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Evaluation of Liquefaction Resistance Strength based on
the Cyclic Triaxial Tests using Real Earthquake Loading

/“JZH‘:%' 7‘44__04“ 3]2“—’&-“' ‘-’11’\:_11#_""

Sim, Jae-Uk Kim, Soo-II Choi, Jae-Soon Park, Keun-Bo

ABSTRACT

An experimental assessment on the dynamic behavior of saturated sand which can consider
the irregular characteristics of earthquakes was proposed. .

The equivalent uniform stress concept presented by Seed and Idriss has been applied to
evaluate the liquefaction resistance strength to simplify earthquake loading. However, it was
known that the liquefaction resistance strength of soil based on the equivalent uniform stress
concept can’t exactly mirror the dynamic characteristics of the irregular earthquake motion. In
this study, estimation of the criterion of the liquefaction resistance strength was determined by
applying real earthquake loading to the cyclic triaxial test. From the test results, relationships
between excess pore water pressure and the earthquake characteristics such as magnitude or
duration were determined. Magnitude scaling factors to determine the soil liquefaction

resistance strength in seismic design were also proposed.
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