L1111l _1 1 1 1
0.1 1 0 0.5 1
1[F_s_degnumerical 1/F_s_deganalytical
0.1 Tr
N [ ] - A
i A » B
@ i A (o 8 0.5 1 A e
':'T - A >(IT L Ad A A
) 2 N As,
: o 0 Hﬁ& -
_%- AL o] r o A
Q [ -
0.01 i:, -0.5 -
- - St.Dev.=0.215
1111 Il 1111 _1 Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il I Il Il Il Il
0.01 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04
pdynnumericaI/B pdynanalytical (m)
A Relative error < 5%
o Relative error > 5%
Figure 5.29: Overall evaluation of analytical predictions after the upper bound F.S.qeg
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Effect of Ground Improvement Dimensions

6.1 Introduction

The analytical methodology developed in the previous chapter is applicable to
“infinitely” extending two-layered soil profiles, hence it does not incorporate the
influence of the lateral extend of the performed improvement (Limp). The specific
parameter is necessary in the design of the required improvement scheme, and is
generally determined in accordance to the ground improvement method.

In the following, the available guidelines are summarized for determining the soil
improvement area when using the ground compaction method. Note that, in all
guidelines, the depth of improvement extends down “to the deepest part of the
liquefiable soil layer”, following standard practice procedures. Furthermore they do
not provide quantitative means for evaluating the foundation performance in the
case of a smaller or a larger area is improved.

Japanese Fire Defense Agency (1978).- The JFDA (1974) guidelines for oil tanks
recommend that the soil improvement area, in excess to the footing width, also
denoted as SL, equals two thirds of the improvement depth and must be within 5m
<SL < 10m, as illustrated in Figure 6.1.
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Figure 6.1: Design of soil improvement area of tank foundation (JFDA, 1978)
Ixnpa 6.1: Eopog Peltioong edagovg yopw anod 1) Oepedioon (JFDA, 1978)
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Tsuchida et al. (1976).- recommends that the improvement width around a slightly
embedded structure is correlated to the friction angle (¢) of the soil as presented in
Figure 6.2. Specifically, ai is the passive failure angle and ax the active failure angle,
also defined in the figure. SD is the depth of improvement, which, as stated earlier,
equals the total thickness of the liquefiable layer.

SW/2

ari: Passive failure angle
=450 + /2
ax Active failure angle
= 45° - /2
Figure 6.2: Specification of lateral extent of improvement based on the friction angle of the
soil (Tsuchida et al., 1976)
Ixnpa 6.2: Mébodog mpoodiopiopod evpovg PeAtioong pe Pdon 1 yovia tpiprg Tov
edagovg (Tsuchida et al., 1976)

PHRI (1997).- The Port and Harbour Research Institute (1997) widely refers to the
work performed by lai (1991) covering the required improvement extend for various
types of structures. In the specific study, the excess pore pressure ratio r., appears to
be the controlling design parameter. Namely, based on undrained cyclic loading
laboratory test results, excess pore pressure ratio values ry, below 0.5 induced
practically negligible loss of strength in the sand specimen. On the contrary, for ry
values above 0.5, the cyclic shearing led to significant shear strength loss in the soil
and should be accounted for in the design.

According to lai (1991), the shear strength of the liquefied un-improved soil should
be considered totally lost, especially for loose to medium sands. Moreover, they
indicated that the area in which r, exceeds 0.5 is adequately described by the area
ACD in Figure 6.3. Therefore, the particular area does not contribute to the bearing
capacity of the soil, which depends only on the shear resistance mobilized along the
surface EFG. Hence, given the depth of improvement, the extent of the improvement
area is associated to the above surface, which provides the necessary shear resistance
to ensure the stability of the foundation. Moreover, pressures from the liquefied sand
may also be included in the stability analysis of the structure. The specific static
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pressure corresponds to an earth pressure coefficient K,=1 after subtracting the
dynamic earth pressures. The particular pressures are applied upon the GG’ surface.
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Figure 6.3: Schematic figure to determine improvement area against liquefaction for a
shallow foundation (lai 1991)

Ixnpa 6.3: Zynpatko Oudaypappa  yua  Tov  Ipocooplopd  tov  ebpovg  Peltioong
em@avelakng Oepelioong evavtt pevotomnoinong (lai 1991)

Based on the above, it appears that there are relatively few experimental studies that
examine the effect of the improvement width on the seismic response of shallow
foundations, so that the limits, given by regulations, define a simple extend for
common applications. Moreover, all guidelines assume the treatment of the entire
thickness of the liquefiable soil, which may potentially lead to over-conservative and
costly improvement solutions.

In the above context, the influence of the lateral extend of the applied improvement
is numerically investigated through a separate set of analyses, which are presented in
section 6.2 below. Namely, the effect of the improvement width (Limp) on the
dynamic settlements (pdyn) and the degraded Factor of Safety (F.S.4eg) is quantified
with reference to the results for “infinite” ground improvement (i.e. Limp — ),
discussed extensively in the previous chapter. Particular modifications are further
compared to the existing guidelines mentioned earlier and an updated set of design
charts is developed for application.

6.2 Description of Numerical Analyses

The plan of parametric analyses is summarized in Table 6.1 and consists of 12
different sets, which exhibit different soil, excitation and geometric characteristics.
Each set examines the effect of an individual parameter, the value of which appears
in the second column of the table. The remaining problem parameters are given the
values of the reference analysis, namely: q = 52kPa, D;,c = 45%, Ziiq = 16m, Himp=4, B
= 5m, amax = 0.15g, N = 5, and T = 0.35s. Moreover, in each set, the infinitely
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extending improved layer is considered the reference analysis, and subsequently, the
width of the improved layer (Limp) is progressively reduced down to nearly the
width B of the footing itself. The different values of Limp normalized against the
footing width B, are listed in the last column of the table. Figure 6.4 presents the
basic symbol definitions associated with the geometry of the examined problem.

The assumptions of the numerical methodology, as well as the three distinct phases
of the loading sequence, have been thoroughly explained in Chapter 3, and are
maintained in the present numerical investigation. It is observed that the Limp/B ratio
systematically receives values greater than unity. The particular observation is
attributed to numerical reasons and particularly to the simulation approach of the
shallow footing. As it is mentioned in Chapter 3, the numerical simulation of the
bearing pressure q of the shallow footing is performed through applying vertical
velocity at specific grid points. This velocity varies linearly from the value at the last
grid point upon which it is applied, to zero at the adjacent grid point. Hence, half the
width of the adjacent zones should be added to the actual footing width. On the
other hand, soil properties are assigned to zones, implying that the width of the
improved zone is always going to be at least equal to the number of zones upon
which the bearing stresses are applied, further increased by two, one at each side of

the footing.
Table 6.1: Overview of numerical analyses
ITivakag 6.1:  Zovoyrn apl@pnTik®v avaldoemv
Case No. Examined Parameter Limy/B
1.2,2,54,78,10.2,12,13.2,
1 q=52Kpa 14.8,17.2,19.6, 21
2 B=3m 1.3,4,7.3,12.33,17,21
ro 1.2,2,54,7.8,10.2,12,13.2,
3 Dro=55% 14.8,17.2,19.6, 21
1.2,2,54,10.2,13.2,14.8,
4 Ziig = 8m 17.2,19.6
1.2,2,54,10.2,13.2,14.8,
> Ziig = 12m 17.2,19.6, 21
_ 1.2,2,54,7.8,10.2,12,13.2,
6 amax= 0.30g 14.8,17.2,19.6, 21
_ 1.2,2,5.4,10.2,13.2,14.8,
7 N=5 17.2,19.6, 21
_ 1.2,2,54,78,10.2,12,13.2,
8 T=0.50sec 14.8,17.2,19.6, 21
9 Himp=6m 1.2,2,54, 13.12, 13.2,14.8,
_ 1.2,2,5,5.4,98,13.4,15.2,
10 Himp= 8m 20, 24.8
11 Himp=6m (ama=0.30g) 1.2,2,54, 12.12, 13.2,14.8,
~ ~ 1.2,2,5,5.4,9.8,13.4,15.2,
12 Himp= 8m (amax=0.30g) 20,24.8
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Himp (m)

Improved crust

Limp (m)

Zliq (m)

Liquefiable sand

Figure 6.4: Definition of basic symbols
Ixnpa 6.4: Oplopodg Pacik®v DApapéTpmv

6.3  Effect of Limp on earthquake-induced foundation settlements payn

To visualize the effect of the lateral extent of the improved zone (Limp) on the
accumulation of dynamic settlements (pdyn), Figure 6.5 summarizes the obtained
dynamic settlements (payn) from the entire group of analyses, plotted against Limp/B
ratio. In each set of analyses the obtained dynamic settlements appear normalized
against the corresponding value for conditions of “infinite” improvement (pdyni™).
The black color corresponds to the baseline analysis (case No. 1 in Table 6.1), while
the data sets examining the effect of the different problem parameters are plotted
with different tints of grey.

