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Fig. 2 Normalized Shear Modulus
versus Shear Strain
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Fig. 3 Calcurated Fourier Spectra of
Acceleration at Surface

Table 1 Ground Conditions of Model Soil Layers

Soil type Thickness (m) | Shear wave velocity
Sand fill 7 Vs = 150 + 4z %
Young bay mud 14 Vs = 30 2°-%% %
0ld bay mud

Case 1 0 Vs = 335

Case 2 29

Case 3 54

Case 4 79

Case 5 104

Case 6 129

Case 7 154

Case 8 179

Maximum acceleration (g)

Unit: Vs = m/s, z = m
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Fig. 4 Maximum Acceleration versus
Predominant Period of Ground



