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1. Introduction
Few building codes contain provisions for fault surface ruptures and accompanying soil deformations. The lack of appropriate
building codes poses a great risk to humans, buildings and infrastructure. A successful design example is the Alaskan pipeline
[1] which performed very well during the 2002 Denali earthquake, in contrast to a bullet-train tunnel which failed during the
2004 earthquake in Mid Niigata prefecture, Japan [2, 3]. Earthquakes causing surface ruptures occur on the average every 6-7
years since 1890 in Japan.

There is a need for simple design formulas for estimating "bedrock" fault offset required for a surface rupture to occur. Many
researchers have performed model experiments, but our ability to estimate surface rupture displacements is still fairly low and
differentiating between earthquakes that may or may not cause surface rupture is difficult.

There is also some evidence that surface rupturing earthquakes may lead to lower peak ground accelerations than earthquakes
with buried faults[4], and thus a criterion for estimating the possibility of surface rupture would be useful for judging which
attenuation relations to use.

Several researchers’ experiments and simulations have resulted in parameters and graphs potentially useful for engineering
design [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 2, 10]. On the other hand, several researchers have proposed empirical relationships between earthquake mag-
nitude and rupture length [11, 12, 13], which have been later incorporated into the concept of probabilistic-fault-displacement-
hazard-analysis (PFDHA[14, 15].) A drawback is that these empirical relationships[13] do not explain why equal magnitude
earthquakes may or may not cause a surface rupture, and therefore a dichotomous variable has to be used in PFDHA.

Trying to connect the results of experiments and simulations with observations and analyses of real earthquakes, we have
made use of many researchers’ field observations of surface ruptures and results from fault rupture process inversion analysis
(see [16, 17]), even though there are many uncertainties and assumptions in the inversion process [18, 19]. Even though it is often
observed that fault-induced strains and slips are distributed over a wide zone, we have focused on the maximum dislocation of
principal faulting along the surface ruptures. The “Research Matrix” shown in figure 1 gives an overview of the current research’s
relation to previous studies.
2. Overall strain applied to fault inversion analysis and field observations of surface ruptures
“Common” engineering scaled model fault experiments[5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 2, 10] have resulted in a few important parameters. The
ones used in here are 1) the “over-all strain” D/H , where D is the base uplift needed for the rupture to reach the surface, and H,
the height of the soil deposit; 2) the fault dip-angle; and 3) the slip direction or rake.

We applied the concept of overall strain to the inversion analysis results by taking the maximum slip at an asperity as D
and normalizing it with the distance along the fault surface from the asperity to the ground surface (H). Data sources are
available from the authors upon request. We have used considerable data collected by Manighetti et. al.[16] and Coppersmith
and Wells[13].

Both small scale model experiments [8, 9] and simulations[2] have shown how the type of fault mechanism is very important
for the amount of base uplift needed for a surface rupture. To consider in a simple way the above observations about mechanics
and geometry, the faults were classified into six types according to their rake angle (see Figure 1a). For field observations we have
used the maximum surface displacement along the rupture, even though its location may not always have the shortest distance to
the selected asperity.
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distance to surface.

Figure 1: Rake type pie chart shown in gray scale. In subsequent plots rake types will be indicated by the marker types as shown
in the middle figure.

3. Upper and lower bound for surface rupture to occur
Figure 2 shows maximum surface slips normalized with maximum asperity slips versus overall strain. For earthquakes with no
surface rupture, the ratios of maximum surface slip to maximum asperity slip were set to 10−3 to be able to show the results in
a log-log plot. The overall strain ranges from less than 0.001% to 1%, and, for earthquakes with surface ruptures, the ordinate
ranges from 0.01 to 3. Seemingly, earthquakes do not produce any surface ruptures, for overall strains less than 0.03 and for
overall strains above 0.63, earthquakes will always cause surface ruptures. However, between these lower and upper bounds, there
is still a range of overall strains for which earthquakes may or may not cause surface ruptures. Interestingly, the earthquakes with
an y-axis value larger than one are mainly dip-slip earthquakes with dip-angles lower than 60°, i.e. faults that induce considerable
horizontal compression or extension.
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Figure 2: Ratio of maximum surface slip and maximum asperity slip versus overall strain for different rake types. Overall strain
is defined as the ratio between maximum asperity slip and distance to ground surface along the fault plane. The gray scale
corresponds to the earthquakes’ moment magnitude (left), and fault dip-angle (right).

4. Final Remarks
We have presented empirical upper and lower bounds of “over-all strain”, D/H , for which earthquakes may or may not cause
surface ruptures, which could potentially be useful for reducing the dichotomousness of fault surface ruptures. The overall strain
necessary to cause a surface rupture in model experiment are on the order of 0.4% to 3%, but the overall strain estimated from
inversion analysis of earthquakes ranges from less than 0.001% to 1%. Assuming the asperity slips are correct, at least to an order
of magnitude, there are still considerable differences in overall strains between the inversion analyses and model experiments.
Further investigation is necessary to explain this difference.
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