Based on Figure 6.5, it is concluded that, among the examined parameters, only the
thickness of the improved zone (Himp) is significantly influencing the accumulation of
dynamic settlements for different Limp configurations. All other parameters have a
relatively minor effect, which may be initially neglected in the formulation of the
corresponding analytical expression for pgayn. Hence, the effects of the width (Limp)
and depth (Himp) of the improved zone are independently examined for the
formulation of a suitable analytical expression as described in the following sections.
To produce a dimensionless expression, both parameters (Limp and Himp) are
normalized hereafter against the footing width B.
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Figure 6.5: Effect of different problem parameters on dynamic settlements p4yn normalized
against the “infinite” value (pdyn,inf) Versus Limp/B
Ixnpa 6.5: Enidpaon Tov 01a@opav napapetpav otlg Sovapikeg Kadilroelg payn AVOLYHEVES
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Effect of Limy/B.- Based on Figure 6.5, the trend of the inverse of the normalized
dynamic settlement (payn™/ payn) ranges between zero and unity as the ratio of Linp/B
ranges between zero to “infinite” improvement. The particular trend is
mathematically expressed below:

inf L <
Pagn _ 9 _ exp| -C, [ il j (6.1)
pdyn B

To visualize the effect of Limp/B on the ratio of dynamic settlements payni™/pdyn,
Equation (6.1) is re-arranged, as described in equation (6.2), and plotted in a
logarithmic axis-system as illustrated in Figure 6.6.

inf L G
“In|1-Pem o (ﬂ) 6.2)
pdyn B

The solid lines correspond to sets of analyses with different Himp/B values with all

other parameters preserved constant, namely Cases 1, 2, 3, 9 and 10 of Table 6.1. It is
observed that each data set is satisfactorily described through a power function, also
plotted with the thicker lines. This essentially verifies the validity of the selected
formulation. With regard to coefficient C;, it equals -In(1-pdyn,nf/ payn) When the
width of improvement equals the footing width (Limp/B = 1), exhibiting a wide range
of variation depending on the ever-current Himp/B ratio. Coefficient C,, corresponds
to the inclination of the thick lines in Figure 6.6, displaying a narrower range of
variation for different Himp/B values. Based on the particular observation Czis taken
as the average of the eight different values obtained from the fitting curves and it is
set equal to C; = 0.30.
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- |—e— H,,/B=1.20 —— y = p*x&
mp/B=1.33

0.1 ‘ \\‘\\‘\‘ ‘ \‘\\‘\
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Lim,/B
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Figure 6.6: Effect of Limp/B on the normalized dynamic settlements pdayn,int/pdyn for five
different Himp/ B values - evaluation of coefficient C»

Ixnpa 6.6: Emnidpaot) tov Limp/ B otig avotrypéveg dovapukég kabilr)oetg Pdyn,inf/ Pdyn Y1 HEVTE
drapopetikég Tipeg Too AoyoL Himp/B - adlioloynon tov covteleotr) Cz
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Effect of Himy/B.- To further investigate the observation that coefficient C; depends
on the ever-current Himp/B ratio, the effect of the thickness of the improved crust,
Himp, on the ratio of payn™/payn is appraised in Figure 6.7 for different Limp/B values.
Indeed, the increase of the earthquake-induced settlements pdyn, becomes more
prominent and the corresponding ratio of payn™/pdayn decreases significantly with
increasing thickness of the improved zone Himp. Nevertheless, the particular
observation does not imply that more settlements will accumulate, for thicker
improved zones and decreasing Limp/B values. As thoroughly exhibited in Chapter 5,
under “infinite” improvement conditions the selection of a thicker improved zone
results in drastically reduced settlements, pqyni™. Therefore, the ratio of payni™/pdyn
may be lower for increasing Himp/B values but it is still possible to obtain the same or
even a lower amount of settlement, for greater Hinmp, values, depending on the
selected Limp/ B value.
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Figure 6.7: Effect of Himp/B on the normalized dynamic settlements pdyn,int/ pdayn for different
Limp/ B values

Ixnpa 6.7: Enidpaon 100 Himp/B otig avolypéveg duvapikés kahlnoelg Pdyn,inf/ Pdyn Yl
dragopetikég Tipég Tov AOyoL Limp/B

Based on the above, the effect of the crust thickness ratio Himp/B, is going to be
incorporated in the final analytical expression and specifically in the formulation of
coefficient C;. To achieve this, equation (6.2) is solved for coefficient C;, after setting
coefficient C equal to 0.30:
In|1-(p™
ol o (p;y;)/oiiy“ ) (63)
imp

The different C; values obtained from equation (6.3) for each Limp/ B value are plotted
with regard to the specific Himp/ B case in Figure 6.8 with the black symbols. The grey
rhombuses correspond to the average C; values obtained from the different data sets.

The power function drawn among the above symbols renders the following adopted
analytical expression:
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H. -1
C, = 0.944[ ];“"j (6.4)

Hence, the final analytical expression for the conservative lower-bound estimation of
the dynamic settlements for different widths of improvement is provided through
equation (6.5) as follows:

inf -1 0.30
H. L.
Pam 1 _exp| -0.944| e | | Zime (65)
pdyn B B
2 N
L
\
Y
® '\ .
o\ ®
c. | N
! 08 | '\'
[ R [ J
I N ] ® Numerical result
e : S~ < Average C, value
i o y=0.944*x-!
0.4 coeo b b by | --.y=1-05*X'1
0.4 0.8 1.2 1.6 2
HimpIB

Figure 6.8: Effect of Himp/B on coefficient C;
Ixnpa 6.8: Emidpaon tov Himp/B oto ovovteAeotr) C;

Effect of other problem parameters.- So far, the proposed analytical expression
incorporates only the effect of the geometry of the improved area, namely the
thickness Himp and lateral width of the improved zone Limp. The effect of the
excluded parameters may be accounted for by appropriately modifying the constant
factor 0.944. Namely, equation (6.5) is re-arranged as presented below:

inf
—In [l _Payn ]
pdvn
v : 6.6)

-1 0.30
Himp Limp
B B

and subsequently, Y is estimated for all the numerical analyses having Linp/B ratio less

than or equal to Lin,/B < 15. Typical results from the analyses so far excluded from the
statistical processing Oare summarized in Figure 6.9. The fitting curve in each figure
corresponds to the average Y values obtained for each set of analyses. Based on
Figure 6.8, the average value of Y, turned out equal to Y=1.05 and the final analytical
expression is modified accordingly:

inf H -1 L. 0.30
Pin 1 exp _1.05[ j [ j 67)
pdyn B B
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Figure 6.9: Effect of Zig(m), dmax(g), T(sec), N, D:o(%) on the ratio of -In(pdyn,inf/ Pdyn)
normalized against (Himp/B)!(Limp/B)030, versus different widths of
improvement (Limp) normalized against the footing width B
Ixnpa 6.9: Enidpaocn tov Zig(m), dmax(g), T(sec), N, Dio(%) oto Aoyo -In(pdynint/ Pdyn)

avotypévo 1pog 10 (Himp/B)?(Limp/B)0%, yia dwagopetikd mAdrn PeAtioong
(Limp) avorypéva mpog to mhdatog Bepehioo B

Evaluation of analytical expression.- The analytical predictions obtained from

equation (6.7) are compared against the numerical results in terms of the inverse of
the normalized settlement, i.e. (payn™/payn) in Figure 6.10a. The relative error
between numerical and analytically obtained values of the above ratio is also plotted

with regard to the numerical results in Figure 6.10b. The black symbols correspond

to the numerical results used in the formulation of the proposed analytical relation
(i.e Limp/B < 15), whereas, the white symbols represent the excluded numerical
analyses with Lin,/B ratio greater than Li,,/B > 15. It is observed that the proposed
analytical expression predicts with relatively good accuracy the inverse of the
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seismically induced settlement for “limited” improvement widths, normalized
against the corresponding value for “infinite” improvement conditions. The specific
satisfactory behavior is observed even for the excluded cases, which do not deviate
significantly from the main group of datapoints. Particularly, the proposed analytical
expression under-predicts the specific payn™/payn values by approximately 20%,
which essentially corresponds to the maximum obtained relative error. The latter
ranges between +20% with a standard deviation equal to St. Dev.=0.10.
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Figure 6.10: (a) Evaluation of the proposed analytical relation with regard to the ratio of
Pdyn™/ payn for limited lateral improvement, on a one-to-one basis, (b) Obtained
relative error plotted against the numerically derived ratio of payn™/ pdyn

Ixnpa 6.10: (a) ASoAOynon TG IPOTEWVOHEVIG AVANDTIKIG eSlO®MONG 08 OPOLS Pdyn™/ Pdyn
yla meploplopévo mAAtTog Pehtioong - ovykplon éva-mpog-éva, (b) Zyxetiko
OQAApA OOVAPTHOEL TG APOPNTIKA EKTIHOPEVIG TIHLG TOV Pdyn™/ Pdyn
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The accuracy of the proposed analytical relation is further verified from Figure 6.11a

& b, in terms of the obtained settlements for given extent of improvement Limp,

preserving the same format considering the color of the used symbols. The specific

values of payn, as well as the associated relative error, are calculated based on the

numerical

values of payn™ and equation (6.7). Hence, Figure 6.8a allows the

evaluation of the proposed relation, independently of the introduced error stemming

from the analytical expression used in the evaluation of payn, presented in Chapter

5. Also, based on Figure 6.8b, the particular relative error ranges between +20% and

exhibits a standard deviation equal to St. Dev.=0.7.

