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Fig. 1 Water Transmission System and Simplified
Soil Map in Los Angeles.
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Table 2 Free Field Strain ¢z in 1074

A =unconsolidated to poorly consolidated sediments

B =semi-consolidated to moderately consolidated sediments
C =very dense igneous and metamorphic rocks

F =fault zone
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Fig. 9 SSP Network Transformed from the Qriginal Systen.
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Wik, HIEE o A A Poisson W TH B ERKEL,
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4. BUERREHILZDER

BIERHEIE, VAT AOBHSHRESKIRE & 3 5 T
g, BIOEY v 7IicB 5 EAHEEN 2 ) OFEHE
FERDBIOICEH L.

(1) EBH%E
a) HHRCETLATA-F—
#%&: D=1016 mm, 1524 mm, 1829 mm
= B : d=16mm
Young & : E=2.1%x10°kgwt/cm?

2 (15) @ ¢=1.0

X (19 1 ¢*¥=1.0
I, ¢g=¢*=1.0 OEEIEFEX 18, 19 XhF~p
BEUIL EOEFWOMOEB/NG, #hE - SUEE
DB BB RICEHET 2 REEHRA L2 &L 2 EK
+5.

il

A

Table 4 Soil Properties.

Ground Surface
Local Soil Properties A <‘ B ‘ C Base Rock

" Thickness H (m) ‘ 0| 0 | 30 o
" Mass density of soil o (kgwilem®) | 15x10° | L7x10% | 1.9x10% | 2.65x10°
" Shear wave velocity Vs (mfs) \ s | a0 | 500 | 692.3
" Dilatution wave velocity Vo ml) | 180 | &0 | 1200 | 1657
* Shear modulus o G (kgwtiem®) | st4 | 15610 | 48070 | 12960.0
" Lame constant 1 (kgwtfemd | 8623.0 | 100100 | 182200 | 51830.0

Poisson ratio v | 0.481 | 0.433 | 0.395 0.400
¥’6¢;fgcient of soil reaction/volume koagwt/cmg) ‘ 0.69 N or 1.0 or 2.28 <4~;
HCritical shear strain* Ter 1 10°  or 100t or 107 \\\

*

slippage takes place beyond this value.
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Fig. 18 Dispersion Curves for the Model Grounds.
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Fig. 11 Probability of System Connectivity Failure

in Major Damage along the Four Faults.
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Fig. 12 g~/ =F o — F M=5,6, 7, 8, 9 O
»% SAN FERNANDO BB ¢34 LB Aicy
AFLDY 7 THEL DFRMED & 2 BAMRRES ) O
BER 7,7, %7 ny PLERTHY, EHIT 7, 858

=T T e eeeniiieee (40)
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Fig. 12 Mean Rates of Major Pipe Damage per
Kilometer in the Simulated Result of

SAN FERNANDO Earthquake.
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Fig. 13 Comparison between Actual Damage Data and Major Pipe Damage

Rates per Kilometer of Each Link in the Simulated Result of SAN

FERNANDO Earthquake.
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