Figure 6.11:

Zxnpa 6.11:
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(a) Evaluation of the proposed analytical relation with regard to the obtained
value of dynamic settlement payn, On a one-to-one basis (b) Obtained relative
error plotted against the numerically derived value of payn

(@) ASoloynon TG IPOTEWVOHEVIG AVAANDTIKIG €S1000NG 08 OPOVG Pdyn YA
neploptlopévo mhatog Pedtioong - ovykpion éva-tpog-éva, (b) Zxetkd opdipa
OLVAPTIOEL TG APOPNTIKA EKTIHMHEVG TLUIIG TOV Pdyn
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In the sequel, equation (6.7) is applied for different improvement geometries in order
to produce a practical design chart. The outcome is presented in Figure 6.12 in which
both dimensions, i.e. lateral extent (Limp) and thickness (Himp) of the improved zone
are expressed as a portion of the footing width (B). Namely, the thickness of the
improved crust (Himp) ranges from 0.5B to 2.00B, whereas the lateral extent (Limp)
starts from 30B and narrows down to 1B.
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Figure 6.12: Design chart for the evaluation of the amount of dynamic settlement payn, given
the geometry of the improvement scheme, described through the width (Limp)
and thickness (Himp) of the crust, normalized against the footing width (B)

Ixnpa 6.12: Awaypappa oxedaopod yia wmy extipnon tng Sovapikig Kadifnong pdyn yia
dedopévo evpog Peltioong, mAATovg Limp kat mayovg Himp, kavovikomoumpéva
IIpog to NAdTog Bepelioo (B)

There are two worthy observations in the particular figure. The first is that dynamic
settlements decrease steadily with increasing width of the improved zone. In other
words, there is not a certain width in terms of Limp/B ratio, beyond which dynamic
settlements stabilize to their minimum value. The second observation is that a fairly
extensive improvement may be required in order to get the total benefit of ground
improvement. For instance, in the common case of Himp/B = 1.00 - 1.50, a Limp/B
ratio equal to Limp/B = 20 - 40 is required to reduce settlement values that are only
10% higher, compared to the theoretical low for infinite improvement.
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6.4 Effect of Limp on the post-shaking degraded Factor of Safety F.S.qeq.

The effect of the improvement width ratio Linp/B, on the post-shaking degraded
factor of safety, F.S.qeq, is depicted in Figure 6.13, for all the examined cases. It is
observed that, opposite to the uniformity of the data regarding the dynamic
settlements, the scatter in the obtained values of FS.qg is considerably larger.

Regarding the numerical aspect of the problem, it is mentioned that the last stage of
the loading sequence, i.e. the evaluation of the degraded bearing capacity qui(kPa), is
performed based on an analysis under static conditions. Also, according to Itasca
(2005), in FLAC, a static solution is reached by artificially damping the relevant
equations of motion, when the rate of change in kinetic energy in a model
approaches a negligible value,. Hence, even though the magnitude of the applied
velocity upon the corresponding grid-points of the footing is very small, numerical
instabilities are still likely to occur, even in areas of the grid far away from the
footing. Different approaches to locate and resolve the particular issue were
investigated, with minor effects on the obtained results. Moreover, the consideration
of applying an even smaller magnitude of vertical velocity was abandoned, given the
required excessive computational time, which would prohibit the execution of a
broad parametric investigation. It is indicatively mentioned that the post-shaking
static analysis required on average 4 days for the “infinite” improvement scheme and
2 days for different Limp/B values (with FLAC v5.0).

Due to the considerable scatter of numerical predictions, the development of a
suitable analytical expression for evaluating F.S.4es followed a different approach
compared to the procedure for the dynamic settlements. More specifically,
settlements in equation (6.7) were expressed in terms of the degraded factor of safety,
for infinite and for limited ground improvement, using the general equation (5.6)
derived in Chapter 5. In the sequel, the resulting relationship was solved for the
F.S.deg/ F.S.qeg" ratio and used to express the desired effects of ground improvement
dimensions. Note that, for this approach to be valid, it is essential that the payn -
F.S.qeg relationship of Chapter 5 is unique, i.e. it applies regardless of ground
improvement dimensions. Hence, this issue was given priority to the following
investigation. The data sets exhibiting a widespread scatter, i.e. Cases 6, 10, 11 & 12,
as well individual data points with F.S.qeg less than F.S.qeg < 1.15 were considered
unstable analyses and hence were excluded from the statistical evaluation. The
particular cases are marked with white symbols in Figure 6.13. Overall, out of the 96
performed numerical analyses only 48 were used for the statistical processing
presented in the subsequent paragraphs.
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Figure 6.13: Summary of numerical results of degraded Factor of Safety and excluded “toxic”
cases (white symbols)

Ixpa 6.13: Zovoyrn aplOunTiKov AIoTEAeOPATOV TOD AIOPEI@IEVOD OLVTEAEOT!] AOPaAeiag
Kat anoppurtopeveg “tolikég” mepurtooetg (Aevkda ovpfola)

The payn - F.S.qeg relation.- In Chapter 5, dynamic settlements are expressed as a
function of the degraded Factor of Safety F.S.ies. In the current paragraph it is
examined whether the above relation can be extended to describe the dynamic
settlement accumulation in the case of “limited” improvement width. Hence,
equation (5.6) is applied for stable numerical analyses with F.S.gegnum > 1.15,
considering the associated numerically derived degraded factor of Safety F.S.qeq. The
dynamic settlements obtained in this way are summarized in Figure 6.14. The
numerical results and analytical predictions are plotted in the gray and black
symbols respectively. Based on the above figure it is concluded that the two data sets
are in fairly good agreement.
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The above satisfactory agreement is better appraised in Figure 6.15a, presenting the

analytically predicted dynamic settlements against the numerical results on a one-to-
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one basis. Figure 6.15b provides the relative error plotted against the analytically
computed dynamic settlements from which it is concluded that the relative error of
the analytical predictions ranges between +25% and the standard deviation of
relative error is equal to St. Dev. = 0.19.

Based on the above, it is concluded that the proposed correlation between dynamic
settlements and degraded factor of safety for “infinite” ground improvement apples
to cases of finite improvement dimensions as well.

Analytical expression for the degraded factor of safety.- Given the applicability of
equation (5.6) for cases of “limited” improvement, it is used in the formulation of an
analytical expression for the computation of the associated degraded factor of safety.
Particularly, equation (5.6) is applied once for conditions of “infinite” improvement
and secondly for “limited” improvement width. In the sequel, the resulting
equations are divided against each other, leading to the following analytical
expression for the dynamic settlement ratio:

4.5
L \45 FS,,
» o (FSI )+ 0.25[?;}
pdyn — FSdeg FSdcg (6 8)
Pan | FSim (Fsi ) +0.25

In the sequel, the combination of equations (6.7) and (6.8), and the rearrangement of
the expression with regard to the ratio of F.S.4eq/F.S.qeg™, results to the following
non-linear equation for its computation:

45
|45 FS.,
Fsdeg 045 H,. -1 L 0.30 (Fsdeg) * 0'25[1:5?&; J
—= =41-exp|-1.05 - : (6.9)

inf 45
FSiey B B (FSiy,)~ +0.25
0.3
/
A FS,,>115 p
/a
L A
0.2 / AA A a /
_ s 7
E A / :
i A s o 075 F
:-':, A %‘A 4 Ke] E
2 s AL A / O 05F
2 A L = E u
£ 01 |- W @0 — — AT T AT T T
Q .00 7/ 4 8 o E Ml AA-A :‘ x
0.08 (ﬁg\y / 1 025 E A A‘ A
x 025 fF— — — — A — — —_ —
0.07 7 A ‘:/‘A g E ‘A
/\ & 05
0.06 o\o
% =07 b St. Dev. = 0.19
0.05 L L L L b e b b e
& 8 &5 887 3 3 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 02 0.25 0.3
pdynanalytical (m) pdynanalytical (m)

(a) (b)

Figure 6.15: Evaluation of the analytical relation for conditions of «infinite» improvement: (a)
one-to-one basis (b) Relative error

Ixnpa 6.15: ASoloynon g avaloTikig Avong yia «dmetpr» PeAtioon: (a) &va-mpog-eva
obykp1on (B) ZXeTKO opaipa
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The above analytical expression correlates the geometric features of the improved
area, (thickness Himp and width Limp) to the degraded factor of safety for “infinite”
improvement conditions F.S.qe, as well as to the ratio of the degraded factor of
safety for “limited” over that for “infinite” improvement conditions, i.e.
F.S.qeg/ F.S.qeg. Note that the F.S.qeq/F.S.qaeg™ ratio appears in both sides of equation
(6.9), meaning that an iterative solution is required.

The accuracy of equation (6.9) is appraised in Figure 6.16a & b, in terms of the ratio
of the degraded factor of safety for “limited” over the corresponding value for
“infinite” improvement. In Figure 6.16a the comparison is performed against the
numerical predictions on a one-to-one basis, and refers to the numerically stable
analyses. Note that the numerically derived value of F.S.q4eg is plugged into the ratio
of the analytical predictions, so that the efficiency of the current analytical expression
is evaluated independently of the generated error due to the analytical expression
proposed for the computation of F.S.4eg™ presented in Chapter 5. The relative error is
plotted against the analytical predictions in Figure 6.16b. Based on the above figures
it is observed that, with minor exceptions, equation (6.9) predicts with substantial
accuracy the degraded factor of safety F.S.qg, with a deviation ranging between
+25%. Relative error of the predictions ranges between #25% with a standard
deviation equal to St. Dev. = 0.25.
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Figure 6.16: (a) Evaluation of the analytically obtained ratio of F.S.deg/ F.S.deg™ with regard to
the numerically derived ratio, on a one-to-one basis (b) Obtained relative error
plotted against the numerically derived ratio of F.S.qeg/F,.S.deg™

Ixnpa 6.16: (a) Xoykpion tng avalvtikng mpoPAeyng tov AOYoL F.S.geg/F.S.aeg™ pe Tig
apiOpnrikeg extprjoelg (b) Zxetkd o@dApa oovaptioet tov  aplpntka
eKTIPOPEVOL AOYOD F.S.4eg/ F.S.deg™

To facilitate the use of the complex analytical expression presented above, equation
(6.9) is solved for four different values of Himp/B (= 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0) and three
different values of the degraded factor of safety for “infinite” improvement
conditions, namely F.S.4eg™ = 1.0, 2.0 & 3.0. The outcome is presented in the form of
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design charts in Figure 6.17. It is interesting to note that for increasing values of crust
thickness, the influence of the degraded factor of safety for “infinite” improvement
conditions, F.S.qeg™, becomes more pronounced, disclosing the sensitivity of the
results at thicker improvement schemes. Moreover it turns out that the effect of
F.S.qegf is not excessive, even for the cases of very thick crust, i.e. Himp/B = 2.0.
Hence, in view of the overall uncertainties in determining F.S.4eq, discussed in
previous sections, it is permissible to overlook the effect of F.S.qegf in equation (6.9),
assuming an average value of F.S.gg" = 2.0. The resulting simplifications are

discussed next.

H,,,/B=0.50
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0 5 10 15 20 25 30 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
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Himp/B=1.50
11111111111111111111111111
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Figure 6.17: Design charts relating the F.S.geg/F.S.qeg™ ratio to the normalized - against the
footing width B - lateral width of improvement (Limp/B) for four distinct Himp/B
values

Ixnpa 6.17: Awaypappara oxedtaopod 1o AOYod  F.S.geg/F.S.qeg™  ovvaptoet  tov
avotypévoo nidarovg PBertioong (Limp/ B) yia téooepig Sraxpireg tippég 100 Himp/B

Simplified analytical expression.- Given the drawbacks in the use of equation (6.9),
in the present paragraph a simplified analytical expression is formulated, which
enables the direct evaluation of the degraded factor of safety F.S.4eq for “limited”
improvement conditions. In its generalized form, this simplified relation is described
in the form of equation (6.10):

FS L\~
deg — 1 — eXp[—C3 (%J :l (610)

FSXf

deg

where coefficients C; and C4 will have to be appropriately specified.
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To facilitate the evaluation of coefficients C; and C; the above expression is

transformed into equation (6.11):
FS Lo )™
—11{1— ?ﬂ:c{ ‘“‘P) (6.11)

The cases included in the statistical processing, exhibit a degraded factor of safety
under conditions of “infinite” improvement, on average, equal to two. Hence,
coefficients C3 and C; are calculated based on equation (6.11), setting F.S.4eg™f equal
to two and different Himp/B ratios, i.e. Himp/B = 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0. The resulting curves
are summarized in Figure 6.18 plotted against the lateral width of improvement,
Limp, normalized against the footing width B, in a double logarithmic axis system.
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Figure 6.18: Evaluation of coefficients Cs3 and C, for four distinct values of Himp/B
Ixnpa 6.18: ASioloynon tov oovtedeotwv Cs kat Cy yia té0oeptlg Otaxpttég tipég 1ov Himp/B

Coefficient Cys.- Given the form of the resulting curves, coefficient C4 corresponds to
the inclination of each one of them, which is independent of the Linp/B ratio and may

be considered constant and, at an average, equal to C4 = 0.29.

Coefficient Cs.- It corresponds to the value of -In(F.S.4eg/F.S.4eg™) for Limp/B equal to
unity and it turns out that it depends on the thickness of the improved zone, Himp,
normalized against the footing width B. Substituting C4 with the previously specified
value and rearranging equation (6.11), Cs can be evaluated as follows:

FS
—In|1- ,dnefg
FS;eg
C,=——~———°7 (6.12)

3 0.29
Limp
B

The application of equation (6.12) for different values of Limp/B (=1, 2, 3, 5, 10, 20,
30) and the four different Himp/B ratios mentioned earlier, leads to the different
values of C; plotted in Figure 6.19 with regard to Himp/B. The power function drawn
amongst the presented data points is described by equation (6.13) and is hereafter
going to be used for the evaluation of Cs:
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H. -1.03
C, = 0.82[%} (6.13)

y = 0.82%(H,_/B)"1
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Figure 6.19: Dependence of coefficient C3 on the considered Himp/B range
Ixnpa 6.19: Zooyétion too ovvieeotry Cs pe 1o edpog Tip®V ToL Himp/B

In the above context, the simplified expression for evaluating F.S.qeq for “limited”
improvement width is transformed as follows:

FS H -1.03 L 0.29
Fsg‘njgzl—exp[—o.sz( ];“P] ( ;“PJ } (6.14)

deg

Note that equation (6.14) is formulated considering a degraded factor of safety for
“infinite” improvement width equal to F.S.qeg™ = 2.0 and applies over a specific
range of Himp/B values, namely Hinp/B = 0.5 - 2.0. Figure 6.20a presents the
comparison between the obtained analytical predictions and the numerical results,
exhibiting F.S.4e¢™f values within a slightly wider range, i.e. F.S.qeg™ = 1.5 - 2.5. It is
thus concluded that, equation (6.14) can be applied with substantial accuracy for a
slightly wider range of F.S.qeg™. The obtained relative error, plotted against the
analytical predictions, is presented in Figure 6.20b, from which it is concluded that it
ranges between +25% with a standard deviation equal to St. Dev. = 0.23.

Given the predictive efficiency of the equation (6.14), the particular process is
repeated for F.S.qeg™ = 3.0 & 4.0. The resulting analytical expressions are provided
below in the form of equations (6.15) and (6.16) respectively:

-1.30 0.34

FSde Him Lim

—5 =1-exp| -0.64 P u (6.15)
FSi B B
FS H -1.30 L 0.38

5 —1—exp|-0. .

X6 —1-exp| —0.56] —=® mp 6.16
FSi B B

To facilitate the use of the simplified relations provided earlier, equations (6.14),
(6.15) and (6.16) are solved for seven (7) different values of Himp/B, i.e. 0.5, 0.75, 1.00,
1.25,1.50, 1.75, 2.00 and a lateral width of improvement ranging from 30B down to
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1B. The outcome of the above process is a set of suitable and handy design charts

presented in Figure 6.21.
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6.5 Overview of Analytical Methodology and Design Charts

Evaluation of degraded Factor of Safety F.S.ie- The first step of the proposed
analytical methodology, includes the evaluation of the degraded factor of safety of
the shallow foundation, immediately after the end of shaking and while the
underlying soil is still under a liquefied state. This is accomplished through equation
(6.9), allowing the evaluation of F.S.4e¢ for any improved zone geometry (depth Himp
and width Limp). The specific analytical expression is provided in a non-linear
formulation, requiring an iterative solution. Moreover, it requires the prior
knowledge of the degraded factor of safety for “infinite” improvement conditions,
which is obtained through the application of equation (5.12).

To reduce the computational effort required for the evaluation of F.S.4e, equation
(6.9) is solved for different F.S.4e™ and Himp/B values and the outcome is presented
in Figure 6.21. The particular design charts summarize the effect of the lateral width
of improvement normalized against the footing width B (Limp/B) on the degraded
factor of safety, normalized against the corresponding values for conditions of
“infinite” improvement.

Moreover, the formulation of a set of simplified equations [(6.14), (6.15) & (6.16)]
allows the direct evaluation of the degraded factor of safety for “limited” lateral
width of improvement. The particular set of simplified equations is subsequently
plotted in an additional set of design charts, presented in Figure 6.22, for three
different values of F.S.geg"".

Evaluation of dynamic settlements pgyn.- Similarly to the analytical expressions
proposed for the degraded factor of safety, the evaluation of the seismic-induced
settlements payn requires the prior assessment of payn™. The specific parameter is
evaluated using equation (5.6), given the necessary input data, namely the
characteristics of the seismic excitation and the degraded factor of safety for
conditions of “infinite” width of improvement, F.S.qcs", as specified above. In the
sequel, the ratio of payn/payn™ is computed as a function of the width and depth of
improvement, normalized against the footing width B - Limp/B, Himp/B respectively,
as illustrated in Figure 6.12.

Design Charts for Limpy/Himp.- To gain additional insight regarding the practical
application of the previously generated design charts, the corresponding analytical
expressions are appropriately modified to incorporate the ratio of the width over the
depth of the improved zone, Linp/Himp. Hence, equation (6.7) is transformed into
equation (6.17) :

inf H 0.7 L 0.30
Pam _ 1 _exp —1.05{ fmp J fmp (6.17)
pdyn B Himp

Accordingly, the simplified analytical expressions for F.S.qeq are transformed into
equations (6.18), (6.19) and (6.20) respectively:
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FS o V(L ™ _
stjf =1-exp|-0.82 g‘*’ H"“P (FS.4e" =2.00) (6.18)
deg imp
FS I HOY® L "] .
stfjf =1-exp|-0.64 ]‘;"P H—‘“P (FS.4" =3.00) (6.19)
deg imp
B _ 0.38 7]
FS,., H_ "L, ,
<8 —1—exp| -0.56| —= P FS.. ™ =400 6.20
Fsijnefg Xp B Himp ( deg ) ( )

The above equations are solved for seven (7) distinct Himp/B ratios (= 0.50, 0.75, 1.00,
1.25, 1.50, 1.75, 2.00) and the outcome is summarized in an updated set of design
charts, as exhibited in Figure 6.22 and Figure 6.23. The thicker grey lines correspond
to the points on the different curves beyond which increasing the ratio of Limp/Himp
renders a rate of variation less than 5%, i.e. the cost-effect ratio is high.

Design Charts for Vimp/B2.- The correlation between the selected dimensions of an
improved zone around the shallow foundation to the generated cost becomes a lot
more straightforward when incorporating the resulting volume of improvement
Vimp, which is a more direct cost indicator. For the plane strain conditions considered
in the problem, the volume of the improved area is defined as the product of the
depth (Himp) times the width (Limp) of the improved zone. To preserve the
dimensionless form of the initially proposed equations, volume is divided by B2 and
the outcome of the modification is exhibited in equations (6.21), (6.22), (6.23) and
(6.24).

inf H -1.30 V. 0.30

Paym _ 1 —exp —1.05( "“PJ ( ";‘PJ (6.21)
pdyn B B
ES B H. -1.32 V. 0.29 ]

&% =1-exp| 082 — e (6.22)
FSit B B
ES B H. -1.54 V. 0.34 ]

& =1-exp| -0.64| — P (6.23)
FSit B B
FS B H. -1.68 V. 038 ]

%6 —1—exp| -0.56] —* d (6.24)
FSit B B

The normalized dynamic settlements and the degraded factor of safety are plotted
against Vimp/B? in Figure 6.24 and Figure 6.25 respectively. Note that the grey line
connects the points on the different curves beyond which increasing the volume of
the performed improvement renders a rate of variation less than 5%. The orange and
blue lines correspond to the empirical methodologies proposed by JDFA (1974) and
Tsuchida et al. (1976) respectively. The above guidelines have been presented in the
introduction of the current chapter and provide an estimate of the width of the
compacted zone around shallow or slightly embedded structures. Note however,
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that both empirical methodologies refer to compaction as the main improvement
technology and hence do not incorporate the drainage effects offered by the presence
of gravel drains. Additionally, in the specific studies, it is recommended that the
entire thickness of the liquefiable sand layer is mitigated. Hence, in the relevant
Figures, both recommendations are applied for relatively thin liquefiable layers,
ranging from 0.5 - 2 times the width of the footing. The consideration of a 20m thick
liquefiable layer (as it is assumed in the numerical investigation) is going to shift the
resulting curves to the right, hence severely increasing the volume of the mitigated
soil and increasing the associated cost.

Based on the above sets of design charts it is concluded that the rate of variation in
the ratio of dynamic settlements becomes significant, i.e. exceeds 5%, for Linp/Himp
values greater than about 5, in the case of the maximum improvement thickness
examined herein. For low values of Himp/B dynamic settlements experience only a
minor increase, especially for narrow widths of improvement.

Regarding the degraded factor of safety, there is a rather abrupt change in the values
of the normalized ratio even for large Limp/Himp values, which was obvious already
from the execution of the parametric investigation. Namely, even a minor reduction
in the improvement width was leading to a major decline in the obtained degraded
factor of safety F.S.4eg. This was even more evident for greater values of improvement
depth, Himp.

Conditions of “infinite” width of improvement render a very un-conservative
estimate both in terms of dynamic settlements and degraded factor of safety. The
specific conditions are attained for at least 20 times the footing width. Such a design
width is practically prohibited and can lead to excessive construction costs. Hence,
the examined method of ground improvement becomes technically and financially
efficient for improvement widths within 2 - 5 times the depth of the improvement,
namely Linp = (2 - 5) Himp.
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Figure 6.22: Normalized dynamic settlements plotted with respect to Limp/Himp for different
Himp/B values
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different Himp/B values and three values of F.S.qeg™

Ixnpa 6.23: Avolypéveg Tipég TOL AIOPEIOPEVOD OLVTEAEOTI] AOPANELAG OLVAPTHOEL TOL
AOYOU Limp/ Himp yta d1agopeg tij1ég 100 Himp/ B xat tpetg tipeg too F.S.geg™

T
fr:\ = o === o Recomended limit
H ———— JFDA (1974)
25 i‘\ ©— Tsuchida et al. (1976) ||
i)
- -
£, W\\\\
g T\
o - M, /8
c F\X B e :2.00
215 —~— —]
Q O~ T
e @8 \E’IW\\
1050 '
0.57\\\\\\\\\\\\HHHHHH
0 5 10 15 20 25 30
2
Vimp/B
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Figure 6.25: Normalized degraded factor of safety plotted with respect to Vimp/B? for
different Himp/ B values and three values of F.S.geg™
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Performance-Based-Design of shallow
foundations on liquefiable ground

71 General

Design of a structure by employing a performance-based approach requires
evaluation of the response in terms of all possible deformation modes. For the case of
bridges, considered herein, possible deformation patterns are schematically
presented in Figure 7.1 and include the following (Barker et al. 1991):

¢ Uniform settlement (p) is described as the rather theoretical situation in which
each of the bridge foundations settles by the same amount (Figure 7.1a). Even
though no distortion of the superstructure occurs, excessive uniform settlement
can lead to issues such as insufficient clearance at underpasses, as well as
discontinuities at the juncture between approach slabs and the bridge deck, [also
referred to as “the bump at the end of the bridge” (Wahls 1990) and inadequate
drainage at the end of the bridge.

e Uniform tilt (o) or rotation (8) along the bridge axis, which relates to settlements
that vary linearly along the length of the bridge (Figure 7.1b). This type of
deformation is most likely to occur in very stiff superstructures and single-span
bridges. Usually, no distortion occurs in the superstructure, except in the case of
non-monolithic connection between bridge components. In terms of traffic
disturbance the same problems (bumps, drainage and clearance height) as
mentioned above may occur.

e Non-uniform settlements lead to deformation when the superstructure is
continuous over three or more foundations, which causes distortion in the
superstructure especially in continuous span bridges. It may be either regular or
irregular as noted in Figures 7.1c & d. A regular pattern in deformation is
characterized by a symmetrical distribution of settlement, from both ends of the
bridge towards the center. In the irregular pattern, deformation is randomly
distributed along the length of the bridge. Operational problems caused by non-
uniform settlements include bumps at junctures with approach slabs, or between
subsequent spans, inadequate drainage and insufficient clearance height at
underpasses.
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a. Uniform Settlement
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c. Non uniform settlement d. Non-uniform settlement
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Figure 7.1: Components of settlement and angular distortion in bridges (Barker et al., 1991).
Ixnpa 7.1: Mop@ég kadilnong Kat OTpoPIKI|g Katarovnong yepupav (Barker et al., 1991).

In view of the above, performance based design of footings supporting bridge piers
under seismic loading and soil liquefaction, should account for the following
deformation patterns:

e Seismic settlements payn
¢ Differential settlements 04, or angular distortion Bay,=0ay/S
o Tilting Oayn (relative to the vertical axis)

In the following, each one of these components is analyzed separately. For the case of
seismic settlements, the major outcomes of the research described in the previous
chapters are summarized, while evaluation of differential settlements and tilt is
based on existing recommendations.

7.2 Seismic settlements py,

The mechanisms of seismic settlement accumulation have been extensively analyzed
in the previous chapters. The present section outlines the basic steps for their
evaluation, for the case where the liquefiable layer is overlaid by of an impermeable
clay crust, as well as, for the case of an artificial, permeable crust of improved sand.

721 Foundations on clay crust

The degraded bearing capacity, qui,aeg, can be estimated based on the composite
failure mechanism of Meyerhof and Hanna (1978):

. [(m+2)c,E,
qult,deg = mln{ c-s (7'1)
qult,deg
N yn+lys ' 72
qult,dcg = 2Cu E S=v + EY NyFys + Y HNqus ( * )

where B is the width of the foundation, H is the thickness of the clay crust, c.is the
crust’s undrained shear strength and y’ is the buoyant weight, which is considered
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to be the same for both the sand and the clay layers. The bearing capacity factors are
computed according to Vesic (1973):

N, = tan? [45 + 9] @ e
2

N, =2(N, +1)tan ¢,

The shape factors are computed according to De Beer (1970):

F,=1+ 1B
n+2L
E. =1—0.4E
k L

B
E, =1+Etan¢

and the factor s in Equation (2.20) is computed according to Meyerhof & Hanna
(1978):

s=1+E
L

In the above equations, the effect of liquefaction is taken into account as a
degradation of the sand’s friction angle:

(g =atan[(1-U)tang, | (7.3)
where:
b, the initial friction angle of the non-liquefied sand
U the excess pore pressure ratio developing in the sand layer

The uniform excess pore pressure ratio U is computed as:

_ Ufoot +(1 +%)'Uff (7 4)

2+%

U

where:

Ug~1.0:  Excess pore pressure ratios at the free field
Utoot: Excess pore pressure ratios underneath the footing

The excess pore pressure ratio underneath the footing can be estimated as follows:

Payn
_1-60"" 4 75)

Ufoot - AG
1+ V/,
Gyo,c

where:

Pdyn: Dynamic settlements
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Aoy c: Additional vertical stress imposed by the foundation load at the
characteristic depth z.

0 voc: Initial (pre-shaking) vertical effective stress applied at the
characteristic depth z.

Finally, the characteristic depth z. is estimated as:

2 —H+ 1.0_0.5[33}3 (7.6)
Dynamic settlements, pays, can be evaluated from the following expression:
z. )\’ ’
Payn = C- amaxTzN(%J {Fsldeg J (7.7)
where:
Amax! Peak input acceleration
T: Excitation period
N: Number of cycles
Ziiq: Thickness of the liquefiable sand layer
B: Footing width
FSaeg: Post-liquefaction degraded factor of safety

Coefficient ¢ in Eq. (2.25) is equal to 0.008 and 0.035 for square and strip foundations,
while for intermediate aspect ratios L /B, it may be approximately computed as:

c:c'[1+1.65%j£11.65c' (7.8)

where ¢’=0.003

Finally, for the case of non-sinusoidal input motions equation (2.25) is applied by

substituting the term a,, T°N with =° .ﬂv(t)| dt where v(t) is the applied velocity
time-history.

The equations presented in the previous paragraphs were consequently used to
derive practice-oriented design charts. More specifically, seismic settlements p,, of

both strip footings and square foundations, normalized against the footing’s width B,
can be computed in terms of the following non-dimensional problem parameters:

¢ the average bearing pressure %B ,
e the thickness of the clay crust % ,

e the undrained shear strength of the clay crust C%H , and
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¢ the intensity of seismic motion and the extent of liquefaction expressed as p/ ,

according to Equation (2.27):

15
Po _ (amaxTzNj(ﬁj (7.9)
B B B

The corresponding design charts for strip and square foundations are shown in
Figure 7.2 and Figure 7.3 respectively for p,/B=1.0, 2.0 and 5.0.
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Figure 7.2: Design charts for the estimation of payn for (a) po/B = 1.0, (b) po/B = 2.0 and (c)
Po/B = 5.0 - Strip footings

Ixnpa 7.2:  Alaypdppata oxedlaopon yid TOV DIIOAOYIOHO TV OUVAPIK®V KAN(OE®V Pdyn
yia (a) po/B =1.0, (b) po/B =2.0 and (c) po/B = 5.0 - Awpdwtda Oepéha
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Figure 7.3: Design charts for the estimation of payn for (a) po/B = 1.0, (b) po/B = 2.0 and (c)
Po/B = 5.0 - Square footings

Ixnpa 7.3: Awaypdppata oxedlaopoD yid TOV DIIOAOYIORO TV OUVARIKOV KAO()oemdV Pdyn
yia (a) po/B =1.0, (b) po/B =2.0and (c) po/B = 5.0 - Tetpayovikda Oepélia

7.2.2 Foundation on improved ground

The methodology for the case of the footing resting upon improved ground is
summarized in the following steps:

Step 1: Determination of the replacement ratio as.- The replacement ratio as is
estimated through Figure 4.9 considering the following input parameters:

¢ Initial relative density of the treated soil, D;, (%),

¢ Thickness of the performed improvement Himp(m) as well as

e Maximum excess pore pressure ratio rumax allowed to develop within the
improved zone, which according to current practice, is equal to 1y ma= 0.30 - 0.50.
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Figure 7.4:

Ixnpa 7.4:
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Required replacement ratio as with regard to initial relative density Dr (%) and
three allowable levels of 1y max.

Anattodpevog AOYOg AvTIKATAOTAONG Os OLVAPTHOEL TG APXLKIG OXETIKIG
rokvotntag Dr o %) xat tpia emttpenopeva enineda AOYOoL Iy max.

Step 2: Determination of the equivalent properties of the improved zone.- The

permeability, keq, and the relative density, Dy imp, of the improved zone are evaluated

through Figure 7.5 as a function of the replacement ratio as and the initial relative
density of the liquefiable sand D, (%).
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Figure 7.5: Assessment of the improved properties (a) relative density Di,imp(%) and (b)

permeability keq.(m/sec), as a function of replacement ratio as.

Ixnpa 7.5: Extipnon omtev Pedtiopevon eddgoug (a) oxetikr) MokvOTNTA Dyimp(%) kat

(P) SramepatotnTa keq.(m/ sec), covaptrioet 1oL AOYOD AVIIKATAOTACHS ds.

Step 3: Evaluation of seismic performance of the shallow foundation under
conditions of “Infinite” Improvement.

Dynamic settlements p g™

Seismically-induced settlements are evaluated based on the following Newmark-

based relation:

dyn

exc

150

Fsinf

deg

0.45 45
pinf = 0'019'amax (T + 0'633.Tsoil )2 '(No +2)( 1 J [1+025[P‘S%J ] (710)
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where:
Amax: Peak bedrock acceleration
Texc: Predominant excitation period
Tsoir: Elastic fundamental period of the soil column
No: Number of significant loading cycles

FSuegnf:  Degraded factor of safety

Degraded bearing capacity uides™ and associated FS e

Degraded bearing capacity quitdeg™ is calculated based on the modified analytical
relation initially proposed by Meyerhof & Hanna (1978) as follows:

1.,
E y : B : Nyl
tan (Pl,deg tan (p2/deg _ (

Gui e = MR y'H,°K +7[(T+ )’ —1H K, ——==5 =y (1+a)H, + ¢ (711)

1, ,
+ EY BN,, +v (1+(X)H1Nq2

where B is the footing width, H; the thickness of the improved crust and y the
effective unit weight of the soil. Coefficients Ngq and Ny are calculated according to
Vesic (1973):

N, =tan”(45+¢ des/ 2)e" i

(7.12)
N, =2(N, +1)tanq,,

Between the improved crust and the liquefied sand a transition zone of non-liquefied
natural ground (with 0< r, < 1.0) is formed, as a result of the fast dissipation of the
seismic induced excess pore pressures towards the much more permeable improved
crust. Coefficients a and Ks are associated to the thickness and shear strength
mobilized along this transition zone:

k T N 0.256
=376 {q—} (7.13)
imp
H~ -0.50
K, =1.0-(—Ly0 [ﬂj (7.14)
P. B

The effects of liquefaction and excess pore pressure build-up are considered by
appropriately reducing the friction angle of the soil:

D e = tan™ [(1 - Ui )tan(pi,inj ] (7.15)

where the subscript "ini" denotes the friction angle of the ground at the beginning of
shaking, while i=1 for the improved crust, 2 for the transition zone and 3 for the
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liquefied sand. The associated excess pore pressure ratios U; are separately evaluated
below.

o Excess pore pressure ratio U; in the improved crust.- The average epp ratio U;
refers to free field conditions and at the end of shaking and is expressed as a
portion of the allowable excess pore pressure ratio, Udesign, Set equal to:

U, =0.54U (7.16)

design

o Excess pore pressure ratio in the transition zone U,.- Parameter U,, corresponds
to the average excess pore pressure ratio in the transitional non-liquefied zone of
the natural ground and is estimated as the average between U; and the excess
pore pressure ratio in the liquefied soil, which equals unity. Thus, U.is equal to:

1+0.54U0,,
UZ _ (1 +2U1) _ ( 2 de51gn) (717)

o Excess pore pressure ratio in the liquefied ground Us.- The excess pore pressure
ratio U; refers to the liquefied ground, over a representative area underneath the
footing and below the improved crust:

inf
U, :086~(q;‘)ﬂ)-°~18 <1.00 (7.18)
Due to the dependence of Us on quideg, Equations (7.11) and (7.18) are solved
concurrently until convergence and in the sequel, the degraded factor of safety
F.S.qeg" is derived. To further improve the accuracy of the proposed methodology, a
correction factor is applied on the initially obtained value as shown below:

” FS e -
FSit = s >0.60FS (7.19)
infe )
0.05+0.60(FSi, )

Step 4: Evaluation of seismic performance of the shallow foundation under
conditions of “Finite” Improvement.- In real applications, soil improvement is
applied over a designated area of limited dimensions. The determination of the
particular area should grant the optimum solution between the required
performance criteria specified for the shallow foundation and the associated
construction costs. Hence, the current step summarizes the proposed analytical
expressions to evaluate the appropriate improvement area dimensions. Note that
both aspects of the seismic performance of the foundation (i.e payn & F.S.4eg) appear
with reference to the results for “infinite” ground improvement, implying their prior
assessment.

Dynamic settlements pan

The ratio of payni™/ payn is analytically evaluated as follows:
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inf H -1 L 0.30
Payn _ 1-exp —1.05(ﬂj (ﬂj (7.20)
pdyn B B

where Himp and Limp the width and the length of the improvement zone respectively.

Degraded bearing capacity q.u%s and Factor of Safety F.S. e

The ratio of F.S.deg/ F.S.deg™ is computed through the following non-linear equation:

pgor | FS,,

4.5
5
Fsdeg -0.45 Himp -1 Limp 030 ( deg ) + O'ZS(FSg‘efg ]
= =41-exp|-1.05 —= (7.21)
FSie B B (FSi,)~ +0.25

deg

Given the complexity in the use of (7.21), a set of simplified analytical expressions is
formulated, which enable the direct evaluation of the degraded factor of safety F.S.4eg
for “limited” improvement conditions. The following set of equations are expressed
with regard to the required Limp/Himp ratio and each one of them is applicable for a
different range of FSqeg™.

4 FS H -1.03 L 0.29
FSii =1.50-2.50: oS &% =1-exp|-0.82 5 5 (7.22)
*—*deg L
, FS. | H, V"L, "
FSii =2.50-3.50: oS &% —1-exp| -0.64 1'3““’ g" (7.23)
*—*deg L
‘ ES. B H. -1.30 L. 0.38
FSii, =350-4.50: = *% =1-exp| -0.56 ]‘;f’ ;"P (7.24)
*~*deg L

Step 5: Selection of ground improvement dimensions.- Figure 7.6 through Figure
7.8 allow the assessment of the ratio of dynamic settlements payy/payn'™ as a function
of three different variables, namely Limp/B, Limp/Himp and Vimp/B2. The ratio of
dynamic settlements is plotted for seven (7) distinct Himp/B values (= 0.50, 0.75, 1.00,
1.25,1.50, 1.75, 2.00).

The thicker dotted grey lines in Figure 7.7 and Figure 7.8 correspond to the points on
the different curves beyond which, increasing the dimensions of ground
improvement renders a rate of settlement decrease less than 5%, i.e. the cost-benefit
ratio is high.
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Figure 7.6: Design chart for the evaluation of the ratio of dynamic settlements payn/payn'™,
with regard to Limp/B ratio for different Himp/B values.

Ixnpa 7.6: Awdypappa extipnong tov Sovapikev KabHoedv pdayn/ Payni™, oOVAPTHOEL TOL
AOYov Limp/ B yia dwagopeg tippég o0 Himp/ B.
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Figure 7.7: Normalized dynamic settlements plotted with respect to Limp/Himp for different
Himp/B values.

Ixnpa 7.7: Adwaotatonoupéveg Svovapikeg kabilroelg oovaptnioet 100 AOYOL Limp/Himp yia
dlagpopeg TiEg ToL adactatonoupévon mdyovg PeAti®ong Himp/ B.
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Ixnpa 7.8: Adwaotatonoupéveg dovapikeg kadilrjoelg oovaptroel 1ov Aoyov Vimp/B? yia
diapopeg TG Tov adaotatonoumpévoo mayovg PeAtioong Himp/ B.

The corresponding design charts for the degraded factor of safety, F.S.qeq/F.S.qeg™
are summarized in Figure 7.9 to Figure 7.11. The specific charts present the
F.S.qeg/F.S.qeg ratio also with regard to Limp/B, Limp/Himp and Vimp/B2 In these
figures also, the thicker dotted grey lines correspond to the points on the different

curves beyond which, increasing the dimensions of ground improvement renders a

rate of settlement decrease less than 5%, i.e. the cost-benefit ratio is high.
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Figure 7.9: Design charts for FSgeg/FSdeg™ relevant to Limp/ B for three initial FSqeg"f values.
Ixfqpa 7.9:  Awaypappata oxedlacod tov Aoyov FSgeg/FSdeg™ ovvaptroet too Aoyov Limp/B
Y1d TPELG TLHEG TOD APYIKOD FSgeg™f.
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Figure 7.10: Normalized degraded factor of safety plotted with respect to Limp/Himp for
different Himp/ B values and three values of FSgeg™.

Ixnpa 7.10: AStaotatonoupévog Aropel@pévog ODVTEAEOTI)G AOPAAEIAS OLVAPTIOEL TOL
AOYOL Limp/ Himp ya d1agopeg tijiég tov adtactatonoupévon mayxoog Himp/B xat
TPELg TIEG TOD FSyeg™.
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Figure 7.11: Normalized degraded factor of safety plotted with respect to Vimp/B? for
different Himp/ B values and three values of FSgeg™.

Ixnpa 7.11: Adraotatonoumpévog Armopel@pévog OLVTENEOTI)G AOQAAelag OLVAPTIOEL TOL
AOYOL Vimp/B? yia dudagopeg tijpég tov adtactatonoupévoo mayxoog Himp/B kat
TPeLg TIEG TOL FSgegm.
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7.3 Differential settlements 6 & angular distortion =6/S

Differential settlements between two footings usually appear along with the
occurrence of total settlements in the case where (i) the foundation soil is not
absolutely uniform along the foundation area, (ii) the dead-to-live load ratio is
different between the two footings or (iii) there are discrepancies in the built
dimensions of the footings (e.g. a slight not intended eccentricity). Among the above
cases, only case (ii) is computationally predictable, while cases (i) and (iii) are
accidental and cannot be predicted directly. Hence, due to the complexity and
uncertainty involved in their estimation many researchers have correlated
differential settlements to maximum absolute settlements.

The correlation between total and differential settlement greatly depends on the type
of foundation. In general, stiffer foundations, such as raft (mat) foundations
(operating more like a single reinforced-concrete slab), are expected to experience
lower differential settlements, compared to isolated foundations (e.g. spread footings
which essentially support one single column). The magnitude of differential
settlements is also greatly affected by the subsurface soil conditions. Sandy soil
profiles present a greater degree of heterogeneity, even within the limits of the same
structure; therefore significant differential settlements are more likely to occur. On
the contrary, clay deposits are generally more uniform and lower differential
settlements are expected compared to sandy soils for a known total settlement.

At this point, it is critical to point out that little investigation has been dedicated so
far to the development of differential settlements and rotation due to earthquake-
induced deformations. Hence, application of a performance-based design
methodology can currently be based on correlations developed for static loading
conditions, such as the ones outlined in the following. Still, further research is
definitely required in order to establish a robust methodology based on performance
criteria.

Skempton & MacDonald (1956).- The proposed correlations by Skempton and
MacDonald (1956) between total settlement p and angular distortion 3, as a function
of soil and foundation type are summarized in Table 7.1. Note however, that the
above correlation has received an extensive criticism from Terzaghi (1956), in the
case of thick clay layers, where long-term consolidation settlements dominate.
Anyhow, this criticism is not relevant to the present study.

Table 7.1: Ratio of maximum total settlement to maximum angular distortion p/f
(Skempton and MacDonald, 1956).

IMivakag 7.1:  Adyog péylotng ovvolikrg kabi(nong mpog PEYLOTY) YOVIAKI HAPAPOPPROT)
p/ B (Skempton and MacDonald, 1956).

Soil Type Isolated Foundations Mat Foundations
Sand/sandy fill 15Lr" 20Lg"
Clay 25Ly 30Lr"

*Lr = the reference length = 1m = 40in
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Sowers (1962).- The following relationships are proposed for the case of small

buildings:
8=0.75-p (for sands) (7.25)
8=0.50-p (for clays) (7.26)

Bjerrum (1963).- Bjerrum (1963) studied the development of differential settlements
and angular distortion for the case of spread footings. Note that the majority of his
data were obtained from buildings in Scandinavia, where the soft soil conditions
induce large settlements. Independent correlations of differential settlements ¢ and
angular distortions f to total settlements p are shown in Figure 7.12a and b for sandy
soils, and in Figure 7.13a and b for clayey soils. Note that, in the figures below,
angular distortion is calculated considering adjacent columns, while differential
settlement considering the two columns that yield the maximum value, hence not
necessarily adjacent. It can be observed that the average estimate is in remarkable
agreement with equation (7.25) proposed by Sowers (1962).

a b.
12 B ~ 0.000 [
N 8 4
10 B ) E
B L/
B &7 0.001
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. B , AN ") A
£ B ° . =
S 6 b © 0.002
0 B A s @ [ Re
B y L .
T B\
B Y . 0.003 .
2 - i \
s Y i N B=00023-5">
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Figure 7.12: Correlation of maximum absolute settlement to (a) maximum differential
settlement and (b) angular distortion for buildings on sandy foundation soils
(Bjerrum, 1963).

Ixnpa 7.12: Zooyéton péylotng anolvtng xadidnong (a) péylotng dtagopikrg kadi{nong xat
(P) yoviaxrg napapope®ong yia Ktipia emt pn oovektikov edagev (Bjerrum,
1963).
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Figure 7.13: Correlation of maximum absolute settlement to (a) maximum differential
settlement and (b) angular distortion for buildings on clayey soils (Bjerrum,
1963).

Ixnpa 7.13: Zooyéton péylotng anolvtng xadifnong (a) peylotng dragopikng kadidnong xat
() yoviaxig Iapapop@mong yid KTipta et ovvektik®v edapmv (Bjerrum, 1963).

Burland et al. (1977).- Based on the data by Skempton & MacDonald (1956) and
others, Burland et al. correlated the degree of damage observed in buildings to the
maximum settlement p and the maximum differential settlement 6. These correlations
refer to uniform clay layers and they are summarized in Figure 7.14, separately for
framed buildings on isolated foundations (Figure 7.14a) and for buildings on raft
foundations (Figure 7.14b).

In the case of bridges, the first of the above correlations may be used to estimate
differential settlements 6 between neighboring piers, while the second figure may be
approximately used to obtain the angle of tilting 0 relative to the vertical, assuming a
reasonable value for the width of the raft foundation [e.g. 0= tan(6/B), with
B=10+20m].
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Figure 7.14: Observed maximum and differential settlements in buildings on (a) isolated and
(b) raft foundations on uniform clay layers (Burland et al., 1977).

Ixnpa 7.14: Meyioteg kat dragopukég xabtilnoelg oe xtipla pe (a) pepovopeva medha xat (P)
KOUTOOTp®OT) emt apy\Kev otpooemv (Burland et al., 1977).

Justo (1987).- More recently, similar correlations were proposed by Justo (1987),
based on observations from different researchers. Namely, in Figure 7.15a, the
maximum angular distortion [ is correlated to the maximum settlement p for isolated
foundations, located either on clays or sands. The trends shown in the figures can be
approximated with the following expressions (Grant et al. 1974):

B =0.000667 - p(cm) (for sands) (7.27)

B =0.000333-p(cm) (for clays) (7.28)
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Similarly, Figure 7.15b, correlates the maximum angular distortion p with maximum
differential settlements 6 based on the data for sands and clays.

B=0.0011-8(cm) (for sands) (7.29)
B =0.000606-8(cm) (for clays) (7.30)
a 1/1000 1/10 b.
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Figure 7.15: (a) Correlation between maximum angular distortion Bmax and maximum
settlement smax, for isolated foundations on clays and sands- fills. (b) Correlation
between maximum angular distortion Pmax and maximum settlement Smax, for
buildings on clays and sands-fills (Justo, 1987).

Ixnpa 7.15: (a) ZooxeTion HEYOTNG OTPOPIKIG IAPAPOPP®ONS, Pmax, — PEYOTNG KaBIlnong,
Smax, HEPOV@HEVTG Oepeimong oe apyilovg kat dppovg. (B) ZooXETION PEYLOTHS

OTPOYPIKIG HAPAPOPPRDONG, Pmax, — PEYIOTNG KAOITNONG, Smax, KTIPI@OV O apyiloog
Kat appovg (Justo, 1987).

The above recommendations are comparatively evaluated, for the case of sandy soils,
in Figure 7.16 and Figure 7.17, in terms of differential settlement and angular
distortion respectively. In Figure 7.16 the Skempton and MacDonald methodology,
which concerns angular distortion, has been applied for a footing-to-footing distance
S=10m. Similarly, in Figure 7.17, Sowers’ and Bjerrum’s equations are shown for
S=10m. It can be observed that the various recommendations form a relatively
narrow band both for the case of differential settlement as well as for angular
distortion.
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Figure 7.17: Angular distortion in cohesionless soils based on various recommendations.

Ixnpa 7.17: T'eoviaxn Dapapop@mor) 08 PI-ODVEKTIKA DALKA.
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7.4 Tilting 0 (relative to the vertical axis)

The only studies found in the literature which refers specifically to the tilting of
buildings on shallow foundations, due to earthquake - induced liquefaction, are
those of Yasuda et al. (2001) and Yasuda (2014) who collected data from the Kocaeli
(1999), the Niigata (1964) and the Luzon (1990) earthquakes and correlated the angle
of tilting 6 (deg) to the seismic-induced settlement payn (Figure 7.18):

6(deg) = 0.05p,,, (cm) (7.31)
10 — :
8 0 ]
- 0 -
o i
S
= 41 1
+ | o Niigata
2 o %% " | +Dagupan
° * Adapazairi ||
ol | . .

0 100 200 300

p (cm)

Figure 7.18: Relationship between total settlement and angle of inclination (Yasuda et al.,
2014).
Ixnpa 7.18: Xvoyétion oovolwkrng kabidnong - otporng (Yasuda et al., 2014).

Figure 7.19 compares Yasuda’s recommendations (applicable for dynamic loading)
to the methodologies described previously for differential settlements and angular
distortion (applicable for static loading). The “static” methodologies are applied
assuming that the angular distortion is equal to the tilt (f=0). For the case of raft
foundations (Skempton and MacDonald) this is a rational estimate, while for the case
of spread footings it serves only as a rough approximation. In any case, the
comparison shown in the figure reveals that in order to account for dynamic loading,
the “static” methodologies should be multiplied by a factor of 1.35.
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Figure 7.19: Tilting in cohesionless soils for static and dynamic loading conditions.
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